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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 (VTTM) 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.1

(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.

1 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 Ibid.
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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 J – Flood and Floodplain Modifications

- APPENDIX K – Project Revisions and Additional Information
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 1: GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES AND
"OVERDRAFT" CLAIMS

Comments have stated that the groundwater supplies referenced in the Draft EIR exceed the "safe

yields" of the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation and that water levels are decreasing,

resulting in an "overdraft" condition. Associated with these comments is the stated concern that by

relying on an "overdrafted" groundwater basin, the water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley have

"overstated" available groundwater supplies.

Based on these comments, the City conducted additional consultation with Castaic Lake Water Agency

(CLWA), the wholesale water agency for Santa Clarita Valley, and the Santa Clarita Water

Division of CLWA, the retail water purveyor designated to serve the Riverpark site. As confirmed by

the Draft EIR, and updated plans, studies and reports prepared by qualified experts, which are listed

below under the heading, Local Groundwater Supplies, there is no evidence of any historic or recent

trend toward permanent water level or storage decline in the basin. Consequently, there has been no

overdraft of either aquifer system. Based on the entire record, therefore, the City has determined that

the Riverpark project can appropriately rely on the groundwater supplies identified in both the EIR

and the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment and that projected groundwater supplies, in conjunction with

other supply sources, are sufficient to satisfy the water demand of the Riverpark project, in addition to

existing and planned future water uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

1. LOCAL GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES

The Draft EIR analyzed local groundwater supplies, and that analysis was based on, among other

studies

(a) A technical memorandum (Slade Memorandum) prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates
(Slade), dated November 16, 2000, which is located in Appendix A;1

1 Richard C. Slade has conducted extensive assessments of the hydrogeological characteristics, conditions and
capabilities of the Santa Clarita Valley's Alluvial and Saugus aquifers. Mr. Slade holds a Bachelors degree in
geology from the University of California, Los Angeles and a Masters in Science degree in engineering geology
from the University of Southern California. Mr. Slade is also a registered geologist in California, Arizona and
Idaho, a certified engineering geologist in California, and a registered professional hydrogeologist with the
American Institute of Hydrogeology. Mr. Slade has worked fulltime in the groundwater field in both the public
and private sector since 1967.
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(b) Letter (Scalmanini Letter) from Joseph C. Scalmanini, Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
(Scalmanini), dated December 15, 2000, which is located in Appendix A;2

(c) An updated report prepared by Slade entitled, 2001 Update Report Hydrogeologic Conditions in
the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer Systems, dated July 2002 (2001 Update Report) (See
Appendix A to the Final EIR);

(d) 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, dated April 2003 (referred to as 2002 Water Report and
found in Appendix A to the Final EIR);

(e) 2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, dated May 2004 (referred to as the 2003 Water Report
and found in Appendix A to the Final EIR).

(f ) SB 610 Water Supply Assessment prepared for the project (See Appendix 4.8 of the Draft EIR),
including correspondence from the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA confirming its SB 610
analysis for the Riverpark project and clarifying the water demand factors used within its service
area, and the letter from CLWA, dated October 13, 2004, regarding the status of the 2000 UWMP.
All of this correspondence is included in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

Based on these studies, and the operating experience of the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors, the

Draft EIR concludes that the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation are operating within

sustainable yields and, as such, those yields are not overstated and will not deplete or "dry-up" or

“overdraft” the groundwater basin (See Riverpark Draft EIR, Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-3437 [Alluvial

aquifer], pp. 4.8-39–42 [Saugus Formation]). The same conclusion was reached in litigation before the

California Public Utilities Commission, Regarding Valencia Water Company, Decision 01-11-048,

November 29, 2001 (See Appendix A to the Final EIR).3

a. Alluvial Aquifer

The information presented in the Draft EIR is supported by the Slade Memorandum.4   In that technical

memorandum, Slade analyzed the groundwater production and operational yield of the Alluvial

2 Joseph C. Scalmanini is a partner with the firm of Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers. Scalmanini's
responsibilities for his firm include oversight and direction of the firm's work with respect to the investigation,
development and management of groundwater and water resources throughout California.  Mr. Scalmanini holds a
Bachelor of Science degree in Mechanical Engineering from Santa Clara University (1967), and a Master of Civil
Engineering degree, with a focus in groundwater hydrology and water resources engineering from the University
of California, Davis (1984).

3 While neither Riverpark nor the Santa Clarita Water Division were parties to the litigation, the litigation is
pertinent because both the Santa Clarita Water Division and Valencia Water Company (defendant in the
litigation) draw from the same groundwater resources. In addition, several of the plaintiff/protestants in the
litigation, including Friends of the Santa Clara River, Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment,
and the Sierra Club, were parties to the litigation and have commented on the same issues in the Riverpark Draft
EIR as done in the CPUC litigation.

4 The Slade Memorandum was a technical study that was prepared for the 2000 UWMP. Apart from the 2000
UWMP, the Slade Memorandum is used as support for the groundwater supplies reported in the Draft EIR for the
Riverpark project (See Section 4.8, Water Service, in the Draft EIR).
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aquifer, and found no evidence of overdrafting of the aquifer system. Specifically, Slade concluded

that

" a . Alluvial water levels have repeatedly recovered over time following droughts of
various durations (including the very long-term drought of approximately 1945
through 1966), and there is no evidence for permanent overdraft or dewatering of
this aquifer system.

b. Even with groundwater production at or above 40,000 AF/yr (such as 1951, 1955,
1960 and 1964), all of which occurred during the very long-term drought of 1945
through 1966), groundwater levels in alluvial wells have recovered regardless of
the timing (date) of this amount of production relative to the accumulated rainfall
departure curve.

c. As a result of the above, it is considered to be hydrogeologically feasible to utilize
groundwater extractions from the alluvial aquifer system at the rate of 30,000
AF/yr to 40,000 AF/yr in normal (average) rainfall conditions. During dry periods,
alluvial aquifer production should be reduced to the range of 30,000 AF/yr to 35,000
AF/yr." (See Slade Memorandum, dated November 16, 2000, and located in
Appendix A.)

In addition, Scalmanini was asked to review and comment on the work performed by Slade in his

technical memorandum. Based on that review, Scalmanini found that the Alluvial aquifer was

operating within its yield and would not result in overdraft or depletion of groundwater resources i f

pumped at the levels identified in the Slade Memorandum. Specifically, Scalmanini referenced the

Santa Clarita Valley groundwater supply projections for the two aquifer systems. For the Alluvial

aquifer, the groundwater supply projections were 30,000 to 40,000 AFY in average/normal years, and

30,000 to 35,000 AFY in dry years. For the Saugus Formation, they were 7,500 to 15,000 AFY in

average/normal years, and 21,000 to 35,000 AFY in dry years. Scalmanini then determined that these

groundwater supply projections will not result in any obvious overdraft or depletion of groundwater

resources in the Santa Clarita Valley. Specifically, Scalmanini found that

"[b]ased on a combination of historical operating experience with the Alluvium and a
general assessment of pumping and recharge in the Saugus Formation, we would expect
that those ranges of pumping will likely be within the perennial yields of the two
aquifer systems, and will not result in any obvious overdraft or depletion of ground-
water resources in the area.

The Alluvial aquifer system is the easier of the two to address since it has historically
(over the last 50 years) been pumped in numerous years and for extended periods in the
ranges cited in the UWMP without undesirable results, i.e., without any evidence of
overdraft. In other words, the Alluvium has been managed within its perennial yield,
while pumping in the broad range of nearly 20,000 AFY to more than 42,000 AFY.
Although there have been seasonal and longer term intermittent lowering of ground-
water levels in response to both variations in pumping and variations in precipitation
(and associated recharge), the long-term trend in Alluvial ground-water levels has
been stable, with no persistent trend toward lower water levels and associated
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depletion of ground-water storage. While the cited ranges for Alluvial pumpage in
various year-types suggest that, overall, the average extraction will be greater than
the perennial yield reported by Slade in 1986, recent high Alluvial pumping and
sustained high ground-water levels suggest that an updated perennial yield analysis
would result in a higher value of perennial yield than that reported by Slade nearly 15
years ago. Ultimately, however, the exact number is not as important as operating in a
range of production that does not cause undesirable results such as chronic ground-water
level decline; the ranges cited in the UWMP would certainly fit that criterion. In any
case, in light of the range of historical pumping from the Alluvium and the lack of any
chronic ground-water level depression as a result of that pumping, it appears sound to
plan on long-term ground-water supplies from the Alluvium in the general ranges of
pumping included in the UWMP, which are consistent with what has been successfully
practiced over the last 50 years." (See Scalmanini Letter, dated December 15, 2000, p.
2.)

Since preparing the Slade Memorandum, Slade completed his 2001 Update Report (See Appendix A),

which further evaluated the hydrogeologic conditions in both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus

Formation.5 In that report, Slade updated the alluvial groundwater production and operational yield,

and specifically responded to "overdraft" claims. Specifically, as discussed by Slade below, the

annual groundwater production from the Alluvial aquifer for at least the past 10 years has been

averaging above the "practical or perennial yield" of 31,600 to 32,600 acre-feet per year, which was

calculated by Slade in his prior report in 1986; and, this increase in average production has occurred

without any undesirable conditions such as lowered water levels that might be indicative of

"overdraft:"

"C. Groundwater Production and Operational Yield

Since the mid-1940s, annual groundwater production from the alluvium has ranged from
a low of approximately 20,000 acre-feet per year (AF/yr) in 1983, to a high of at least
44,000 AF/yr in 1955. The historically largest alluvial extractions occurred between
1951 and 1960, and between 1991 and 2000 (both are 10-year periods, during which the
average annual pumpage was approximately 37,000 AF/yr and 35,000 AF/yr,
respectively.

The annual groundwater production from the alluvial aquifer over the last ten years
has averaged approximately 35,000 AF/yr, about 10 percent higher then the ‘practical
or perennial yield’ of 31,600 to 32,600 AF/yr calculated in the Slade 1986 Report.
However, this increase in average production has occurred without any onset of
undesirable conditions such as lowered water levels that might be indicative of
overdraft. The primary reason that the alluvial aquifer has been able to supply
groundwater in volumes that are well in excess of its previously estimated perennial
yield for the past ten years is that imports of SWP water into the Valley have risen
from approximately 1,100 AF/yr in 1980 to over 32,000 AF/yr in 2000. Much of this
additional water is returned to the alluvial aquifer in the form of discharge from the
two WRPs located along the Santa Clara River." (See Appendix A to the Final EIR
[2001 Update Report, July 2002, p. iv].)

5 A complete copy of the Slade 2001 Update Report is provided as Appendix A to this Final EIR.
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As stated above, Slade identified the primary "reason" that the Alluvial aquifer has been able to

supply groundwater in volumes that exceeded his 1986 prior estimate of the Alluvial's "perennial

yield." The identified reason is the annual importation of State Water Project (SWP) water supplies

into the Santa Clarita Valley since 1980.

The importance of introducing annual SWP water supplies into the Santa Clarita Valley since 1980 was

the subject of a technical memorandum, prepared by CH2MHill, addressing the effect of urbanization

on aquifer recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley.6 In that technical memorandum, CH2MHill

discussed the general effects of urbanization on groundwater recharge and the specific effects on the

Santa Clarita Valley. CH2MHill highlighted the importance of the importation of SWP water

supplies to Santa Clarita Valley in finding that urbanization has not reduced recharge to groundwater,

nor depleted the amount of groundwater that is in storage within the Valley's basin. In its "summary of

findings," CH2MHill concluded that

"[i]n the Santa Clarita Valley, stormwater runoff finds its way to the Santa Clara
River and its tributaries, whose channels are predominantly natural and consist of
vegetation and coarse-grained sediments (rather than concrete). The stormwater that
flows across paved lands in the Santa Clarita Valley is routed to stormwater detention
basins and to the river channels, where the porous nature of the sands and gravels
forming the streambeds allow for significant infiltration to occur to the underlying
groundwater.

Increased urbanization in the Valley has resulted in the irrigation of previously
undeveloped lands. The effect of irrigation is to maintain higher soil moisture levels
during the summer than would exist if no irrigation were occurring. Consequently, a
greater percentage of the fall/winter precipitation recharges groundwater beneath
irrigated land parcels than beneath undeveloped land parcels. In addition,
urbanization in the Santa Clarita Valley has occurred in part because of the
importation of State Water Project (SWP) water, which began in 1980. SWP water use
has increased steadily, reaching nearly 44,500 acre-feet (AF) in 2003. Two-thirds of
this water is used outdoors, and a portion of this water eventually infiltrates to
groundwater. The other one-third is used indoors and is subsequently routed to local
water reclamation plants (WRPs) and then to the Santa Clara River (after treatment).
A portion of this water flows downstream out of the basin, and a portion infiltrates to
groundwater.

Records show that groundwater levels and the amount of groundwater in storage were
similar in both the late 1990s and the early 1980s, despite a significant increase in the
urbanized area during these two decades. This long-term stability of groundwater
levels is attributed in part to the significant volume of natural recharge that occurs in
the streambeds, which do not contain paved, urban land areas. On a long-term
historical basis, groundwater pumping volumes have not increased due to urbanization,
compared with pumping volumes during the 1950s and 1960s when water was used
primarily for agriculture. Also, the importation of SWP water is another process that
contributes to recharge in the Valley. In summary, urbanization has been accompanied

6 See Appendix A to the Final EIR, Technical Memorandum prepared by John Porcello, CH2MHill, dated February
22, 2004.
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by long-term stability in pumping and groundwater levels, plus the addition o f
imported SWP water to the Valley, which together have not reduced recharge to
groundwater, nor depleted the amount of groundwater that is in storage within the
Va l l e y ." (Emphasis added) (See Appendix A to the Final EIR [Technical
Memorandum prepared by John Porcello, CH2MHill, dated February 22, 2004, p. 1].)

In addition, Scalmanini's work has specifically responded to comments, which have insisted that the

Alluvial aquifer's previously estimated "perennial yield" should be treated as a "not to exceed"

volume. To the contrary, Scalmanini has consistently stated that such an approach is technically

flawed because it fails to recognize that the perennial yield of an aquifer system is a long-term average

value, and that "overdraft" cannot be concluded simply because recent pumping of an aquifer has

exceeded a long-term average number, even if for several years. Scalmanini has further explained

that, in any valid determination of perennial yield, there is a recognition that aquifer systems

experience wet and dry cycles, when recharges higher or lower than long-term averages, and that

pumpage from an aquifer system can vary, in some cases significantly, above and below a stated

perennial yield number from year to year, depending on water demands in the same wet and dry cycles.

For these reasons, both Scalmanini and Slade have more recently relied upon the identification of an

"operational" yield with respect to the management of pumping in an aquifer system.

For example, in his 2001 Update Report, Slade thoroughly explained the disadvantages associated

with interpreting "perennial yield" as a fixed number, and, for that reason, has elected to use the more

descriptive "operational yield" terminology in order to avoid confusion:

"One of the disadvantages of utilizing perennial yield as a basis for managing the
pumpage from an aquifer system is that it represents a long-term average value for
annual yield. There is a potential for the perennial yield value to be interpreted as a
‘not-to-exceed’ volume, with a related potential for pumpage above the perennial
yield value in any given year to be incorrectly interpreted as ‘overdraft’. A recently
advanced concept intended to deal with such misinterpretations is that of operational
yield. Operational yield can be defined as a fluctuating value of pumpage that may be
above or below the perennial (or average) yield in any given year, and that varies as a
function of the availability of other water supplies. The basic intent of the
operational yield value is that it should not exceed the perennial yield of the
groundwater basin over multi-year wet and dry cycles.

The operational yield concept includes flexibility of groundwater use by allowing
increased pumping during dry periods and increased recharge (direct or in-lieu) with
supplemental water when it is available in wet/normal rainfall periods. The
operational yield protects the aquifer by helping to assure that groundwater supplies
are adequately replenished on a long-term basis from one wet/dry cycle to the next. In
the Valley, historical groundwater data demonstrate that the alluvium has been, and
continues to be developed within its long-term sustainability (i.e., no continuous
lowering of water levels, no notable trend toward degradation of groundwater quality,
etc.).
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It is evident from observation of the response of the alluvial aquifer system to average
pumping over the last several decades, and response to pumping in individual years,
that pumping from the alluvium can be performed at a higher average pumping rate
and over a wide range of yearly pumping rates without inducing undesirable conditions
that would be indicative of overdraft, i.e., long-term continuous and progressive decline
in water levels and storage. This observation is particularly evident since the
initiation of supplemental SWP water deliveries in 1980. As a result, the operational
yield of the alluvial aquifer, or the yearly yield for operating purposes, could range
from an individual annual pumping volume as low as about 20,000 AF to an individual
annual pumping volume as high as about 45,000 AF. The ultimate goals would be to
avoid short-term adverse impacts as a result of year-to-year fluctuations in pumping,
and to avoid long-term adverse impacts such as continuously lowered water levels and
reduced amounts of groundwater in storage.

Recognition of the historical response of the alluvium to the wide range of annual
pumping and the higher average rate of pumping in recent years has led to the
following two plans regarding operation of this aquifer system: 1) development of an
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in 2000 that includes water supply from the
alluvial aquifer within both the long-term yearly operational range and the recent
(last ten years) average pumping capacity; and 2) commitment via a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) process between the Santa Clarita Valley Water Purveyors,
Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), and the downstream United Water Conservation
District to develop a numerical groundwater flow model in order to analyze in greater
detail how the alluvium can be operated in the future to optimize its yield without
adverse impact to either the aquifer (avoidance of depressed water levels and
depleted storage) or the environment associated with this aquifer (avoidance of
decreased stream flows, avoidance of depleting riparian vegetation, etc.).

In summary, the combination of historical observations and current planning has led to
the present conclusion that the alluvial aquifer system can be operated over a wide
range of pumping volumes in any given year. As summarized in the 2000 UWMP, the
operation of the alluvial aquifer will typically be in the 30,000 to 40,000 AF/yr range
for most wet and normal rainfall years, with an expected reduction into the range of
30,000 to 35,000 AF/yr in dry years.

Given that the rate of alluvial groundwater extraction over the past ten years has
averaged approximately 35,000 AF/yr and no long-term or permanent decline in water
levels or groundwater in storage has occurred, the range of pumping proposed for the
alluvial aquifer in the most recent UWMP is well within the operational yield of the
aquifer." (See Appendix A to the Final EIR [2001 Update Report, July 2002, pp. iv-vi].)

As part of his 2001 Update Report, Slade specifically stated that his report was undertaken to provide

an "update" to his earlier 1986 report on the Alluvial aquifer and his 1988 report on the Saugus

Formation. Because Slade's report updated his findings, conclusions and recommendations regarding

the hydrogeologic conditions of both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation, Slade also

specifically stated that his updated report "supersedes those previous work products [i.e., earlier 1986

and 1988 reports] and is intended to provide the water purveyors in the Valley with a current

assessment that the geologic and hydrogeologic conditions within the local groundwater basin." (Id.,

at p. i; Emphasis added) Accordingly, the City does not believe it is appropriate for comments to rely

on earlier, outdated reports that have been superseded. In short, the best available data regarding the
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hydrogeologic conditions in the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation is found in Slade's 2001

Update Report.

The City has considered the above information in connection with its independent assessment of the

groundwater supplies of the Alluvial aquifer. The City finds that the information constitutes

substantial evidence supporting the findings presented in the Draft EIR.

b. Saugus Formation

The Draft EIR reports that the Saugus Formation is expected to provide a source of supply ranging from

7,500 to 15,000 acre-feet in average/normal years, to 11,000 to 15,000 acre-feet in dry years, and up to

35,000 acre-feet for one to three consecutive dry years, when shortages to CLWA's SWP water supplies

could occur. Furthermore, the projected yield of the Saugus Formation is not considered to be

"overstated" or "overdrafted." As stated, the projected groundwater supplies from the Saugus

Formation are prepared by qualified experts for the Santa Clarita Water Valley purveyors.

The groundwater projections for the Saugus Formation, which are presented n the preceding

paragraphs, are supported by the Slade Memorandum and the Scalmanini Letter. For example, Slade

concluded, based on his work, that there is no evidence of "overdraft" or "de-watering" of the Saugus

Formation, and that the projected pumping of the Saugus Formation was feasible, particularly because

of the relatively large areal extent and substantial vertical depth of the Saugus Formation:

"d. For the historic annual amounts of groundwater production from the Saugus
Formation (to date, up to 15,000 Af/yr), there is no relationship between non-
pumping (static) water levels in individual Saugus Formation wells and total
groundwater extraction by those wells.

e. Saugus Formation hydrographs, which in some cases date to the early-1960s,
reveal both seasonal and long-term fluctuations in water levels over time; these
water levels respond to changes in rainfall/recharge conditions in the region.
Current water levels in Saugus Formation wells are at or near their historic highs.
There is no evidence for permanent over-draft or dewatering of the Saugus
Formation Aquifer system.

f . Because of its relatively large areal extent and substantial vertical depth, the
Saugus Formation conservatively contains on the order of 1 million AF of
groundwater in storage in the depth zone of 500 ft to 2500 ft and/or the base of
fresh water within the formation.

g. Historic and current depths to water and the known amount of historic water level
fluctuations in Saugus Formation wells, even recognizing the resulting pumping
rates and specific capacities of the wells, are considered small compared to the
depths of these wells and to the future amount of available drawdown in each
well.
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h . As a result of all the above conditions, it is considered to be hydro-geologically
feasible to increase production from Saugus Formation aquifers for short-term
periods (e.g., for a few years) even during drought conditions. At this time,
increasing maximum production in a staged or ramped process from 15,000 AF/yr to
25,000 and then to 40,000 AF/yr for such short-term periods is considered to be
hydrogeologically feasible. This staged increase in Saugus Formation production
to 40,000 AF/yr for short-term periods amounts to a maximum increase of 25,000
AF/yr over the known historic maximum groundwater extractions from this
formation. This 25,000 AF/yr increase represents only a very small percentage of
the total amount of groundwater calculated to be present in storage in the depth
range of 500 ft to either 2500 ft or the base of fresh water within the Saugus
Formation.” (Emphasis a dd e d ) (see Appendix A to the Final EIR Slade
Memorandum, pp. 7-8, dated November 16, 2000.)

In addition, Scalmanini reviewed Slade's analysis, and after conducting general water balances of the

Saugus Formation, Scalmanini concluded that the projected Saugus groundwater supplies constituted a

reasonable plan and that such projections would not result in permanent water level declines or

reductions in groundwater storage (i.e., overdraft):

"The Saugus Formation is the more difficult of the two aquifers in the area to assess,
both in terms of dry period water supply and long-time dependability, primarily
because there is no historical operating experience in the range of dry-year Saugus
pumping cited in the UWMP. The memorandum in Appendix C includes a brief
discussion of historical pumpage (up to a maximum of nearly 15,000 AFY, and an
average of slightly more than 7,000 AFY over the last 20 years), limited historical
water levels (no long-term change or other evidence of overdraft, with current levels
comparable to pre-development levels), and ground-water storage (on the order of one
million af in storage in the depth zone of 500 to 2,500 feet). Based on these conditions
and a couple of other considerations (large areal extent and substantial vertical depth
of the Saugus, and typically deep well completions with sufficient available
drawdown in wells), it is concluded that it is hydrogeologically feasible to increase
pumpage from the Saugus for short-term periods in a ramped manner from 15,000 to
25,000 to 40,000 AFY. The memorandum is not specific with regard to pumping outside
the ‘short-term’ periods when pumpage might be increased; however, it implies that
increased pumpage would occur only during dry periods, and that pumpage would
decline to lower values in wet and normal periods such that the long-term stability in
water levels and storage discussed in the memorandum would be maintained.

Our impression of the concerns expressed about the UWMP overstating the availability
of ground water and the potential for pumpage at the yields in the UWMP to deplete
or ‘dry up’ the aquifer is that they are primarily concerned with the preceding increase
in short-term, i.e., dry period, pumpage from the Saugus. While we agree that it is
likely, based on the various considerations discussed in the appendix, that the Saugus
can support such an increase in pumpage without substantially affecting the significant
storage in the aquifer and without any significant constraints by such factors as well
completion depths and screen intervals, the key question not discussed in the appendix
is whether the Saugus can be expected to recover (recharge) from the short-term dry-
period increases in pumpage. To generally address the latter concern as part of our
review, we prepared several general water balances of the Saugus based on the ranges
of pumping included in the UWMP and the recharge potential previously reported for
the Saugus (Slade, 1988). While our water balance approach was very general in
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nature, it provides a useful indication that the Saugus should be in general balance
and, more importantly, that the short-term dry-period increases in Saugus pumpage
will not be permanent reductions in ground-water storage. In summary, we examined a
range of pumping scenarios for the Saugus as follows, all based on the water supply
summaries in Tables 1-4, 2-1, and 4-2 in the UWMP:

- pumpage in the middle of the 7,500 - 15,000 AFY range (11,250 AFY) in a l l
average/normal years, and dry year pumpage in the middle of the
21,000–35,000 AFY range (28,000 AFY).

- historical average pumpage (7,500 AFY) in average/normal years, and ramped
increase in dry year pumpage as indicated in Table 4-2.

- historical average pumpage (7,500 AFY) in average/normal years, and
maximum Saugus pumpage (35,000 AFY) in all dry years.

- historical maximum pumpage (15,000 AFY) in all average/normal years, and
ramped increase in dry year pumpage as indicated in Table 4-2.

All the preceding scenarios show general long-term balances, with the reductions to
historical average pumpage or even to historical maximum pumpage in
average/normal years sufficient to allow ground-water storage to recover such that the
short-term dry period increases in pumpage do not represent permanent reductions in
ground-water storage. Based on the information included in the UWMP, complemented
by the general water balance assessment described above, we would conclude that the
Saugus ground-water supply component in the UWMP is a reasonable plan for use of
that aquifer system for a small part of the overall water supply, while also utilizing
it on a renewable (recharged) basis to meet short-term dry period reductions in other
water supplies." (See Appendix A to the Final EIR [Scalmanini Letter, pp. 2–4].)

Since completion of the Slade Memorandum and the Scalmanini Letter, Slade completed his 2001

Update Report regarding the hydrogeologic conditions of both the Alluvial and Saugus aquifers. As to

the Saugus Formation, Slade conducted further analysis of the basin and concluded that:

" B . Groundwater in Storage

The amount of groundwater in storage in the Saugus Formation was calculated to
be approximately 1.41 million AF, using an upper limit of 500 ft below ground
surface (bgs) as part of the calculations, as reported by Slade in the original 1988
Report on the Saugus Formation aquifer system (Slade, 1988 Report). More recent
information on the thickness of the alluvium and the degree of potential
drawdown interference between adjacent Saugus Formation and alluvial water
wells has led us to adjust this upper limit from 500 ft bgs to 300 ft bgs. Updated
calculations of groundwater in storage reveal a value of approximately 1.65
million AF, an increase of about 18% more than the 1.41 million AF calculated in
the original Slade 1988 Report. This increase is due almost entirely to raising the
upper limit of our depth zone for calculations from 500 ft to 300 ft bgs.

C. Groundwater Production and Operational Yield

Groundwater production from the Saugus Formation has averaged approximately
8,600 AF/yr from 1991 to 2000, with the highest ever historical production of
approximately 15,000 AF/yr occurring in 1991, towards the end of a multi-year
drought. No long-term continuous or permanent decline in either water levels or
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the amount of groundwater in storage has occurred under this historical range of
pumping. In summary, the combination of historical observations and current
planning has led to the present conclusion that the Saugus Formation aquifer
system can be operated on a long-term average basis in the range of 7,500 to 15,000
AF/yr.  Infrequently, during dry periods of one to three years, pumping extractions
from the Saugus Formation can be ramped up from 15,000 to 25,000 AF/yr, and
ultimately to 35,000 AF/yr if dry conditions continue. These latter increases
would be temporary and would return to or below the historical range of 7,500 to
15,000 AF/yr once rainfall patterns returned to normal.

As summarized in the 2000 UWMP, the operation of the Saugus Formation aquifer
system will typically be in the 7,500 to 15,000 AF/yr range for most years of
normal or wet conditions, with possible short-term increases in dry periods into
the 15,000 to 35,000 AF/yr range. It is recommended that a program of enhanced
water level and water quality monitoring accompany this incremental temporary
"ramp-up" in groundwater production from the Saugus Formation. However, such
a temporary increase in pumping over and above historic levels is unlikely to
have an adverse impact on the Saugus Formation aquifer system, and in particular
is unlikely to induce a permanent loss of groundwater from storage or a decline in
water quality." (See Appendix A to the Final EIR [2001 Update Report, July 2002,
pp. Vii–viii].)

The City has considered the above information in connection with its independent assessment of the

groundwater supplies of the Saugus Formation. The City finds that the information constitutes

substantial evidence supporting the findings presented in the Draft EIR.

2. OTHER RELATED COMMENTS

a. Comments Regarding Riparian Vegetation and Other Impacts

Other comments have stated that overdraft conditions may impact endangered and sensitive species in

and along the Santa Clara River. As threshold matters, these comments are not supported by specific

documentation or substantial evidence to support the claims asserted. (See Pub.Res.Code §21153[c] and

CEQA Guidelines §15086[c], requiring comments to be supported by specific documentation; See also

Pub.Res.Code §21080[e], CEQA Guidelines §15384, which define “substantial evidence.”) The comments

also are not specific to location or type of species, making it difficult to provide a more specific and

thorough response.

However, as described above, there are no overdraft conditions, and, therefore, the assumption made in

these comments is inaccurate. Furthermore, the generalized comments appear to be contrary to the

extensive survey data of the riparian vegetation along the Santa Clara River compiled by the City's

environmental consultant, Impact Sciences, Inc., and other qualified consultants and included in the
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Draft EIR. None of the consultant studies provided to the City report a "die-off" of riparian

vegetation, or "diminished" surface water needed to support endangered or sensitive aquatic species due

to observed "overdraft" conditions. As discussed below, CLWA also has recently adopted a regional

groundwater management plan that includes monitoring of groundwater levels throughout the basin,

and provisions associated with the operation of the basin in order to avoid overdraft conditions of the

type with which these comments are concerned.

b. Comments Regarding Water Wells In the Eastern Reaches of the Basin

Comments have claimed that water levels in wells have reached historic lows in the eastern areas of

the basin. Again, however, the comments are not substantiated by applicable documentation or any

substantial evidence. As discussed below, the best available data also conflicts with these comments.

First, at pages 4.8-7–8, the Draft EIR demonstrates that the increased importation of SWP surface

water supplies by CLWA to its service territory since 1980 has significantly increased the flow of

surface water and groundwater in the Santa Clara River watershed, notably in the form of return flow

and discharges from existing water treatment plants in the Santa Clarita Valley. As a result, there is

no "decrease in surface flows" in the Santa Clara River. To the contrary, substantially more water is

now in the river and the underlying Alluvial and Saugus aquifer system. Those flows help to maintain

alluvial groundwater recharge and high surface water flows downstream to Ventura County.

Second, the CH2MHill technical memorandum, discussed above, confirms that urbanization in the

Santa Clarita Valley has been accompanied by long-term stability in pumping and groundwater levels,

along with the addition of imported SWP water to the Valley since 1980, which together have not

reduced recharge to groundwater, nor depleted the amount of groundwater that is in storage within the

Valley.7

Third, the pumping of groundwater from both the Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation has not

resulted in any adverse effects such as permanent water level declines or degradation of groundwater

quality. As stated in the Draft EIR, the current management practice of the Santa Clarita Valley

water purveyors is to prioritize the use of the Alluvial aquifer because of the aquifer's ability to

rapidly recharge, store and produce good quality water on an annual basis. Like most groundwater

basins, it is possible to intermittently stress the alluvial system (i.e., pump in excess of a "perennial

yield" value for one or more years without adverse effects). Short-term withdrawal in excess of the so-

7 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Technical Memorandum prepared by John Porcello, CH2MHill, dated February
22, 2004).
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called "perennial yield" may temporarily lower groundwater levels; however, subsequent decreases in

pumping and natural recharge results in a rapid return of groundwater levels and associated refilling of

groundwater storage with no harm to the resource. Historical groundwater data collected from both the

Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation over many hydrologic cycles demonstrate that groundwater

elevations return to normal in average or wet years following periods of abnormally low rainfall. (See

Riverpark Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-37 [Alluvial aquifer] and 4.8-42 [Saugus Formation].)

In addition, specific to the east end of the local groundwater basin, Slade recently prepared a technical

memorandum in response to claims that groundwater levels in water wells in the "eastern reaches and

tributaries" of the Santa Clara River are declining, which is an indication of "overdraft."8 In that

technical memorandum, Slade provided direct evidence on current water level conditions in the eastern

reach of the Santa Clara River. Slade also assessed changes in groundwater levels over time by

assessing the hydrograph for a Santa Clarita water company municipal-supply well, located along the

river approximately six miles east of Bouquet Junction. The well is generally referred to as "Lost

Canyon Well No. 2."

Based on the data, Slade found that the "alluvial aquifer system is not in overdraft because water

levels show a rapid and significant rise following periods of rainfall. In a strict sense, if the aquifer

system were in ‘overdraft,’ then water levels would show a continuous decline even during

hydrologically ‘wet’ periods during a long time period; the water level data do not show any such

decline over the entire period of water level record." (Id., p. 3) Slade also noted that "even though

water levels have declined in previous drought years [referring to wells in the eastern reaches of the

basin], those water levels have returned in the past to historic high water levels." (Id.) Consistent

with his technical memorandum, Slade recently reported to the Newhall County Water District tha t

the east end of the Alluvial aquifer "continued to display a very strong correlation with a cumulative

rainfall departure trends; levels declined temporarily in dry times but recover very rapidly and to a

large degree in more normal or wet rainfall periods."9

Finally, as discussed below, CLWA adopted a groundwater management plan, which specifically

addressed these comments and concerns at the regional level. CLWA's groundwater management plan

has acknowledged, based on groundwater elevation data and streamflow data, supplemented by a

basin-wide numerical groundwater model, that groundwater levels vary during cycles of below-normal

and above-normal rainfall. Over longer time periods, the long-term fluctuations in groundwater levels

8 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Technical Memorandum prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC,
dated March 12, 2004).

9 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from Slade to Newhall County Water District, Board of Directors, dated
January 29, 2004).
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show that, after a drought period, water levels have returned to levels at or above those that occurred

prior to the drought. These findings are consistent with technical analysis by Slade in his 2001 Update

Report that there is no evidence of long-term continuous or permanent declines in water levels in either

the Alluvial aquifer or the Saugus Formation. CLWA's groundwater management plan also includes

"Primary Plan Elements" to monitor groundwater levels throughout the basin ("Primary Plan Element

1"), and to operate the basin in an on-going manner to avoid "overdraft" ("Primary Plan Element 3").

c. Comments Concerning the County's General Plan and Area Plan

One comment stated that reliance on groundwater from an "overdraft" basin is contrary to the Los

Angeles County General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan, and the City's General Plan.

The City does not find any substantial evidence to support these comments for the reasons set forth in

this topical response, the Draft EIR, and the supporting documents.

First, the comment does not identify any portion of the City's General Plan (or any other plan) to

support the claim. Therefore, it is difficult to provide a detailed response. However, the City notes

that Los Angeles County's Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan (a component of the County of Los

Angeles General Plan) does contain a policy stating that it is not permissible to rely on local

groundwater sources past their safe yield limits (Area Plan Water Supply Policy 1.1). But, for the

reasons stated in the Draft EIR and this topical response, the City has determined that both the

Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation are not in "overdraft."

In fact, the best available data indicates that both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation

continue to operate within their operational yields. As shown in this topical response, the

development and use of local groundwater resources has not resulted in any degradation of the local

groundwater basins. As a result, there has been no "violation" of the City's General Plan (or any other

plan), as such plans relate to water supply policies.
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d. Other Evidence Supporting the City's Findings

(1) CLWA Groundwater Management Plan

On December 10, 2003,10 CLWA adopted a Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) for its service area,

in accordance with Water Code §§10750 et seq. (commonly known as AB 3030). As part of the GWMP,

several "Primary Plan Elements" have been adopted, consistent with on-going water resource

management activities of CLWA and other retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley. The

stated intent of the GWMP is to ensure that local groundwater supplies from both the Alluvial aquifer

and the Saugus Formation continue to be utilized under acceptable aquifer conditions (i.e., avoidance of

overdraft conditions). (GWMP, p. 22) To implement that intent, the GWMP requires (a) the monitoring

of groundwater levels, quality, production and subsidence ("Primary Plan Element 1"); (b)

identification and management of recharge areas and establishment of a wellhead protection program

("Primary Plan Element 2"); (c) the on-going assessment and determination of basin yield and the

avoidance of overdraft ("Primary Plan Element 3"); and (d) continuation of conjunctive use operations

within the basin ("Primary Plan Element 5").

In addition, the GWMP includes the development of a numerical groundwater flow model. (GWMP, pp.

29, 35–37.) The groundwater flow model is intended to be utilized in continuing to understand and

quantify the yield of the basin under varying hydrologic conditions, so that local groundwater supplies

can continue to be managed to meet existing and projected water demand and, at the same time, to avoid

groundwater uses at levels that would result in overdraft conditions. (Id.)

The numerical groundwater flow model construction and calibration process is complete. In addition, a

report documenting the construction and calibration of the model has been reviewed and approved by

the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The City also has been advised that Board

members of CLWA, Valencia Water Company and Newhall County Water District have been given

presentations concerning the status of the modeling effort.

Therefore, the City finds that both the GWMP and the groundwater flow model represent regional

planning efforts by CLWA and other retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley, in conjunction

with other local, state and federal agencies, to ensure that local groundwater supplies continue to be

10 See CLWA Ordinance No. 34 and CLWA's Groundwater Management Plan for the Santa Clara River Valley
Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, December 2003, prepared at the direction of CLWA by Luhdorff &
Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers. Both the ordinance and GWMP are incorporated by reference and available
for public review and inspection at CLWA's offices, located at 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA
91350-2173.
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monitored and managed so that the groundwater basin can continue to be a reliable water supply source

without significant concern that the resources will be "overdrafted" or negatively impacted.

(2) CPUC Litigation

In addition to the above information, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has

previously rejected comments and claims that the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation cannot be

"pumped" to the ranges identified by CLWA and the retail water purveyors without creating

"overdraft" conditions. After a lengthy adjudicatory hearing involving conflicting facts, the CPUC

found that

"22. Perennial yield of an aquifer is that amount of groundwater that can be pumped
from the aquifer over a long period of time without causing an undesirable result.

23. The record indicates that pumping from the Alluvial aquifer has been and
continues to be within the aquifer's perennial yield and that the aquifer is not and
has not been in overdraft.

24. The management practice of Valencia and other local water purveyors is to
maximize use of the Alluvial aquifer in combination with imported SWP supplies
in normal years while keeping the Saugus aquifer full and available for use during
dry years.

25. The WMP's estimates of water supply available from the Alluvia aquifer, in a
range of 32,500 to 40,000 AFY, are consistent with current management practices
and well within the aquifer's perennial yield.

26. The WMP's estimate of base water supply available from the Saugus Formation,
in a range of 11,000 to 20,000 AFY, are consistent with current management
practices and supported by recent experience.

27. The WMP's estimate that up to 30,000 AFY above the lower estimate of base water
supply is available from the Saugus Formation as short-term firming supply in up
to three consecutive dry years is supported by expert analysis." (See Appendix A
to the Final EIR [CPUC Decision 01-11-048 November 29, 2001, pp. 38–39])

The CPUC also rejected a contention that the Saugus Formation would be in overdraft by the year 2011,

implicitly rejecting any contention of any current overdraft. (Id., p. 28)

In light of its factual determinations, the CPUC concluded as a matter of law that the “range of

supplies” identified “as available from the Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation was reasonable.”

(Id., p. 43) The CPUC decision addressed Valencia Water Company's Water Management Plan;

however, the groundwater supply projections included in that plan for both the Alluvial aquifer and

Saugus Formation were similar to those included in the 2002 Water Report and the Draft EIR. As a
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result, the City views the CPUC's factual and legal findings as further support for the information

presented in this EIR.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 2: GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES AND
PERCHLORATE

Comments raise issues and concerns regarding the detection and impact of ammonium perchlorate

(perchlorate) in four municipal water supply wells located in the Saugus aquifer, and one such well in

the Alluvial aquifer. Comments state that, because these wells have been removed from active water

supply service due to the presence of perchlorate, the available pumping capacity from the Saugus and

Alluvial aquifers has been reduced, but the Draft EIR does not account for the "reduced" groundwater

supplies. As a result, the comments claim that the groundwater supply figures in the Draft EIR are

"overstated." Similarly, comments claim that the Riverpark project cannot rely on groundwater

supplies impacted by perchlorate, because it would violate the requirements of Senate Bill 610 (SB

610).1 (Costa, Chapter 643, Stats. 2001)

This response will address the perchlorate comments and the impact of perchlorate on groundwater

supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley. The reason that the discussion will address the entire Santa

Clarita Valley is because all four retail purveyors in the Valley, including the Santa Clarita Water

Division of CLWA are interconnected and draw from the same groundwater supplies.

As discussed below, the Draft EIR fully disclosed the presence of perchlorate in municipal-supply wells

in both the Saugus Formation and the Alluvial aquifer, and identified the treatment technologies that

are available to restore the deactivated wells to full production. In response to claims that

groundwater supplies should be reduced due to the closure of the five impacted production wells,

according to CLWA and other local retail purveyors, the number and distribution of production wells in

the Santa Clarita Valley and the availability of State Water Project (SWP) water acquired in 1999

provide reliable water supplies that are available to meet current and near-term water demand in the

valley during both average/normal years and in dry years.

In dry years, the above supplies would be supplemented by approximately 50,000 AF of SWP water

that CLWA has banked in Kern County with the Semitropic Water Storage District through interim

banking arrangements. This water is available until 2012-2013 and, as such, provides dry-year

reliability for Santa Clarita Valley water supply in the next approximately nine years. Prior to

expiration of this Semitropic Interim Banking Arrangement, CLWA has stated that it will implement

1
SB 610 amended Section 21151.9 of the Public Resources Code (CEQA), and Sections 10631, 10656, 10910, 10911,
10912, and 10915 of the Water Code, repealed Section 10913 of the Water Code, and added an amended Section
10657 of the Water Code. (See Draft EIR Appendix 4.8)
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long-term reliability enhancement programs, which were addressed in the earlier 2000 Urban Wate r

Management Plan (2000 UWMP), and which will be further addressed in the update to that plan in

2005.

In the long term, actions to contain and treat the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater will be in

place well before calendar year 2010. Therefore, the water supply identified in the 2003 Santa Clar i ta

Valley Water Report2 (2003 Water Report), and in the earlier 2000 UWMP, still constitutes an

available and reliable water supply to meet increasing levels of demand over the long term (2020).

Specifically, in the long term, water supplies will be available at the levels shown in the 2003 Wate r

Report (and the earlier 2000 UWMP), because those sources consist of SWP supplies, recycled water and

local groundwater, including full restoration of the Saugus Formation well capacity. The long-term

plan is to return some of the impacted Saugus Formation production wells to service, and to replace

others with one or more replacement wells. The testing to contain and treat perchlorate-contaminated

water will commence by the end of this year, with implementation of treatment currently expected to be

in place within two years.

CLWA and other Santa Clarita Valley retail purveyors have advised the County and City that the

technology to remove perchlorate exists and is already in use in California and elsewhere. CLWA and

the retail purveyors intend to use this proven technology to clean up the water where perchlorate has

been detected. CLWA and other retail purveyors continue to work with the Whittaker-Bermite site

owners and the regulatory agencies (State Department of Toxic Substances Control [DTSC], state

Department of Health Services [DHS] and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [ACOE]) to characterize,

contain and treat the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater, so that water from the deactivated

municipal-supply wells (Saugus, 4 wells; Alluvial, 1 well) can be returned to service.

Accordingly, the City has determined, based on the entire record, that the Riverpark project can

appropriately rely on groundwater supplies identified in the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis. In

addition, the City has determined, based on the entire record, that projected water supplies will be

sufficient to satisfy water demand of the Riverpark project, in addition to existing and planned future

uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

2 Please see Appendix A to the Final EIR for a copy of the 2003 Water Report.
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1. PERCHLORATE CONTAMINATION HAS BEEN FULLY DISCLOSED AND
HAS BEEN DETERMINED TO HAVE A LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
ON GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES

The Draft EIR included a thorough discussion of the groundwater quality in both the Alluvial aquifer

and the Saugus Formation. (See Riverpark Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, pp. 4.8-37–38; 4.8-

43–51)

Based on the analysis presented, the Draft EIR concluded that there is no evidence of any historic or

recent trend toward permanent water level or storage decline in the local Alluvial or Saugus aquifers,

and no evidence that the perchlorate discovered in local groundwater has limited the amount of water

local purveyors have planned to deliver from these sources. (See Riverpark Draft EIR, Section 4.8,

Water Service, pp. 4.8-37; 4.8-42)

a. Alluvial Aquifer

As to the Alluvial aquifer, the Draft EIR, at pp. 4.8-37–38, contained a discussion of perchlorate in the

Alluvial aquifer, and included a figure depicting the former Whittaker-Bermite site, which has been

identified as the source of the perchlorate contamination (Figure 4.8-17). At p. 4.8-38, the Draft EIR

disclosed that, in 2002, perchlorate was detected in one Alluvial aquifer municipal supply well,

located near the former Whittaker-Bermite site, and all other Alluvial wells operated by the water

purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley continue to be uncontaminated and used for municipal water

supply service; and that, as part of regular operations, the uncontaminated wells are sampled routinely

and perchlorate has not been detected in any of them:

"Perchlorate is used in the manufacture of rocket propellants, munitions and fireworks.
The alleged source of perchlorate is a facility in the Santa Clarita Valley known as
the Whittaker-Bermite site. Each local water purveyors regularly collects
groundwater samples from the numerous municipal-supply wells in the Alluvial
aquifer. In 2002, as part of ongoing monitoring of wells for perchlorate contamination,
perchlorate was detected in one Alluvial well located near the former Whittaker-
Bermite facility that has been the primary focus of potential perchlorate
contamination that has impacted four Saugus wells since 1997. The detected
concentration at the Alluvial well (up to 5.9 ug/l) slightly exceeded the Action Level
for perchlorate (4 ug/l) and the well has been inactivated for municipal water supply.
All other alluvial wells operated by the purveyors continue to be used for municipal
water supply service (2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, p.17). The wells will
continue to be sampled, tested, and monitored for possible detection of perchlorate , and
any other contaminants. The sampling, testing and monitoring of the numerous
municipal-supply wells in the Alluvial aquifer actually serve as an early warning
device for the possible detection (and ultimate treatment) of perchlorate and other
contaminants. For further information regarding perchlorate and other contaminants in
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the Santa Clarita Valley's other aquifer, Saugus Formation, please refer to the section
below." (Emphasis added) (See Riverpark Draft EIR, Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-37–38)

CLWA and other retail purveyors in Santa Clarita Valley have advised both the County and City

that the closure of the one Alluvial well does not adversely affect the capacity of the groundwater

produced from the Alluvial aquifer, because other operating wells in the Alluvial produce sufficient

quantities of groundwater, all of which are unaffected by perchlorate. In addition, CLWA and other

retail purveyors have confirmed that technology exists to treat groundwater to remove the perchlorate

and to return it to drinking water quality. CLWA has also reported to the County and City that the

purveyors have placed a high priority on remediation of perchlorate over the long term, to restore the

affected well to service, and to ensure that treatment methods are available to reduce perchlorate

concentrations to low or non-detectable levels if any other wells in the Alluvial aquifer are later

impacted.

As reported in the 2003 Water Report (Appendix A to the Final EIR), the Alluvial aquifer has an

estimated storage capacity of 240,000 acre-feet (AF). Based on Slade and Scalmanini technical reports

and the Slade 2001 Update Report (Appendix A to the Final EIR), in average/normal years, the

operational yield of the Alluvial aquifer, for long-range planning purposes, is in the range of

30,000–40,000 acre-feet per year (AFY). In dry years, the technical reports and studies project a

reduction in pumping in the Alluvial aquifer into the range of 30,000–35,000 AFY. In 2003, total

pumpage from the Alluvial aquifer was approximately 33,600 AF, a decrease of about 4,500 AF from

the preceding year. (2003 Water Report, p. 15) This pumping volume was consistent with the range

reported in the 2003 Water Report and the earlier 2000 UWMP. This pumping volume did not result in

any overall change in on-going groundwater conditions (i.e., water levels, water quality, etc.) in the

aquifer.

At present, there are a total of 32 active municipal supply wells located in the Alluvial aquifer.

(Figure 4.8-17) The deactivation of one Alluvial well is considered to be a de minimis impact on

production, particularly when considering that only about 565 AF of groundwater was pumped from the

one deactivated Alluvial well in 2001 prior to the detection of perchlorate. In addition, CLWA's Santa

Clarita Water Division has reported that it intends to rely on other available water resources,

particularly SWP supplies, to account for the 565 AF of lost groundwater production, until the

perchlorate treatment program is initiated.
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CLWA also has reported that it would be inappropriate to reduce groundwater supply projections due to

the detection of perchlorate found in the one Alluvial well. As to the Alluvial aquifer, CLWA has

stated that

"[r]educing groundwater supply projections for the one well that has been shut-in due to
perchlorate contamination is inappropriate and unnecessary because sufficient
additional well capacity exists to fully utilize the whole supply. That said,
remediation of the perchlorate over the long term is necessary to ensure no additional
wells are detrimentally impacted by the contamination."3

In terms of treatment, the Draft EIR, at pp. 4.8-48–4.8-51, contained extensive discussion of the existing

and effective technologies to treat perchlorate in water in order to meet drinking water standards.

Consistent with the information presented, CLWA recently reported that

"[t]echnology exists to treat groundwater to remove the perchlorate and return it to
drinking water quality. This technology is already in use in other parts of California,
most notably in the nearby San Gabriel Valley (La Puente Valley County Water
District). This treatment process has received all necessary state approvals.

The La Puente treatment plant is a state-of-the-art facility approved by the
California Department of Health Services for the removal of perchlorate from water
supplies. The plant removes perchlorate and other contaminants from a nine square
mile pollution plume (much larger than the plume area sourced by the Whittaker-
Bermite site), disinfects the water to drinking water standards and then serves it to
customers.

CLWA and the purveyors, including NCWD, have developed a plan for beginning the
treatment process necessary for removal of the perchlorate…as soon as possible, so that
[all] affected wells can be restored to service. Thus, the supplies associated with the
local aquifers, since they can be returned to use by treatment, constitute a finalized
supply, or should be footnoted as being only temporarily unavailable."4

Based on the data presented in the Draft EIR, the Slade and Scalmanini technical reports, the Slade

2001 Update Report, the 2002 and 2003 Water Reports (all are located in Appendix A to the Final EIR)

and this topical response, the Alluvial groundwater supplies are appropriately reported, and reducing

the Alluvial groundwater supply projections for the one well that has been deactivated due to

perchlorate contamination is not appropriate, because the number and distribution of other operating

production wells in combination with SWP supplies can be counted on to produce additional quantities

of groundwater lost due to the five impacted wells, all of which are unaffected by perchlorate.

3 See CLWA's letter to Newhall County Water District, dated January 8, 2004; CLWA's letter to Newhall County
Water District, dated January [28], 2004, including the attached presentation made by Dan Masnada, General
Manager, to the CLWA Board of Directors. Copies of this correspondence are included in Appendix A to the
Final EIR.

4 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from CLWA to Newhall County Water District Board of Directors,
dated January 8, 2004, attachments and related documents).
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In addition, timely implementation of the pump containment and treatment plan will enhance

groundwater supply reliability in the long term. As stated, testing to contain and treat the

perchlorate-contaminated water will commence by the end of the year, with implementation of

treatment expected to be in place within two years.

b. Saugus Formation

As to the Saugus Formation, at pp. 4.8-42–4.8-48, the Draft EIR contained a discussion of perchlorate in

the Saugus Formation. At p. 4.8-44, the Draft EIR disclosed that perchlorate has been detected in four

wells in the eastern part of the Saugus Formation, near the former Whittaker-Bermite site, and that

the water purveyors in Santa Clarita Valley have reported the presence of perchlorate in the Saugus

Formation for several years.

As reported in the 2003 Water Report, p. 19 (Appendix A to the Final EIR), the Saugus Formation has

an estimated storage capacity of about 1.65 million AF. In average/normal years, for long-term

planning purposes, the 2003 Water Report includes pumping from the Saugus in the range of 7,500–15,000

AFY. In dry years, the report calls for pumping from the Saugus in the range of 21,000–35,000 AFY for

two to three consecutive dry years, if reductions to CLWA's SWP water supplies occur in those dry

years.  This future planned pumping would be followed by periods of lower pumpage (7,500–15,000 AFY

in average/normal years as noted above) in order to allow recharge of water levels and storage in the

Saugus Formation. (See 2003 Water Report, pp. 18–20, located in Appendix A to the Final EIR)

In 2003, approximately 4,700 AF of groundwater was pumped from the Saugus Formation, even though

the 2003 Water Report (and the earlier 2000 UWMP) indicates planned use ranging from 7,500–15,000

AF during an average/normal year, and even more in a dry year. (2003 Water Report, pp. 19–20) The

Saugus Formation was not utilized to the levels reported in the 2003 Water Report (and the earlier 2000

UWMP), because the purveyors have voluntarily reduced pumping from Saugus non-impacted wells

until the remedy is installed, which is expected to be in place starting with testing at the end of this

year and implementation within two years. During this interim period, there is sufficient SWP water

and local groundwater from Alluvial production wells to meet current and near-term water demand for

the Santa Clarita Valley.

At present, there are a total of 12 municipal supply wells located in the Saugus Formation (Figure 4.8-

17 of the Draft EIR). Since preparation of the Draft EIR, one additional Saugus municipal-supply well

has been installed, bringing the total number of Saugus municipal-supply wells to 13. The temporary
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inactivation of four of the 13 Saugus municipal supply wells is considered to be a de minimis impact on

groundwater supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley for several reasons.

First, although four wells in the Saugus Formation are deactivated due to perchlorate, the other nine

Saugus municipal supply wells are operational and produce water that meets drinking water standards.

These other Saugus wells continue to be routinely sampled and perchlorate has not been detected. In

addition, as stated in the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-42, the long-term trend in the Saugus Formation (over the

last 35–40 years) shows relatively stable groundwater levels,5 and there is no trend toward a sustained

decline in Saugus water levels or storage, which would be indicative of overdraft conditions.

Second, the combined annual capacity of the nine municipal supply wells in the Saugus Formation can

produce about 25,000 AFY.  This production capacity covers the 7,500–15,000 AF projected to be pumped

from existing wells in the Saugus Formation in average/normal years, without reliance on the four

impacted Saugus wells, which have been deactivated due to the detection of perchlorate. In addition,

in the current and near term, SWP supplies and local groundwater produced in other uncontaminated

portions of the basin have obviated the need to pump water from the Saugus Formation to the levels

reported in the 2003 Water Report (and the earlier 2000 UWMP).

Finally, the estimated annual production capacity of the nine Saugus wells (about 25,000 AFY) is also

within the range of the future planned pumping of the Saugus Formation in dry years. Based on

technical reports and studies, the containment and treatment of perchlorate-contaminated

groundwater, in combination with the drilling of Saugus replacement wells, will fully restore Saugus

Formation well capacity in the near term (i.e., well before 2010). The Saugus replacement wells are

located a considerable distance from the former Whittaker-Bermite site, and will be capable of

supplying groundwater in useable quantities and of acceptable quality for municipal supply purposes.

CLWA also recently reported that it would be inappropriate to reduce groundwater supply projections

due to the detection of perchlorate found in the four Saugus wells. As to the Saugus Formation, CLWA

stated that

"[r]educing groundwater supply projections for the four wells that have been shut-in due
to perchlorate contamination is inappropriate and unnecessary because sufficient
additional well capacity exists to pump at least 15,000 acre-feet per year. That said,

5 See Final EIR, Appendix A (2003 Water Report [Figure III-8]).
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remediation of the perchlorate over the long term is necessary to ensure no additional
wells are detrimentally impacted by the contamination."6

CLWA and local retail purveyors have advised the City that considerable progress has been made on

plans for containing the perchlorate emanating from the former Whittaker-Bermite site, as

contemplated in the Environmental Oversight Agreement entered into with DTSC in February 2003.

Under that agreement, DTSC provides review and oversight of the response activities being undertaken

by the water agencies relating to the perchlorate contamination in the five closed municipal-supply

wells.

As part of that effort, CLWA and the water purveyors have advised the City that one of the reports

contemplated in the Environmental Oversight Agreement already has been submitted to DTSC in 2004.

The report, dated 2004, and approved by DTSC, documented the construction and calibration of a

groundwater flow model for the Santa Clarita Valley. A second report presents a modeling analysis of

the plan to contain perchlorate that is present in the Saugus Formation. CH2MHill is the entity that

has prepared both of the reports contemplated by the Environmental Oversight Agreement.7

The proposed perchlorate containment plan consists of pumping from two of the Saugus municipal-

supply wells that were shut down because of elevated concentrations of perchlorate found in the

groundwater from those wells. The two wells, owned and operated by the Santa Clarita Water

Division of CLWA, are identified as the Saugus 1 and Saugus 2 wells and located near the northwestern

boundary of the former Whittaker-Bermite site. The proposed plan contemplates pumping the two

wells at sufficiently high rates to allow perchlorate, which is migrating from the nearby Whittaker-

Bermite site, to be contained by these wells, thereby, controlling migration toward other portions of the

Saugus Formation. The water pumped from these two wells will be treated to remove perchlorate prior

to entering the potable water conveyance system.

Returning the wells to service with treatment requires issuance of a DHS permit before the water can

serve as a potable supply. Before issuing such a permit, DHS will require studies and engineering work

to demonstrate that pumping the wells and treating the water will be protective of human health.

6 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from CLWA to Newhall County Water District, dated January [28],
2004 and attachments).

7 As stated, both reports were prepared by CH2MHill, submitted to DTSC for review and approval, and DTSC has
approved both reports. The two reports are as follows: (a) Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa
Clarita Valley: Model Development and Calibration, prepared for the Upper Basin Water Purveyors, April 2004
and (b) Draft Analysis of Perchlorate Containment in Groundwater Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property, Santa
Clarita, California, prepared for the Upper Basin Water Purveyors, September 2004. The two reports are
incorporated by this reference and available for public review at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa
Clarita, California 91350-2173.
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According to CLWA, testing to contain and treat the contaminated water will commence by the end of

the year, with implementation of treatment expected to be in place within two years.

On-site clean up (i.e., source control) is already underway at the former Whittaker-Bermite site. This

on-site clean up at the source of the contamination is closely monitored by DTSC.

In addition, treatment technology is currently available to remove perchlorate from groundwater

supplies. For example, treatment plants are currently in operation at several locations, including:

(a ) La Puente Valley Water District (2,500 gallons per minute [gpm]);

(b) San Gabriel Valley Water Company, El Monte (7,800 gpm);

(c) California Domestic Water Company, Whittier (5,000 gpm) (system built, first phase of startup
underway; expected operational by 2/04);

(d) City of Riverside (2,000 gpm);

(e) West San Bernardino Water District, Rialto (2,000 gpm);

(f) City of Rialto (2,000 gpm);

(g) City of Colton (3,500 gpm);

( h ) Fontana Union WC (5,000 gpm);

( i ) City of Pomona (10,000 gpm);

(j) Aerojet, CA Sacramento GET D facility (1,000 gpm); and

(k) Aerojet, CA Sacramento GET 8 facility (2,000 gpm).8

The proposed plan also includes a groundwater quality monitoring program that will be implemented

conjunctively with the pump and treat program, to identify any changes in groundwater quality that

might adversely affect the treatment process.

8 See Perchlorate Contamination Treatment Alternatives, Draft, prepared by Office of Pollution Prevention and
Technology Development, for DTSC and California EPA, dated January 2004. This report is incorporated by
reference and available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California
91350-2173.
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Based on the data presented in the Draft EIR, the Slade and Scalmanini technical reports, the Slade

2001 Update Report, the 2003 Water Report and this topical response, the Saugus groundwater supplies

are appropriately reported, and reducing the Saugus groundwater supply projections for the four wells

that have been deactivated due to perchlorate contamination is not appropriate because the number

and distribution of other operating production wells in combination with SWP supplies can be counted

on to produce additional quantities of groundwater lost due to the five impacted wells, all of which are

unaffected by perchlorate. In addition, timely implementation of the pump containment and treatment

plan will enhance groundwater supply reliability in the long term. As stated, testing to contain and

treat the perchlorate-contaminated water will commence by the end of the year, with implementation

of treatment expected to be in place within two years.

2. OTHER ACTIONS

a. Legal Action

CLWA and the local retail purveyors filed suit against the current and prior owners of the Whittaker-

Bermite facility. The lawsuit requests that the current and prior owners pay all necessary costs of

response, removal of the perchlorate contamination, remediation action costs, and other damages

associated with the perchlorate contamination. CLWA and the local retail purveyors have been

required to incur substantial response costs and other expenses as a direct result of the lost production

from the five deactivated wells caused by perchlorate contamination due to operations at the former

Whittaker-Bermite facility. Due directly to that contamination, CLWA has used SWP water to make

up for lost groundwater production—water that otherwise could have been returned or banked.

In late summer 2003, CLWA, the local retail water purveyors and Whittaker entered into an interim

settlement agreement, in which the parties agreed to work cooperatively for a minimum of one year to

further define long-term costs and possibly achieve a long-term settlement. The interim settlement

agreement specifies that Whittaker and its insurers will reimburse certain past costs as well as fund

studies and prepare cost estimates for the clean-up plan that will restore water production and

capacity of the impacted wells and protect other wells from future contamination. The interim

settlement provided for a one-year stay of the lawsuit between the parties and has been amended to

extend the stay through January 31, 2005. This has allowed the parties to focus on the final elements of

the clean-up plan, which will be submitted to the regulatory agencies later this year. The parties

have also begun good faith negations to reach a complete settlement.
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b. Groundwater Banking

As stated above, to enhance reliability of water supplies, in 2002 and 2003, CLWA successfully banked

over 50,000 AF of SWP water in Kern County with the Semitropic Water Storage District. This water

is available until 2012–2013 and, as such, provides dry-year reliability for Santa Clarita Valley water

supplies for the next nine+ years. Plans to implement long-term reliability programs, as reported in the

2000 UWMP, will be the subject of an updated urban water management plan in 2005.

c. CLWA Groundwater Management Plan

CLWA adopted a Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) for its service area, in accordance with

Water Code §§10750 et seq. (commonly known as AB 3030), on December 10, 2003.9 The GWMP, at p. 16,

stated that the "most notable groundwater quality issue in the basin centers around the detection and

impact of perchlorate" on four Saugus wells and one Alluvial well. In response to the identified

groundwater quality issue, the GWMP, most notably through "Primary Plan Elements" 1 and 8, has

incorporated both short-term and long-term groundwater quality considerations in managing the

groundwater basin. Primary Plan Element 1 calls for groundwater quality monitoring and assessment.

Primary Plan Element 8 further implements the identification, investigation, and mitigation of

groundwater contamination, including perchlorate. At p. 17, the GWMP specifically found that the

perchlorate impacts "do not preclude the ability to pump groundwater in accordance with existing

water supply plans," and noted that "activities to characterize the contamination, and ultimately to

control…and treat it, have been initiated in order to return the impacted wells' pumping capacity to

water supply service." Primary Plan Element 8 was specifically included in the GWMP to address

groundwater contamination issues in the basin. As part of the further identification and mitigation of

perchlorate contamination, the GWMP, at Primary Plan Element 8, summarized the on-going

perchlorate investigation by CLWA and others to ultimately recover the currently unavailable

groundwater capacity resulting from the temporary inactivation of the impacted wells (Saugus, four

wells; Alluvial, one well). According to the GWMP, at p. 34, recovery of the groundwater capacity

"may be accomplished by some combination of the reactivation of impacted wells and new well

construction." In summary, at pp. 34 and 35, the GWMP stated:

"[t]he primary purpose for technical investigation of the perchlorate contamination by
CLWA and the other municipal purveyors is to ultimately recover the currently
unavailable water supply capacity that has resulted from the inactivation of

9 See CLWA Ordinance No. 34 and CLWA's Groundwater Management Plan for the Santa Clara River Valley
Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, December 2003, prepared at the direction of CLWA by Luhdorff &
Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers. Both the Ordinance and GWMP are incorporated by this reference and
available for public review at Valencia Water Company, 24631 Avenue Rockefeller, Valencia, California.
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impacted wells. Conceptually, that may be accomplished by some combination of
reactivation of impacted wells and new well construction. CLWA has joined with the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in a study to develop information about the
contamination. CLWA and the retail water purveyors have also independently
commissioned an assessment to conclude what treatment technology is appropriate for
removal of perchlorate from pumped groundwater; they have also independently
commissioned the application of a numerical groundwater flow and quality model to
determine an optimal pumping program for 1) perchlorate removal from the aquifer, 2)
control of its migration in the aquifer, and 3) restoration of impacted pumping capacity
for water supply. With data derived from that work, CLWA and the other purveyors
are preparing to submit an application to the state Department of Health Services, by
late 2004, for a permit to return to pumping from the locally impaired Saugus
Formation. The proposed pumping would be combined with approved wellhead
treatment to render the treated water suitable for municipal supply. In addition to the
latter objective to recover currently inactivated water supply, the proposed pumping
would be designed and operated to remove contaminated groundwater and to control any
further migration of contaminated groundwater toward other Saugus wells to the west.
CLWA and the retail water purveyors then expect to be able to design and implement,
alone or in concert with responsible parties, a contamination control and treatment
program at or near their impacted wells that can, in part, make groundwater available
for municipal or other beneficial use. They also expect that such a program will
provide some hydraulic and associated water quality protection for other parts of the
aquifer system to keep contamination from impacting other wells or other parts of the
aquifers in which water supply wells might be completed." (Emphasis added)

In addition, CLWA will utilize water quantity and quality data gathered from the approved

Memorandum of Understanding, dated August 20, 2001, between the Santa Clara River Valley Upper

Basin Water Purveyors and United Water Conservation District in Ventura County, and the

groundwater flow and quality model, in preparing periodic updates to the adopted GWMP.

Based on the Draft EIR and the above information, the City finds that (a) the detection of perchlorate

in the groundwater basin is being appropriately monitored by CLWA, the retail purveyors and other

agencies (including the DTSC, DHS and ACOE); (b) the planning for remediation of perchlorate is

substantially underway; (c) it is reasonably likely that the perchlorate will be controlled and

remediated in the near term (i.e., two-year estimate), so as to return the deactivated wells to

production; and (d) there is sufficient amounts of groundwater in uncontaminated portions of both the

Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation to pump to the levels reported in the 2003 Water Report (and

the earlier 2000 UWMP). The pumping plan for the groundwater basin is based on the 2002 and 2003

Water Reports, the Slade and Scalmanini technical reports, the Slade 2001 Update Report, the GWMP

and other documents.

Aside from the above information, the CPUC previously rejected claims that perchlorate in the

municipal supply wells "limits" groundwater supplies and that CLWA and other retail purveyors
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should have "reduced" those supplies in order to account for the perchlorate contamination. These

same claims appear to have been reiterated in various comment letters submitted in connection with the

Riverpark project. Therefore, as discussed below, the City's findings are further supported by reference

to the decision made by the CPUC.

d. CPUC Litigation

In December 1999, Valencia Water Company applied to the California Public Utilities Commission

(CPUC) for approval of an updated Water Management Plan (WMP), an application that subsequently

incorporated two “advice letters” to expand its service territory in the Santa Clarita Valley. These

items were the subject of litigation before the CPUC and petitions for writ of review by the California

Supreme Court, in the form of protests to the application filed with the CPUC by several entities,

including the Sierra Club, Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment, Friends of the

Santa Clara River and the County of Ventura. While the Riverpark project site was not directly

affected by the litigation, the outcome is nevertheless pertinent to Riverpark because the litigation

addressed resources common to both Valencia and the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA, the

proposed water provider for the project, including perchlorate detection is groundwater used by both

purveyors.

After considering a number of conflicting factual issues, including available groundwater supplies and

the impact of perchlorate on those supplies, the CPUC approved the application in November 2001,

rejecting the claims advanced by the complainants, and determining that the evidence supported

Valencia's WMP's analysis of groundwater supplies and perchlorate. Specifically, the CPUC found

that

"[p]lanning for remediation is substantially under way, and production facilities
sufficiently remote from the contamination site can be relied upon for the quantities of
water that the WMP assumes will be available from the Saugus Formation.
Furthermore, the close monitoring of the situation by the water purveyors, CLWA, the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, reasonably ensures a prompt response to any change in the situation." (See
Final EIR, Appendix A [CPUC Decision 01-11-048 November 29, 2001, p. 30])

In findings of fact, after a lengthy adjudicatory hearing, the CPUC also found that

"29. Valencia, the other local purveyors, CLWA, the property owner, the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers are all actively involved in efforts to characterize the extent of
perchlorate contamination on and off the Porta Bella property [i.e., the former
Whittaker-Bermite site] and to implement remediation efforts.
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30. Effective and practical methods are available and in current use for high-
volume treatment of water supplies contaminated by perchlorate, allowing for
the restoration of such water supplies for public use and convenient disposal of
waste products.

31. Large areas within the Santa Clarita Valley are viable for additional Saugus
Formation production wells and sufficiently distant form the perchlorate-
affected wells to allow pumping without practical effect on the incidence of
perchlorate.

32. It is reasonable to anticipate that the water purveyors of the Santa Clarita
Valley will effectively remediate the perchlorate problem originating a t
the…property in a timely manner so as to preserve their ability to rely on the
Saugus Formation as a dry-year firming resource.

33. Hydrology expert Scalmanini testified that the groundwater components of the
WMP's supply estimates were ‘very conservative’ and his testimony was not
effectively refuted." (Emphasis added) (See Final EIR, Appendix A [CPUC
Decision 01-11-048 November 29, 2001, pp. 39–40])

A petition for writ of review was denied by the California Supreme Court in 2002. These findings

support the information presented in both the Draft EIR and this topical response.

e. SB 610 Issue

As stated above, comments have stated that the Riverpark project cannot rely on groundwater supplies

impacted by perchlorate, because it would violate SB 610 requirements found in Water Code. The City

does not concur with these comments.

Initially, it should be noted that SB 610 reports are informational documents provided to the lead

agency to assist in the preparation of a water supply analysis. The lead agency (here, the City)

considers the SB 610 report along with other information and expert reports in preparing the EIR section

on water supply and reaching conclusions concerning impacts. The standard the City is required to

apply is whether there is substantial evidence in the whole of the record to support its conclusions

concerning water supply, not just the adequacy and completeness of the SB 610 report.

Water Code §10910 is one of the provisions implementing SB 610. This law requires a city or county

that determines a project is subject to CEQA to identify any public water system that may supply water

for the project. (Water Code §10910[a][b]) At the appropriate time in the CEQA process, the city or

county, acting as the lead agency, must request that the public water system determine whether the

projected water demand associated with a proposed project was included as part of the most recently

adopted UWMP, pursuant to the Urban Water Management Planning Act. (Water Code §10910[c][1])
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If the projected water demand associated with the project was accounted for in the most recently

adopted UWMP the public water system may incorporate the requested information from the UWMP in

preparing the elements of the water supply and demand assessment required by Section 10910(d), (e), ( f )

and (g). (Water Code §10910[c][2])10

Furthermore, the law requires the water supply and demand assessment to 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. (Water Code §10910[d][1]) The identification of

existing water supply entitlement, water rights, or water service contracts held by the public water

system must be demonstrated by providing information related to (a) written contracts or other proof of

entitlement to an identified water supply; (b) copies of a capital outlay program for financing 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; and (d) any

necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to convey or deliver the water

supply. (Water Code 10910[d][2][A]–[D])

In this case, the City, acting as lead agency, requested certain information from Santa Clarita Water

Division to assist the City in preparing the Draft EIR for the Riverpark project. The Santa Clarita

Water Division prepared a SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, pursuant to SB 610 requirements, in

response to the City's request for information.11

In the SB 610 analysis, at p. 13, Santa Clarita Water Division identified the existing and available

water supply sources to serve projects within its service area, including the Riverpark project. Existing

water supply sources expected to be used by Santa Clarita Water Division to serve the Riverpark

project include a combination of SWP water delivered through CLWA and local groundwater supplies

from the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation.

The contracts establishing entitlement to SWP supplies (i.e., SWP Table A Amount, Semitropic Bank

Account and Flexible Storage Account) are identified in the SB 610 analysis. At p. 8, as to SWP

supplies, the SB 610 analysis relied on and incorporated by reference (a) the water supply contract

between DWR and CLWA, including amendments; (b) the SWP Delivery Reliability Report, prepared

by DWR (2003); (c) the 2003 Point of Delivery Agreement among DWR, CLWA and Kern County Water

10 In this case, it was determined that the 2000 UWMP demand projections were based on projected development in
both the County and City of Santa Clarita and that those projections anticipated and took into account the level of
development proposed by the Riverpark project.  (See Riverpark Draft EIR, Appendix 4.8, p. 7)

11 See Riverpark Draft EIR, Appendix 4.8 (SB 610 Water Supply Assessment for the Riverpark Project, prepared by
Santa Clarita Water Division of Castaic Lake Water Agency, August 7, 2003).
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Agency regarding the Semitropic Groundwater Storage Program; (d) CLWA's adopted Capital

Improvement Program (2003); and (e) the 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report in order to further

substantiate SWP supplies.12 In addition to both the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis, each of the

referenced documents has thoroughly analyzed SWP supplies, and the reliability of those supplies.

In addition, as to groundwater supplies, both CLWA and the retail purveyors have disclosed that the

Santa Clarita Valley groundwater basin is unadjudicated. As a result, neither Santa Clarita Water

Division nor the other purveyors have "water rights" as would be the case in an adjudicated basin,

which mandates specified groundwater supplies. However, historically, local groundwater has been

pumped from the Alluvial aquifer, with records extending back to the 1950s, including some data

available from as far back as 1930, and from the Saugus Formation since the early 1960s. Both the

Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis have thoroughly addressed the use and availability of local

groundwater supplies by CLWA, Santa Clarita Water Division, and other purveyors in the Santa

Clarita Valley.

As applied to groundwater, Water Code §10910(f) states that if a water supply for a proposed project

includes groundwater, then specific additional information must be included in the SB 610 analysis.

Consistent with these requirements, at pp. 15–20, the SB 610 analysis provides the information required

in Section 10910(f) by relying on, among other documents, the Slade 2001 Update Report and the 2003

Water Report.

Based on the above analysis, the City has determined that CLWA has existing water entitlements,

rights and contracts to meet demand as needed over time (including the Riverpark project), and has

committed sufficient capital resources and planned investments in various water programs and

facilities to serve the retail purveyors in the Valley, including Santa Clarita Water Division. The

City also has determined that Santa Clarita Water Division's water entitlements and rights to water

supplies, in addition to imported SWP supplies provided by CLWA, are sufficient to serve the subject

service area. In addition, both CLWA and Santa Clarita Water Division have plans in place that

have identified operational strategies, combined with flexible management approaches, to ensure

short-term and long-term water availability.

Accordingly, the City has determined that the Riverpark project can appropriately rely on

groundwater supplies identified in the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis, and that the requirements of

Sections 10910 of the Water Code (SB 610) have been satisfied. In addition, the City has determined,

12 For copies of these agreements, reports and plans, please refer to Appendix A to the Final EIR.
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based on the entire record, that projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the

Riverpark project, in addition to existing and planned future uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

f. Status of the 2000 UWMP

In the Riverpark Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Services, at p. 4.8-27, the EIR summarized the status of

the litigation regarding the 2000 UWMP. In that section, the EIR pointed out that the 2000 UWMP

was the subject of litigation and that the trial court had ruled that the UWMP was adequate under the

Urban Water Management Planning Act and other laws and regulations. The EIR also pointed out that

the petitioners had appealed the trial court's ruling.

Since completion of the Draft EIR, the Court of Appeal for the Fifth District issued its opinion on

September 22, 2004. The opinion reversed the judgment of the Kern County Superior Court upholding

the adequacy of the 2000 UWMP, and remanded the case to the Superior Court with directions to

vacate approval of the 2000 UWMP. The court decision focused on the 2000 UWMP's discussion of the

ammonium perchlorate contamination detected in impacted wells in the Santa Clarita Valley

groundwater basin. Specifically, the court found that the 2000 UWMP should have addressed the time

needed to implement the available method for treating the perchlorate-contaminated water, and i t

should have described the reliability of groundwater supplies during that implementation period.

City staff has received correspondence from Dan Masnada, General Manager, CLWA, dated October 13,

2004, alerting the City to the recent court decision.13  The purpose of the letter from CLWA is to inform

the City that continued reliance on the source information used in preparing the 2000 UWMP is stil l

appropriate and that several steps were being taken to address the concerns raised in the court decision.

In CLWA's letter, CLWA points out that, because the court decision was required to focus only on the

2000 UWMP and the information available at that time, it could not consider the significant progress

that CLWA, local retail water purveyors and others have made to respond to the perchlorate

contamination. CLWA has also advised the City that the planning for remediation of perchlorate has

progressed significantly over the past four years, since the UWMP was adopted.

13 For a copy of this letter, please see Appendix A to the Final EIR.
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As discussed in the CLWA letter, CLWA has advised the City that the recent court decision invaliding

the 2000 UWMP has not affected CLWA’s and the purveyors' ability to meet existing and projected

Santa Clarita Valley water demand through available and reliable water supplies, including SWP

water and local groundwater.

Based on the information presented above, the EIR and entire record, the following assessment of the

Valley's water supplies can be made:

(a ) Current and Near-Term Assessment. The number and distribution of production wells in Santa
Clarita Valley and the availability of SWP water provides sufficient, reliable water supplies
that are available to meet current and near-term Santa Clarita Valley water demand during both
average/normal and dry years.

In average/normal weather years, groundwater production from existing wells not impacted by
perchlorate in combination with SWP water deliveries, are available to deliver over 100,000 acre-
feet per year (AFY), which equates to almost the level of water demand in 2020, as projected in the
2000 UWMP. (Currently, the total water demand in the Santa Clarita Valley is less than 85,000
AFY.)

In dry weather years, shortfalls in SWP supplies can and will be supplemented by approximately
50,000 AF of SWP water that CLWA has banked in Kern County with the Semitropic Water
Storage District through short-term banking arrangements. This water is available until 2012-2013
and, as such, provides dry-year reliability for Santa Clarita Valley water supplies for the next
nine± years. In addition, prior to expiration of the Semitropic short-term banking arrangements,
CLWA has reported that it will implement long-term reliability enhancement programs, as
described in the 2000 UWMP. For example, CLWA recently signed Memorandums of Understanding
(MOUs) with two water agencies that operate banking programs. The MOUs constitute the initial
steps in implementing these long-term programs.

(b) Long-Term Assessment. Actions to contain and treat the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater
will be in place well before calendar year 2010; therefore, the water supply identified in the 2000
UWMP still constitutes an available and reliable water supply to meet increasing levels of demand
over the long term (through 2020). Specifically, in the long term, water supplies will be available
at the levels shown in the 2000 UWMP because those sources consist of SWP supplies, groundwater
banking programs, recycled water and local groundwater, including full restoration of Saugus
Formation well capacity. The long-term plan is to install treatment and return two of the impacted
Saugus Formation production wells to service in addition to drilling two or more replacement wells,
which will fully restore the impacted capacity. The testing to contain and treat the perchlorate-
contaminated water will commence by the end of this year, with implementation of treatment
expected to be in place within two years.

Information regarding the current status of the efforts by CLWA and the local water purveyors to

address the perchlorate contamination in the impacted municipal-supply wells, and to contain and

treat perchlorate-contaminated groundwater, is found in a recent report prepared by CH2MHill for the

Upper Basin water purveyors entitled, Draft Analysis of Perchlorate Contaminant in Groundwater

Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property, Santa Clarita, California, dated September 2004 (the
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CH2MHill report). This report is incorporated by reference and available for public inspection at

CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350-2173.

Although the report is designated "draft," it has been approved by the DTSC. Based on DTSC's review

of the recommendations contained in that report, DTSC concurs that perchlorate from the former

Whittaker-Bermite property will be contained by implementing the proposed "pump and treat"

program set forth in that report.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 3: SWP SUPPLIES - RELIANCE ON THE 41,000
AFY WATER TRANSFER

Comments have objected to the Riverpark project relying upon water supplies that include Castaic Lake

Water Agency's (CLWA) purchase of an additional 41,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of State Water

Project (SWP) Table A Amount1 from the Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) and another water

district, as part of a permanent water transfer approved by the Department of Water Resources (DWR).

Comments have stated that the permanent 41,000 AFY water transfer to CLWA cannot be relied upon

due to pending litigation. Comments have also claimed that the EIR for the 41,000 AFY water transfer

has been decertified and, therefore, that CLWA is not entitled to rely on the additional SWP water

supplies until CLWA completes a new EIR. Other comments have asserted that CLWA cannot even

prepare a new EIR for the 41,000 AFY water transfer unless and until DWR first completes a separate

EIR in connection with the settlement of the Monterey Agreement litigation.

Each of these issues was addressed in the Draft EIR. Pages 4.8-56–80 of the Draft EIR contain a

thorough discussion of SWP water supplies and CLWA's SWP Table A Amount, including the

additional 41,000 AFY water transfer, the environmental review and litigation associated with that

transfer, and the status of CLWA's water transfer acquisition under the Monterey Agreement. Based on

the Draft EIR and the entire record, and after considering the comments challenging CLWA's reliance

on the 41,000 AFY water transfer, the City agrees with CLWA that it is appropriate for CLWA to

have included, and to continue to include, the 41,000 AFY water transfer as part of CLWA's available

SWP water supplies. Accordingly, the City finds that it is appropriate for the Riverpark project to

rely on those SWP supplies in the water service portion of the Draft EIR.

1 As stated in the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-57, at the inception of the SWP, DWR entered into individual water supply
contracts with agricultural and urban water suppliers (SWP contractors) throughout California. The contracts
were the method used to fund construction and operation of the SWP facilities for the delivery of water to the SWP
contractors. Each such contract sets forth the annual amount of water to which an SWP contractor is
contractually entitled, which is stated in "Table A" to the contract. However, the amount of SWP water actually
available for delivery in any year may be an amount less than the contractor's maximum Table A Amount due to
hydrology and a number of other factors.  The Table A Amount was previously referred to as "SWP entitlement."
As stated by the Court of Appeal in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los
Angeles (2003) 106 Cal.App.4th 715, SWP "entitlements" are not equivalent to actual deliveries of water because,
as stated above, the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery in any given year may be an amount less
than the Table A Amount (previously referred to as "entitlement"), due to hydrology and a number of other factors.
In addition, the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery in any given year may be reduced due to such
factors, including drought periods.
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1. THE RECORD SUPPORTS CLWA'S ABILITY TO USE AND RELY UPON THE
41,000 AFY WATER TRANSFER

As stated in the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-61, imported SWP supplies have been a supplemental source of

supply to the Santa Clarita Valley since 1980. CLWA is a SWP contractor with a current maximum

annual SWP Table A Amount of 95,200 AFY. (Id.) In 1999, CLWA purchased an additional 41,000 AFY

of Table A Amount from KCWA and another water district, which brought its total SWP Table A

Amount to 95,200 AFY. This purchase is generally referred to as the "41,000 AFY water transfer." The

history associated with CLWA's 41,000 AFY water transfer was thoroughly disclosed in the Draft EIR.

For example, at p. 4.8-61, the Draft EIR summarized the permanent 41,000 AFY transfer as follows:

"The CLWA/WRMWSD water transfer has been completed, CLWA has paid
approximately $47 million for the additional Table A Amount, the monies have been
delivered, the sales price has been financed through CLWA by tax-exempt bonds, and
DWR has increased CLWA's SWP maximum Table A Amount to 95,200 AFY because i t
was a permanent transfer/reallocation of SWP Table A entitlement between SWP
contractors." (See Riverpark Draft EIR, p. 4.8-61.)

At p. 4.8-61–4.8-62, the Draft EIR also summarized the EIR process initiated by CLWA to address the

environmental effects of the 41,000 AFY water transfer, as well as the associated CEQA litigation,

challenging the adequacy of CLWA's EIR on the 41,000 AFY water transfer:

"Prior to completion of the CLWA/WRMWSD water transfer, the proposed transfer
was the subject of environmental review by the water agencies. The agencies selling the
41,000 acre-feet of SWP Table A Amount to CLWA assessed the environmental
consequences of the proposed transfer within their service area in a Final EIR, dated
June 1998. This EIR was certified in 1998 and has never been the subject of judicial
review. As a result, the EIR is conclusively presumed to be valid. (Pub.Res.Code
§21167.2)

CLWA also prepared a supplemental Final EIR, which assessed the environmental
effects of CLWA's acquisition of the 41,000 acre-feet within its service area. The Board
of Directors of CLWA certified the Supplemental Final EIR in March 1999. Thereafter,
in April 1999, a lawsuit was brought challenging the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA
(Friends of the Santa Clara River, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et al . , Case
No. BS 056954 [Friends Decision, Appendix A). The trial court ruled in favor of CLWA
and upheld the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA.

In October 2000, the plaintiffs filed an appeal. As discussed above, the appellate court
reversed the trial court's judgment and ordered CLWA's EIR decertified . However, t h e
appellate court did not order CLWA to void its approval of the water transfer.
Instead, the appellate court remanded the matter to the trial court for further
proceedings. After a hearing on September 24, 2002, the trial court concluded that
CLWA could utilize the 41,000 AFY to which it is entitled.…" (Emphasis added)
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Although the Draft EIR made it clear that the court in the 41,000 AFY water transfer litigation did not

invalidate that transfer, comments, nonetheless, have claimed that CLWA cannot rely on those

additional SWP supplies until there is a certified EIR addressing the environmental effects of the

41,000 AFY water transfer. As discussed below, the City has concluded that in light of the record it is

appropriate to include the 41,000 AFY water transfer in water supply planning, despite potential

uncertainty arising from litigation.

As stated above in the quotation from the Draft EIR, in Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic

Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373, the Court of Appeal ordered the trial court to

decertify CLWA's EIR for the 41,000 AFY water transfer solely on the ground that it had tiered-off the

subsequently decertified Monterey Agreement EIR. (Id. 95 Cal.App.4th at 1388) In doing so, however,

the Court of Appeal also examined all of the other arguments raised by the project opponents and found

them to be without merit. The Court of Appeal specifically held that, "if the…tiering problem had

not arisen," the court would have affirmed the earlier trial court judgment upholding the adequacy of

CLWA's EIR. (Id.) Moreover, despite the tiering problem, the Court of Appeal refused to invalidate

the 41,000 AFY water transfer, or to require that the trial court stop or enjoin the water transfer pending

completion and certification of a new EIR. (Id.) Instead, the Court of Appeal left it up to the trial court

to decide whether to allow CLWA to continue to utilize the 41,000 AFY pending completion and

certification of the new EIR:

"Like the court in PCL, supra, 83 Cal.App.4th at p. 926 and footnote 16, we leave to the
trial court's discretion whether to enjoin all or portions of respondent's project pending
completion of an adequate EIR. The trial court is in a better position than this court to
determine factually the current status of the PCL litigation or of a new Monterey
Agreement EIR….The trial court shall issue a writ of mandate vacat ing the
certification of the EIR, shall retain jurisdiction until respondent certifies an EIR
complying with CEQA consistent with the views expressed in this opinion, and s h a l l

consider such orders it deems appropriate under Section 21168.9."2 (Emphasis added )
(Id. at p. 1388)

As directed by the Court of Appeal, the trial court, after comprehensive briefing on the factual issues,

exercised its discretion and denied the project opponents' request to invalidate or enjoin the 41,000 AFY

water transfer. The trial court ruled that CLWA was not prohibited from using the water to which i t

was entitled, but allowed the project opponents to later renew their application to prohibit the use of

such water based on evidence that the actual use of the additional water supplies is "improper." (See

2 The details associated with the CEQA litigation involving CLWA's 41,000 AFY water transfer were also
disclosed in detail by CLWA in its Draft Water Supply Reliability Plan, dated September 17, 2003, at pp. 3–5,
which is found in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The trial court judgment and related transcript in that litigation
are included in Appendix A to the Final EIR.



Topical Response 3

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR3-4 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Riverpark Final EIR, Appendix A, p. 2, ¶6 [Judgment Granting Peremptory Writ of Mandate].)

Specifically, the trial court stated that:

"Petitioner requests that the court also prohibit respondent from using any of the 41,000
acre-feet of additional water allotted to it from the subject State Water Project.
Petitioner contends that the said water will be used to approve new development that
will not be able to be reversed if a Final Environmental Impact Report is not certified.
Respondent contends that such a prohibition would prevent it from meeting the existing
water needs in the area it services. Both contentions appear to be speculative at this
time. Respondent will not be prohibited from using the water to which it is entitled,
but Petitioner may renew its application for such prohibition based upon evidence o f
the actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers improper." (Emphasis
added) (Id.)

Petitioners then appealed the trial court's judgment and, again, requested that the use of the 41,000

AFY be prohibited. However, on December 1, 2003, in an unpublished opinion, the Court of Appeal

affirmed the trial court's judgment that CLWA's use of the 41,000 AFY is not prohibited.3 Because the

41,000 AFY was a permanent water transfer, because DWR includes the 41,000 AFY in calculating

CLWA’s share of SWP Table A Amount, and because the courts have not prohibited CLWA from using

or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City has determined that it remains appropriate for

the Riverpark project to include those water supplies in its water supply and demand analysis, while

acknowledging and disclosing the potential uncertainty created by litigation.

In the meantime, CLWA completed preparation of the new Draft EIR for the 41,000 AFY water transfer

project. This new EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 41,000 AFY water transfer,

along with the rights for storage and delivery of water associated with this transfer through SWP

facilities.

In light of the information presented in the Draft EIR and the entire record, the City believes that

CLWA was entitled to use, and may continue to use, the additional SWP water supplies from the 41,000

AFY water transfer pending certification of the new EIR pursuant to CEQA, absent a subsequent order to

the contrary from the Los Angeles Superior Court, which maintains jurisdiction over the 41,000 AFY

water transfer proceedings.

For all the above reasons, the City has determined that the Riverpark project can appropriately rely

on CLWA's SWP annual Table A Amount (including the 41,000 AF) identified in the Draft EIR and the

SB 610 analysis. The City also has determined, based on the entire record, that the projected SWP

3 For a copy of the unpublished opinion, see Appendix 4.8 to the Draft EIR (Friends of the Santa Clara River v.
Castaic Lake Water Agency, 2003 WL 22839353, p. 3).
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supplies, in conjunction with other supply sources, will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the

Riverpark project, in addition to existing and planned future uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

2. NEITHER THE MONTEREY AGREEMENT LITIGATION NOR THE
RELATED SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT PRECLUDE CLWA FROM USING
OR RELYING ON THE 41,000 AFY WATER TRANSFER

As stated above, comments have stated that the Monterey Agreement litigation and the related

settlement agreement prohibit CLWA from using or relying on the 41,000 AFY water transfer, unless and

until DWR completes preparation of a new EIR for the Monterey Amendments. The comments do not

refer to the extensive discussion of the Monterey Agreement litigation and related issues in the Draft

EIR. The comments also do not adequately explain why the Monterey Agreement litigation or

settlement agreement would prohibit CLWA from utilizing its entire annual SWP Table A Amount

(including the 41,000 AFY). Based on the information presented in the Draft EIR and the entire record,

the City does not concur with these comments. The City has determined that CLWA's use of the 41,000

AFY water transfer is not impacted by either the Monterey Agreement litigation or the related

Settlement Agreement.4

At pp. 4.8-57–60, the Draft EIR contains a thorough discussion of the Monterey Agreement, the

environmental review process for that agreement and the CEQA litigation challenging the adequacy of

the EIR for the Monterey Amendments. As stated in the Draft EIR, in 1994, disputes arose among DWR

and many agricultural and urban SWP contractors regarding the availability and distribution of water

through SWP facilities. (Id.) To avoid potential litigation, those parties met in Monterey, California

to attempt to resolve on-going disputes and, after negotiations, they agreed to a statement of principles,

which became known as the “Monterey Agreement.” (Id.)

The Monterey Agreement established principles to be incorporated into contract amendments (the

Monterey Amendments) between DWR and the SWP contractors. (Id.) The three primary objectives of

the Monterey Amendments were to "(i) to increase the reliability of all SWP contractors' water

supplies; (ii) to stabilize the rate structure in order to improve the financial viability of the SWP; and

(iii) to increase water management flexibility for all SWP contractors." (Id.)

4 For a discussion of CLWA's position regarding the 41,000 AFY water transfer and the fact that the Monterey
Settlement Agreement does not impact that water transfer, please see Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from
CLWA's General Manager, Dan Masnada, to Newhall County Water District's General Manager, Ken Petersen,
dated March 30, 2004).
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In an effort to more effectively manage SWP resources, without constructing new SWP facilities, the

Monterey Amendments included, among other benefits, the permanent transfer of 130,000 AFY of SWP

Table A Amount from agricultural to urban SWP contractors. (See Riverpark Draft EIR, p. 4.8-58) The

water transfer agreements for the additional annual SWP Table A Amount "…are effective upon

execution (DWR Bulletin No. 132-96, August 1997, Ch. 1, p. 5) and, therefore, are considered permanent

water reallocations of SWP Table A water." (Id., p. 4.8-58.)

As stated in the Draft EIR, "[t]he Monterey Agreement gave rise to potentially significant

environmental effects requiring additional analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act."

(Id., p. 4.8-59) As a result, a program EIR was prepared to address the environmental impacts

associated with implementation of the Monterey Agreement. (Id.) The certified final program EIR for

the Monterey Agreement was challenged in CEQA litigation in 1995. At pp. 4.8-59–60, the Draft EIR

summarized the results of that litigation as follows:

"The Sacramento Superior Court upheld the adequacy of the EIR. Before and after the
trial court's decision, DWR and the agricultural and urban SWP contractors who had
executed the Monterey Agreement began implementing various amendment provisions,
including the completion of permanent transfers of Table A Amounts among agricultural
and urban SWP contractors. The trial court's decision was subsequently appealed. On
appeal, the petitioners sought a Writ to prevent further implementation of the
Monterey Agreement during the appeal. However, the appellate court denied the
requested Writ. (DWR Bulletin No. 132-98, November 1999, Ch. 6, p. 2.)

The appellate court reversed the trial court's decision. The appellate court held that
the Program EIR for the Monterey Agreement was improperly prepared by the Central
Coast Water Agency, as ‘lead agency’ under CEQA, rather than by DWR, which should
have been the ‘lead agency.’ The appellate court also found that the EIR did not
sufficiently discuss implementation of a ‘no project’ alternative. The court then
concluded that a new EIR must be prepared and certified. Finally, the court held that
the trial court improperly dismissed the plaintiffs' challenge to DWR's transfer of
title to the Kern Water Bank from DWR to Kern County Water Agency."

Importantly, although the appellate court in the Monterey Agreement litigation invalidated

certification of the Monterey Agreement EIR, it did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement itself;

instead, the appellate court directed that the trial court consider whether the Monterey Agreement

should remain intact pending preparation of a new EIR. (Id.) Specifically, the appellate court stated:

"We reverse the judgment and remand the cause to the trial court. The trial court
shall…issue a writ of mandate vacating the certification of the EIR….The trial
court shall consider such orders it deems appropriate under Public Resources Code
Section 21168.9, subdivision (a), consistent with the views expressed in this
opinion, and shall retain jurisdiction over this action until DWR certifies an EIR in
accordance with CEQA standards and procedures that meets the substantive
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requirements of CEQA." (See Appendix A, PCL Decision, Planning & Conservation
League v. Department of Water Resources [2000] 83 Cal.App.4th 892, 926.)

In a related footnote, the appellate court stated:

"We earl ier dec l ined to s tay implementation o f t h e Monterey
amendments.…Consequently, the project was permitted to proceed pending disposition
of this appeal. The record does not reflect the current status of the project and, in the
absence of such information, we shall issue no orders concerning further implementation
of the project. The trial court, acting under the authority provided by Public Resources
Code Section 21168.9, is the more appropriate forum to consider and rule upon requests to
enjoin all or portions of the project pending the completion of administrative and
judicial proceedings necessitated by our opinion." (Emphasis added) (Id., p. 926, fn. 16)

On May 5, 2003, DWR, the Planning and Conservation League, the SWP contractors and other entities

entered into a Settlement Agreement of the Monterey Agreement litigation. The Settlement Agreement

did not set aside, invalidate, or otherwise vacate the Monterey Agreement Amendments. In addition,

no court orders have been issued to stay, set aside, or invalidate the Monterey Agreement Amendments.

To the contrary, in the Settlement Agreement, the parties agreed that the SWP would continue to be

administered and operated in accordance with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the

Settlement Agreement entered into between the parties. Specifically, the Settlement Agreement

provides that:

"Pending the Superior Court's issuance of an order discharging the writ of mandate in
the underlying litigation, the Parties will jointly request that the Superior Court enter
an order approving this Settlement Agreement, and an order, pursuant to California
Public Resources Code Section 21168.9, authorizing on an interim basis t h e
administration and operation of the SWP…in accordance with the Monterey
Amendments, [and] the terms of this Settlement Agreement…." (Emphasis added )
(Settlement Agreement, dated May 5, 2003, p. 9.)

On June 6, 2003, the Sacramento Superior Court issued the requested order pursuant to Public Resources

Code §21168.9. The trial court's order approved both the Settlement Agreement, and the

administration and operation of the SWP pursuant to the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the

approved agreement.5

5 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Order pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21168.9, dated June 6, 2003,
p. 2-3).
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The approved Settlement Agreement specifically referenced CLWA's 41,000 AFY water transfer and

related litigation, and provided that "…nothing in this Settlement Agreement is intended to

predispose the remedies or other actions that may occur in that pending litigation." (Emphasis added )

(Id., p. 12) In other words, the Settlement Agreement specifically deferred to the Los Angeles County

Superior Court the determination of whether or not to enjoin CLWA's use of the 41,000 AFY water

transfer:

"Acknowledgement and Agreement Regarding Kern-Castaic Transfer [the 41,000 AFY
water transfer]. With respect to Section III(C)(4)(b) regarding the Kern-Castaic
Transfer, the Parties recognize that such water transfer is subject to pending litigation
in the Los Angeles County Superior Court following remand from the Second District
Court of Appeal (See Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency,
95 Cal.App.4th 1373, 117 Cal.Rptr. 2d 54 (2002); review denied April 17, 2002.) The
Parties agree that jurisdiction with respect to that litigation should remain in that
court and that nothing in this Settlement Agreement is intended to predispose t h e
remedies or other actions that may occur in that pending litigation ." (Emphasis
added) (Id., Section III[E], p. 12.)

Therefore, contrary to the above comments, which attempt to place a cloud over the validity of

CLWA's 41,000 AFY water transfer, the terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement make it clear

that nothing in that agreement was intended to impact or affect the Los Angeles County Superior

Court's determinations relating to CLWA's 41,000 AFY water transfer. Additionally, as stated above,

the actions taken by both the trial court and appellate court in that litigation have confirmed CLWA's

right to prepare the new EIR. In short, nothing in the Monterey Agreement litigation or the Settlement

Agreement affects CLWA's water transfer, or the preparation of its new EIR addressing the impacts of

that water transfer.

Other comments have stated that the Settlement Agreement requires the new Monterey Agreement EIR

to analyze CLWA's 41,000 AFY water transfer, and that the water from that transfer should not be

relied upon until DWR completes its new EIR.  The City does not concur with these comments.

First, nothing in either the Settlement Agreement or the related court orders precludes CLWA from

using or relying on the 41,000 AFY water transfer, which remains intact. Both the trial court and the

appellate court in the 41,000 AFY litigation have confirmed that CLWA may continue to use the 41,000

AFY under the water transfer, pending preparation of the new EIR, or a subsequent order issued by the

Los Angeles County Superior Court.

Second, nothing in the terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement preclude CLWA from proceeding

with its own EIR to address the environmental implications of the 41,000 AFY water transfer. If the
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Settlement Agreement had intended such a result, then it is reasonable to assume that provisions would

have been included in that agreement making it clear that CLWA could not proceed with its own EIR on

the water transfer, as it is required to do so under the order issued by the Los Angeles County Superior

Court.6   In fact, no such provisions were included in the Settlement Agreement, because such provisions

would have interfered with the jurisdiction of another court in the separately pending 41,000 AFY

litigation (Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency [2002] 95 Cal.App.4th 1373,

and Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, 2003 WL 22839353 [unpublished

opinion]).

Third, although the Settlement Agreement requires the new Monterey Agreement EIR to analyze the

potential environmental effects relating to Castaic's 41,000 AFY water transfer; it does not, and cannot,

preclude CLWA from conducting its own environmental review of that transfer. Indeed, CLWA is

required by court order to prepare a new EIR to address the environmental implications of the 41,000

AFY water transfer. In the meantime, however, there are no court orders precluding CLWA from using

or relying on that water supply. And, CLWA is in the process of completing the new EIR to address the

environmental impacts of the water transfer, without tiering or relying in any way on the decertified

Monterey Agreement EIR.  In short, CLWA's new EIR will provide the environmental analysis for the

41,000 AFY water transfer, which is required by CEQA and the orders and opinions issued in the 41,000

AFY litigation. Also, nothing in CEQA or any law, regulation or agreement constrains or limits

CLWA's discretion to proceed with its own EIR on its 41,000 AFY water transfer.

In summary, the potential uncertainty created by the litigation and the preparation of the Monterey

Agreement EIR do not render it inappropriate for CLWA to consider the 41,000 AFY in its water supply

planning.

6 In the judgment granting the Writ of Mandate setting aside CLWA's certification of the 41,000 AFY EIR, the trial
court specifically retained "…jurisdiction until respondent Castaic Lake Water Agency certifies an Environmental
Impact Report that complies with the California Environmental Quality Act and is consistent with the views
expressed by the Court of Appeal Opinion, filed January 10, 2002, Case No. B145283." (See Riverpark Final EIR,
Appendix A [Judgment Granting Peremptory Writ of Mandate, dated October 25, 2002, p. 2, ¶3].)
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 4: NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT
RESOLUTION

One of the comment letters on the Riverpark Draft EIR attached and referenced a resolution of the Board

of Directors of the Newhall County Water District (NCWD) regarding water supplies in the Santa Clarita

Valley (Resolution No. 2004-3). Despite that only comment letter referenced NCWD Resolution 2004-3,

and that topical responses are generally reserved for multiple comment letters addressing the same or

similar topic, this particular topical response is provided in order to fully address NCWD Resolution

2004-3, and the issues relating to that resolution.

NCWD Resolution 2004-3, approved on a 3-2 vote, challenges the water supply figures used for the Santa

Clarita Valley. The resolution calls for limits on groundwater pumping, takes groundwater contaminated

with ammonium perchlorate from the list of available water supplies, and discounts water supply figures

for both State Water Project (SWP) supplies and new water sources.1

This response summarizes sections of NCWD Resolution No. 2004-3 and references the actions taken by

the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) and the City of Santa Clarita (City) in response to that

resolution. Based on the information presented below, and the water analysis contained in the Riverpark

Draft EIR, including the supporting data provided in the entire record, the City will continue to rely on

the Draft EIR for the Riverpark project, the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, the annual water reports for

the Santa Clarita Valley, and other documents, in assessing the availability of water supplies for the

Valley, because no credible corroborating evidence to the contrary has been provided.

1. RESOLUTION NO. 2004-3 AND RELATED RESPONSES

The text provided below summarizes portions of the NCWD Resolution, followed by pertinent

information presented by CLWA, which the City finds credible.

a. Resolution/Alluvial Aquifer

The NCWD Resolution makes reference to the Alluvial aquifer, stating that 700–1,000 acre-feet of water in

the Alluvial aquifer is not currently available due to the detection of ammonium perchlorate. A

December 1986 report prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates (Slade) is used to establish a perennial

yield of 31,600 to 32,600 AFY from the Alluvial aquifer before the detection of perchlorate. In addition, a

1 For a copy of NCWD Resolution No. 2004-3, please see Appendix A to the Final EIR.
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1990 Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton report is used to support a "safe yield" of 32,500 acre-feet per year from the

Alluvial aquifer. Other reports dated 1993–1999 are said to make reference to the "31,600–32,600 acre-feet

per year safe perennial yield figure" for the Alluvial aquifer.

The resolution also refers to Slade's updated report entitled, 2001 Update Report: Hydrogeologic Conditions

in the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer Systems (2001 Update Report). The resolution states that Slade's

2001 Update Report does not "quantify in detail a safe yield or a perennial yield" for the Alluvial aquifer.

Referencing the earlier 1986 Slade report, the resolution attempts to draw a correlation between increased

urbanization and its impact on the availability of natural recharge areas. The resolution concludes by

stating that the Alluvial aquifer has been "pumped above the safe perennial yield since 1994" and that the

groundwater levels in the eastern basin have been dropping, indicating an overdraft condition.

(1) Response

In response to references in the resolution to impacts on the production capability of the Alluvial aquifer

due to perchlorate, please refer to Riverpark Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-37–38 and Topical Response 2:

Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

In response to references in the resolution to urbanization and its impact on natural recharge areas, please

refer to Appendix A to the Final EIR (Technical Memorandum prepared by John Porcello, CH2MHill,

dated February 22, 2004). In that technical memorandum, CH2MHill addressed the effects of

urbanization on aquifer recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley. CH2MHill highlighted the importance of

the importation of SWP water supplies to Santa Clarita Valley in finding that urbanization has not

reduced recharge to groundwater, nor depleted the amount of groundwater that is in storage within the

Valley's basin.  (Id.)

In response to references in the Resolution to dropping water levels in the eastern basin, please refer to

Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims. In addition, please see Appendix

A to the Final EIR (Technical Memorandum prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC, dated

March 12, 2004). In that technical memorandum, Slade responded to allegations that groundwater levels

in water wells in the "eastern reaches and tributaries" of the Santa Clara River are declining, which is an

indication of "overdraft." In that technical memorandum, Slade provided evidence on current water level

conditions in the eastern reach of the Santa Clara River. Slade also assessed changes in groundwater

levels over time by assessing the hydrograph for a Santa Clarita water company municipal-supply well,

located along the river approximately 6 miles east of Bouquet Junction. The well is generally referred to

as "Lost Canyon Well No. 2."
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Based on the data, Slade found that the "alluvial aquifer system is not in overdraft because water levels

show a rapid and significant rise following periods of rainfall. In a strict sense, if the aquifer system were

in 'overdraft,' then water levels would show a continuous decline even during hydrologically ‘wet’

periods during a long time period; the water level data do not show any such decline over the entire

period of water level record." (Id., p. 3.) Slade also noted that "even though water levels have declined in

previous drought years [referring to wells in the eastern reaches of the basin], those water levels have

returned in the past to historic high water levels." (Id.) Consistent with his technical memorandum,

Slade recently reported to the Newhall County Water District that the east end of the Alluvial aquifer

"continued to display a very strong correlation with a cumulative rainfall departure trends; levels

declined temporarily in dry times but recover very rapidly and to a large degree in more normal or wet

rainfall periods."2

In addition, CLWA has directly responded to the points raised in Resolution No. 2004-3 regarding the

Alluvial aquifer.  CLWA's response is repeated below:

"Alluvial Aquifer

1. While a portion of the Saugus Formation and Alluvial aquifer is currently not
available due to perchlorate contamination, technology exists to treat
groundwater to remove the perchlorate and return it to drinking water quality.
This technology is already in use in other parts of California, most notably in the
nearby San Gabriel Valley (La Puente Valley County Water District). This
treatment process has received all necessary state approvals.

The La Puente treatment plant is a state-of-the-art facility approved by the
California Department of Health Services for the removal of perchlorate from
water supplies. The plant removes perchlorate and other contaminants from a
nine square mile pollution plume (much larger than the plume area sourced by
the Whittaker-Bermite site), disinfects the water to drinking water standards and
then serves it to customers.

CLWA and the purveyors, including NCWD, have developed a plan for
beginning the treatment process necessary for removal of the perchlorate from
the Saugus Formation as soon as possible, so that the affected wells can be
restored to service. Thus, the supplies associated with the local aquifers, since
they can be returned to use by treatment, constitute a finalized supply, or should
be footnoted as being only temporarily unavailable.

2. As most people are aware, science improves though time. New information and
data are incorporated into scientific investigations as they build upon one
another. This is why the estimates in the 1972 U.S. Geological Survey report
have been updated by noted hydrologist Richard Slade, first in 1986 and more
recently in 2002. The proposed resolution cites Mr. Slade and seems to call into
question his assessments of capacity of the aquifers in the local groundwater
basin over time. The fact is, more and better data is available today than in 1972
or 1986.

2 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from Slade to Newhall County Water District, Board of Directors, dated
January 29, 2004).
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In fact, in the 2001 Update Report - Hydrologic Conditions in the Alluvial and Saugus
Formation Aquifer Systems (dated July 2002), Mr. Slade states ‘this report
supercedes those previous work products and is intended to provide the water
purveyors in the Valley with a current assessment of the geologic and hydrologic
conditions within the local groundwater basin.’

3. The term ‘safe perennial yield’ is not a defined term commonly used by
hydrologists. The Alluvial aquifer is being pumped within the operational yield
as defined by Richard Slade (2002).

4. The groundwater basin underlying the Valley is typical of most. During dry
years, well levels go down. During wet years, they go up. This is a basic
principle of hydraulics. Since southern California has been dry for the last few
years, well levels, particularly along the edges and tributary canyons of
groundwater basins, have fallen. This is true for many areas in southern
California and is not limited to the Santa Clarita Valley. It is not caused by
‘overpumping’. It is caused by Mother Nature. When the next good wet year

arrives, well levels will return to their previous higher levels."3

CLWA is also critical of the NCWD Resolution for understating available groundwater supplies by

“going back in time” to data and reports from 1986, rather than utilizing updated technical data from

2001 from the same hydrogeologist. By picking and choosing certain groundwater data that has since

been updated and revised, bias appears to be injected into what is supposed to be an objective planning

process. This is also exacerbated by their confusing water supply well capacities and groundwater

supply volumes. CLWA also concludes that the NCWD Resolution has needlessly and erroneously

reduced groundwater supply volumes by subtracting the production capacity of five wells that have been

closed due to perchlorate contamination, although more than enough wells are online to produce the

volumes of groundwater projected by CLWA. This error is further compounded by their refusal to

acknowledge the technology to clean up the contamination exists and will soon be brought online, thus

returning the wells to production.

In addition, it should be noted that this issue was litigated to conclusion before the California Public

Utilities Commission in 2001 in an action against Valencia Water Company. The findings of the decision

are contrary to the position taken in the NCWD Resolution. (Re Valencia Water Company, Opinion

Approving Water Management Program and Authorizing Service Area Expansion, D.01-11-048, dated

November 29, 2001.)  In particular, the CPUC found

“23. The record indicates that pumping from the Alluvial Aquifer has been and continues
to be within the aquifer’s perennial yield and that the aquifer is not and has not been in
overdraft….

3 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from CLWA to NCWD Board of Directors, dated January 8, 2004, and
related attachments).
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25. The [Valencia Water Management Plan’s] estimates of water supply available, in a
range of 32,500 to 40,000 AFY, are consistent with current management practices and well
within the aquifer’s perennial yield.”  (Id., p. 39.)

The CPUC went on to conclude as a matter of law that “[t]he range of supplies the WMP projects as

available from the Alluvial Aquifer and Saugus Formation is reasonable.”  (Id., p. 43.)

The CPUC denied motions for rehearing and the California Supreme Court declined an appeal of the

protestants to review the decision. (Re Valencia Water Company, D.02-04-002, dated April 4, 2002, petitions

for writ of review denied, S. 105292 and S.105571 [Cal. S. Ct., filed June 19, 2002].) More recently, the

CPUC denied an application for rehearing of its denial of the petition for modification. (Re Valencia Water

Company, D.03-10-063, dated October 16, 2003.) Petitioners based that application for rehearing on the

Court of Appeal decision in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles

(SCOPE). The CPUC denied the application for rehearing, though it did stay its prior decision insofar as

it approved water service to the project challenged in the SCOPE litigation, one of four covered by the

territorial expansion that was one of the subjects of the CPUC litigation. The CPUC, however, did not

change any of its earlier findings of fact or conclusions of law with respect to Alluvial aquifer.

While the City was not a party to the CPUC litigation, the issue is pertinent here because NCWD and

Valencia Water Company both draw their respective water supplies from the same groundwater and

State Water Project resources.

b. Resolution/Saugus Formation

The NCWD Resolution refers to a "December 2003 CH2MHill presentation [which] stated that 4,000 AFY

of water in the Saugus Formation" is not available due to the detection of ammonium perchlorate. The

Resolution refers to the four municipal supply wells in the Saugus Formation that have been taken out of

service by the water agencies due to perchlorate contamination. The resolution also refers to a CLWA

newsletter regarding the loss of production from the Saugus municipal supply wells. The resolution

states that the area impacted by perchlorate in the Saugus Formation has not yet been "characterized,"

that the "remedial action plan" for clean-up of the perchlorate "is not projected to be complete until

August 2005," and that actual "clean-up is not expected until 2010."
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(1) Response

In response to references in the NCWD Resolution to impacts on the production capability of the Saugus

Formation due to perchlorate, please refer to Riverpark Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-43–51 and Topical Response 2:

Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

In response to the status of efforts to remediate the perchlorate contamination from the groundwater

basin, please refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

In addition, CLWA has responded to the points raised in the resolution regarding the Saugus Formation

and the detection of perchlorate.  CLWA's response is repeated below:

"1. While a portion of the Saugus Formation and Alluvial aquifer is currently not
available due to perchlorate contamination, technology exists to treat
groundwater to remove the perchlorate and return it to drinking water quality.
This technology is already in use in other parts of California, most notably in the
nearby San Gabriel Valley (La Puente Valley County Water District). This
treatment process has received all necessary state approvals.

The La Puente treatment plant is a state-of-the-art facility approved by the
California Department of Health Services for the removal of perchlorate from
water supplies. The plant removes perchlorate and other contaminants from a
nine square mile pollution plume (much larger than the plume area sourced by
the Whittaker-Bermite site), disinfects the water to drinking water standards and
then serves it to customers.

CLWA and the purveyors, including NCWD, have developed a plan for
beginning the treatment process necessary for removal of the perchlorate from
the Saugus Formation as soon as possible, so that the affected wells can be
restored to service. Thus, the supplies associated with the local aquifers, since
they can be returned to use by treatment, constitute a finalized supply, or should

be footnoted as being only temporarily unavailable.”4

In a presentation made by Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA, to CLWA's Board of Directors at its

January 28, 2004 regular meeting, Mr. Masnada corrected a number of the points made in the NCWD

Resolution regarding Saugus Formation water supplies. In response to the resolution, Mr. Masnada

stated that

"Although four wells are shut-in due to perchlorate contamination, the supply is not lost.
All water in the [Santa Clarita Valley] is treated in some form or fashion. Restoring these
wells to beneficial use necessitates treatment and attendant costs, which will be borne by
those that caused the pollution (not [Santa Clarita Valley] residents).

4 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from CLWA to NCWD Board of Directors, dated January 8, 2004, related
attachments and other documents).
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Reducing groundwater supply projections for the four wells that have been shut-in due
to perchlorate contamination is inappropriate and unnecessary because sufficient
additional well capacity exists to pump at least 15,000 acre-feet per year. That said,
remediation of the perchlorate over the long term is necessary to ensure no additional
wells are detrimentally impacted by the contamination.

About 5,000 acre-feet per year is currently being pumped from the Saugus. In the near
term, any significant increase in pumping from this supply would only occur in dry
years. Possible use of this supply at higher levels on a more consistent basis would only
occur in the long term, well after remediation and treatment of the perchlorate
contamination has been implemented. That said, remediation of the perchlorate over the
long term is necessary to ensure no additional wells are detrimentally impacted by the

contamination."5

In addition, it should be noted that this issue was litigated to conclusion before the California Public

Utilities Commission in 2001 in an action against Valencia Water Company. The findings of that decision

are contrary to the position taken by NCWD in the resolution. (Re Valencia Water Company, Opinion

Approving Water Management Program and Authorizing Service Area Expansion, D.01-11-048, dated

November 29, 2001) In particular, the CPUC found that Valencia’s “reliance on groundwater from the

Saugus Formation is within reasonable limits, and we reject [the] contention that the Saugus Formation

will be in overdraft by the year 2011….”  (Id. at p. 28), and the CPUC found that

[t]he record supports [Valencia’s] analysis of the perchlorate problem. Specifically,
planning for remediation is substantially under way, and production facilities sufficiently
remote from the contamination site can be relied upon for the quantities of water that the
WMP assumes will be available from the Saugus Formation. Furthermore, the close
monitoring of the situation by the water purveyors, CLWA, the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, reasonably ensures a
prompt response to any changes in the situation.  (Id. at 29)

The CPUC denied motions for rehearing and the California Supreme Court declined an appeal of the

plaintiffs to review the decision. (Re Valencia Water Company, D.02-04-002, dated April 4, 2002, petitions

for writ of review denied, S. 105292 and S.105571 [Cal. S. Ct., filed June 19, 2002]) More recently, the

CPUC denied an application for rehearing of its denial of the petition for modification. (Re Valencia Water

Company, D.03-10-063, dated October 16, 2003) Petitioners based that application for rehearing on the

Court of Appeal decision in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles.

The CPUC denied the application for rehearing, though it did stay its prior decision insofar as it

approved water service to the project challenged in the SCOPE litigation, one of four covered by the

territorial expansion that was one of the subjects of the CPUC litigation. The CPUC, however, did not

change any of its earlier findings of fact or conclusions of law with respect to the Saugus Formation.

5 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter to NCWD Board of Directors from CLWA, dated January [28], 2004,
along with CLWA's January 8, 2004 letter, and a copy of Mr. Masnada's presentation).
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While the City was not a party to the CPUC litigation, the issue is pertinent here because NCWD and

Valencia Water Company both draw their respective water supplies from the same groundwater and

State Water Project resources.

c. Resolution/SWP Water

The resolution challenges the reliability of the delivery of SWP supplies. In essence, the resolution

reduced CLWA's SWP supplies to a "midpoint" of 38,080 AFY—for every year, without regard to whether

it is considered average/normal year conditions or dry year conditions. In reaching the "midpoint,"

NCWD did not rely on DWR's published reporting or modeling of SWP delivery reliability.

(1) Response

In response to references in the NCWD Resolution to SWP supplies, please refer to Riverpark Draft EIR,

pp. 4.8-56–80. The City also has considered the SWP Delivery Reliability Report, dated May 2002, prepared

by DWR. (See Appendix A to the Final EIR.) The Draft EIR utilized results from DWR's modeling efforts

in assessing SWP delivery reliability as well.  (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-74–75, including Table 4.8-9.)

DWR's modeling effort is known as DWRSIM. The DWRSIM modeling simulates SWP and CVP

operations and was conducted by DWR for the CALFED Bay-Delta Program EIS/EIR. One of the model's

inputs is a time series of monthly runoff based on historic hydrologic data from 1922 through 1994 (73

years), with that hydrologic data adjusted to reflect a current and future level of upstream land and water

use. DWRSIM estimates the amount of water the SWP could deliver to SWP Contractors in each month

over the 73 years of operation, for a given set of facilities and operating constraints, and for a given level

of SWP Contractor demand. The results are interpreted as the capability of the SWP to meet the assumed

SWP demand, over a range of hydrologic conditions. The results from the DWRSIM model runs were

determined by the City to provide the best estimates of SWP delivery reliability that were available when

the Riverpark Draft EIR was prepared.

Since the DWRSIM model studies were conducted, the modeling tool that DWR uses to simulate

operations has evolved (first to CALSIM I, and more recently to CALSIM II). Although the modeling tool

itself has changed, the criteria used by DWR in the models to simulate SWP operations have not

significantly changed. In addition, although DWR has completed a more recent assessment of SWP

delivery reliability in its SWP Delivery Reliability Report using CALSIM II, the results of these studies are

generally comparable to the results of the DWRSIM modeling, as used in the Riverpark Draft EIR.
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DWR, the operator of the SWP, relies on the use of CALSIM II modeling (see Appendix A) to project that

75 percent of SWP supplies can be delivered to its SWP Contractors in average years, 39 percent of such

supplies can be delivered in dry years, and possibly as low as 20 percent during single critical dry year

conditions (which occurs about once every 70 years). Under DWR's prior modeling effort, DWRSIM,

DWR indicates that 59 percent of SWP supplies can be delivered to its SWP Contractors in average years,

39 percent of such supplies can be delivered in dry years, and 20 percent can be delivered in a critical dry

year. To be conservative, the Riverpark Draft EIR used the 59 percent projection of average year SWP

deliveries, rather than the higher 75 percent projection provided under CALSIM II modeling. (See

Riverpark Draft EIR, p. 4.8-75.)

By utilizing DWR's modeling, the Riverpark Draft EIR (at pp. 4.8-74–75, including Table 4.8-9) discloses

that the SWP Contractors' maximum Table A Amount (previously referred to as "SWP entitlement") is not

equivalent to actual deliveries of water because the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery

in any given year may be less than the Table A Amount, due to hydrology and a number of other factors.

In addition, the DWR modeling shows that the amount of SWP Table A Amount actually available for

delivery in any given year may be reduced due to such factors, including drought conditions (e.g., average

years, dry years and critical dry years).

In addition, CLWA has directly responded to the points raised in the NCWD Resolution regarding SWP

delivery reliability.  CLWA's response is repeated below:

"SWP Water

6. According to the terms of the Monterey Agreement Settlement, the word
‘entitlement’ has been replaced by ‘Table A Amount.’ All of NCWD's documents
referring to SWP supplies should reflect this.

7. Attached is Figure 1 from the SWP Delivery Reliability Report (DWR 2002).
Please note that the horizontal axis is entitled ‘Time at or above.’ This means that
each SWP contractor can expect to be allocated at least the corresponding
percentage of its Table A Amount in a given year type (not ‘only’ that amount).
Using the examples cited in the proposed resolution: 90% of the time, the
allocation will be at least 30%. 80% of the time, it will be at least 50%. Please also
note on Figure 1 that 50% of the time, the allocation is at least 80% of the Table A
Amount. Proper interpretation of this graph is of critical importance to NCWD
and its customers; otherwise NCWD would be effectively ignoring available
SWP water supplies that its existing (and future) customers are paying for and
have the right to receive.

Also attached is Table 2 from the report. This table shows the average,
maximum and minimum deliveries in all water year types for the three demand
studies DWR ran to produce the report. These are the percentages that a water
supplier should use to assess overall reliability of delivery of SWP supplies in
various types of water years. The most conservative study is the ‘2021 B Study,’
which assumes that all SWP contractors are requesting full supplies in each year
type. Please note that the overall delivery reliability of the State Water Project on
a long-term average basis is 76% of the Table A Amounts. Timely
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implementation of CLWA's long-term reliability plan will make this amount of

SWP water fully available to the Valley."6

According to CLWA, the NCWD Resolution is unsuitable in a number of ways, especially in its

understatement of available water supply. The Resolution discounts the availability of SWP supply to a

level far below what is actually available, which DWR calculates to be 76 percent of the SWP contract

amounts.  The NCWD Resolution utilizes a range of 30 to 50 percent without any technical justification.

In addition, it should be noted that this issue was litigated to conclusion before the California Public

Utilities Commission in 2001 in an action against Valencia Water Company. The findings of that decision

are contrary to the position taken by NCWD in the resolution. (Re Valencia Water Company, Opinion

Approving Water Management Program and Authorizing Service Area Expansion, D.01-11-048, dated

November 29, 2001.) The CPUC denied motions for rehearing and the California Supreme Court

declined an appeal of the plaintiffs to review the decision. (Re Valencia Water Company, D.02-04-002,

dated April 4, 2002, petitions for writ of review denied, S. 105292 and S.105571 [Cal. S. Ct., filed June 19,

2002].) More recently, the CPUC denied an application for rehearing of its denial of the petition for

modification. (Re Valencia Water Company, Decision 03-10-063, dated October 16, 2003.) Petitioners based

that application for rehearing on the Court of Appeal decision in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the

Environment v. County of Los Angeles. The CPUC denied the application for rehearing, though it did stay

its prior decision insofar as it approved water service to the project challenged in the SCOPE litigation,

one of four covered by the territorial expansion that was one of the subjects of the CPUC litigation. The

CPUC, however, did not change any of its earlier findings of fact or conclusions of law with respect to

supplies from the SWP.

While the City was not a party to the CPUC litigation, the issue is pertinent here because NCWD and

Valencia Water Company both draw their respective water supplies from the same groundwater and

State Water Project resources.

6 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from CLWA to NCWD Board of Directors, dated January 8, 2004, and
related attachments).
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d. Resolution/Non-Finalized Water Sources

The NCWD Resolution is critical of the following water supplies identified in the 2000 UWMP: new wells

in the Saugus Formation, water banking/conjunctive use, water transfers, and desalinization. The

Resolution refers to these water sources as "un-finalized."

(1) Response

In response to references in the Resolution to other water sources, please refer to Riverpark Draft EIR, pp.

4.8-79–89. In addition, please see Riverpark Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-89–98, which summarizes water supplies

available to the CLWA service area.

CLWA has also directly responded to the points raised in the resolution regarding other water sources.

CLWA's response is repeated below:

"'Non-Finalized' Water Sources

8. The proposed resolution cites Urban Water Management Planning Act Section
10631(c). Attached is the first portion of this section of the Act. Please note
Section 10631(b), which instructs agencies to identify and quantify, to the extent
practicable, the existing and planned sources of water available to the supplier.
Section (c) relates to the reliability of existing supplies, and instructs agencies to
describe, for any existing water source that may not be available at a consistent
level of use, given various factors, plans to replace that source. Unfortunately,
the proposed resolution cites Section (c) while ignoring the applicability of
Section (b).

9. This citation in the proposed resolution lacks discussion of prudent and proven
water management techniques involving pumping during ‘dry periods,’ or some
other language that allows for pumping within the operational yield of the
Alluvial aquifer for periods longer than one year. Limiting such pumping to an
outage on the SWP system could needlessly have a negative impact on NCWD's
customers during a dry period.

10. The Alluvial aquifer should be pumped at the operational yield levels described
by Slade (2002). This citation lacks discussion of the nature of the conjunctive
use that occurs in the Valley with the importation of SWP supplies. For instance,
if the Valley was experiencing a local dry period, but ample SWP supplies were
available from northern California, NCWD could draw upon those supplies
instead of the Alluvial aquifer.

11. New Saugus Formation wells would allow pumping rates to increase on an
instantaneous basis, more than presently exists. This ability to pump would
serve as an emergency or dry year supply, and would thus not impact the

operational yield of the aquifer.7

7 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter from CLWA to NCWD Board of Directors, dated January 8, 2004, and
related attachments).
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In a presentation made by Mr. Masnada to CLWA's Board of Directors at its January 28, 2004 regular

meeting, he concluded that the NCWD Resolution significantly understated the amount of water

available in the Santa Clarita Valley, that it unnecessarily impaired NCWD's ability to meet its mission

and serve its customers, and that it attempts to undermine the Santa Clarita Valley's collaborative and

cooperative regional UWMP process.  In further response to the resolution, Mr. Masnada stated that

"Again, the purported ‘current and finalized future’ supply shown in Exhibit B to the
proposed resolution is significantly understated and does not even acknowledge the
amount of water that is being used today. Exhibit B shows a supply of 62,685 acre-feet
per year when recent [Santa Clarita Valley] usage has been as high as 85,031 acre-feet
(2002).

Understatement of existing supplies could result in having to acquire additional supplies
to meet supposed current needs in addition to future demands. This would
unnecessarily result in higher water rates for existing NCWD customers (as well as its
future customers), which already have the highest rates in the [Santa Clarita Valley].

Of greatest concern to CLWA is that adoption of the proposed resolution by NCWD
could unnecessarily confuse land use planning agencies because it would result in two
sets of ‘water numbers’ for the [Santa Clarita Valley]. This contradicts the clear intent of
the UWMP Act, which urges that UWMPs be prepared on a regional basis. CLWA urges
NCWD to continue to participate in the cooperative effort to prepare the 2005 UWMP
Update. Known changes to the plan include, but are not limited to, (1) inclusion of the
SWP Delivery Reliability Report, (2) status of the perchlorate contamination clean-up
effort and remedies, (3) implementation of CLWA's Groundwater Management Plan and
(4) implementation of CLWA's short-term and long-term banking programs to firm up

SWP supply reliability."8

In addition, it should be noted that this issue was litigated to conclusion before the California Public

Utilities Commission in 2001 in an action against Valencia Water Company. The findings of that decision

are contrary to the position taken by NCWD in the resolution. (Re Valencia Water Company, Opinion

Approving Water Management Program and Authorizing Service Area Expansion, D.01-11-048, dated

November 29, 2001) In particular, based on its findings of fact, the CPUC concluded as a matter of law

that the sources and magnitude of dry-year firming supplies, including banking, relied on by Valencia

and that Valencia’s estimate of recycled water supply is reasonable. (Id. at p. 43, conclusions of law 8-9.)

The CPUC denied motions for rehearing and the California Supreme Court declined an appeal of the

plaintiffs to review the decision. (Re Valencia Water Company, D.02-04-002, dated April 4, 2002, petitions

for writ of review denied, S. 105292 and S.105571 [Cal. S. Ct., filed June 19, 2002].) More recently, the

CPUC denied an application for rehearing of its denial of the petition for modification. (Re Valencia Water

Company, D.03-10-063, dated October 16, 2003.) Petitioners based that application for rehearing on the

Court of Appeal decision in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles.

The CPUC denied the application for rehearing, though it did stay its prior decision insofar as it

8 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (Letter to NCWD Board of Directors from CLWA, dated January [28], 2004,
along with CLWA's January 8, 2004 letter, and a copy of Mr. Masnada's PowerPoint presentation).
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approved water service to the project challenged in the SCOPE litigation, one of four covered by the

territorial expansion that was one of the subjects of the CPUC litigation. The CPUC, however, did not

change any of its earlier findings of fact or conclusions of law with respect to alluvial aquifer.

While the City was not a party to the CPUC litigation, the issue is pertinent here because NCWD and

Valencia Water Company both draw their respective water supplies from the same groundwater and

State Water Project resources.

2. OTHER ACTION RELATIVE TO THE NCWD RESOLUTION

The legal sufficiency of the NCWD Resolution is currently the subject of litigation. (See LB/L Suncal

Northlake LLC v. Newhall County Water District, LASC No. BS089750, filed April 27, 2004.)

CONCLUSION

On January 13, 2004, the City adopted Resolution No. 04-10 opposing the Resolution No. 2004-3.9 In

addition, in April 2004, NCWD's General Manager, Kenneth J. Petersen, resigned from his position. Mr.

Petersen, a professional engineer, who joined NCWD out of retirement in April 2002, stated that he

disagreed with the policy as outlined in NCWD Resolution No. 2004-3. Mr. Petersen also stated that he

was never asked to provide the NCWD Board members with figures on water supplies prior to the

adoption of NCWD Resolution No. 2004-3. According to Mr. Petersen, NCWD Resolution No. 2004-3

used statistics that some of the Board members extracted themselves from earlier reports. Notably, there

were no professional water consultants present on behalf of the NCWD Board when NCWD Resolution

No. 2004-3 was presented and ultimately adopted.

9 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (City of Santa Clarita Resolution No. 04-10). In addition, please see Appendix
A to the Final EIR (copies of letters submitted in response to Resolution No. 2004-3, and news articles concerning
the Board of Directors' adoption of Resolution No. 2004-3).



Impact Sciences, Inc. TR5-1 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

TOPICAL RESPONSE 5: AIR QUALITY

Air Quality impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.4, Air Quality, and in Appendix 4.4

materials. Additional air quality analyses are contained in Final EIR Appendix B, and are discussed in

the “Revised Draft EIR Pages.”

Implementation of the Riverpark project would generate both construction-related and operation-related

pollutant emissions. Construction-related emissions would be generated by on-site stationary sources,

on- and off-road heavy-duty construction vehicles, and construction worker vehicles. Operation-related

emissions would be generated by on-site and off-site stationary sources and by mobile sources. During

the 51-month construction phase, emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds

(VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (10 micron) (PM10) would exceed thresholds of

significance recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for

approximately 13, 36, 26, and 12 months, respectively. At project buildout, operational emissions of CO,

VOC, NOX, and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds, primarily due to mobile source emissions.

No project land use would be exposed to CO hotspots, and the project would not cause a CO hotspot at

other locations of sensitive receptors in the project study area, such as the Emblem Tract. (See specifically

Final EIR Appendix B, Riverpark Development Project Carbon Monoxide “Hotspots” Modeling [August 2004].)

In addition, population growth attributed to the project is within growth forecasts contained in the

Growth Management Chapter of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), which forms the basis

for the land use and transportation control portions of the SCAQMD’s 2003 Air Quality Management Plan

(AQMP). Because the project is within the growth forecasts for the region, it would, consequently, be

consistent with the AQMP, indicating that it would not jeopardize attainment of state and federal

ambient air quality standards in the Santa Clarita Valley or throughout the South Coast Air Basin.

Feasible mitigation measures would be implemented that would reduce construction-related and

operational-related emissions to the maximum extent feasible. However, no feasible mitigation currently

exists which would reduce the project’s construction-related emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, or PM10 to

below the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance. No feasible mitigation exists to reduce

the project’s operational emissions of CO, VOC, or NOx to less than significant levels. Therefore, the

project’s construction-related and operation-related emissions would be considered unavoidably

significant, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary if the City were to approve

the project.

The SCAQMD’s criterion of annual emission reductions of one percent for CO, VOC, NOx, PM10, and

oxides of sulfur (SOx), was used to assess cumulative air quality impacts. Through site planning,
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proposed design features, and with implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in this

section, the project would reduce wintertime emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10 by 75.3, 91.8, 29.5,

and 85.3 percent, respectively. During the summer, these emissions would be reduced by 4.6, 17.7, 9.3,

and 4.2 percent, respectively. Therefore, the project would not be considered to contribute to significant

cumulative air quality impacts based on the cumulative project thresholds of significance of the

SCAQMD’s CEQA Air QualityHandbook, and the fact that the project’s population forecast is consistent

with the SCAQMD’s 2003 AQMP. However, because the project’s project-level operational-related CO,

VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s project-specific thresholds of significance,

even with all feasible mitigation, it is concluded that project implementation will result in a cumulatively

significant and unavoidable air quality impact. This conclusion is considered a conservative and “worst-

case” approach for assessing the project’s cumulative air quality impacts.

Since the Draft EIR was prepared and released for public review, the project has been revised to reduce

the total number of residential units from 1,183 to 1,123, including without limitation, the conversion of

Planning Area C from apartments to condominiums, and to reduce the commercial acreage from three

acres to one acre. This reduction in the size of the project will concomitantly reduce traffic trips

generated by the project and therefore reduce air quality impacts.

Finally, since the Draft EIR was released to the public, a supplemental regional air quality analysis has

been undertaken. The regional air quality analysis was prepared by Environ International Corporation

and is presented in Appendix B to the Final EIR. The regional air quality analysis addressed specifically

the issue of whether significant ambient concentrations of ozone and particulate matter (PM) in the Santa

Clarita Valley (SC Valley) result from local emissions, and thus, significantly worsen air quality. The

regional air quality analysis concluded that significant ambient levels of ozone and PM in the SC Valley

do not result from local emissions, and that “[t]he great majority of ozone and PM pollution in the SC

Valley is created by sources of emissions outside the SC Valley.” Therefore, the air quality in the Santa

Clarita Valley is predominately dominated by emissions transported into the Santa Clarita Valley from

other areas in the South Coast Air Basin, and not by emissions generated by uses and activities in the

Santa Clarita Valley itself. The City understands that a similar air quality study undertaken by the South

Coast Air Quality Management District reaches similar conclusions (Final EIR Appendix B, Environ

report, p. ES-1); however, that study has not yet been released.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 6: TRAFFIC

Traffic impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.3 Traffic/Access.

The Draft EIR concludes that, although many of the project’s impacts can be mitigated to below

significance, it will still have significant impacts to the four below listed intersections that cannot be

mitigated to below significance:

Pre-Interim Year (Occupancy of up to 500 units, without Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge)

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway.

Interim Year/Full Buildout of Project

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway;

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road;

• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road; and

• Whites Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road.

The Draft EIR states that the City has determined that the above-identified intersections are presently

built-out, with the exception of the Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road intersection.

Improvements to this intersection have commenced, and upon completion will result in this intersection

being presently built-out. The City of Santa Clarita General Plan Circulation Element states, “Existing

street improvements are, in some cases, not able to be modified due to right-of-way limitations and

existing development.” The General Plan acknowledges that benefits of improvements at such

intersections are not outweighed by a combination of the potential time and cost of actions necessary to

acquire the property, the physical and economic costs to businesses at the affected intersections, and the

social costs that could occur if the affected businesses were forced to relocate.

The Riverpark project results in the acceleration of the construction of the last, unfunded, unbuilt portion

of the Cross Valley Connector. This improvement is required to be constructed and operational before

the project’s 501st occupancy. Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, of the Draft EIR illustrates the benefits to the

Valley’s roadway network that this roadway will provide. One of the significant benefits associated with

the Cross Valley Connector includes a substantial reduction in vehicle trips on Soledad Canyon Road.

The Draft EIR indicates that Soledad Canyon Road, directly east of Bouquet Canyon Road, presently
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carries 57,000 vehicles per day. In the Interim Year with Project Scenario, which includes the completion

of the Cross Valley Connector and the buildout of Riverpark, the number of vehicle trips on this portion

of Soledad Canyon Road is significantly reduced, to 36,000 vehicle trips. Therefore, acceleration of the

construction of the Cross Valley Connector by the Riverpark project, through its right-of-way dedication

and B&T contribution, will result in the substantial improvement of traffic conditions in the Santa Clarita

Valley, including emergency vehicle movement.

As explained in the Draft EIR’s Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, at pp. 4.3-18 and 18, a method in which to

model the improvement of surrounding intersections due to the implementation of the Cross Valley

Connector involves the comparison of two scenarios: Scenario 1 – Interim Year/No Riverpark project and

No Cross Valley Connector (Riverpark portion); and Scenario 2 – Interim Year/Riverpark project and

Cross Valley Connector (portion through Riverpark). The Interim Year is generally ten years into the

future and would include additional traffic generated by projected ambient growth during that time

frame. Therefore, without the Cross Valley Connector, currently congested local intersections such as

Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road will be forced to accommodate significantly more

traffic in the future, even without the project.

The respective intersections and the comparison are as follows:

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, the intersection of Bouquet/Soledad
would operate at Level of Service (LOS) D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In
Scenario 2, this intersection would operate at an LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM
peak hour, a marked improvement over operating conditions in Scenario 1. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• McBean Parkway/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D in
the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the respective LOS in the AM and
PM peak hour remain at the same grade (LOS D), with minor improvement. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS
D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the LOS would improve,
though remain at LOS D in the AM peak and improve in the PM peak hour to LOS D. Overall,
intersection operations would improve in Scenario 2 as compared to Scenario 1. Please see City of
Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Valley Center Drive/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D
in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would operate
at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour, again a significant improvement as
compared to Scenario 1.  Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

The Cross Valley Connector will be built regardless of whether or not the project is approved, though the

timing of this needed improvement would likely be significantly delayed if the project were not

approved. The Riverpark project, in the City’s opinion, accelerates the City’s ability to complete the
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Cross Valley Connector through the project’s dedication of needed right-of-way and its substantial Bridge

and Thoroughfare Fee District (B&T) contribution. Please see Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, pp. 4.3-39, 45, and 46. As shown in the following cost breakdown, approval of the

Riverpark project results in a nearly 50 percent reduction in the City's remaining obligation to construct

this segment of the roadway (six-lane road, four-lane bridge). Additional B&T funds, state, and federal

grant funds, and other funding sources would be utilized to make up the difference.

Cost Breakdown Based on 2003 Estimates
Cross Valley Connector

(Bouquet to Soledad Flyover)
Six-Lane Road/Four-Lane Bridge

No Riverpark With Riverpark
  Design  $ 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000
* ROW Acquisition $ 10,000,000 $ 0
  Construction $ 26,500,000 $ 26,500,000
  Contingency /Overhead $ 10,000,000 $ 10,000,000
  Subtotal $ 39,500,000
 ** B&T Contribution N/A - $ 13,842,160
  Total $ 49,500,000 $ 25,657,840

* ROW acquisition cost expected to be higher – based upon 2000 estimate and based upon past
ROW acquisition on similar projects being higher than estimated

**B&T obligation cited above is based upon 1,183 residential units and a 3-acre commercial site.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 7: URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, AS
AMENDED, AND RELATED ISSUES

This topical response has been prepared to address comments received on the recent action taken by

Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) and the Santa Clarita Valley local retail water purveyors (Santa

Clarita Water Division of CLWA, Newhall County Water District and Valencia Water Company) to

readopt, as amended, the 2000 Urban Water Management Plan (2000 UWMP) after a public hearing held on

January 24, 2005. This topical response also addresses comments received concerning whether the

amended 2000 UWMP or a court case that led to the preparation of the amendment, impacts the water

supply and demand analysis conducted for the Riverpark project. Finally, this topical response addresses

the City’s independent review of the amended 2000 UWMP and an independent water supply

assessment prepared for the Newhall County Water District.

In late September 2004, the Court of Appeal for the Fifth District concluded that the 2000 UWMP did not

fully meet the requirements of the Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP Act).1 Specifically,

the Court concluded that the 2000 UWMP should have addressed "the time needed to implement the

available method for treating the [perchlorate] contaminated water [in the local groundwater basin]," and

described "the reliability of the groundwater supply during that [treatment] implementation."2

In response to the recent court decision, CLWA and the retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley

directed the joint preparation and completion of the "Groundwater Perchlorate Contamination

Amendment and Other Amendments" (Amendment) to the 2000 UWMP. The Amendment provides

information responsive to, and consistent with, both the Court of Appeal's decision and the UWMP Act.

The focus of the Amendment is on updating the significant progress made by CLWA, the local water

purveyors and others, in responding to the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater in portions of the

Saugus Formation and Alluvial aquifer, the two aquifer systems that comprise the local Santa Clara River

Valley East Groundwater Subbasin. This subbasin is the source of the local groundwater used to meet

portions of the Santa Clarita Valley's potable water supply.

The City Engineering staff independently reviewed the Riverpark EIR, and determined that the water

supply and demand assessment is adequate under the California Environmental Quality Act and was not

impacted by the recent court decision involving the 2000 UWMP. The Riverpark EIR presents a thorough

water supply and demand assessment of both the project and other projects planned in the area.

1 The UWMP Act is found in Water Code Sections 10610 through 10657.
2 For a copy of the published Court of Appeal decision (Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency

(2004) 123 Cal. App. 4th 1), please see Final EIR Appendix A.
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Engineering staff concluded that the Riverpark EIR presents a stand-alone water supply and demand

assessment supported by numerous water-related reports, studies and other data which were not

invalidated by the September 2004 Court of Appeal decision. This assessment updated the water picture

for the Santa Clarita Valley.

In addition, Engineering staff reviewed the Riverpark EIR water supply and demand assessment for

consistency with the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP. Based on that review, staff has confirmed that (1)

the Riverpark EIR presents a stand-alone water supply assessment of the Riverpark project, in

conjunction with other projects in the Santa Clarita Valley, and it correctly concludes that an adequate

supply of water exists for both the Riverpark project and other development in the Santa Clarita Valley;

(2) the Riverpark EIR already contains a detailed analysis of perchlorate-contaminated groundwater in

the local subbasin, even absent the information presented in the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP; and (3)

the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP provides additional information regarding remediation of the

perchlorate-contaminated groundwater, consistent with the information previously presented in the

Riverpark EIR.

A summary of the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP is presented below.3

1. GROUNDWATER PERCHLORATE CONTAMINATION AMENDMENT
AND OTHER AMENDMENTS

a. Introduction

The Amendment to the 2000 UWMP was prepared by CLWA and Santa Clarita Valley retail water

purveyors to revise or replace selected sections of the 2000 UWMP in response to the recent court

decision, which concluded that the 2000 UWMP did not fully meet the requirements of the UWMP Act.

The Amendment, which has been independently reviewed by City staff, addresses the time needed to

implement perchlorate treatment, and describes the reliability of the groundwater supply during

treatment implementation. The Amendment was the subject of a noticed public hearing at CLWA on

January 24, 2005.

b. Background and Summary of Amendment Findings

In all cases (near-term operation and long-term operation scenarios for all hydrologic conditions) total

existing supply will be sufficient to meet projected demand for the Riverpark project and the Santa

3 For a copy of the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP, please see Final EIR Appendix A.
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Clarita Valley as a whole, and the conclusions reached in the Riverpark EIR regarding water supply and

demand remain unchanged. The water purveyors’ treatment plan for perchlorate is scheduled to come

on line in 2006, at which time treated well water would become available. In the near term, the treatment

plan projects that the impacted water will remain unavailable through 2006, and, during that time, the

non-impacted groundwater and other available supplies will be sufficient to meet near-term supply

water requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley. After treatment, the total groundwater capacity will be

sufficient to meet the normal and dry-year conditions as provided in the long-term operating plan for

groundwater supply. Before plan completion, issuance of a permit by the state Department of Health

Services (DHS) will be required to verify that water is considered potable and safe for delivery to

customers.

The Amendment focuses on the following:

• Restoring the impacted water supply capacity in the perchlorate-contaminated wells;

• Controlling the movement of perchlorate-contaminated groundwater and protecting other municipal
supply wells;

• Selecting treatment methods;

• Restoring the perchlorate-impacted groundwater to safe drinking water standards; and

• Analyzing the reliability of the local groundwater supplies, both during the interim of the
containment treatment period (2006) and through the 20-year planning horizon of the 2000 UWMP.

As indicated above, the Amendment determines that, in all cases (near-term operation and long-term

operation scenarios for all hydrologic conditions), total existing supply will be sufficient to meet projected

demand.

c. Alluvial Aquifer

Reliability of Aquifer: According to the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP, existing active wells operating

in the Alluvial aquifer have a full-time source capacity of nearly 56,000 acre-feet per year (AFY), based on

the pumping capacity from wells not contaminated by perchlorate. This is confirmed to be more than

sufficient to meet the total planned Alluvial pumping of 30,000–40,000 AFY, which includes the planned

municipal use of Alluvial groundwater (20,000–25,000 AFY), as reported in the 2003 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Report.4

4 The 2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report is located in Final EIR Appendix A.
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Treatment and Protection of Alluvial Aquifer Water: According to the Amendment, the plan for

integrated control of contamination migration and restoration of impacted pumping well capacity is

mainly focused on stopping migration of perchlorate at the source in the northern Alluvium. At present,

one municipal supply well has been removed from service due to the detection of perchlorate. On-going

monitoring of the active Alluvial municipal wells located near the Whittaker-Bermite property has shown

no detection of perchlorate. However, the proximity to other impacted private Alluvial wells in the

Whittaker-Bermite site and prevailing groundwater flow prompted the Amendment to include

provisions to respond to Alluvial perchlorate contamination, should it occur.

d. Saugus Formation

Reliability of the Formation: According to the Amendment, existing active wells operating in the

Saugus Formation presently have a full-time source capacity of about 24,000 AFY, based on the combined

pumping capacity from active wells not contaminated by perchlorate. This is confirmed to be more than

sufficient to meet the total planned use in normal years of 7,500–15,000 AFY, as reported in the 2003 Santa

Clarita Valley Water Report. Combined with other available sources, it is more than sufficient to meet

water demands through the currently scheduled time frame for restoration of impacted Saugus capacity.

Treatment and Protection of Saugus Formation Water: According to the Amendment, the program and

schedule for the plan to restore impacted capacity and control migration of perchlorate calls for

completion in 2006.

The Amendment also confirms that, between now and completion in 2006, a groundwater flow model

was used to determine whether existing active Saugus wells were likely to be contaminated by

perchlorate migration prior to treatment and contamination control measures. The model determined

that in order to assure that perchlorate contamination did not affect active Saugus wells during the

interim period, an overall operating plan would allow currently active downgradient Saugus wells to

remain active on a generally low planned pumping schedule. Once treatment has restored capacity,

normal planned operations for utilizing groundwater from the Saugus Formation would resume.

e. Groundwater Contamination Treatment Plan

According to the Amendment, during the planning for remediation of perchlorate and restoration of

impacted well capacity, imported water from CLWA and non-impacted groundwater production

facilities will offset quantities of water otherwise projected to be available from the Alluvial and Saugus

wells. The state Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) will oversee on-site investigations and
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clean-up activities. The first objective of the remediation plan is to control subsurface flow and protect

downgradient wells.  The second objective is restoration of some or all contaminated water supplies.

The Amendment notes that the treatment program is expected to be online by the end of 2006. The

treatment plan projects that the impacted water will remain unavailable through 2006, during which time

the non-impacted groundwater supply and other available supplies will be sufficient to meet near-term

water requirements. Afterward, the total groundwater capacity will be sufficient to meet the normal and

dry-year conditions as provided in the long-term operating plan for groundwater supply. Before plan

completion, issuance of a permit by DHS will be required to verify that water is considered potable and

safe for delivery to customers.

f. Reliability Assessment

The Amendment states that the reliability analysis prepared by CH2MHILL of production wells located

near the Whittaker-Bermite property considers the impact on water supply operations while the

planning, design and construction of treatment and other restoration activities are implemented.

Therefore, all hydrologic conditions (normal, single dry-year, and multiple-dry year) were assessed based

on two sets of operational scenarios: (1) near-term conditions (2005–2007 to include the transition of local

groundwater supplies from impacted to restored) and (2) long-term conditions (2007–2020 through the

end of the planning horizon for the plan). In all cases (near-term operation and long-term operational

scenarios for all hydrologic conditions), total existing water supply will be sufficient to meet projected

water demand for the Santa Clarita Valley.

g. Stetson Water Supply Assessment Summary

In the River Park Final EIR, Volume VII (December 2004), Topical Response 4 was prepared to respond to

comment letters that attached or referenced a resolution of the Board of Directors of the Newhall County

Water District (NCWD) regarding water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley. Since completion of the

Final EIR (Volume VII), NCWD requested and funded preparation of an independent water supply

assessment to assist NCWD in determining if currently available and reasonably feasible future water

supply sources will be sufficient to meet future water demands resulting from anticipated growth in the

Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD retained the services of Stetson Engineers, Inc., a water resources

engineering firm, to complete the water supply assessment.

In December 2004, NCWD voted to accept the Final Draft Water Supply Assessment, dated November 29,

2004, prepared by Stetson Engineers, Inc. (Stetson Report). City staff has independently reviewed the
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Stetson Report, and has determined that it provides additional information regarding the water supplies

and demands in the Santa Clarita Valley and that the information in that report is generally consistent

with the information previously presented in the Riverpark EIR. It is also generally consistent with the

information presented in the Amendment to the 2000 UWMP. A summary of the Stetson Report is

presented below.

Based on a review of relevant water supply contracts, agreements, financing plans, water studies and

other reports, the Stetson Report concludes that sufficient water supplies are available to meet the current

and projected water demands over the next 20 years of the water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley,

including NCWD.

The Stetson Report assesses both available water supplies and the development of feasible new water

supplies, and determines that such supplies are adequate to meet and exceed future demands for the next

20 years under all of the hydrologic conditions considered (normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years).

In reaching these conclusions, the Stetson Report took into account the groundwater supplies impacted

by perchlorate contamination, and the progress made to date on remedial actions for the containment of

groundwater contamination, and the removal of perchlorate from impacted groundwater supplies,

including wellhead treatment for impacted municipal supply wells. The findings in the Stetson Report

are generally consistent with the findings reported in the recently released Amendment to the 2000

UWMP.

In December 2004, NCWD issued a press release reporting its acceptance of the Stetson Report. In the

press release, based on the Stetson Report, Steve Cole, Acting General Manager for NCWD, stated that

NCWD is pleased to be "able to continue to provide adequate water to serve our customers' needs."5

5 For a copy of both the NCWD Press Release, dated December 7, 2004, and the Stetson Report, please see Final
EIR Appendix A.
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1. LETTER RECEIVED FROM ELIZABETH ERICKSON,
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD LOS ANGELES REGION, DATED MARCH 16, 2004

Summary of Responses

Given the technical nature of the responses, it was thought prudent that for Comment Letters 1 and 2,

that a summary of each response be provided to assist the lay reader.

Response 1: The commenter asked how the project would increase the concentrations and loads of

nutrients, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic pesticides. Although a water quality technical report was

prepared for the project it must be acknowledged that for some pollutants of concern, while some water

quality data may exist for the pollutant, the current limits of technology and other factors result in

accuracy issues that make the data too unreliable for use in quantitative modeling. However, there is

sufficient sampling data in the Los Angeles area is available to permit meaningful modeling of nutrients:

total phosphorus (TP), nitrate nitrogen (nitrate), and total kjeldahl nitrogen (TN) and chloride (a salt, and

the only salt for which the downstream reaches of the Santa Clara are impaired). The response provides a

discussion of constituent impacts for nutrients, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic pesticides. The

response outlines the conclusion of the Draft EIR that there will be no significant impacts to the above

noted constituents.

Response 2: The commenter asked for the amount of runoff generated by the project during both dry and

wet years. This response directs the reader to the runoff amounts discussion in the Draft EIR. This

response also notes that with project improvements that there would be no dry weather flows discharged

to the Santa Clara River.

Response 3: The commenter requested information pertaining to the amount of increased or decreased

percolation. The response directs the reader to technical studies prepared for the project, which predict

that the decrease in infiltration is expected to be about 100 acre-feet per year. However, this assumes no

losses due to evapotranspiration or infiltration in the proposed structural best management practices

(BMPs). As stated in the Draft EIR and the water quality technical report, these BMPs would be designed

to capture approximately 80 percent of the average annual runoff volume from the site, or 253 acre-feet.

In the Santa Clarita Valley (SC Valley), stormwater runoff from developed areas is routed through

detention basins or other treatment BMPs to the river channel, where the porous nature of the sands and

gravels forming the streambed allow for significant infiltration to occur to the underlying groundwater.
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Increased irrigation in the SC Valley associated with urban development has resulted in the irrigation of

previously undeveloped lands. The effect of irrigation is to maintain higher soil moisture levels during

the summer than would exist if no irrigation were occurring. Consequently, a greater percentage of the

fall/winter precipitation recharges groundwater beneath irrigated land parcels than beneath

undeveloped land parcels. Because reductions in stormwater infiltration in the developed condition are

not substantial reductions in percolation are less than significant.

Response 4: The commenter requested estimates of the net change in groundwater and surface water

flows. In drought conditions, there will be no surface water runoff pre or post development. The Draft

EIR estimates the post-development discharge rate from surface water contributions in cubic feet per

second in Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at p. 4.20-38. The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed

project would not result in a significant adverse increase the average flows in the river downstream of the

project. With regard to groundwater flows, in drought conditions there will be no post-development

change in the groundwater contribution. Further, efficient irrigation systems and use of drought-tolerant

materials in landscaping plans required as project design features are designed prevent over-watering,

assuring that irrigation does not significantly or adversely surcharge groundwater volumes. In flood

conditions soils are saturated, resulting in runoff of stormwater and precluding infiltration and deep

percolation. As a result, no significant additional groundwater recharge is expected to be associated with

the 10-year, 50-year, and 100-year events as a result of the project.

Response 1

As described in Appendix 4.8 of the Draft EIR, WQTR, prepared by PSOMAS, dated February 2004, and

pp. 4.8.1-46–48 of the Draft EIR, an empirical model is used to quantify water quality impacts for various

pollutants of concern. The data required by the model to estimate pollutant loads and concentrations

quantitatively consists of flow composite storm event sample data, which measures of the average water

quality during the event. To obtain such data usually requires automatic samplers that collect data at a

frequency that is proportionate to flow rate. Flow sample data that is accurate and sufficient to provide

meaningful model results is not available for all potential pollutants of concern. Further, for some

pollutants of concern, while some water quality data may exist for the pollutant, the current limits of

technology and other factors result in accuracy issues that make the data too unreliable for use in

quantitative modeling.

In preparing the Draft EIR quantitative analysis, sufficient flow composite sampling data in the Los

Angeles area is available to permit meaningful modeling of nutrients (TP, nitrate, and TN) and chloride

(a salt, and the only salt for which the downstream reaches of the Santa Clara are impaired). Therefore,
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the Draft EIR sets forth a quantitative estimate of pre and post development loads and concentrations for

these nutrients and salts (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, at p. 4.8.1-38, 4.8.1-52, and 4.8.1-72).

These quantitative estimates for nutrients and chloride also serve as indicators for other pollutants of

concern, and the behavior of other pollutants of concern can be assessed based on the behavior of these

quantitatively modeled constituents, even though empirical data for the specific constituent may not

permit modeling of the specific substance. By way of example, the quantitative chloride results serve as

indicator data for the behavior of other pollutants of concern consisting of, or related to minerals or salts,

including boron, SAR, and sulfates. See Draft EIR Table 4.8.1, text p. 4.8.1-47, and 4.8.1-78. Similarly, the

quantitative analysis results for TP, nitrate, and TN serve as indicator data for the behavior of other

nutrients or nutrient-related constituents of concern, including ammonia, dissolved oxygen, biochemical

oxygen demand, and biostimulatory substances (see Draft EIR Table 4.8.1, Table 4.8.1-17, text Draft EIR

p. 4.8.1-53, and pp. 4.8.1-78–8).

The following summarizes the information analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, and the

WQTR with respect to nutrients, and salts:

Nutrients: TP and TN (estimated as TKN + nitrates) loads and concentrations were quantified for both

the existing condition and the post-developed condition in the WQTR. Pollutant removal estimates for

nitrates were not possible given available data (see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Appendix 4.8, WQTR - Table 12

for loads, Table 13 for concentrations and Table 16 for comparisons with Basin Plan objectives).

Implementation of project BMPs is predicted to render the post-development nitrogen level to be within

the level of the Santa Clara River Basin Plan objectives. The project, post-development, will have lower

concentrations and loads than in the existing condition for phosphorous (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, at p.

4.8.1-39). As a result, water quality impacts with respect to nutrients are determined to be less than

significant.

Salts (chloride): Salts were represented by Chloride; loads and concentrations were quantified for both

the existing condition and the post-developed condition in the WQTR. The objectives of the Santa Clara

River Basin Plan would not be exceeded post-development even without any implementation of BMPs.

With BMPs, the chloride levels are expected to be less than the objectives of the Santa Clara River Basin

Plan (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, Appendix 4.8, WQTR - Table 12 for loads, Table 13 for

concentrations, and Table 16 for comparisons with Basin Plan objectives). As a result, water quality

impacts with respect to salts are determined to be less than significant.
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As set forth in the WQTR and Draft EIR text at pp. 4.8.1-46–48 and pp. 4.8.1-81–82, changes in coliform

bacteria, pathogen and legacy pesticide levels associated with development cannot be meaningfully

evaluated quantitatively for a number of reasons. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the limited amount of

available data for bacteria are not suitable for computer modeling because the monitoring consists of

collecting grab samples due to necessarily short holding times. Grab samples are not representative of

average bacteria levels over an entire storm. To assure accurate predictions, modeling conducted as part

of the Draft EIR relied on annual average storm-event concentrations rather than grab samples.

Attempting to model bacteria based on the available monitoring data for bacteria would require

speculation. Moreover, there are numerous sources of pathogens, including birds and other wildlife, as

well as domesticated animals and pets that could impact testing results and preclude accurate correlation

of land use type and monitoring data. Therefore, adequate, defensible, quantitative analysis of coliform

bacteria and pathogens is not possible at this time.

With respect to legacy pesticides, concentrations in urban runoff are often below detection limits for most

commercial laboratories and, therefore, statistically reliable data on pesticide concentrations is not

available to develop meaningful quantitative estimates for this pollutant of concern. Please see Draft EIR

p. 4.8.1-47 and pp. 4.8.1-82–84. Therefore, adequate, defensible, quantitative analysis of historic pesticides

is not possible at this time.

Due to the lack of statistically reliable monitoring data, pathogens and legacy pesticides were analyzed

qualitatively using literature information and best professional judgment (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1,

Water Quality at p. 4.8.1-52, WQTR). California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not require

quantitative analysis of impacts, particularly when such analysis would not present accurate results.

The following summarizes the information qualitatively analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality and the WQTR with respect coliform bacteria and historic pesticides.

Coliform Bacteria: As previously mentioned, quantitative analyses require both adequate EMC and

pollutant removal data, which is currently unavailable. However, water quality impacts of the project

with respect to coliform bacteria and pathogens were evaluated qualitatively in accordance with CEQA.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, while the conversion of open spaces or

agriculture to urban development may result in some increase in pathogen levels, source and treatment

control BMPs would help control coliform levels.
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Additional BMPs that contribute to control of pathogens to be employed in the project include:

(1) Availability of pet waste collection bags (“mutt mitts”);

(2) Distribution of pet waste educational material;

(3) Adequate connection and maintenance of sanitary sewer lines; and

(4) Maintenance of BMPs for removal of bacteria and all pollutants associated with sediment in the water
quality basins, which occurs through periodic removal and proper disposal of accumulated
sediments in the water quality basins. With implementation of the BMPs required pursuant to the
Draft EIR, water quality impacts with respect to coliform bacteria and pathogens are determined to
be less than significant.

Pesticides. As previously discussed, meaningful and accurate quantitative modeling of pesticides is not

currently possible. However, water quality impacts of the project with respect to pesticides were

evaluated qualitatively in accordance with CEQA. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the open space areas

proposed for residential development are in a natural condition and are not known to have been

maintained with pesticides. As discussed in Section 4.15, Human Made Hazards, and Appendix 4.15 of

the Draft EIR, historic photos were reviewed to determine the extent of past agricultural activities. The

review of photos found that only a portion within the western part of the site has been farmed, and the

remainder of the proposed project site has been generally undeveloped since 1900. Pesticides applied

prior to this date are likely degraded or mobilized off site. Pesticides used on the portion of the site

historically devoted to agricultural and the off site agricultural areas that drain onto the site may contain

legacy pesticides. However, the potential health risk of these potential legacy pesticides was assessed in

Section 4-15 of the Draft EIR by evaluating a health risk assessment prepared in 1990 for the nearby

Valencia Town Center. This property was previously owned by the same agricultural company as the

project site, so it was assumed the same agricultural practices were performed at each site. The health

risk assessment found that the total lifetime cancer risk to residents, visitors, and workers were below one

in a million due to low-level pesticide residue in the soil. This information indicates that transport of

legacy pesticides off site into receiving waters is relatively unlikely, even during the construction phase.

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, pesticides, which tend to cling

to sediment, will be controlled with recommended source-control and structural BMPs during both the

construction and post-construction phases. During construction, compliance with the General

Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and preparation of a Stormwater Pollution and Prevention

Plan (SWPPP) to control construction related water quality impacts would control discharges of

pesticides. The key elements of the SWPPP will address erosion control sediment control, and proper

application, control storage and use of pesticides in landscaping activities. Compliance with the MS4

Permit, and preparation of a standard urban stormwater mitigation plan in compliance with the Draft
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EIR requiring implementation of post-construction BMPs, including efficient irrigation, implementation

of an integrated fertilizer and pesticide application and management plan, and structural BMPs that

capture sediment, will control post-development discharges of pesticides. Given the history of limited

legacy pesticide use on the property, and the BMPs that must be implemented as project design features,

water quality impacts with respect to pesticides will be less than significant.

Response 2

The estimated increase in stormwater runoff volume is provided in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality, at p. 4.8.1-71 and in Table 11 of the WQTR. See Draft EIR Appendix 4.8. An assessment of dry

weather flows is presented on p. 83 of the WQTR, as well as in the Additional Hydrology and Water Quality

Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004, attached

as Appendix G of the Final EIR. Dry weather flows will be eliminated through infiltration and

evapotranspiration in the water quality treatment basins and swales within the project boundary. No dry

weather flows will be discharged to the Santa Clara River.

Response 3

As shown in the WQTR, under existing conditions, 98 percent of the tributary watershed is open space.

Under project conditions, 65.2 percent of the tributary watershed remains open space. Per the percent

impervious tables provided in Table 5, and acreages in Table 10, there are an additional 88 acres of

impervious areas—an increase of approximately 10 percent. Based on the estimated change in runoff

volumes presented in Table 11 of the WQTR, the decrease in infiltration is expected to be about 100 acre-

feet per year. However, this assumes no losses due to evapotranspiration or infiltration in the proposed

structural BMPs. As stated in the Draft EIR and the WQTR, these BMPs would be designed to capture

approximately 80 percent of the average annual runoff volume from the site, or 253 acre-feet. We can

conservatively assume that 20 percent of this treated runoff is infiltrated based on the following factors:

The International Stormwater BMP Database is a peer-reviewed database that contains a wide range of

BMP effectiveness studies that are reflective of diverse land uses (ASCE/EPA, 2000). An analysis of the

monitored inflow and outflow data contained in the International Stormwater BMP Database showed a

stormwater volume reduction on the order of 30 percent for dry extended detention basins and 38 percent

for biofilters (i.e., vegetated swales, filter strips, and bioretention facilities). Based on this analysis, a

conservative estimate is that approximately 10 percent to 20 percent of the project's stormwater inflow to

the water quality basins, bioretention areas, and vegetated swales will infiltrate and/or evapotranspire.

Assuming 20 percent of this treated runoff is infiltrated, the actual reduction in infiltration would be
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closer to 50 acre-feet per year (see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project

Technical Report, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004, attached the Final EIR as Appendix G).

As stated in Appendix 4.8 of the Draft EIR in a Technical Memorandum prepared by CH2MHill entitled,

Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, urbanization in the SC Valley, including

the Riverpark project and associated increase in impervious surface and decreases in infiltration, will not

significantly reduce recharge to groundwater, nor deplete the amount of groundwater that is stored in

the SC Valley. In the SC Valley, stormwater runoff flows to the Santa Clara River and its tributaries,

whose channels are predominately natural and consist of vegetation and coarse-grained sediments. The

stormwater runoff from developed areas is routed through detention basins or other treatment BMPs to

the river channel, where the porous nature of the sands and gravels forming the streambed allow for

significant infiltration to occur to the underlying groundwater.

Increased irrigation in the SC Valley associated with urban development has resulted in the irrigation of

previously undeveloped lands. The effect of irrigation is to maintain higher soil moisture levels during

the summer than would exist if no irrigation were occurring. Consequently, a greater percentage of the

fall/winter precipitation recharges groundwater beneath irrigated land parcels than beneath

undeveloped land parcels. Because reductions in stormwater infiltration in the developed condition are

not substantial, and based on the technical analysis of the effects of urbanization on groundwater

recharge developed by CH2MHill, reductions in percolation are less than significant.

Response 4

With respect to a net change in cubic feet per second of surface water contributions, in drought conditions

there is no rain to contribute to surface water runoff. Further, due to implementation of efficient

irrigation, swales and extended detention basins as project design features, dry weather runoff is

expected to be infiltrated and evapotranspirated, and would not be discharged to the Santa Clara River.

See The Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis for the Riverpark Project, prepared by GeoSyntec,

dated October 13, 2004. Therefore, in drought conditions, there will be no surface water runoff pre or

post development. The Draft EIR estimates the post-development discharge rate from surface water

contributions in cubic feet per second in Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at p. 4.20-38. The Draft

EIR concludes that the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse increase the average

flows in the river downstream of the project. In addition, the implementation of the Drainage Concept

for the project would meet the flood control requirements of the City and the Flood Control and

Watershed Management Divisions of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and would

reduce any drainage impacts to less than significant (see Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood).
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With respect to a net change in groundwater contribution, it should be noted that flow rates (cubic feet

per second) are typically not used as a groundwater hydrology measure. In drought conditions there will

be no post-development change in the groundwater contribution because dry weather discharges will be

fully mitigated prior to reaching the alluvial soils of the Santa Clara Riverbed by evapotranspiration or

shallow infiltration (that does not reach groundwater aquifers) (see Response 3, above). Further, efficient

irrigation systems and use of drought-tolerant materials in landscaping plans required as project design

features are designed prevent over-watering, assuring that irrigation does not significantly or adversely

surcharge groundwater volumes. In the 10-year, 50-year and 100-year flood conditions soils are

saturated, resulting in runoff of stormwater and precluding infiltration and deep percolation. As a result,

no significant additional groundwater recharge is expected to be associated with the 10-year, 50-year, and

100-year events as a result of the project. On an average annual basis, as discussed in Response 3, above,

total infiltration is expected to decrease by about 50 acre-feet per year, but deep percolation and

groundwater recharge within the regional aquifer is not expected to be significantly affected as a result of

the project.
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2. LETTER RECEIVED FROM ELIZABETH ERICKSON,
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD LOS ANGELES REGION, DATED MARCH 22, 2004

Given the technical nature of the responses, it was thought prudent that for Comment Letters 1 and 2

only that a summary of each response be provided to assist the lay reader.

Response 1: The commenter asked how the project would increase the concentrations and loads of

nutrients, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic pesticides. Although a water quality technical report was

prepared for the project, it must be acknowledged that for some pollutants of concern, while some water

quality data may exist for the pollutant, the current limits of technology and other factors result in

accuracy issues that make the data too unreliable for use in quantitative modeling. However there is

sufficient sampling data in the Los Angeles area is available to permit meaningful modeling of nutrients:

TP, nitrate, and TN and chloride (a salt, and the only salt for which the downstream reaches of the Santa

Clara are impaired). The response provides a discussion of constituent impacts for nutrients, salts,

coliform bacteria, and historic pesticides. The response outlines the conclusion of the Draft EIR that there

will be no significant impacts to the above noted constituents.

Response 2: The commenter requested the amount of runoff generated by the project during both dry and

wet years. This response directs the reader to the amounts discussion in the Draft EIR. This response

also notes that with project improvements that there would be no dry weather flows discharged to the

Santa Clara River.

Response 3: The commenter requested information pertaining to the amount of increased or decreased

percolation. The response directs the reader to technical studies prepared for the project, which predict

that the decrease in infiltration is expected to be about 100 acre-feet per year. However, this assumes no

losses due to evapotranspiration or infiltration in the proposed structural BMPs (BMPs). As stated in the

Draft EIR and the water quality technical report, these BMPs would be designed to capture

approximately 80 percent of the average annual runoff volume from the site, or 253 acre-feet. In the SC

Valley, stormwater runoff from developed areas is routed through detention basins or other treatment

BMPs to the river channel, where the porous nature of the sands and gravels forming the streambed

allow for significant infiltration to occur to the underlying groundwater.

Increased irrigation in the SC Valley associated with urban development has resulted in the irrigation of

previously undeveloped lands. The effect of irrigation is to maintain higher soil moisture levels during

the summer than would exist if no irrigation were occurring. Consequently, a greater percentage of the
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fall/winter precipitation recharges groundwater beneath irrigated land parcels than beneath

undeveloped land parcels. Because reductions in stormwater infiltration in the developed condition are

not substantial, reductions in percolation are less than significant.

Response 4: The commenter requested estimates of the net change in groundwater and surface water

flows. In drought conditions, there will be no surface water runoff pre or post development. The Draft

EIR estimates the post-development discharge rate from surface water contributions in cubic feet per

second in Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at p. 4.20-38. The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed

project would not result in a significant adverse increase the average flows in the river downstream of the

project. With regard to groundwater flows, in drought conditions there will be no post-development

change in the groundwater contribution. Further, efficient irrigation systems and use of drought-tolerant

materials in landscaping plans required as project design features are designed prevent over-watering,

assuring that irrigation does not significantly or adversely surcharge groundwater volumes. In flood

conditions soils are saturated, resulting in runoff of stormwater and precluding infiltration and deep

percolation. As a result, no significant additional groundwater recharge is expected to be associated with

the 10-year, 50-year, and 100-year events as a result of the project.

Response 5: The commenter indicated that there was a lack of quantitative estimates with regard to

cumulative impacts and other anticipated projects within the next decade. Although possible, the results

of any kind of modeling effort would be a rough estimate at best. In order to calculate the cumulative

impacts, specific project data would be required and that data is not available at this time.

Response 1

As described in Appendix 4.8 of the Draft EIR, Water Quality Technical Report (WQTR), prepared by

PSOMAS, dated February 2004, and pp. 4.8.1-46–48 of the Draft EIR, an empirical model is used to

quantify water quality impacts for various pollutants of concern. The data required by the model to

estimate pollutant loads and concentrations quantitatively consists of flow composite storm event sample

data, which measures of the average water quality during the event. To obtain such data usually requires

automatic samplers that collect data at a frequency that is proportionate to flow rate. Flow sample data

that is accurate and sufficient to provide meaningful model results is not available for all potential

pollutants of concern. Further, for some pollutants of concern, while some water quality data may exist

for the pollutant, the current limits of technology and other factors result in accuracy issues that make the

data too unreliable for use in quantitative modeling.
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In preparing the Draft EIR quantitative analysis, sufficient flow composite sampling data in the Los

Angeles area is available to permit meaningful modeling of nutrients: TP, nitrate, and TN and chloride (a

salt, and the only salt for which the downstream reaches of the Santa Clara are impaired). Therefore, the

Draft EIR sets forth a quantitative estimate of pre and post development loads and concentrations for

these nutrients and salts (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality at pp. 4.8.1-38, 4.8.1-52, and 4.8.1-72).

These quantitative estimates for nutrients and chloride also serve as indicators for other pollutants of

concern, and the behavior of other pollutants of concern can be assessed based on the behavior of these

quantitatively modeled constituents, even though empirical data for the specific constituent may not

permit modeling of the specific substance. By way of example, the quantitative chloride results serve as

indicator data for the behavior of other pollutants of concern consisting of, or related to minerals or salts,

including boron, SAR, and sulfates. Please see Draft EIR Table 4.8.1, text p. 4.8.1-47, and 4.8.1-78.

Similarly, the quantitative analysis results for TP, nitrate, and TN serve as indicator data for the behavior

of other nutrients or nutrient-related constituents of concern, including ammonia, dissolved oxygen,

biochemical oxygen demand, and biostimulatory substances (see Draft EIR Table 4.8.1, Table 4.8.1-17, text

Draft EIR p. 4.8.1-53, and 4.8.1-78–81).

The following summarizes the information analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, and the

WQTR with respect to nutrients, and salts:

Nutrients: TP and TN (estimated as TKN + nitrates) loads and concentrations were quantified for both

the existing condition and the post-developed condition in the WQTR. Pollutant removal estimates for

nitrates were not possible given available data (see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Appendix 4.8, WQTR - Table 12

for loads, Table 13 for concentrations and Table 16 for comparisons with Basin Plan objectives).

Implementation of project BMPs is predicted to render the post-development nitrogen level to be within

the level of the Santa Clara River Basin Plan objectives. The project, post-development, will have lower

concentrations and loads than in the existing condition for phosphorous (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, at p.

4.8.1-39). As a result, water quality impacts with respect to nutrients are determined to be less than

significant.

Salts (chloride): Salts were represented by chloride; loads and concentrations were quantified for both

the existing condition and the post-developed condition in the WQTR. The objectives of the Santa Clara

River Basin Plan would not be exceeded post-development even without any implementation of BMPS.

With BMPS, the chloride levels are expected to be less than the objectives of the Santa Clara River Basin

Plan (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Appendix 4.8, WQTR - Table 12 for loads, Table 13 for concentrations
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and Table 16 for comparisons with Basin Plan objectives). As a result, water quality impacts with respect

to salts are determined to be less than significant.

As set forth in the WQTR and Draft EIR text at pp. 4.8.1-46–48, and pp 4.8.1-81–82, changes in coliform

bacteria, pathogen and legacy pesticide levels associated with development cannot be meaningfully

evaluated quantitatively for a number of reasons. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the limited amount of

available data for bacteria are not suitable for computer modeling because the monitoring consists of

collecting grab samples due to necessarily short holding times. Grab samples are not representative of

average bacteria levels over an entire storm. To assure accurate predictions, modeling conducted as part

of the Draft EIR relied on annual average storm-event concentrations rather than grab samples.

Attempting to model bacteria based on the available monitoring data for bacteria would require

speculation. Moreover, there are numerous sources of pathogens, including birds and other wildlife, as

well as domesticated animals and pets that could impact testing results and preclude accurate correlation

of land use type and monitoring data. Therefore, adequate, defensible, quantitative analysis of coliform

bacteria and pathogens is not possible at this time.

With respect to legacy pesticides, concentrations in urban runoff are often below detection limits for most

commercial laboratories and, therefore, statistically reliable data on pesticide concentrations is not

available to develop meaningful quantitative estimates for this pollutant of concern. Please see Draft EIR

p. 4.8.1-47 and 4.8.1-82–84. Therefore, adequate, defensible, quantitative analysis of historic pesticides is

not possible at this time.

Due to the lack of statistically reliable monitoring data, pathogens and legacy pesticides were analyzed

qualitatively using literature information and best professional judgment (see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1,

Water Quality, at p. 4.8.1-52, WQTR). CEQA does not require quantitative analysis of impacts,

particularly when such analysis would not present accurate results.

The following summarizes the information qualitatively analyzed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality, and the WQTR with respect coliform bacteria and historic pesticides.

Coliform Bacteria: As previously mentioned, quantitative analyses require both adequate EMC and

pollutant removal data, which is currently unavailable. However, water quality impacts of the project

with respect to coliform bacteria and pathogens were evaluated qualitatively in accordance with CEQA.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, while the conversion of open spaces or

agriculture to urban development may result in some increase in pathogen levels, source and treatment

control BMPs would help control coliform levels.
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Additional BMPs that contribute to control of pathogens to be employed in the project include:

(1) Availability of pet waste collection bags (“mutt mitts”);

(2) Distribution of pet waste educational material;

(3) Adequate connection and maintenance of sanitary sewer lines; and

(4) Maintenance of BMPs for removal of bacteria and all pollutants associated with sediment in the water
quality basins, which occurs through periodic removal and proper disposal of accumulated
sediments in the water quality basins. With implementation of the BMPs required pursuant to the
Draft EIR, water quality impacts with respect to coliform bacteria and pathogens are determined to
be less than significant.

Pesticides. As previously discussed, meaningful and accurate quantitative modeling of pesticides is not

currently possible. However, water quality impacts of the project with respect to pesticides were

evaluated qualitatively in accordance with CEQA. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the open space areas

proposed for residential development are in a natural condition and are not known to have been

maintained with pesticides. As discussed in Section 4.15, Human Made Hazards, and Appendix 4.15 of

the Draft EIR, historic photos were reviewed to determine the extent of past agricultural activities. The

review of photos found that only a portion within the western part of the site has been farmed, and the

remainder of the proposed project site has been generally undeveloped since 1900. Pesticides applied

prior to this date are likely degraded or mobilized off site. Pesticides used on the portion of the site

historically devoted to agricultural and the off-site agricultural areas that drain onto the site may contain

legacy pesticides. However, the potential health risk of these potential legacy pesticides was assessed in

Section 4.15, Human Made Hazards, of the Draft EIR by evaluating a health risk assessment prepared in

1990 for the nearby Valencia Town Center. This property was previously owned by the same agricultural

company as the project site, so it was assumed the same agricultural practices were performed at each

site. The health risk assessment found that the total lifetime cancer risk to residents, visitors, and workers

were below one in a million due to low-level pesticide residue in the soil. This information indicates that

transport of legacy pesticides off site into receiving waters is relatively unlikely, even during the

construction phase.

In addition, as discussed in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, pesticides, which tend to cling

to sediment, will be controlled with recommended source-control and structural BMPs during both the

construction and post-construction phases. During construction, compliance with the General

Construction Activity Storm Water Permit and preparation of a SWPPP to control construction related

water quality impacts would control discharges of pesticides. The key elements of the SWPPP will

address erosion control sediment control, and proper application, control storage and use of pesticides in

landscaping activities. Compliance with the MS4 Permit, and preparation of a standard urban
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stormwater mitigation plan in compliance with the Draft EIR requiring implementation of post-

construction BMPs, including efficient irrigation, implementation of an integrated fertilizer and pesticide

application and management plan, and structural BMPs that capture sediment, will control post-

development discharges of pesticides. Given the history of limited legacy pesticide use on the property,

and the BMPs that must be implemented as project design features, water quality impacts with respect to

pesticides will be less than significant.

Response 2

The estimated increase in stormwater runoff volume is provided in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality, at p. 4.8.1-71 in Table 11 of the WQTR (see Draft EIR Appendix 4.8). An assessment of dry

weather flows is presented on p. 83 of the WQTR, as well as in the Additional Hydrology and Water Quality

Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004, attached

as Appendix G of the Final EIR. Dry weather flows will be eliminated through infiltration and

evapotranspiration in the water quality treatment basins and swales within the project boundary. No dry

weather flows will be discharged to the Santa Clara River.

Response 3

As shown in the WQTR, under existing conditions, 98 percent of the tributary watershed is open space.

Under project conditions, 65.2 percent of the tributary watershed remains open space. Per the percent

impervious tables provided in Table 5, and acreages in Table 10, there are an additional 88 acres of

impervious areas—an increase of approximately 10 percent. Based on the estimated change in runoff

volumes presented in Table 11 of the WQTR, the decrease in infiltration is expected to be about 100 acre-

feet per year. However, this assumes no losses due to evapotranspiration or infiltration in the proposed

structural BMPs. As stated in the Draft EIR and the WQTR, these BMPs would be designed to capture

approximately 80 percent of the average annual runoff volume from the site, or 253 acre-feet. We can

conservatively assume that 20 percent of this treated runoff is infiltrated based on the following factors:

The International Stormwater BMP Database is a peer-reviewed database that contains a wide range of

BMP effectiveness studies that are reflective of diverse land uses (ASCE/EPA, 2000). An analysis of the

monitored inflow and outflow data contained in the International Stormwater BMP Database showed a

stormwater volume reduction on the order of 30 percent for dry extended detention basins and 38 percent

for biofilters (i.e., vegetated swales, filter strips, and bioretention facilities). Based on this analysis, a

conservative estimate is that approximately 10 percent to 20 percent of the project's stormwater inflow to

the water quality basins, bioretention areas, and vegetated swales will infiltrate and/or evapotranspire.

Assuming 20 percent of this treated runoff is infiltrated, the actual reduction in infiltration would be
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closer to 50 acre-feet per year (see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project

Technical Report, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004, attached the Final EIR as Appendix G).

As stated in Appendix 4.8 of the Draft EIR in a Technical Memorandum prepared by CH2MHill entitled,

Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, urbanization in the SC Valley, including

the Riverpark project and associated increase in impervious surface and decreases in infiltration, will not

significantly reduce recharge to groundwater, nor deplete the amount of groundwater that is stored in

the SC Valley. In the SC Valley, stormwater runoff flows to the Santa Clara River and its tributaries,

whose channels are predominately natural and consist of vegetation and coarse-grained sediments. The

stormwater runoff from developed areas is routed through detention basins or other treatment BMPs to

the river channel, where the porous nature of the sands and gravels forming the streambed allow for

significant infiltration to occur to the underlying groundwater.

Increased irrigation in the SC Valley associated with urban development has resulted in the irrigation of

previously undeveloped lands. The effect of irrigation is to maintain higher soil moisture levels during

the summer than would exist if no irrigation were occurring. Consequently, a greater percentage of the

fall/winter precipitation recharges groundwater beneath irrigated land parcels than beneath

undeveloped land parcels. Because reductions in stormwater infiltration in the developed condition are

not substantial, and based on the technical analysis of the effects of urbanization on groundwater

recharge developed by CH2MHill, reductions in percolation are less than significant.

Response 4

With respect to a net change in cubic feet per second of surface water contributions, in drought conditions

there is no rain to contribute to surface water runoff. Further, due to implementation of efficient

irrigation, swales and extended detention basins as project design features, dry weather runoff is

expected to be infiltrated and evapotranspirated, and would not be discharged to the Santa Clara River.

See Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis for the Riverpark Project, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated

October 13, 2004. Therefore, in drought conditions, there will be no surface water runoff pre or post

development. The Draft EIR estimates the post-development discharge rate from surface water

contributions in cubic feet per second in Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at p. 4.20-38. The Draft

EIR concludes that the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse increase the average

flows in the river downstream of the project. In addition, the implementation of the Drainage Concept

for the project would meet the flood control requirements of the City and the Flood Control and

Watershed Management Divisions of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and would

reduce any drainage impacts to less than significant (see Draft EIR Section 4.2 Flood).
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With respect to a net change in groundwater contribution, it should be noted that flow rates (cubic feet

per second) are typically not used as a groundwater hydrology measure. In drought conditions there will

be no post-development change in the groundwater contribution because dry weather discharges will be

fully mitigated prior to reaching the alluvial soils of the Santa Clara Riverbed by evapotranspiration or

shallow infiltration (that does not reach groundwater aquifers) (see Response 3, above). Further, efficient

irrigation systems and use of drought-tolerant materials in landscaping plans required as project design

features are designed prevent over-watering, assuring that irrigation does not significantly or adversely

surcharge groundwater volumes. In the 10-year, 50-year and 100-year flood conditions soils are

saturated, resulting in runoff of stormwater and precluding infiltration and deep percolation. As a result,

no significant additional groundwater recharge is expected to be associated with the 10-year, 50-year, and

100-year events as a result of the project. On an average annual basis, as discussed in Response 3, above,

total infiltration is expected to decrease by about 50 acre-feet per year, but deep percolation and

groundwater recharge within the regional aquifer is not expected to be significantly affected as a result of

the project.

Response 5

The results of the modeling effort to quantitatively estimate the impacts for all potential development in

the area within the next decade would not be valid or meaningful because the data inputs to the model

for future projects would be, at best, speculative guesses. For example, as described in the Draft EIR and

the WQTR, quantitative modeling of the projects requires determining the acreages of the various land

uses within a proposed project, calculation of the likely percentage of impervious surface associated with

each proposed land use based on proposed development plans, estimation of changes in runoff volume

associated with the proposed land uses and added impervious surface, assessment of pollutant changes

associated with post-development increases in runoff volumes and changes in land use, and assessment

of treatment efficiency of specified, proposed BMPs. It is not possible to accurately estimate acreages of

varied land uses within proposed projects, the likely percentage of impervious surfaces associated with

those land uses, or the array of BMPs that will be incorporated into projects that might be developed over

the next decade, when detailed master plans have not yet been proposed for those projects. In order to

accurately predict impacts from future development, accurate data would be required for the proposed

project land uses, areas of impervious surface, and proposed treatment BMPS. These data are not

available.

CEQA does not require quantitative analysis of cumulative impacts. Further, CEQA does not require

evaluation of cumulative impacts for all projects that might be proposed in the vicinity of the project

within the decade. Instead, CEQA requires the analysis of cumulative impacts of the project together
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with foreseeable probable future projects producing related impacts. See San Franciscans for Reasonable

Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 77. The extent of the CEQA analysis

required for cumulative impacts also includes an analysis of the project as it relates to the “most probable

development patterns” in the area. City of Antioch v. City Council of the City of Pittsburg (1986) 187

Cal.App.3d 1325, 1337.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) sets forth elements necessary for an adequate discussion of

cumulative impacts. CEQA does not require quantitative analysis of cumulative impacts. Instead, CEQA

Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B) provides that cumulative impact discussions are sufficient if they are

based upon a summary of projects contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document.

Further, the CEQA Guidelines provide that the combined cumulative impact associated with a project’s

incremental effect and the effects of other projects may be less than significant if the project is required to

implement or comply with mitigation standards or measures designed to avoid or substantially lessen the

cumulative impact, provided that the lead agency shall identify the facts and analysis supporting the

conclusion that the contribution of the project to the cumulative impact will be rendered less than

cumulatively considerable by such implementation and compliance. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15064

(h)(3) and 15130(a)(2) and (3).

With respect to cumulative impacts to water quality in the Santa Clara River, the Draft EIR assesses

potential cumulative impacts of the project in light of development projections for the Santa Clara River

Watershed, and in light of projections of the SC Valley Cumulative Build-Out Scenario, which looks at a

summary of development projections for the buildout of all lands under the current land use

designations indicated in the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and the Los Angeles County Santa Clarita

Valley Area Plan. Draft EIR Section 3.0, Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology, at p. 3.0-6, and 4.8.1,

Water Quality, at pp. 4.8.1-96–98. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality (10)(a), the

project’s incremental water quality effect combined with the water quality effects of other projects, which

are anticipated based upon watershed development projections and SC Valley Cumulative Build-Out

Scenario, are determined to be less than significant because the project is required to implement or

comply with water quality standards and water quality measures designed to avoid or substantially

lessen the cumulative water quality impacts of urban development. Specifically, as analyzed in the Draft

EIR, for those pollutants of concern that increase as a result of the project, runoff from the project will

comply with receiving water quality standards designed to protect the beneficial uses of the Santa Clara

River from the particular pollutant of concern. The water quality standards designed to address potential

water quality impacts and to protect receiving water quality from development include the narrative and

numeric water quality objectives of the Basin Plan, the California Toxics Rule, the requirements of the

General MS4 Permit, and the requirements of the General Construction Activity Permit. With respect the
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project, runoff is predicted to comply with these protective water quality standards applicable to

receiving waters, resulting in no significant adverse cumulative water quality impacts (see Table 4.8.1-6,

Table 4.8.1-16, Table 4.8.1-7, and pp. 4.8.1-65–91).

With respect to cumulative impacts to aquatic habitat in the Santa Clara River, the project will have no

incremental direct affect on the aquatic resources of the river because it is designed to avoid impacts to

those resources. The only potential incremental impacts to aquatic resources in the river are indirect

impacts resulting from changes in runoff volumes and velocities, and river elevations that could

potentially occur as a result of project and river-related improvements. The Draft EIR assesses potential

cumulative impacts of the project in light of development projections for the Santa Clara River

Watershed, and a list of projects set forth in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR. As described in Draft EIR

Section 4.20(8), the project’s incremental effect on aquatic resources combined with effects of other

projects, which are anticipated based upon watershed development projections and list of projects in the

Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR, are determined to be less than significant because the project is required to

implement or comply with avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures of the Natural River

Management Plan (NRMP). Specifically, as analyzed in the Draft EIR, the NRMP standards designed to

minimize and mitigation impacts of proposed development on the aquatic resources of the Santa Clara

River are sufficient to mitigate cumulative impacts on those resources to a level of insignificance (see

Draft EIR at p. 4-10-68).
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3. LETTER RECEIVED FROM E. CONLEY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL, APRIL 6, 2004

Response 1

As described in the Draft EIR in Section 4.14, Sheriff Services, the proposed project site is located within

the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Santa Clarita. The City has an agreement with the County of

Los Angeles by which the County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department provides general law enforcement

services to the City through the Sheriff’s SC Valley Station. Therefore, general law enforcement

responsibilities are within the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, not the

Department of California Highway Patrol, as the comment asserts.

Response 2

As described in the Draft EIR in Section 4.14, Sheriff Services, the proposed project site is located within

the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Santa Clarita. The City has an agreement with the County of

Los Angeles by which the County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department provides general law enforcement

services to the City through the Sheriff’s SC Valley Station. Therefore, the County Sheriff’s Department

would be responsible for traffic enforcement, emergency incident management, public service, assistance,

and accident investigation for the project site.

Response 3

Traffic impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 4.3, Traffic/Access.

The Draft EIR concludes that the project will have significant impacts to the below listed intersections

that cannot be mitigated to below significance:

Pre-Interim Year (Occupancy of up to 500 units, without Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge)

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway Interim Year.

Full Buildout of Project

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway;

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road;
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• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road; and

• Whites Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road.

The Draft EIR indicates that the City has determined that the above-identified intersections are presently

built-out, with the exception of the Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road intersection.

Improvements to this intersection have commenced, and upon completion will result in this intersection

being presently built out. The City of Santa Clarita General Plan Circulation Element states that

“[e]xisting street improvements are, in some cases, not able to be modified due to right-of-way limitations

and existing development.” The General Plan acknowledges that benefits of improvements at such

intersections are not outweighed by a combination of the potential time and cost of actions necessary to

acquire the property, the physical and economic costs to businesses at the affected intersections, and the

social costs that could occur if the affected businesses were forced to relocate.

Finally, the Riverpark project results in the acceleration of the construction of the last, unfunded, unbuilt

portion of the Cross Valley Connector. This improvement is required to be constructed and operation

before the project’s 501st occupancy. Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, of the Draft EIR, illustrates the benefits

to the SC Valley’s roadway network. One of the significant benefits associated with the Cross Valley

Connector includes a substantial reduction in vehicle trips on Soledad Canyon Road. The Draft EIR

indicates that Soledad Canyon Road, directly east of Bouquet Canyon Road, presently carries 57,000

vehicles per day. In the Interim Year with Project Scenario, which includes the completion of the Cross

Valley Connector and the buildout of Riverpark, the number of vehicle trips on this portion of Soledad

Canyon Road is significantly reduced to 36,000 vehicle trips. Therefore, acceleration of the Cross Valley

Connector by the Riverpark project, through its right-of-way dedication and Bridge and Thoroughfare

Fee District (B&T) contribution, will result in the improvement of traffic conditions in the SC Valley,

including emergency vehicle movement.

Section 4.14, Sheriff Services, of the Draft EIR analyzes emergency response times and the potential need

for additional resources and officers to provide traffic enforcement, emergency incident management,

public service, assistance, and accident investigation. Implementation of the project would increase the

demand for police protection and traffic-related services on the project site and the local vicinity in terms

of personnel and equipment needed to adequately serve the project site at buildout. The project would

require the services of four additional sworn officers. The project would generate revenue for the City of

Santa Clarita through property taxes, sales taxes, users taxes, fees, and assessments. Although the project

would increase demands for Sheriff’s services, these service demands can be met through the allocation

of funding by the City to the sheriff’s department generated by the project as it builds out, which occurs
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through the normal contractual procedures followed by the two parties; therefore, no significant impacts

to the sheriff’s department would be created by the project.

The sheriff’s department has established an optimal response time for services of 10 minutes or less for

emergency response incidents (a crime that is presently occurring and is a life or death situation), 20

minutes or less for priority (immediate) incidents (a crime or incident that is currently occurring but

which is not a life or death situation) and 60 minutes or less for routine (non-emergency) responses (a

crime that has already occurred and is not a life or death situation).1 These response times represent the

range of time required to handle a service call, which is measured from the time a call is received until the

time a patrol car arrives at the incident scene. Response time is variable particularly because the nearest

responding patrol car may be located anywhere within the station’s patrol area, and not necessarily

responding from the station itself. The sheriff’s department currently has a response time to the project

site for emergency calls of approximately 5–8 minutes, immediate (now called priority) response time of

approximately 8–10 minutes, and routine (non-emergency) calls take approximately 40–50 minutes.2

These response times are approximations only, and would be dependent on both the deployment of area

radio cars and traffic conditions.3 Therefore, response times to the project site are within the optimal

response times as defined by the Sheriff’s Department. Further, with regard to emergency service on

project area roadways, the County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department has determined that, with

mitigation, impacts to emergency services would be less than significant.

With regard to emergency service on I-5 and SR-14, the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-50,

concludes that the project would not cause a significant impact on the freeway on and off ramps because

those locations would remain at an acceptable level of service (LOS) with project traffic.

Finally, since the Draft EIR was prepared and released for public review, the project has been revised to

reduce the total number of residential units from 1,183–1,123, including, without limitation, converting

Planning Area C from apartments to condominiums. This reduction in residential units will

concomitantly reduce traffic trips generated by the project and reduced impacts.

1 Telephone interview with Terri Beatty, Regional Allocation Police Services (RAPS) Coordinator, County of Los
Angeles Sheriff’s Department, Santa Clarita Valley Station, August 5, 2003.

2 Correspondence from Captain Patti A. Minutello, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, Santa Clarita
Valley Station, November 21, 2002 (Appendix 4.14 of the Draft EIR).

3 Ibid.
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4. LETTER RECEIVED FROM CHERYL POWELL, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DATED APRIL 21, 2004

Response 1

The commenter suggests applying the equitable share responsibility formula and setting 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.

As requested by Caltrans, the following information shows a traffic share formula, which calculates the

project share of traffic growth on the freeway mainline pursuant to the Caltrans guidelines. Using data

for the project contained in the traffic study, Table 1 shows the project’s share as calculated with this

formula:

P = The equitable share for the proposed project’s traffic impact.

T = The vehicle trips generated by the project during the peak hour of adjacent state highway
facility in vehicles per hour, vph.

TB = The forecasted traffic volume on an impacted state highway facility at the time of general plan
buildout (e.g., 20-year model or the furthest future model date feasible), vph.

TE = The traffic volume existing on the impacted state highway facility plus other approved projects
that will generate traffic that has yet to be constructed/opened, vph.

Table 1
Freeway Traffic Shares Riverpark Project

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Location
(T)

Project Existing

(TE)
Existing +
Approved

(TB)
Long-Range
General Plan

Buildout

(P)
Project
Share

(T)
Project Existing

(TE)
Existing +
Approved

(TB)
Long-Range
General Plan

Buildout

(P)
Project
Share

Northbound
SR-14 north
 of Golden Valley 7 2,360 2,600 3,720 0.6% 3 7,420 8,160 12,310 0.1%
SR-14 south
 of Golden Valley 5 2,420 2,660 3,270 0.8% 13 7,570 8,330 11,110 0.5%
SR-14 south
 of Placerita Cyn 8 2,510 2,760 4,220 0.5% 38 7,830 8,610 11,560 1.3%
Southbound
SR-14 north
 of Golden Valley 1 7,300 8,030 11,790 0.0% 5 2,980 3,280 4,790 0.3%
SR-14 south
 of Golden Valley 15 7,460 8,210 10,390 0.7% 8 3,030 3,330 4,070 1.1%
SR-14 south
 of Placerita Cyn 44 8,170 8,990 11,890 1.5% 17 3,290 3,620 5,110 1.1%

Share formula:  P = T/(TB-TE)
P = The equitable share for the proposed project's traffic impact.
T = The vehicle trips generated by the project during the peak hour of adjacent state highway facility in vehicles per hour (veh/hr).
TB = The forecast traffic volume on an impacted state highway facility at the time of General Plan buildout (e.g., 20-year model or the furthest future date feasible)

(veh/hr).
TE = The traffic volume existing on the impacted state highway facility plus other approved projects that will generate traffic that has yet to be constructed/opened

(veh/hr).
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The Caltrans guidelines for traffic impact studies includes a section on project traffic shares. An

introductory statement in the guidelines notes that “[t]he methodology in the guidelines is neither

intended as, nor does it establish, a legal standard for determining equitable responsibility and cost of a

project’s traffic impact….” In addition, the Caltrans guidelines do not provide a threshold of significance

for evaluating the results of these computations.

In light of this language within the Caltrans guidelines and lack of significance criteria, the Riverpark

Draft EIR utilized the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County to quantify the

project’s impacts on the CMP highway system, which includes State Route 14 and Interstate 5, and the

local and regional transit systems.

According to CMP guidelines, the geographical area examined in a CMP traffic analysis consists of CMP

monitoring locations that meet the following criteria, which have been used as thresholds of significance

for the determination of impacts. The thresholds established for the identification of a significant impact

on the highway system are identified in the Riverpark Draft EIR p. 4.3-50. Based upon these thresholds,

the Draft EIR concludes, on pp. 4.3-50 and 4.3-51, that the Riverpark project would be below the

applicable thresholds of significance and would, therefore, not cause a significant impact on the state

highway system (mainline and on- and off-ramps). Finally, the Riverpark Draft EIR contains a CMP

Debit and Credit Summary (p. 4.3-53), which concludes that the project would result in a net credit

surplus of 95,430 points.

The comment further indicates that the City may need to recalculate or establish an additional fee for this

purpose. As illustrated above and within the Draft EIR, the Riverpark project does not result in a

significant impact to the state highway system pursuant to the thresholds established by the CMP and,

therefore, no mitigation is required.

It should be noted that the project residents will also generate incremental state and federal gas tax

revenue, which would contribute to the funding of future state highway projects.

Finally, since the Draft EIR was prepared and released for public review, the project has been revised to

reduce the total number of residential units from 1,183 to 1,123, including, without limitation, converting

Planning Area C from apartments to condominiums. This reduction in residential units will

concomitantly reduce traffic trips generated by the project and reduced impacts.
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Response 2

Buildout of the project necessitates the extension of Newhall Ranch Road from Bouquet Canyon Road to

the Soledad flyover as part of the Cross Valley Connector, which is part of the project and has been

analyzed in the project Draft EIR. The Cross Valley Connector is also undergoing separate environmental

review, as the City is preparing an EIS/EIR for that project. Construction of the project will be

coordinated with the Cross Valley Connector.

Response 3

The project-level and cumulative impacts of the project are analyzed in Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, of the

project Draft EIR. Each of the scenarios analyzed in the traffic study (pre-interim year, interim year,

alternative interim year, and fully SC Valley cumulative buildout) includes the cumulative effect of other

future developments. The magnitude of the project’s impacts has been quantified in the form of changes

in intersection capacity utilization that occurs due to the project and the project’s share of future increases

in traffic volumes (see Draft EIR Volume II, Appendix 4.3 Traffic/Access, Appendix E of the traffic study

for share calculations). The Draft EIR concludes that the project is located within the full-mitigation

Bouquet Canyon Bridge and Thoroughfare District (Bouquet Canyon B&T). Payment of fees or

construction of eligible improvements equal to the project’s obligation will result in the project meeting

its fair-share obligation and will reduce the traffic related impacts of cumulative projects to below a level

of significance.

Response 4

As explained in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, pp. 4.6-44–47, there is no viable existing north-

south corridor on the project site. Habitat used by wildlife as movement corridors links together large

areas of open space that are otherwise separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, human

disturbance, or by the encroachment of urban development. As the Draft EIR explains, however, the

Riverpark project is located within the center of the City of Santa Clarita, with existing and/or approved

development generally occurring to the north, south, east, and west. Upland portions of the site no

longer function as a north/south wildlife corridor between the Santa Clara River and upland

undeveloped areas largely due to this surrounding development.

By contrast, the Santa Clara River corridor is a perfect example of a wildlife corridor that links together

large open space areas (San Gabriel Mountains, Santa Susana Mountains, and the Angeles National

Forest). This corridor is known to be an important east-west migration and genetic dispersion corridor
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for many wildlife species occurring in the region. As explained in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.6, p. 4.6-81, the design of the project would preserve the integrity of the river as a wildlife corridor and

would minimize impacts on local and regional wildlife movement by maintaining nearly all of the Santa

Clara River as open space.

Though it clearly is not a wildlife corridor, an area on the site that may be conducive to the limited

movement of on-site wildlife may be the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Pipeline Corridor.

Newhall Ranch Road and the Santa Clara River Regional Trail would both bridge over this corridor,

allowing for wildlife movement underneath. This pipeline corridor could provide a route, without

crossing Newhall Ranch Road, from the river to the undeveloped portions of the Castaic Lake Water

Agency (CLWA) property. The areas directly outside of this pipeline corridor could be enhanced (via

landscaping) to encourage its potential use for north/south movement of on-site wildlife. Enhancement

of this corridor will be required by the City of Santa Clarita in conjunction with the approval of the

project.
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5. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JEFFREY SMITH, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS, DATED APRIL 26, 2004

Response 1

The City disagrees with the commenter that the Draft EIR does not address Southern California

Association of Governments (SCAG) goals and policies. Please see Draft EIR Section 2.0, Environmental

and Regulatory Setting, pp. 2.0-20–40, which addresses all of the goals and policies outlined in the SCAG

November 17, 2003 letter to the Notice of Preparation for the Riverpark project. This analysis provides a

discussion of each goal and or policy and how it is consistent with the achievement of RCPG and RTP

policies as suggested by SCAG. SCAG goal/policy numbers are used when discussing each policy. The

proposed project is consistent with SCAG goals and policies.

Response 2

Please see Response 1, above.
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6. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JEROME DANIEL, SANTA MONICA

CONSERVANCY, DATED APRIL 26, 2004

Response 1

As the comment letter indicates, Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6 was revised when western

spadefoot toads were observed on the site in early March of 2004. As Revised Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.6 explains (p. 4.6-35), western spadefoot toads have no federal or state protected status, but are

classified only as a California Species of Special Concern and as a Federal Species of Concern, which

indicates that the species warrants monitoring due to population decline.4 Therefore, the species is not

entitled to legal protection and a project redesign to preserve habitat is not required.

Even so, as indicated by Mitigation Measures 4.6-9–12 in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, p. 4.6-

105–106, suitable replacement toad habitat has been designated on site. In fact, in March of 2004, under

the supervision and with the assistance of California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), surviving

spadefoot tadpoles from last remaining on-site rainpool were collected and maintained in captivity under

the supervision of CDFG. (Please see Compliance Biology, Status of Work Associated with Western Spadefoot

Toad on the River Park Project Site, September 13, 2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and

Monitoring Plan, River Park Project Site, Los Angeles County, California, November 2004; Final EIR Appendix

C.)

After completing metamorphosis, the collected toads were released on site in areas surrounding two

CDFG approved locations where rain-pools will be constructed in the future. (Please see Compliance

Biology, Status of Work Associated with Western Spadefoot Toad on the River Park Project Site, September 13,

2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan, River Park Project Site, Los

Angeles County, California, November 2004; Final EIR Appendix C.)

Although there have been few attempts at relocation of western spadefoot toad to date, the project

biologist believes that if the habitat areas are properly constructed there should be a very good possibility

of success. (Compliance Biology letter report, March 15, 2004 attached to Revised Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 8 and Compliance Biology, Status of Work Associated with Western

Spadefoot Toad on the River Park Project Site, September 13, 2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat

4 Hayes, M.P., and M.R. Jennings, “Decline of Ranid Frogs in Western North America: Are Bullfrogs (Rana
catesbeiana) Responsible?” Journal of Herpetology, 20: 490-509.
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Enhancement and Monitoring Plan, River Park Project Site, Los Angeles County, California, November 2004;

Final EIR Appendix C.)

Response 2

Please see Response 1, above. Mitigation Measures 4.6-9–12 in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR provide

specific performance standards and criteria to be adequate under CEQA. (e.g., Sundstrom v. County of

Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308 [a “condition requiring compliance with environmental

regulations is a common and reasonable mitigating measure”]; see Perley v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 137

Cal.App.3d 424, 430.) In addition, all habitat creation, design, relocation, and monitoring must be

approved by CDFG prior to implementation, and the monitoring biologist is required to submit periodic

reports to CDFG.

Response 3

Please see Response 1, above. The design and creation of the western spadefoot toad habitat will be

accomplished by an expert. Per Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation

Measure 4.6-9, the biologist responsible for the design and creation of the toad habitat must be qualified

to conduct such a program and has been approved by CDFG. In addition, per Mitigation Measures 4.6-10

and 12, CDFG must approve all aspects of the habitat creation including location, size, and number of

ponds to be created. The commenter does not provide any evidence supporting any requirement for

replacement of habitat at a 2:1 ratio, and CDFG has not required this mitigation. In any event, Mitigation

Measure 4.6-10 requires that the size and number of the replacement ponds be determined by CDFG.

Response 4

Please see Response 1, above. As provided in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Mitigation Measures 4.6-9 and 4.6-10, all aspects of the design and creation of the toad habitat,

including water quality, must be approved by the CDFG.

Response 5

Please see Response 1, above. As indicated in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.6-11, surveys to collect adult toads, tadpoles, and egg masses will occur

during the breeding season of this species. In addition, as indicated in Response 1 above, surviving

tadpoles were collected in spring 2004 during the breeding season under the supervision of CDFG, were
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maintained in captivity under the supervision of CDFG until mature, and have since been released in

areas surrounding two CDFG approved mitigation areas.

The commenter does not provide any evidence supporting any requirement for the restrictions advocated

(transplantation only during breeding season, collection in two consecutive years prior to initiation of

construction activities in the existing habitat). However, as explained in Response 1, above, toads were

collected in March of 2004, and Mitigation Measure 4.6-11 requires that toads again be collected,

generally between February and April, before construction begins. Therefore, if toads are again present

in 2005, toads will have been collected in two consecutive years prior to initiation of construction

activities in existing occupied habitat.

Response 6

Please see Response 1, above. Spadefoot tadpoles cannot be expected to occur within any location during

any given year due to the species’ dependence on rainfall amount and temperature to instigate breeding.

The design of the ponds, which will be under CDFG’s control, will be such as to maximize spadefoot

reproduction potential during any given year. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.6-12 states that success criteria shall include verifiable evidence of toad

reproduction at the relocation site.

Response 7

The comment is acknowledged. Please see Response 1 and Response 6, above, regarding evidence of

toad reproduction and presence of tadpoles.

Response 8

The comment is acknowledged. Please see Response 1 and Response 6, above. The March 2004

detection of seasonal pools on the project site containing western spadefoot toad was reported, and the

implications were analyzed, in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and its

attachments.  Additional reports are contained in Appendix C to the Final EIR.

Response 9

Although spadefoot toads and fairy shrimp can co-exist in the same pools, fairy shrimp were not seen in

any of the seasonal rainpools on the project site, including both those that contained western spadefoot
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toads in March of 2004, and those that did not. As noted in the Compliance Biology letter report of

September 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix C),

“[u]nder the direct supervision, and with participation from CDFG, western spadefoot
tadpoles were recovered from the Riverpark site. Mr. Crawford and each of the three
CDFG biologists that assisted with the spadefoot toad collection are familiar with fairy
shrimp and are capable of observing them if present. If any species of fairy shrimp were
present in any of the seasonal pools, the applicant (Newhall Land and Farming
Company) would have been directed to perform focused surveys following US Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) [protocol]. They were not present; therefore, no focused surveys

were conducted.”5

The fact that fairy shrimp were not present in these seasonal rainpools was not unexpected. There are

only two occurrences, noted in the April 27, 2004 Federal Register6 for proposed critical habitat for the

Riverside fairy shrimp, reported in the project region. The nearest is Cruzan Mesa, several miles from the

project site, and the next nearest is from the Moorpark area, about 16 miles away. Both of these

populations are defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as isolated. The four core

populations include two in San Diego, one in Riverside County, and one in Orange County.

Response 10

As discussed in Response 9 (above), Riverside and San Diego fairy shrimp were not seen during the

spadefoot toad surveys and are not expected to occur on the site because the site is outside of the known

range of these species in the region. Furthermore, as noted in the Compliance Biology letter report of

September 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix C),

“[t]he Riverpark project site does not occur within or immediately adjacent to any
finalized or proposed critical habitat for any listed fairy shrimp species. There are two
occurrences noted in the project region in the April 27, 2004 Federal Register for
proposed critical habitat for Riverside fairy shrimp reported. The nearest site is at
Cruzan Mesa, approximately 5 miles from the Riverpark site and the next nearest is from
the Moorpark area, at least 16 miles away. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service define both
of these populations as isolated. The four core populations include two in San Diego
County, one in Riverside County and one in Orange County. The nearest occurrence of
the San Diego fairy shrimp in the CNDDB is in Orange County. Because none was
observed on site and because the nearest recorded occurrence of San Diego fairy shrimps
are not in the near vicinity, and because the Riverpark site is not near a core population,
this species has at best a low potential for occurrence on the project site.”

5 Letter report prepared by Compliance Biology, “Potential Occurrence of Endangered Fairy Shrimp on the
Riverpark Project Site” September 13, 2004.  (Final EIR Appendix C)

6 Federal Register, part IV, Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, 50 CFR part 17, Tuesday, April
27, 2004. (Final EIR Appendix C)
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Response 11

The commenter suggests that all undeveloped open space on the project site be dedicated to a park

agency for management and maintenance, and that funds be raised through the establishment of a

Community Facilities District as adequate mitigation for permanent loss of river adjacent habitat.

However, the commenter does not provide any evidence supporting the claim that the only adequate

mitigation consists of dedication of the undeveloped open space on the project site to a park agency for

management and maintenance, or even that such an action would constitute mitigation for “permanent

loss of river adjacent habitat.” In any event, the management and maintenance of open space areas on

this site (not under the jurisdiction of homeowners associations) will be the responsibility of the City of

Santa Clarita, and the commenter has offered no evidence that the City cannot provide the same level of

management and maintenance that a park agency would.
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7. LETTER RECEIVED FROM MICHAEL YANG, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL

WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, DATED

APRIL 29, 2003

Response 1

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, pp. 55–65, the project must comply with the MS4 Permit,

which requires Site Design or Planning BMPs. The Site Design BMPs that have been incorporated into

the project are discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, pp. 55–57. The major site design BMPs to be

incorporated into the project pursuant to the Draft EIR are further analyzed in the GeoSyntec report

entitled, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, dated

October 13, 2004.  (Final EIR Appendix G)

The following excerpt from the GeoSyntec report entitled, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses

for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, dated October 13, 2004 provides further detail regarding the

incorporation of site planning BMPs into the project as design features. (Please see Final EIR Appendix

G.)

Site planning BMPs are practices designed to minimize runoff and the introduction of pollutants in urban

runoff. Certain site planning BMPs, such as the use of vegetated swales and bioretention areas, are also

considered treatment BMPs. The proposed site planning BMPs included in the Water Quality Technical

Report are listed below.

Minimize Impervious Area and Directly Connected Impervious Areas

• Impervious areas will be minimized by incorporating pervious areas (natural open space or
landscaped areas) over substantial portions of the project area. Of the 695.4-acre project area, 137.7
acres will be used for pervious recreation and open space land uses. Approximately 330 acres
includes the Santa Clara River and its riparian corridor, which will be retained in its natural
condition. The remaining 226.9 acres will be developed into residential, commercial, and roadway
land uses. Therefore, without taking into account landscaped areas, common areas, and landscaped
setbacks, approximately 74 percent of the total project area will be pervious in the developed
condition.

• Impervious area will be minimized by use of natural bank stabilization techniques, as required by the
NRMP, for the approximately 9,000 linear feet of the Santa Clara River bank adjacent to the project
that will be stabilized for bank erosion and flood protection. About 3,000 linear feet of bank
stabilization are proposed to protect Newhall Ranch Road, including Newhall Ranch Road/Golden
Valley Road Bridge, and approximately 6,000 linear feet would be necessary to protect the residential
and commercial development. The proposed bank stabilization technique is primarily buried soil
cement, which would allow for the establishment of natural vegetation on the river bank. The use of
natural bank stabilization techniques will reduce the amount of additional impervious surface
required to provide bank erosion and flood protection.
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• Single-family and multi-family residential landscape areas will be determined by City zoning
requirements, City setback/parkway standards, and City design objectives. Assuming a typical 58
percent perviousness for single-family residential areas, 32 percent perviousness for multi-family
residential areas, and 8 percent perviousness for commercial areas, approximately 70 acres of the 153
acres proposed for residential and commercial development will be landscaped.

• Directly connected impervious area will be minimized by draining commercial and multi-family
parking lots to bioretention facilities located in islands to promote filtration and infiltration of runoff.
Bioretention functions as a soil and plant-based filtration device that removes pollutants through a
variety of physical, biological, and chemical treatment processes. These facilities normally consist of
a grass buffer strip, sand bed, ponding area, organic layer or mulch layer, planting soil, and plants.
The flow velocity of the runoff is reduced by passing over or through the buffer strip and is
subsequently distributed evenly along a ponding area. Percolation of the stored water in the
bioretention area planting soil into the underlying soils occurs over a period of days. An underdrain
may be provided to prevent standing water in excess of 48 hours.

• A majority of the residential units are multi-family consisting of two- and three-story structures,
increasing density while minimizing the development footprint—building up rather than out.

Selection of Construction Materials and Design Practices

• Building materials for roofs, roof gutters, and downspouts will not include exposed copper or zinc.

• Streets, sidewalks, and parking lot aisles will be constructed to the minimum widths as determined
by the City and in compliance with regulations for the Americans with Disabilities Act and safety
requirements for fire and emergency vehicle access. Landscaped parkways will be incorporated
between sidewalks and streets in compliance with the City’s Unified Development Code, reducing
impervious area and increasing opportunity for infiltration.

• Treatment BMP selection will incorporate natural systems that promote infiltration, such as vegetated
swales, bioretention, and water quality basins.

• Septic tanks will be prohibited.

Conserve Natural Areas

• Development will be clustered on the least environmentally sensitive portions of the project site,
while leaving the remaining land in a natural, undisturbed condition. For example, 330 acres of the
Santa Clara River and surrounding riparian area will be preserved. Additional open space will be
provided in the project including the active/passive park and the large open space proposed in Area
D.

• Vegetated swales that mimic natural conveyances and allow for storm water infiltration as well as
pollutant removal will be incorporated into the project within three sub-areas. These vegetated
swales are considered treatment control BMPs. Within the park area, a natural drainage is also
proposed for restoration. Flows from impervious surfaces developed as part of the project will be
treated prior to entering this natural conveyance, but further pollutant removal and infiltration can be
expected to occur in this natural drainage prior to outlet to the Santa Clara River.

• Canopy interception and water conservation will be maximized by preserving existing native trees
and shrubs (e.g., the riparian area) and planting additional native or drought tolerant trees and large
shrubs. The open space areas will help protect sensitive areas such as a wildlife corridor (the Santa
Clara River) and plant and animal habitat. The landscaping plan for the project will conform to the
City of Santa Clarita requirements for use of drought resistant plants. As indicated previously a
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substantial portion of the site will be preserved as open space, and the native vegetation in these
areas will remain.

Protect Slopes and Channels

• Slopes: Erosion potential will be minimized by preserving existing vegetation where feasible, by
limiting disturbance, and by stabilizing and revegetating disturbed areas as soon as possible after
grading or construction. Disturbed slopes will be stabilized during construction with measures such
as covering with mulch, temporary seeding, soil stabilizers, binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary
vegetation, and permanent seeding. After grading operations are complete, slopes will be stabilized
in a time frame consistent with code requirements. All slopes within the project will be designed and
constructed to minimize erosion.

• Protect channels: To reduce storm flow velocities and to prevent erosion at storm water discharge
points into the Santa Clara River, energy dissipaters consisting of either rip-rap or larger standard
impact type energy dissipaters will be constructed at storm system outlets into the river. These
energy dissipaters would slow the rate of flow of runoff into the river in order to prevent erosion of
the stream channel. Approximately 9,000 linear feet of buried bank stabilization will be constructed
along the Santa Clara River. An additional 1,500 linear feet of toe protection would be constructed
adjacent to Area B. All of the improvements proposed along the Santa Clara River would be in
conformance with the requirements of the NRMP.

Response 2

The project has been modified such that the City will maintain the basins. The project, and the City, as a

co-permittee, will comply with the MS4 Permit, which requires the City to verify inspection and

maintenance for structural and treatment control BMPs (please see MS4 Permit, Part 4.D.8). In the case of

the proposed project, the City’s verification will consist of assuring that required inspection and

maintenance of the facilities occurs by City staff, and that funding provided for ongoing maintenance and

inspection is provided. In addition, pursuant to the MS4 Permit, the City will track, inspect, and ensure

proper operation and maintenance of BMPs in compliance with the standards of the MS4 Permit for

commercial facilities constituting Critical Sources. This includes restaurants, retail gas, and automotive

service facilities. (See MS4 Permit, Part 4.C.) With these provisions, ongoing inspection, maintenance,

and operation of water quality facilities are sufficiently assured.

Response 3

Please see Response 2, above. Tabular formatting of the inspection schedule does not specifically address

the content of the Draft EIR. This comments is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration.
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Response 4

The commenter is correct. As analyzed in the GeoSyntec report entitled, Additional Hydrology Water

Quality Analysis for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix G),

there will be some reduction in average runoff volumes with implementation of BMPs. In turn, the

reductions in average runoff volume will reduce pollutant loads and concentrations below the levels

disclosed in the Draft EIR. The reductions will also further minimize dry weather flows. The model

analysis in the Draft EIR is conservative in its estimate of runoff volumes because the analysis excludes

and does not consider several sources of water quality benefit, including (1) the treatment effectiveness of

many mandated BMPs, (2) the treatment benefit of combining BMPs in series as mandated by the Draft

EIR, (3) the treatment benefit of sizing structural BMPs to capture and treat 80 percent of average annual

stormwater runoff volume (rather than .75 of runoff), and (4) the volume reductions associated with all

BMPs. The GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical

Report, dated October 13, 2004, evaluates volume reductions associated with some of the BMPs to be

implemented as project design features. These volume reductions have not been incorporated into

predictions of post-development water quality. By way of example, available data shows a 30 percent to

38 percent volume reduction in the types of detention basins and swales planned for the proposed

project. These volume reduction figures have not been incorporated into the analysis of post-

development water quality analysis or the GeoSyntec analysis. The GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and

Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, dated October 13, 2004, assumes only 10

percent to 20 percent volume reductions by these BMPs. As a result, the current analysis overstates water

quality impacts.

Response 5

The Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, p. 4.8.1-59 discusses that the majority of the roads in the

project are proposed to be dedicated to the public, and would thus be maintained by the City. The City

has street sweeping programs that will help control trash and vegetation debris and sediment that may

accumulate on roadways. As a co-permittee, the City must comply with the terms of the MS4 Permit

applicable to street and road maintenance. Under Part 4.F.6 of the MS4 Permit, the City must sweep

streets or street segments that are designated as Priority A areas at least two times per month. This is

because these areas consistently generate the highest volumes of transportation and/or debris.

Compliance with the requirements of the MS4 Permit will assure adequate street sweeping frequency for

public streets within the proposed project. Traffic and access in commercial areas will be relatively high.

Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for these areas will mandate sweeping at least twice per
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month in furtherance of MS4 Permit standards. Sweeping will occur as otherwise required by the MS4

(Part 4.C. and Part 4.F.6) Permit for Critical Sources that may be located within those commercial areas.

The project has been modified such that all internal residential streets in Planning Areas A-1, B, and C

will be private roads maintained by a private service. The level of access and traffic in planning areas

serving residential uses is expected to be limited to homeowners, residents, and guests. Therefore, these

areas are expected to generate lower volumes of transportation and/or debris. As a result, CC&Rs for

these private, internal streets, would mandate sweeping as necessary, but in no case less than once per

year prior to October 15.  This is consistent with the purpose and intent of the MS4 Permit.

Response 6

The requested changes have been made to reflect the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB)

comments on the Draft EIR, in addition to the general statements of the Draft EIR obligating compliance

with the MS4 Permit. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the

requested revisions.

Response 7

The requested changes have been made to reflect the RWQCB’s comments on the Draft EIR, in addition to

the general statements obligating compliance with the MS4 Permit in the Draft EIR. Please refer to the

Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 8

As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed water quality control detention basins were preliminarily sized

to meet the minimum Los Angeles County SUSMP criteria, based on a 0.75 inch runoff event. However,

the final capacity of the basins will be designed to capture 80 percent of annual runoff. For volume-based

BMPs in the Newhall Ranch or Santa Clarita area is a design storm depth of 1.15 inches over the

impervious area of the project. The impervious area of the project refers to the area within development

envelopes proposed by the project that will be impervious after construction. This is as opposed to

landscaped or natural area within these envelopes. This design storm depth was determined using

United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) Storm Water Management Model (SWMM)

and is equivalent to treatment BMP volumetric sizing criteria 2 set forth in the LARWQCB MS4 Permit.

The size of the facilities will be finalized during the design stage by the project engineer with the final

storm drain improvement plans and project-level SUSMP, which will be prepared and approved to
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ensure consistency with the EIR analysis. This will occur prior to issuance of a final grading permit. See

the GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report,

dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix G).

Response 9

The MS4 Permit allows sizing of structural treatment control BMPs, including swales and hydrodynamic

separators, in accordance with the following flow-based criteria:

1. Flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches/hour intensity; or

2. Flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least 2X the 85th percentile hourly rainfall
intensity for LA County; or

3. Flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in treatment of the same portion of runoff
as treated using volumetric standards above.

The flow-based BMPs proposed for incorporation into the project, including the vegetated swales and

hydrodynamic separators, will be sized for a design storm intensity of 0.3 inches per hour over the

impervious area, which will provide 80 percent capture. The sizing of flow-based BMPs will be finalized

during the design stage by the project engineer with the preparation of storm drain improvement plans

and project-level SUSMP. During the design stage, the swales will be sized pursuant to flow-based

criteria 3 set forth in the LARWQCB MS4 Permit. Specifically, the swales will be designed to capture and

treat the same portion of runoff as the detention basins are designed to treat, as described in Response 8

above.
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8. LETTER RECEIVED FROM C. F. RAYSBROOK, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, DATED MAY 6, 2004

Response 1

As the comment letter indicates, Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR was revised when western spadefoot toads

were observed on the site in early March of 2004 in three separate rainpools created by disturbances on

the project site. As Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6 explains (p. 4.6-35), western spadefoot toads

have no federal or State protected status, but are classified only as a California Species of Special Concern

and as a federal Species of Concern, which indicates that the species warrants monitoring due to

population decline.7 Therefore, the species is not entitled to legal protection and a project redesign to

preserve existing habitat is not required.

As discussed in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6,

Compliance Biology report, March 2004, pp. 1–6, the seasonal pools found on the project site during the

2004 surveys were created as a result of alterations from human disturbance.

The project applicant has been actively working with the CDFG since western spadefoot toads were

observed on the project site. (Please see Compliance Biology, Status of Work Associated with Western

Spadefoot Toad on the River Park Project Site, September 13, 2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat

Enhancement and Monitoring Plan, River Park Project Site, Los Angeles County, California, November 2004;

Final EIR Appendix C.) As Mitigation Measures 4.6-9–12 require, all mitigation activities will be

approved by CDFG and the designated qualified biologist is required to report to CDFG during the

monitoring period. The mitigation pools created as part of the relocation and habitat enhancement plan

will provide habitat that is suitable and able to retain water for longer periods than the current pools on

the site.  Similar mitigation has been approved by USFWS/CDFG in Orange County, California.

Moreover, 2004 appears to have been an optimal year for western spadefoot toad reproduction, as there

were several other sightings in the SC Valley area in 2004. As noted in the Final Additional Analysis to

the Environmental Impact Report, County Project No. 98-008, Vesting Tentative Tract Map 52455, SCH

No. 98021052, West Creek Project, Volume VI of VI, p. 4.1-4,

“[r]egarding spadefoot toad habitat characteristics, in the spring of 2003, Mr. Bloom
observed large numbers of breeding spadefoots within a large discarded tarp on
property owned by Los Angeles International Airport. The tarp apparently trapped
enough water to create a suitable breeding “pool” for the toads. As evidenced by this

7 Hayes, M.P., and M.R. Jennings, “Decline of Ranid Frogs in Western North America: Are Bullfrogs (Rana
catesbeiana) Responsible?” Journal of Herpetology, 20: 490-509.
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observation and the location of spadefoots within man-made retention basins on the
West Creek site, this particular species is apparently capable of adapting to a variety of
artificial habitats in which to breed.” (See also Final EIR Appendix C, Results of Focused
Western Spadefoot Toad Surveys on the West Creek Project Site, Compliance Biology, June 11,
2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan, West Creek
Project Site, Compliance Biology, August 2004.)

All of the above-cited locations were in areas disturbed by past use of the property or development

activities. This evidence illustrates that the species adapts well to disturbed environments and there is no

evidence submitted with the comment to support a decline in local spadefoot populations.

Response 2

Please see Response 1, above. As discussed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Mitigation Measures 4.6-9–12, a relocation and habitat creation program will be developed in

coordination with CDFG. All aspects of the habitat pool creation, including location, number of pools,

size, and monitoring shall be approved by CDFG. Under the supervision and with the assistance of

CDFG, several hundred spadefoot tadpoles from on-site rainpools have already been collected for future

release into the created pools. Upon completion of metamorphosis, the collected toads will be

translocated onto the Riverpark site to man-made seasonal pools designed and constructed under the

supervision of CDFG. (Please see Compliance Biology, Status of Work Associated with Western Spadefoot

Toad on the River Park Project Site, September 13, 2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and

Monitoring Plan, River Park Project Site, Los Angeles County, California, November 2004; Final EIR Appendix

C.)

Response 3

The commenter’s request to relocate the proposed equestrian trail is noted. The trail has since been

relocated further away from those areas currently being proposed for spadefoot toad mitigation and now

joins the bike/pedestrian trail, as the commenter suggests. The new trail location will be reflected on the

Final Tentative Tract Map.

Response 4

Page 4.6-37 of the Riverpark Draft EIR indicates that several San Diego black-tailed jackrabbits were

observed during surveys on the site. The Draft EIR further indicates that the jackrabbit occupies areas

on-site that are disturbed and, therefore, this habitat is considered to moderate in quality. Based upon
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this, the Riverpark site is not considered to be occupied by a significant population of San Diego black-

tailed jackrabbits.

Furthermore, the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-2–5 contains a

detailed discussion of the NRMP for the Santa Clara River approved by the ACOE, the CDFG, and the

RWQCB in 1998. The NRMP is a long-term, master plan that provides for the construction of various

infrastructure improvements on lands adjacent to the Santa Clara River and two of its tributaries. More

specifically, the NRMP governs a portion of the main-stem of the Santa Clara River from Castaic Creek to

one-half mile east of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Aqueduct and portions of San

Francisquito Creek and the Santa Clara River South Fork. The NRMP, and its certified EIR/EIS, analyzed

impacts associated with the implementation of various infrastructure improvements (bank stabilization,

bridges, utility crossings, storm drain outlets, etc.) along and within portions of the Santa Clara River

adjacent to Newhall Land properties, including the Riverpark project site. The NRMP EIR/EIS reviewed

and evaluated the biological context and impacts of these river-related improvements and imposed

conditions to mitigate their impacts. Impacts on special status species, including the San Diego black-

tailed jackrabbit were analyzed in detail in the NRMP EIR/EIS. The NRMP EIR/EIS indicated that the

implementation of the NRMP would result in the loss of 23 acres of upland habitat along the river that

could be suitable for the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (see p. 3.4-45 of the NRMP EIR/EIS). The

NRMP EIR/EIS considered impacts to this species to be adverse and significant due to the loss of habitat.

Mitigation Measures BIO-23, requiring capture and relocation of sensitive species including the San

Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and BIO-24, requiring replacement of habitat, contained within the NRMP

EIR/EIS reduced the impacts to less than significant.

The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, (pp. 4.6-52–59) explains that impacts

associated with the NRMP, including those on the Riverpark site, were addressed, mitigated, and

permitted through the EIR/EIS prepared by ACOE and CDFG for the NRMP. To minimize impacts of

the Riverpark project on biological resources, the applicant has incorporated the NRMP Mitigation

Measures into the project design. Finally, the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6 notes on p. 4.6-59

that some of the activities permitted through the NRMP on the Riverpark site have been scaled back as a

part of the Riverpark project, and those improvements would now have less of an impact than would

have occurred if constructed in the NRMP. (Please see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for

the Riverpark Project, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (see Final EIR Appendix

G), which depicts the previous project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing

an increased setback.)

Additionally, the Riverpark project does not include bank stabilization from the eastern terminus of the

toe protection to the western bridge abutment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge.
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Under the NRMP, bank stabilization was permitted in this area. The project has since been redesigned in

the western portion of the project site to move back the bank stabilization even further back from the

location analyzed in the Draft EIR. In summary, the Riverpark project design results in the preservation

of additional habitat for the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and other sensitive status species as

compared to the design approved and analyzed in the NRMP. Mitigation measures from the NRMP have

been incorporated into the Riverpark project design, further mitigating impacts.

Response 5

As discussed in Response 4 above, impacts to the San Diego black-tailed jack rabbit were discussed in

detail in the NRMP EIS/EIR (which is incorporated into the Draft EIR by reference), which concluded

that, with mitigation, impacts would be less than significant. As discussed in the Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, all of the mitigation measures of the NRMP are incorporated into

the Riverpark EIR. As discussed in Response 4 above, Mitigation Measures BIO-23, requiring capture

and relocation of sensitive species including the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and BIO-24, requiring

replacement of habitat, contained within the NRMP EIR/EIS reduced the impacts to less than significant.

Both mitigation measures result in a tangible preservation element designed to provide and protect the

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit.

Additionally, the Riverpark project has been redesigned as a result of the public input and more upland

habitat is being preserved on the site, which is greater than that allowed by CDFG and ACOE. Mitigation

requiring relocation and the replacement of habitat as is required in the Riverpark Draft EIR is far more

definitive than the commenter’s assertion that the EIR contends that “the assumption that displaced

jackrabbits will somehow survive by dispersing into remaining degraded open areas of uncertain

protected status….” As discussed in the EIR, not only is there mitigation that will relocate and provide

for the replacement of habitat but also the project has provided for additional upland preserve area for

species such as the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit. Because all projects located adjacent to the Santa

Clara River, within the parameters of the NRMP boundaries (eastern property line of the Riverpark

project to Castaic Creek to the west) would also be required to adhere to the same mitigation measures of

the NRMP. While these mitigation measures would be required, the Draft EIR also concludes that

cumulative significant unavoidable impacts could occur due to the net loss of wildlife habitat/natural

open space.
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Response 6

Project impacts on nesting native birds are addressed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-69, which states that a number of bird species could be adversely affected as a

result of implementation of the proposed project and that construction-related activities that could result

in the direct loss of active nests or the abandonment of active nests by adult birds during that year’s

nesting season would be a potentially significant impact.

Response 7

The comment is acknowledged. Please note that the prohibitions against take of active nests included in

both the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Fish and Game Code are referenced in Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-70.

Response 8

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 (r)–(u), 4.6-2,

and 4.6-20 require that preconstruction surveys be conducted from March through September and

identify avoidance measures to be implemented should active bird nests be discovered.

Response 9

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 (r)–(u), 4.6-2,

and 4.6-20 address all of the commenter’s concerns and points regarding avoidance of active bird nests.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 will be modified as follows: The third sentence in 4.6-1(s) will be revised to

state “…no more than 3 days prior to…”; the second sentence in Mitigation Measure 4.6-1(t) will be

revised to state “… clearing and construction within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) shall be postponed

until….” The requested changes have been made to reflect the CDFG’s comments on the Draft EIR.

Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 10

The loss of (Riversidian) sage scrub habitat as a result of project implementation is not considered a

significant impact; therefore, pursuant to CEQA, no mitigation is required.
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Response 11

As reported in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, USFWS focused protocol surveys were

conducted on the site and on property directly off site and no coastal California gnatcatcher were found.

Compliance Biology, the firm that conducted the protocol surveys, has characterized the project site as

containing only approximately 80 acres of suitable to marginally suitable coastal sage scrub habitat

(Results of Focused Surveys for Coastal California gnatcatcher, January 24, 2003 – Riverpark Project,

Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR). Compliance Biology also conducted protocol surveys on approximately 2

acres directly north of the project site in an area proposed by the Riverpark project as potential water tank

sites (Results of Focused Surveys for California Coastal gnatcatcher – Proposed Water Tank Locations,

April 23, 2003, Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR). The habitat on this approximately 2-acre site was

considered generally unsuitable for Coastal California Gnatcatcher.

The Riverpark Draft EIR further notes on p. 4.6-13 that the eastern most 80 acres (approximately) is

included in a much larger area that is currently being proposed by the USFWS as critical habitat for the

Coastal California Gnatcatcher.

Finally, conversion of approximately 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space, including but not

limited to the conversion of this approximately 80 acres of proposed Coastal California gnatcatcher

habitat to urban uses, was considered by the Draft EIR as a significant unavoidable impact of the project.

Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Appendix 4.6, for the two gnatcatcher studies that were conducted for the

project site. The Draft EIR also concludes that cumulative significant unavoidable impacts could occur

due to the net loss of wildlife habitat/natural open space.

Response 12

The sage scrub areas planted along the Newhall Ranch Road corridor were not planted as mitigation for

loss of this plant community in connection with a prior project. They were planted as a part of native

seed mix to stabilize non-irrigated slopes previously cut and graded for the installation of water lines and

slope drains. See Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-10. As further

noted there, these planted areas are of poor quality because they support relatively few plant species and

have not established a vegetative understory.

Response 13

The comment is acknowledged with respect to holly-leafed cherry scrub. The comment will be included

as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed
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project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 14

The holly-leaf cherry habitat on-site is considered scrub habitat because the canopy cover of this habitat

did not amount to a woodland canopy. According to the CDFG’s List of California Terrestrial Natural

Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity Data Base (September 2003 Edition), holly-

leaf cherry scrub is not considered a special-status plant community. As stated in Revised Riverpark

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-65, because of the relatively small amount of habitat (3.6

acres) to be lost and because this stand of trees was not considered a sensitive plant community as

identified be CDFG, the loss of the 3.6 acres was not considered a significant impact under CEQA.

Response 15

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 on p. 4.6-98

establishes the requirement for a Resource Management and Monitoring Plan (RMMP). While the City

agrees that transplanting for some species is experimental, similar transplantation plans drafted in part

by Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens that include the transplantation of bulbs of Chalocortus sp. have

been recently approved by Los Angeles County. As identified on p. 4.6-99, adaptive management and

contingency actions will be incorporated into the RMMP that specify what actions will be taken in the

event the transplantation is not successful. Additionally, a Streambed Alteration Agreement was recently

approved (2004) by the CDFG for the Deerlake Ranch project in Los Angeles County, that specifically

allows for the relocation of and mitigation monitoring for the Plummer’s mariposa lily (Final EIR

Appendix C). This executed agreement providing for mitigation of the Plummer’s mariposa lily

indicates that CDFG believes the relocation of rare, threatened or endangered species can be sufficiently

successful to warrant its use.

Further, Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 will be revised as is indicated in Response 20 below.
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Response 16

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-5 of the Draft EIR, states that focused

plant surveys were conducted on the project site during appropriate blooming season for two consecutive

years (2002 and 2003). Additional surveys will be conducted during the blooming season prior to

grading of the site as indicated in Mitigation Measure 4.6-5.

Response 17

CDFG’s recommendation to acquire off-site habitat supporting special-status plant species is

acknowledged. However, relocation has been accepted as mitigation by the County of Los Angeles and

the City of Santa Clarita. Please see Response 15, above, regarding the feasibility of transplanting the

target species on the Riverpark site. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 contains performance standards and criteria adequate for CEQA to ensure the

feasibility of preparing an RMMP. This measure will be revised to include CDFG review of the RMMP

prior to project grading. The City of Santa Clarita will have final approval of any relocation plans for the

project.  Please see Response 15, above

Response 18

Further, please see Responses 15 and 17, above. As identified in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, adaptive management and contingency provisions will be

included in the RMMP that specify what actions will be taken in the event the transplantation is not

successful. Contingency measures identified in the plan will be reviewed by CDFG and have to be

approved by the City prior to grading of the project. There is no need for the acquisition of other land

and bonding and is, therefore, no required as mitigation as the commenter offers no evidentiary support

for the need for such additional contingent mitigation.

Response 19

The comment is acknowledged. As described in depth in both Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, and in the Glenn Lukos & Associates Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark,

dated September 2004 (Final EIR Appendix C), the area of the drainages to be impacted by the project are

largely unvegetated, or support degraded and non-native habitats. Further, the drainages exhibit

minimal function. Higher function areas of the drainages, such as the upper portions of Drainages 1 and

6, are avoided by project design. Finally, implementation of the project, including proposed mitigation,

has been demonstrated to increase on-site aquatic, riparian and wetland function, which will benefit
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species using the river. As a result, impacts to the on-site drainages can be mitigated to a level of

insignificance.

Response 20

The comment is acknowledged. The impacts to these jurisdictional drainages have been analyzed in the

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6. Additionally, an analysis entitled, Hybrid Functional Assessment

for Riverpark, dated September 2004, (included in Final EIR Appendix C) prepared by Glenn Lukos and

Associates has evaluated the habitat quality of these impacted drainages. See Response 19, above. That

assessment concluded that the area of the drainages to be impacted by the project are largely

unvegetated, or support degraded and non-native habitats. Further, the drainages exhibit minimal

function. Higher function areas of the drainages, such as Drainages 1 and 6, are avoided by project

design. Finally, implementation of the project, including proposed mitigation, has been demonstrated to

increase on-site aquatic, riparian and wetland function, which will benefit species using the river. As a

result, impacts to the on-site drainages can be mitigated to a level of insignificance.

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 in the Draft EIR regarding these drainages shall be revised to require the

applicant to obtain a 1600 Permit from CDFG for the impacts to these drainages. Revised Mitigation

Measure 4.6-2 will assure that the measure clearly requires the applicant to obtain CDFG and other

applicable resource agency permits. The following is the text will be incorporated into the Final EIR

setting forth the revised Mitigation Measure 4.6-2:

“Resource Management and Monitoring Plan

Prior to issuance of a Grading Permit for the project, the applicant shall obtain the
services of a qualified biologist who must, at a minimum, have an appropriate degree in
botany, biology, wildlife biology, wetlands biology, or ornithology and experience in
developing management plans for the flora and fauna, jurisdictional resources, plant
community and wildlife habitats found in the Southern California area, to develop a
RMMP to serve as a guideline for managing and monitoring mitigation areas for specific
species, plant communities, jurisdictional resource areas, and habitats. The RMMP shall
serve as the basis for issuance of permits by the resource agencies. Those permits
(Section 404, 1600, 401 Permits) shall be obtained prior to grading. The RMMP shall be
submitted to the City of Santa Clarita Planning and Building Services at least 30 days
prior to issuance of a Grading Permit for the project, and shall include the following:

a. A Site Selection for mitigation within the project area will be determined in
coordination among the project applicant, CDFG, and ACOE. Potential sites include
the low value reaches of Drainage 1 and the low value areas of the river banks.

b. A Planting Plan that at a minimum, lists all appropriate native plants to be included
in all revegetation mitigation areas. The planting plan shall be developed by a
qualified biologist as approved by the City.
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c. Procedures regarding the removal of non-native vegetation, planting of native
vegetation, translocation of trees, planting of container stock, irrigation, and
equipment use.

d. Maps that illustrate the specific location of mitigation areas.

e. Procedures outlining site preparation, monitoring and maintenance activities
including frequency and timing of monitoring visits, plant maintenance, temporary
irrigation maintenance and replacement planting. The site preparation will include
(1) weed control, (2) herbivory control, (3) trash removal, (4) irrigation systems
maintenance, (5) maintenance training, and (6) replacement planting.

f. Specific criteria that will specify what goals must be accomplished at each
mitigation area before the mitigation is deemed a success.

g. Restoration and Creation of Habitat: The plan shall require the creation of riparian
habitat in the amount and of the type required by CDFG and ACOE, provided,
however, that in order to assure no net loss of jurisdictional resources on an acre for
acre basis, all impacted ACOE and CDFG jurisdictional habitat shall be compensated
be restoration, enhancement or creation at a minimum of 1:1 ration.

h. Adaptive Management and Contingency Actions that will specify what actions will
be taken in the event success criteria are not met.

i. A Monitoring Plan will include (1) qualitative monitoring (i.e., photographs and
general observation, (2) quantitative monitoring (i.e. randomly placed transects), (3)
performance criteria as approved by the resource agencies, (4) monitoring reports for
three to five years, (5) site monitoring as required by the resource agencies to ensure
successful establishment of riparian habitat within the restored and created area.
Successful establishment is defined per the performance criteria set forth in this
measure and as agreed to by the resource agencies, i.e., ACOE, CDFG, and RWQCB,
and the landowner or subsequent project applicant.

j. The source of funding that will be required to successfully carry out all procedures
outlined in the RRMP.

k. A Schedule will be developed which includes planting to occur in late fall and early
winter, between October and January 31.

l. Long Term Preservation of the site will also be outlined in the mitigation plan to
ensure the mitigation site is not impacted by future development. The plan shall be
submitted to the City of Santa Clarita Planning and Building Services Department for
review and approval.

Response 21

The CDFG’s recommendation to further pull back bank stabilization to avoid mature cottonwood trees

along the Santa Clara River is acknowledged. The City Planning Commission directed that the project be

redesigned to preserve the area recommended for avoidance by CDFG.

This change will be reflected on the final map prepared for this project. Please see the Final Vesting

Tentative Tract Maps (Final EIR Appendix D).
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9. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JOHN KILGORE, COUNTY SANITATION

DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, DATED MARCH 16, 2004

Response 1

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for

the requested revisions.

Response 2

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for

the requested revisions.
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10. LETTER RECEIVED FROM RUTH FRAZEN, COUNTY SANITATION

DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, DATED MARCH 29, 2004

Response 1

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for

the requested revisions.

Response 2

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for

the requested revisions.
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11. LETTER RECEIVED FROM DAVID LEININGER, LOS ANGELES COUNTY

FIRE DEPARTMENT, DATED APRIL 23, 2004

Response 1

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County fire department’s comments on the Draft

EIR.  Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 2

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County fire department’s comments on the Draft

EIR.  Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 3

This comment is acknowledged. The identification of Fire Station 111 as jurisdictional station was based

on correspondence from Chief Leininger, dated November 12 and December 2, 2002. The requested

changes have been made to reflect the County fire department’s comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer

to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 4

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.13, Fire Services, p. 4.13-9, footnote 19 correctly attributes the statement

that “no fire station is required for development mitigation for the project” to County of Los Angeles Fire

Department correspondence prepared by Inspector Wally Collins on September 3, 2003. The Draft EIR

Section 4.13, Fire Services, pp. 4.13-4 and 4.13-9 acknowledges the fire department’s existing need for a

fire station east of the project site, or possibly on the project site to serve the community, as expressed in

Chief Leininger earlier correspondence dated December 4, 2002 and referenced in footnotes 9, 10 and 20.

The Draft EIR Section 4.13, Fire Services, pp. 4.13-4 and 4.13-21, attributes the fire department’s final

determination that, upon a close review of the need for potential fire station sites, including a station site

on the project site, the fire department has decided to wait for a fire station site more easterly of the

project site on Soledad Canyon Road to e-mail communication provided on June 13, 2003 by Debbie

Aguirre, as referenced in footnotes 11 and 21. Copies of the correspondence referenced in this response

are provided in Appendix 4.13 of the Draft EIR.
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Response 5

The requested mitigation has been added to reflect the County fire department’s comments on the Draft

EIR.  Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 6

The requested mitigation has been added to reflect the County fire department’s comments on the Draft

EIR.  Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 7

As identified in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.6-

6–8, appropriate approvals subject to the City of Santa Clarita Oak Tree Preservation and Maintenance

Guidelines will be obtained prior to oak trees being removed. It should be noted that, as a result of

changes to the project made by the City’s Planning Commission, two additional oak trees will be

removed from the active park area in the site’s central park and relocated to locations further into the

passive park area to the north. That change is reflected in Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR

Pages.”

Response 8

The use of appropriate low-fuel plants will be used in fuel modification zones as necessary and

incorporated into the RMMP as described in Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 on p. 4.6-98. However, to

accomplish a high quality riparian and upland resource zone, low fuel volume plants may not be used in

all areas.

Response 9

The comment is acknowledged. As described in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-81, the project has been designed to preserve approximately 370 acres within the SEA,

representing about 90 percent of the SEA. Moreover, the project has been revised to relocate the bank

stabilization from the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial

parcel in the west to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of the river.
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Response 10

This comment is acknowledged. The designation of the project site as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity

Zone is discussed in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.13, Fire Services, pp. 4.13-5, 4.13-8, and 4.13-10

through 4.13-12. Mitigation Measure 4.13-3 on p. 4.13-13 requires that the project prepare a Fuel

Modification Plan, landscape plan and irrigation plan as required for projects located with a Very High

Fire Hazard Severity Zone, submit the Fuel Modification Plan for approval by the County fire

department prior to final map clearance, and depict a fuel modification zone in conformance with the

Fuel Modification Ordinance in effect at the time of subdivision.

Response 11

This comment is acknowledged. The Draft EIR Section 4.13, Fire Services, p. 4.13-9 outlines the

requirement for preparation of a fuel modification plan, a landscape plan and an irrigation plan, and

Mitigation Measure 4.13-3 on p. 4.13-13 requires that the project prepare a Fuel Modification Plan,

landscape plan and irrigation plan as required for projects located with a Very High Fire Hazard Severity

Zone.

The requested changes to the mitigations measures identified above have been made to reflect the County

fire department’s comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised

Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 12

Please see Response 11, above. The requested changes have been made to Mitigation Measure 4.13-3

reflect the County fire department’s comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section

entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.

Response 13

Cumulative analysis methodology is discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 3.0, Cumulative Impact

Analysis Methodology. Additionally, each environmental topic analyzed in the Draft EIR (Sections 4.1

through 4.21) contains a cumulative impact analysis. Consequently, the long-term cumulative impacts of

the proposed project have been considered as it affects the City of Santa Clarita and its environs.
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12. LETTER RECEIVED FROM COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF

PUBLIC WORKS, DATED APRIL 29, 2004

Response 1

Please see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality pp. 4.8.1-25 and 26 which state that “[t]he EIR sets out

the project’s conceptual SUSMP, which complies with those County Standard Urban Storm Water

Management Plan (SUSMP) Guidelines, the General MS4 Permit, and the existing component of

applicable SQMPs. For the Riverpark project, these plans must be submitted to and approved by the City

of Santa Clarita prior to issuance of a grading permit.”

The Draft EIR recognizes the need for the project to comply with all requirements of the MS4 Permit,

including all SUSMP requirements. The Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 55–65, summarizes all

measures to be incorporated into the SUSMP at a planning level. As such, the Draft EIR creates a

conceptual, planning level SUSMP that must be implemented at the project and design levels, to be

consistent with the criteria, standards, and requirements of the Draft EIR prior to issuance of grading

permits.

Response 2

The requested updates to Table 4.9-1 have been made to reflect the County Department of Public Works’

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for

the requested revisions. Please note that to enhance readability of Table 4.9-1, the entire table has been

reproduced in the Final EIR. To review the original table, please refer to the Draft EIR Section 4.9, Solid

Waste Disposal, p. 4.9-12.

Response 3

This comment is acknowledged. The project will comply with Title 20, Chapter 20.87, of the Los Angeles

County Code, Construction, and Demolition Debris Recycling. The requested mitigation has been added

as Mitigation Measure 4.9-15 to reflect the County Department of Public Works’ comments on the Draft

EIR.  Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions.
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Response 4

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.9, Solid Waste Disposal, p. 4.9-7, the City of Santa Clarita has

established a comprehensive Integrated Waste Management Program, which incorporates solid waste

management practices as established by the California Waste Management Act, Assembly Bill 939. These

are, in order of priority, (1) Source Reduction; (2) Recycling; (3) Composting; (4) Transformation; and (5)

Landfilling. City-sponsored programs intended to address solid waste management practices are

identified on p. 4.9-7, and include curbside residential and commercial recycling. Consequently, no

additional mitigation is required.

Response 5

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.9, Solid Waste Disposal, on p. 4.9-7, the City of Santa Clarita has

established a comprehensive Integrated Waste Management Program, which incorporates solid waste

management, practices as established by the California Waste Management Act, Assembly Bill 939.

These are, in order of priority, (1) Source Reduction; (2) Recycling; (3) Composting; (4) Transformation;

and (5) Landfilling. City-sponsored programs intended to address these solid waste management

practices are identified on p. 4.9-7, and include yard trimming recycling. Consequently, no additional

mitigation is required.

Response 6

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Department of Public Works’ comments on

the Draft EIR, including the addition of Mitigation Measure 4.9-15. Please refer to the Final EIR section

entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for the requested revisions. Given that landfills within Kern and

Kings Counties have capacity for the acceptance of hazardous materials, no additional mitigation is

required.

Response 7

As noted in the Draft EIR Section 4.15, Human Made Hazards, on pp. 4.15-15 and 4.15-16, no

underground storage tanks are currently present on the project site. Based on records search and on-site

field investigations, two underground storage tanks were formerly on the project site and were removed

in accordance with applicable regulations. Nonetheless, the requested mitigation measure has been

added as Mitigation Measures 4.15-1 and 4.15-2 to reflect the County Public Works Department’s
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comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages” for

the requested revisions.

Response 8

This comment is acknowledged. As this comment does not address the adequacy or contents of the

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. However, the comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

It should be noted, however, that the water detention basins are designed to empty within 24–40 hours

(Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, p. 4.8.1-61), and removal of standing water and animal and vector

control are specific maintenance and monitoring responsibilities for grassy swales (pp. 62, 93-94

[Mitigation Measure 4.8.1-12]). The two water quality basins within the project will be maintained by the

City of Santa Clarita. The grassy swales will be maintained by a homeowners or property owners

association.

Response 9

This comment is acknowledged. The engineering plans and reports for the proposed project must and

will conform to all of the City of Santa Clarita requirements prior to issuance of various permits. As this

comment does not address the adequacy or contents of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can

be provided. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

See Response 1. A Drainage Concept/SUSMP report has been included and described in detail in

Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 55–65 of the Draft EIR. Any future SUSMP will be prepared in

accordance with the guidelines and Drainage Concept Map set forth in the Draft EIR. As a result,

LADPW has been provided the opportunity to review the Drainage Concept/SUSMP and it has been

incorporated into the Draft EIR.
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Response 11

Draft EIR Section 4.21, Wastewater Disposal, concludes that the SC Valley Joint Sewerage System would

have capacity for both the project and cumulative projects with proposed wastewater treatment facility

expansions. Based on calculations provided by the County Sanitation District, the Draft EIR concludes

that the available treatment capacity of the SC Valley Joint Sewerage System is more than adequate to

handle project-related increases and that the existing wastewater conveyance lines would have adequate

capacity to convey project-generated wastewater flows to the treatment facilities, and that, therefore,

project-level impacts would not be significant (p. 4.21-6). The Draft EIR further analyzed potential

cumulative impacts under both the DMS Build-Out Scenario and the Santa Clarita Cumulative Build-Out

Scenario (both defined at p. 4.21-7), as well as a third County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

Facilities Plan for the SC Valley Joint Sewerage System Scenario (p. 4.21-12), concludes that, with the

County’s safeguards in place that ensure that no connection permits are issued if capacity is not available,

there would be no significant unavoidable cumulative wastewater impacts (p. 4.21-13). Consequently,

there is neither need for nor is there a nexus that would require the project applicant to prepare, a sewer

area study for the tributary area, and no sewer study or further analysis is required.

Response 12

The City directs the commenter to Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-1 through 118, which

discusses local and regional water supplies in depth and in detail. The Draft EIR concludes that there are

adequate water supplies to meet the demands of the proposed project. Additionally, the Draft EIR

Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.18-117, concludes that “because cumulative water supplies exceed

demand, cumulative development (including the proposed Riverpark project) would not result in

unavoidable significant cumulative impacts on Santa Clarita Valley water resources.” No further analysis

is required.

Response 13

The City directs the commenter to Draft EIR Appendix Volume II, Section 4.8, Water Services, to review

the water supply assessment and water supply verification prepared for the proposed project. Water

supplies for the project have been verified by the Santa Clarita Water Division of the Castaic Lake Water

Agency. Please also see Response 12, above. Please see Appendix A, CLWA letters, dated October 20,

2004 and November 1, 2004 verifying the water supply conclusions of the Draft Riverpark EIR.
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Response 14

The comment confirms that the proposed project will not have any significant impact on County of Los

Angeles highways. Because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

However, the information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 15

The referenced paragraph is intended to describe that portion of the Santa Clara River Trail, which

crosses through the City of Santa Clarita. Included as a component of the Santa Clara River Trail is a

Class I bike facility. The City of Santa Clarita’s Master Plan of Bikeways provides links to the County’s

adopted plan for trails along the Santa Clara River. Completion of the Santa Clara River Trail through

the project site and throughout the City of Santa Clarita would enable bicyclists to connect to County

trails outside of the project site and outside of the City of Santa Clarita such as the proposed San

Francisquito Creek Trail and County maintained portions of the Santa Clara River Trail outside the City.

Response 16

The referenced paragraph states that new residents of the project would use the City of Santa Clarita’s

and the County’s existing and proposed trail systems in the SC Valley area as they are proposed and

constructed. The commenter is directed to Table 4.12-3, Existing and Proposed City Trails, and Table

4.12-4, Existing and Proposed County Trails, for a listing of trails that residents of the Riverpark project

would use.

Response 17

As stated in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, p. 28 Mitigation Measure 4.12-3, the

project developer shall construct all trails.
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Response 18

As stated in Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, p. 28 Mitigation Measure 4.12-3, “[t]he City of Santa

Clarita shall receive ownership and/or easements of existing maintenance roads/trails and open space

prior to easements provided to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District or others.”

Response 19

The comment states that the project’s bike paths and lanes must comply with State Department of

Transportation standards, which they will. The information will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 20

The comment refers to approval of bike path design. Because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. However, the

information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 21

Each of the intersections analyzed in the traffic analysis is located entirely within the City and, therefore,

City methodology has been used for evaluation purposes. As the Draft EIR explains in Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access (p. 4.3-3), traffic forecast data for the traffic impact analysis were derived from the SC

Valley Consolidated Traffic Model, which is a traffic planning computer model developed jointly by the

City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles. The study includes a section with a level of service

analysis for cumulative impacts and the project’s percent share has been calculated for each of the study

intersections. (See Draft EIR Volume II, Appendix 4.3, Traffic/Access, Appendix E of the traffic study for

share calculations.)
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Response 22

The Draft EIR’s traffic analysis includes a scenario in which the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley

Road extension is not completed. (Please see Draft EIR Volume II, Appendix 4.3, Section 4.3.3 of the

traffic study.) The Golden State (I-5) Freeway southbound ramps at Valencia Boulevard have not been

included in the traffic study since the project has less than a one percent contribution to the total traffic

volumes at the intersection.

Response 23

The applicable information from the traffic count data sheets is provided in the intersection capacity

utilization worksheets (see Draft EIR Volume II, Appendix 4.3, Appendix A of the traffic study). There

are no County or joint City/County intersections included in the traffic study.

Response 24

The Tentative Tract Map is included as Figure 4.6-3 of the Riverpark Draft EIR and is also available for

review at the City of Santa Clarita. Modifications to the project have been made through the Planning

Commission hearing process with the City of Santa Clarita. A copy of the tentative map reflecting the

revisions made by the City is included in the Final EIR. The project is located wholly within the City of

Santa Clarita and does not abut unincorporated County areas, and is, therefore, not subject to County of

Los Angeles subdivision review.

Response 25

The comment confirms that the project is not located in the any of the County of Los Angeles Waterworks

Districts. Because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark

Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

However, the information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 26

The commenter is referred to Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-2 which states

that “[t]he project applicant, The Newhall Land and Farming Company, proposes to develop the

Riverpark (Panhandle) project on a 695.4-acre site in the City of Santa Clarita in Los Angeles County.”
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Because the project is located wholly within the City, and not in unincorporated Los Angeles County,

there is no need to annex to the Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District.

Response 27

The project has been designed consistently with this comment. No existing drainage improvements exist

on the project site; however, once developed consistently with the proposed Drainage Concept, the

Riverpark project would reduce post-development off-site storm water flows from the approximately

835-acre tributary watershed compared to existing conditions during a 50-year capital storm event.

Specifically, the amount of burned and bulked runoff from the watershed would decrease from 2,217

cubic feet per second (cfs) to 2,151 cfs. The Drainage Concept also includes a variety of BMPs to filter

storm flows from the site and to capture contaminants before the storm flows infiltrate into the ground or

discharge downstream. Implementation of the proposed Drainage Concept would meet the flood control

requirements of the Flood Control and Watershed Management Division of the Los Angeles County

Department of Public Works.

The conceptual SUSMP proposed in the Draft EIR at Section 4.8.1, Water Quality at pp. 4.8.1-55–65

addresses all of the parameters suggested. Therefore, the proposed on-site system provides all the water

quality benefits of a more regional solution.

Response 28

The approximately 835-acre tributary watershed comprises approximately 0.08 percent of the acreage of

the entire 1,634 square mile Santa Clara River watershed. The proposed debris basins are necessary to

also capture organic debris (e.g., twigs, leaves, and other organics), which do not contribute to beach sand

replenishment. Total inorganic sediment production for the entire 1,634 square mile Santa Clara River

watershed is unknown; however, it is reasonable to assume that the reduction in the amount of inorganic

sediment that would have otherwise discharged from the site under undeveloped conditions would not

contribute to a substantial reduction in beach sand replenishment.

Response 29

This is an accurate statement and the Riverpark Draft EIR is consistent with this comment. Section 4.2,

Flood, of the Draft EIR states that clear flows would increase by 16.6 percent over existing conditions.
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Response 30

Overcovering of much of the proposed development areas with impervious surfaces would result in an

incremental increase in clear storm flows; however, there would be an overall decrease in runoff from the

site because the debris basins would capture the debris and sediment from the runoff before it is

discharged downstream. The runoff would also be detained in the detention basins for up to 40 hours,

thereby promoting infiltration rather than direct runoff into the riverbed.

Response 31

The comment is acknowledged.

Response 32

Much of the Riverpark site would remain pervious, including the open space areas, parkland, residential

yards, and the river. Furthermore, approximately 2,500 feet of ungrouted rip-rap and toe protection

would occur along the river bank from Bouquet Canyon Road to the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden

Valley Road Bridge. The remainder would be buried bank protection of soil cement from Bouquet

Canyon Road to the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. Buried soil cement has been

accepted by the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles as acceptable flood protection.

Water recharge would continue to occur within the sandy bottom of the riverbed. It should be noted that

the bank stabilization improvements are permitted under the already approved NRMP (ACOE

Individual Permit No. 94-00-504-BAH).8

Response 33

The Drainage Concept proposes structural BMPs to mitigate potential storm water quality impacts of the

project that would also permit water filtration, such as the proposed water quality detention basins,

which would detain water for up to 40 hours. Furthermore, the proposed biofiltration swales would

minimize and slow overland flow, thereby increasing the opportunity of storm water infiltration, as well

as removing debris and particulates from the storm water. These two BMPs would, therefore, allow

8 The permit to construct improvements under the NRMP comes from an Army Corps Section 404 Permit, Fish
and Game Incidental Take and 1603 Permit. The Santa Clara NRMP consists of new bank protection, new or
widened bridges, inlet structures, storm drain outlets and utility line crossings associated with the infrastructure
and land developments near the Santa Clara River and its tributaries in the Santa Clarita Valley.
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stormwater percolation within the tributary watershed, and would assist in protecting groundwater

quality.

The comment not to disturb or destroy land designated as a SEA or land within a river corridor is noted.

The project has been designed to minimize disturbance of land within the SEA and river corridor,

including a recent revision that pulls project development further away from the river between the

central park area to the ease and the commercial area to the west.

Response 34

The comment directs the City to review applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES) Permit manuals. All of the references have been reviewed and summarized in the Draft EIR

Section 4.8.1, Water Quality. The information will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response

can be provided.

Response 35

The comment directs the City to review applicable NPDES Permit manuals. The information will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy

of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.
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13. LETTER RECEIVED FROM STEVE SMITH, SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, DATED APRIL 30, 2004

Response 1

The commenter suggests that credit not be taken for Mitigation Measures 4.4-8 and 4.4-9 because of the

perception that these mitigation measures may be unproven at this time.

At this point, the use of aqueous fuel and cooled exhaust gas recirculation technology during project

construction has not been “deemed technologically infeasible by the lead agency” and the City of Santa

Clarita has not claimed an “emission reduction credit” for these measures. Table 4.4-22 of the Draft EIR

simply states what the project's construction emissions could be should the construction mitigation

measures listed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, including Mitigation Measures 4.4-8 and 4.4-9, be

implemented.

The Draft EIR does state that aqueous fuel and cooled exhaust gas recirculation technology is presently

unproven on a large scale and may be presently infeasible. To state that this technology would not be

feasible at the time construction on the Riverpark site commences, or anytime during the buildout of the

proposed project would be speculative at this point in time. Through adoption of these measures within

a Mitigation Monitoring Plan, including Mitigation Measures 4.4-8 and 4.4-9, the City of Santa Clarita will

require the project developer to use aqueous fuel and cooled exhaust gas recirculation technology if its

use is deemed feasible at the time grading and construction permits are issued.

As stated in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 4.4-75, a statement of overriding

considerations for the project’s construction VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions would be required because

the construction emissions are significant. This statement of overriding considerations would be required

regardless of whether the use of aqueous fuel and cooled exhaust gas recirculation technology during

project construction is found infeasible at the time grading and construction permits are issued.

Response 2

The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 (i) and (j) be expanded to include the possible

use of clean technologies such as CNG, oxidation catalysts, particulate filters, and/or low sulfur diesel.

According to Mike Bogdanoff, Project Supervisor with South Coast Air Quality Management District’s

Technology Advancement Office, CNG off-road equipment is not presently available because of the
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difficulty of refueling this equipment, and moreover, there is limited space available to mount the large

CNG tanks needed for this equipment.9 Additionally, CNG does not have the same range as their diesel

counterparts making construction schedules difficult to meet because of the constant refueling and the

duration of refueling time.

Mr. Bogdanoff further stated that current manufacturers do not make CNG conversion kits for diesel

fueled off-road equipment. Moreover, even if such conversion kits were available, the conversion kit

would have to be certified by the California Air Resources Board or USEPA, depending upon the

horsepower rating. Additional research did not disclose that CNG conversion kits were certified and/or

readily available for off-road diesel fueled construction equipment.

Regarding particulate filters, as indicated in Responses 6 and 7 to Comment Letter 22, Sierra Club, dated

May 3, 2004), the use of emission control devices on post-1996 off-road construction equipment is

prohibited by California Vehicle Code Sections 27156 and 38391, and Section 2472, Title 13, California

Code of Regulations, unless it is approved by CARB. Furthermore, the use of non-approved devices on

pre-1996 off-road construction equipment is not advisable because its effectiveness, feasibility, and safety

have not been verified. Accordingly, particulate filters should only be used to the extent they are

available and approved for the specific equipment that will be involved in construction of the proposed

project. Oxidation catalysts on diesel engines would be of limited value because the emissions of volatile

organic compounds and carbon monoxide from diesel engines are inherently low. Low sulfur diesel fuel

(less than 15 ppm sulfur content) is not yet widely available throughout the South Coast Air Basin;

however, SCAQMD Rule 431.2 requires the use of low sulfur diesel in mobile sources as of January 1,

2005. Thus, it will be used in construction equipment operated after that date. The Draft EIR

acknowledges that diesel particulate filters may be feasible mitigation.

Response 3

The commenter recommends that additional mitigation measures such as covered trucks, paving roads,

and truck routes that avoid residential and school areas be included in the Final EIR to further reduce

construction-related air quality impacts.

Compliance with Vehicle Code Section 23114 is required by law. This section governs vehicles

transporting “aggregate materials” and other materials on highways. Thus, it applies to the project

regardless of whether it is specified as a mitigation measure. Furthermore, the requirements of Section

9 Personal communication between Mike Bogdanoff, SCAQMD, and Rose Mamaghani, Impact Sciences, June 10,
2004.
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23114 are included in SCAQMD Rule 403, compliance with which is required as Mitigation Measures 4.4-

1 and 4.4-2 for the proposed project. (See also Comment Letter 22, Response 8, Sierra Club, dated May 3,

2004.)

Paving of access roads from construction areas to main roads will become a requirement of Rule 403

within the project lifetime. Rule 403 includes several requirements that become effective after January 1,

2005, including specific measures intended to reduce to track-out of material from construction areas onto

paved roads. These measures will be applied to phases of the project construction after this date as part

of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 for the proposed project.

The SCAQMD’s recommendation to route trucks to avoid residential areas and schools will be added to

the list of mitigation measures, specifically Mitigation Measure 4.4-7a as follows: All on- and off-road

construction equipment and vehicles, excluding the contractors’ employee vehicles, shall be routed to

avoid residential areas and schools. No construction equipment or vehicle shall travel closer than 300

meters from a residential area or school unless the applicant demonstrates than no alternative routing is

available.

Response 4

The commenter suggests that rather than using the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s

simplified CALINE4 screening method, a full analysis using the CALINE4 or CAL3QHC model for

determining “CO hotspots” should be performed.

A supplemental CO hotspots analysis has been conducted using the SCAQMD recommended CALINE4

model for the seven intersections identified in the Draft EIR. The analysis is included in Final EIR

Appendix B. The full CALINE4 analysis confirms, similar to the original CO hotspots screening analysis,

that the project together with projected background traffic will not cause or contribute to violations of the

ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide.

Response 5

The commenter suggests the methodology in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (CO

Protocol) should be followed for the CO hotspots analysis.

It should be noted that the CO Protocol recommends that a project be assessed through a series of

increasingly more refined analyses. If a project fails to demonstrate compliance with the ambient air

quality standards for CO after initial screening, then the CO Protocol recommends a full CO hotspots
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analysis using CALINE4. However, as noted in Response 13, above, a full supplemental CO hotspots

analysis has been conducted using the SCAQMD recommended CALINE4 model (see Final EIR

Appendix B).

Response 6

The commenter suggests that in conducting the supplemental CO hotspots analysis using the CALINE4

model, EMFAC2002 emission factors should also be used.

The full supplemental CO hotspots analysis based on the CALINE4 model uses emission factors

generated using EMFAC2002 (see Final EIR Appendix B).
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14. LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUISE HARTWELL, DATED APRIL 11, 2004

Response 1

Draft EIR Section 4.14, Sheriff Services, p. 4.14-10, explains that project development will result in the

generation of tax revenues from property and sales taxes, which would be deposited into the City’s

General Fund. As demand increases with the development of the project, staffing will also corresponding

increase to serve the project. These services would be funded by a portion of those revenues that would

be allocated, in accordance with the City’s contractual service agreement with the County, to maintain

staffing and equipment levels for the Santa Clarita Sheriff’s Substation in response to related demands,

and concludes that “[a]lthough the project would increase demands for sheriff’s services, these service

demands can be met through the allocation of revenues collected from the project using existing sources;

therefore, no significant impacts are anticipated.”

Response 2

The project applicant is only responsible for that portion of Newhall Ranch Road (Cross Valley

Connector) that will directly serve the Riverpark project. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access,

p. 4.3-61, Mitigation Measure 4.3-20). The Cross Valley Connector will be built regardless of whether or

not the project is approved, though the timing of this needed improvement would likely be significantly

delayed if the project were not approved. The Riverpark project, in staff’s opinion, accelerates the City’s

ability to complete the Cross Valley Connector through the project’s dedication of needed right-of-way

and its substantial B&T contribution. Please see Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, pp. 4.3-

39, 45, and 46. As shown in the following cost breakdown, approval of the Riverpark project results in a

nearly 50 percent reduction in the City's remaining obligation to construct this segment of the roadway

(six-lane road, four-lane bridge). Additional B&T funds, state, and federal grant funds, and other funding

sources would be utilized to make up the difference.

Cost Breakdown Based on 2003 Estimates
Cross Valley Connector (Bouquet to Soledad Flyover) Six-Lane Road/Four-Lane Bridge

No Riverpark With Riverpark
  Design  $ 3,000,000 $ 3,000,000
* ROW Acquisition $ 10,000,000 $ 0
  Construction $ 26,500,000 $ 26,500,000
  Contingency/Overhead $ 10,000,000 $ 10,000,000
  Subtotal $ 39,500,000
 ** B&T Contribution N/A - $ 13,842,160
  Total $ 49,500,000 $ 25,657,840

* ROW acquisition cost expected to be higher—based upon 2000 estimate and based upon
past ROW acquisition on similar projects being higher than estimated

**B&T obligation cited above is based upon 1,183 residential units and a 3-acre commercial
site.
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Response 3

Although this comment does not specifically address the Draft EIR, a response is provided. Without the

Cross Valley Connector, currently congested intersections such as Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad

Canyon Road will be forced to accommodate significantly more traffic in the future.

As explained in the Draft EIR’s Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, at pp. 4.3-18 and 18, a method in which to

model the improvement of surrounding intersections due to the implementation of the Cross Valley

Connector involves the comparison of two scenarios: Scenario 1 – Interim Year/No Riverpark project and

No Cross Valley Connector (Riverpark portion); and Scenario 2 – Interim Year/Riverpark project and

Cross Valley Connector (portion through Riverpark). The Interim Year is generally 10 years into the

future and would include additional traffic generated by projected ambient growth during that time

frame.

The respective intersections and the comparison are as follows:

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, the intersection of Bouquet/Soledad
would operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this
intersection would operate at an LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour, a
marked improvement over operating conditions in Scenario 1. Please see City of Santa Clarita
Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• McBean Parkway/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D in
the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the respective LOS in the AM and
PM peak hour remain at the same grade (LOS D), with minor improvement. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS
D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the LOS would improve,
though remain at LOS D in the AM peak and improve in the PM peak hour to LOS D. Overall,
intersection operations would improve in Scenario 2 as compared to Scenario 1. Please see City of
Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Valley Center Drive/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D
in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would operate
at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour, again a significant improvement as
compared to Scenario 1.  Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

Response 4

In response to concerns voiced by neighbors in the Emblem Tract, the project applicant has revised the

project and will not be reducing the height of that portion of the ridge adjacent to Gavilan Drive in the

Emblem neighborhood.
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Regarding concerns associated with fugitive dust impacts (PM10) during construction, although PM10

would be significant, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, these impacts would be short-

term, during approximately the first year of project construction (i.e., 50 weeks). (See Final EIR Tables

4.4-19, 4-22a, and 4-22b.) During this brief period of time, compliance with SCAQMD Rules 403 and 1186,

as well as the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.42, will reduce these impacts to the

maximum extent feasible. However, because of these short-term significant impacts, a Statement of

Overriding Considerations would be required to approve the proposed project.

The commenter has not provided any information that the project will result in an increase in crime in the

area. The sheriff’s department has reviewed the proposed project and has not indicated that the

proposed apartment uses would bring an element of crime to the area. Even so, the Planning

Commission has modified the project to replace the 420 apartments in Planning Area C with 380

condominiums.

The comment claims that small and large animals that “will be coming our way once this gets started,”

but does not provide any evidence that this will in fact occur, or that it might occur to an extent that

would cause even a less than significant impact on the environment. Additionally, this comment does

not identify any defect in or objection to the analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR. However, the

information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment addresses the adequacy of roadways in the Emblem Tract. This comment is acknowledged

and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Additionally, the City of Santa Clarita has received letters from the Saugus Union School District and the

William S. Hart Union High School District, each of which affirms that the School Facilities Agreement

entered into between each District, respectively, and the Newhall Land and Farming Company would

mitigate all impacts to school facilities, and that no further mitigation is required (see Final EIR

Appendix F).
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Response 6

The comment complains that the SC Valley area has developed since the commenter was a child and that

the commenter has a long commute, and requests that the project eliminate all apartments and not grade

the ridgeline. Please see Responses 1 through 5, above. This comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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15. LETTER RECEIVED FROM MARY STETLOW, DATED APRIL 28, 2004

Response 1

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, analyzes potential impacts to area roadways as a result of

project implementation (including Bouquet Canyon Road, Newhall Ranch Road, and the intersection of

Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road), and concludes that impacts to most affected roadway

intersections can be mitigated to a level of less than significant. However, as the Draft EIR further

concludes (p. 4.3-32and 38), some intersections will have significant unmitigable impacts as follows:

Pre-Interim Year (Occupancy of up to 500 units, without Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge)

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway.

Full Buildout of Project

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway;

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road;

• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road; and

• Whites Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road.

However, the Draft EIR explains that the City has determined that the above identified intersections are

presently built-out, with the exception of the Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road intersection.

Improvements to this intersection have commenced, and upon completion will result in this intersection

being presently built out. The City of Santa Clarita General Plan Circulation Element states that

“[e]xisting street improvements are, in some cases, not able to be modified due to right-of-way limitations

and existing development.” The General Plan acknowledges that benefits of improvements at such

intersections are not outweighed by a combination of the potential time and cost of actions necessary to

acquire the property, the physical and economic costs to businesses at the affected intersections, and the

social costs that could occur if the affected businesses were forced to relocate. Please see Draft EIR

Appendix 4.3, which includes pictures of roadway intersections that cannot be improved because of

existing business and uses.

The commenter provides no evidence supporting her conclusion that Emblem School, Bridgeport School

and unidentified middle and high schools will experience overcrowding as a result of the project. In fact,

evidence submitted by the affected school districts proves the contrary. The City of Santa Clarita has
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received letters from the Saugus Union School District and the William S. Hart Union High School

District, each of which affirms that the School Facilities Agreement entered into between each district,

respectively, and the Newhall Land and Farming Company would mitigate all impacts to school

facilities, and that no further mitigation would be needed or required. (These letters can be found in Final

EIR Appendix F)

During construction, dust impacts (PM10) would be significant, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air

Quality. Noise impacts would be significant during both construction and operational periods and is

discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise. Noise impacts would be significant to those persons in

the Emblem Tract during construction activities and is discussed in detail in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise,

pp. 4.5-20 and 22.

The Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, extensively analyzed the project’s potential flood impacts, but

concluded that with mitigation, the proposed project would not create any significant and unavoidable

impacts.

The Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, analyzed the water supplies available to meet both

project and cumulative demand, and concluded that the proposed project would not create any

significant and unavoidable project-level or cumulative impacts. Please see also Topical Responses 1

through 4.

The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzes impacts to wildlife habitat,

among other issues. It concludes impacts to biological resources would be less than significant with the

exception of certain impacts that would remain significant after mitigation, including the total net loss of

280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of conversion of undeveloped property to

developed, impacts to the SEA and associated riverine habitat (as identified by the resource line) and

riverbed, and impacts to adjacent upland habitat within 100 feet of the riparian resource line. However,

since the Draft EIR was released for public review, the project has been modified by the Planning

Commission to relocate the bank stabilization adjacent to the commercial areas and the A1 residential

neighborhood further away from the Santa Clara River to preserve the mature riparian resources in this

area. This modification resulted in the loss of 15 single-family residential lots and 2 out of the 3

commercial acres.
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Response 2

The comment questions the need for apartments on the project site. The information will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. Further, since the Draft EIR was released for

public review, the project has been revised to replace the 420 apartments planned for Planning Area C

with 380 condominiums.

Response 3

The comment questions the time of day when the Planning Commissioners toured the project site. The

information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. In any event,

Section 4.3, Traffic/Access of the Draft EIR contains a full traffic analysis, including, without limitation,

PM peak hour traffic impacts.

Response 4

Please see Response 1 above, with respect to traffic impacts generated by the proposed project. Based on

the traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR, the City does not concur with the commenter’s supposition

that the extension of Newhall Ranch Road will increase congestion on this roadway and would not

alleviate traffic using Bouquet Canyon Road. As discussed above in Response 1, without the Cross

Valley Connector, congested intersections such as Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road will

be forced to accommodate significantly more traffic in the future.

As described in the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access (pp. 4.3-18 and 19), a method in which to model

the improvement of surrounding intersections due to the implementation of the Cross Valley Connector

involves the comparison of two scenarios: Scenario 1 – Interim Year/No Riverpark Project and No Cross

Valley Connector (Riverpark portion); and Scenario 2 – Interim Year/Riverpark Project and Cross Valley

Connector (portion through Riverpark). The Interim Year is generally 10 years into the future and would

include additional traffic generated by projected ambient growth during that time frame. The respective

intersections and the comparison are as follows:

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, the intersection of Bouquet/Soledad
would operate at Level of Service (LOS) D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In
Scenario 2, this intersection would operate at an LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM
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peak hour, a marked improvement over operating conditions in Scenario 1. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• McBean Parkway/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D in
the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the respective LOS in the AM and
PM peak hour remain at the same grade (LOS D), with minor improvement. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS
D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the LOS would improve,
though remain at LOS D in the AM peak and improve in the PM peak hour to LOS D. Overall,
intersection operations would improve in Scenario 2 as compared to Scenario 1. Please see City of
Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS E
in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would remain
at LOS E in the AM peak hour but would improve significantly to LOS D in the PM peak hour.
Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Valley Center Drive/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D
in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would operate
at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour, again a significant improvement as
compared to Scenario 1.  Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

Response 5

The comment is concerned with the safety issues relating to in/out traffic in the Emblem Tract. The

information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 6

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Additionally, the City of Santa Clarita has received letters from the Saugus Union School District and the

William S. Hart Union High School District, each of which affirms that the School Facilities Agreements

entered into between each District, respectively, and the Newhall Land and Farming Company would

mitigate all impacts to school facilities, and that no further mitigation is required. (Please see Final EIR

Appendix F.)
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Response 7

This comment appears to address a need perceived by the commenter for an additional middle and/or

high school to serve the project, but the commenter has not submitted any evidence in support of this

claim. In fact, the evidence from the school districts proves that the project will not create a need for

mitigation beyond that agreed to in the existing the School Facilities Agreements entered into between

each district, respectively, and the Newhall Land and Farming Company. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR

Appendix Volume VI for copies of agreement between the school districts and Newhall Land and

Farming and Final EIR Appendix F for school district communication regarding adequacy of agreements

with Newhall Land and Farming.  Please see Response 6 above.

Response 8

This comment primarily addresses existing noise conditions due to road noise from Bouquet Canyon

Road, which conditions clearly have not been created by the proposed project. Draft EIR Section 4.5,

Noise, analyzes projected noise impacts from the project, including areas along Bouquet Canyon Road,

and concludes that significant noise impacts will be realized by the commenter during construction

activities within proximity to the commenter’s residence. The commenter will not be affected by

significant operational noise impacts. Since the Draft EIR was released for public comment, the project

has been revised, and the western terminus of the ridgeline separating the Emblem Tract from Planning

Area D will no longer be graded; that revision will reduce the project-generated noise in the Emblem

Tract.

Response 9

In response to concerns voiced by neighbors in the Emblem Tract, the project applicant has revised the

project and will not be reducing the height of that portion of the ridge adjacent to the homes along

Gavilan Drive in the Emblem neighborhood.

Please see Response 8 above, regarding noise impacts of the proposed project.
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Response 10

A comprehensive air quality impact analysis that analyzed and addressed in depth the proposed project’s

impacts on air quality is included in the Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality. The Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air

Quality, p. 4.4-1 concluded:

“Feasible mitigation measures would be implemented that would reduce construction-
related and operational-related emissions to the maximum extent feasible. However, no
feasible mitigation exists which would reduce the project’s construction-related
emissions of VOC, NOx, or PM10 to below the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of
significance. No feasible mitigation exists to reduce the project’s operational emissions of
CO, VOC, or NOx to less than significant. Therefore, the project’s construction-related
and operation-related emissions would be considered unavoidably significant.”

However, these conclusions are “worst-case” and conservative. The significant construction-related

impacts, including traffic (i.e., mobile sources), would likely occur only intermittently over a 51-month

period. (See Final EIR Tables 4.4-19, 4-22a, and 4-22b.) The significant operational-related impacts are

associated with wood-stoves, which are likely to be prohibited in the project area, and mobile sources,

which are regulated by the state (see Final EIR Tables 4.4-20 and 4-23).

Additionally, to determine the proposed project’s potential impacts on a regional air quality basis, a

supplemental air quality analysis has been undertaken. The regional air quality analysis prepared by

Environ International Corporation is presented in Appendix B to the Final EIR. The regional air quality

analysis addressed specifically the issue of whether significant ambient concentrations of ozone and

particulate matter (PM) in the SC Valley result from local emissions, as opposed to emissions that have

been transported into the SC Valley from the San Fernando Valley and other Los Angeles Basin areas.

The regional air quality analysis concluded that “[t]he great majority of ozone and PM pollution in the SC

Valley is created by sources of emissions outside the SC Valley.” The SCAQMD has apparently prepared

a similar study showing similar results, but has not yet released its full text.

However, because the Draft EIR concludes that, overall, the proposed project’s construction-related and

operation-related emissions would be considered unavoidably significant (Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 4.4-

75), a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary to approve the proposed project.

Response 11

The Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, p. 4.2-41 states “[t]he project encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood

hazard area, and residential lots 338 through 352 along the southern site boundary would be located

within the 100-year flood hazard area.” The Draft EIR concludes that “[t]his would result in a significant

impact under this criterion unless mitigated. The project proposes buried bank stabilization that would

protect the above noted residential units from flood waters and subsequent impacts and consequently
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remove these units from the potential for flooding.” Consequently, with mitigation no residential units

would be subject to flooding impacts. Moreover, since the Draft EIR was released for public comment,

the project has been revised by moving the bank stabilization in the area from the park in the central

portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west further back from the

river.

Response 12

Please see Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and Overdraft Claims and Topical Response 2:

Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services,

concludes that there is an adequate water supply for the proposed project and that there would be no

significant project-level or cumulative impacts.

Response 13

The comment claims the cost of water is currently too high and that there is not enough [water] for

existing residences. However, the commenter has not supported these statements with any evidence. In

fact, the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, analyzed the available water supplies and found them to

be sufficient to meet both project-level and cumulative demand. Please see Appendix A, CLWA letters,

dated October 20, 2004 and November 1, 2004, verifying the water supply conclusions of the Draft

Riverpark EIR. This conclusion is further supported by evidence from the Department of Water

Resources and the Castaic Lake Water Agency, provided during their presentation on June 29, 2004 to

the Planning Commission (see Final EIR Transcript from June 29, 2004 Water Supply Presentation).

Response 14

In response to concerns voiced by neighbors in the Emblem Tract, the project applicant has revised the

site plan and will not be reducing the height of the ridge adjacent to the homes along Gavilan Drive in the

Emblem Tract.

As discussed in Response 1 above, the Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzed potential

impacts to biological resources, and concluded that there would be no significant and unavoidable

impacts to any endangered species, including, without limitation, those that inhabit the flood plain of the

Santa Clara River. The Draft EIR does conclude that there would be a few impacts that would remain

significant after mitigation, including the total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space

as a result of conversion of undeveloped property to developed, impacts to the SEA and associated

riverine habitat (as identified by the resource line) and riverbed, and impacts to adjacent upland habitat

within 100 feet of the riparian resource line. Consequently the Draft EIR acknowledges that, to this
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extent, the impacts to wildlife species (including coyotes and rattlesnakes) would be significantly

impacted by the proposed project. The Draft EIR addresses impacts to the entire project site, including

the ridgeline adjacent to the Emblem Tract.

Response 15

Please see Response 14, above. Impacts to endangered species which inhabit the flood plain are

addressed in the Draft EIR. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-26 through 39,

which discuss the special status wildlife species known to occur in the project area, and pp. 4.6-70

through 75 which discuss potential impacts on such species and where it is concluded that potential

impacts on those species. Please see also Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20-64

and 4.20-67 and Draft Riverpark EIR, Appendix 4.20, Sensitive Aquatic Species Assessment Upper Santa

Clara River, Riverpark Project, February 25, 2004. The Draft EIR concludes that, with the exception of

western spadefoot toad, impacts on special-status species, including, without limitation, endangered

species, would be less than significant after mitigation. Please see Revised Draft Riverpark EIR, Section

4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-109.

Response 16

The comment expresses the commenter’s opinions with respect to the City’s responsiveness to its

residents, the project applicant’s status and the merits of the project as a whole, not with respect to the

contents of the Draft EIR and, therefore, fails to raise any environmental issue regarding the proposed

project requiring a response under Public Resources Code Section 21091(d) or CEQA Guidelines Section

15088. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

The commenter has attached photographs with handwritten notations that generally depict traffic

conditions at various locations on Bouquet Canyon Drive. It appears that these photographs supplement

the commenter’s comments with respect to traffic conditions. Therefore, please see Responses 1, 3, 4, 5, 6,

and 10, above.
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16. LETTER RECEIVED FROM SHERYOL NEILL, DATED APRIL 29, 2004

Response 1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the Newhall Ranch corridor is currently

“extremely busy and noisy at commuter times of day” and that it is projected to become even busier once

the Cross Valley Connector is built, and that approval of the project would increase traffic congestion, air

pollution and noise levels., This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for their consideration.,  This issue is addressed in Comment Letter 15, Response 1.

However, it should be noted that traffic, noise and air quality impacts of the proposed project have been

thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR Sections 4.3, 4.5, and 4.4, respectively.

Response 2

The comment expresses the only opinions of the commenter that she feels “hemmed in” by existing

development, to which the proposed project may be added. This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 3

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter that further development should be “slowed

or curbed” and that I-5 and SR-14 should be expanded to enable existing City residents to travel outside

the City to higher paying jobs. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. As such, this

comment does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the Draft EIR. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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17. LETTER RECEIVED FROM RON BOTTOROFF, FRIENDS OF THE SANTA

CLARA RIVER, DATED APRIL 29, 2004

Response 1

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the merits of the project and

does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the Draft EIR, or any environmental issue

regarding the proposed project. However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, it should be

noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR

and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.  Please see Response 2, below.

Response 2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of growth in the Santa

Clara watershed over the last few decades. As such, the comment does not raise any issue with respect to

the contents of the Draft EIR, or any environmental issue regarding the proposed project. However, this

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because

the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in

the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-123 and 124:

“The above analysis indicates that potentially significant cumulative impacts could occur
to various environmental biological resources due to the combined impacts of the
proposed project and following nearby projects: Santa Clarita Parkway extension, Tesoro
del Valle, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, West Creek, North Valencia II Specific Plan,
Valencia Commerce Center, and Curtis Sand and Gravel Mine Expansion. These
resources include upland habitats such as coastal sage scrub, oak trees, riparian habitat
associated with Santa Clara River, wildlife movement corridors, special-status species
(including unarmored three-spine stickleback, western spadefoot toad, and arroyo toad),
resources within SEA 23, and increased use of sensitive riparian resources by human and
domestic animals. Potentially significant cumulative impacts include loss of riparian
habitat, disturbance of riparian wildlife habitat due to nearby urban development, and
effects on habitat for the unarmored three-spine stickleback, least Bell's vireo, western
spadefoot toad, and the arroyo toad, when present. While most of these projects include
the implementation of measures that will mitigate specific biological impacts, most will
still result in a net loss of biological resources, particularly natural habitat areas.

Because of the high biological value of riparian and wetland habitats and because of the
continued loss of these habitats throughout the region, the proposed Riverpark project’s
contribution to this loss, although relatively small, is considered a significant cumulative
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impact, both to the vegetation community itself, as well as to its value to the riparian
ecosystem. Because of the time it takes for oak trees to reach maturity and contribute
biological values equal to that currently occurring on the site, and due to continued loss
of these trees in the region, the project’s contribution to this loss is considered a
significant cumulative impact without mitigation. Continued development in the area
also cumulatively contributes to the increase of humans and domestic animals. Because
of the substantial amount of disturbance to sensitive resource areas posed by this
increase, the project’s contribution to this increase is also considered cumulatively
significant. Although the proposed project minimizes impacts to the biological resources
within the SEA, the net loss of habitat within the SEA, combined with net losses of SEA
habitats from other projects, effectively reduces the overall size of the SEA and is
considered a significant cumulative impact.

When the potential cumulative effects of the above mentioned projects are viewed from a
regional wildlife movement perspective, the major movement corridors between the
Santa Clara River Valley and the Santa Susana Mountains and Los Padres/Angeles
National Forest lands would still be preserved. Therefore, no significant cumulative
impacts would occur with respect to regional wildlife movement.

The project would result in unavoidable significant impact to the net loss of wildlife
habitat/natural open space; loss of SEA and associated riparian habitat and riverbed and
impacts to adjacent upland habitat within 100 feet of the riparian source line. All other
impacts (e.g., oak trees) will be mitigated to less than significant.”

Furthermore, Section 4.2, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20-68 and 69 states that

“…the proposed project in combination with the construction of Santa Clarita Parkway
across the Santa Clara River and project site and other development in the Santa Clarita
Valley, would further modify the floodplain by installing an additional bridge across the
river (see Figure 4.20-7, Bank Stabilization and Bridge Locations). This action would
further alter flows in the river; however, as with the proposed project, the effects would
only be observed during infrequent flood events that reach the buried banks (e.g., 50-
year and 100-year flood events). As indicated above, the proposed project would cause
an increase in flows, water velocities, water depth, and changes in the flooded areas.
However, these hydraulic effects would be very minor in magnitude and extent…
velocity changes in the river near the Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge would result in a
very localized increase in velocity of five percent during the 2-year event that would
dissipate approximately 200 feet downstream and 100 feet upstream of the bridge.
Figures 4.20-12a–g, Santa Clara River Cumulative Conditions, show that the land area
inundated by various flood events in the cumulative would also not vary significantly
from existing and post-project conditions. When the construction of Santa Clarita
Parkway across the river and project site is considered, the effects would still be
insufficient to significantly alter the amount, location, and nature of aquatic and riparian
habitats in the project area and downstream. Under the project with Santa Clarita
Parkway Bridge, the river would still retain sufficient width to allow natural fluvial
processes to continue. Hence, the mosaic of habitats in the river that support various
Sensitive species would be maintained, and the populations of the species within and
adjacent to the river corridor would not be significantly affected.”

Section 4.4, Air Quality, pp. 4.4-73 and 74 explicitly state the cumulative impacts of the proposed project

to air quality as follows:

“…implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce summertime
CO emissions by 4.6 percent, VOC emissions by 17.7 percent, NOx emissions by 9.3
percent, and PM10 emissions by 4.2 percent. The measures would reduce wintertime CO
emissions by 75.3 percent, VOC emissions by 91.6 percent, NOx emissions by 29.5
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percent, and PM10 emissions by 85.3 percent. Since these represent emission reductions
on a daily basis, they would be reduced by at least the summertime percentages on an
annual basis, thereby exceeding the SCAQMD’s performance standard for annual
emissions reductions. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook does not identify any reduction
efficiencies for emissions of SOx. It should be assumed, however, that these measures
would reduce emissions of SOx by a minimum of one percent given that the minimum
reduction for other mobile emissions is 4.2 percent. Therefore, the project would meet
the annual emission reduction target of one percent and would not be considered
cumulatively significant pursuant to the SCAQMD’s recommended approach.

Although this method is not included in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook as a way to
assess cumulative air quality impacts, it is determined the project is within growth
forecasts contained in the Growth Management Chapter of SCAG’s RCPG, which forms
the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the 2003 AQMP.
Therefore, it would be consistent with the 2003 AQMP, indicating that it would not
jeopardize attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards in the Basin.
Even though the project shows at least a one percent per year reduction in project
emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10, and likely a similar reduction in SOx emissions,
and even though the project is consistent with 2003 AQMP, as a conservative and “worst-
case” approach, the project is considered to result in a significant adverse cumulative air
quality impact and feasible mitigation is required.

Additionally, Section 4.16, Visual Resources, pp. 34 and 35 concludes that cumulative impacts to visual

resources will be significant as follows:

“Cumulative impacts would include the conversion of vacant land to urban or suburban
uses. Additionally, there would be a cumulative visual impact relative to the loss of
vacant undeveloped land as viewed from the public roadways. The amount of visible
natural vegetation would also decrease overall. Nighttime illumination and daytime glare
would increase in the project site and the surrounding area as a result of cumulative
project development.

Development of the proposed project is currently planned to build out over a period of
five years. As noted above, this development would occur within a generally urban and
urbanizing area. The project’s visible development areas, in combination with other
development expected to occur within the project area before or during project buildout,
would largely be compatible with the aesthetic character that currently exists, a visual
character that is becoming more urbanized over time.

In summary, the project and other proposed or on-going projects occur within infill
development area within the Santa Clarita Valley. Development will result in changes to
the appearance of the landscape as viewed from public roads. Proposed cumulative
development will also contribute to cumulative night lighting and daytime glare and
reflective impacts.  Thus, cumulative impacts are considered significant.”

Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-61 concludes that the proposed project would not create cumulative

impacts subject to the implementation of mitigation measures   as follows:

”Within the Santa Clarita Valley, the County and the City have established B&T Districts
to manage the many significant infrastructure improvements planned to occur within the
valley. The project site is located within the Bouquet Canyon District and the project will
pay fees or construct eligible improvements.

The Bouquet Canyon B&T District has recently been updated and is considered a full
improvement district. The implication of this is that the B&T fees collected within the
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district have been calculated to cover all the anticipated improvements necessary to build
out the arterial roadway network as outlined in the City’s General Plan Circulation
Element.”

Section 4.2, Flood, and Section 4.8-1, Water Quality, concludes that the project would not create

significant cumulative flood and water quality impacts with the following summation:

“It has been estimated that approximately 4 percent of that portion of the Santa Clara
River watershed found in Los Angeles County would be developed and approximately
2.5 percent of the portion of the watershed found in Ventura County would be

developed.10 Each development project in the Santa Clara River watershed (1,634 sq.
miles) will be of varying character and size, will have its own unique topographic and
geologic characteristics, will have flood and water quality impacts that will be unique to
the geologic/soil conditions of the site, to the tributary watershed in which it is located,
and to the reach of the Santa Clara River to which it drains, either directly or indirectly,
and will be subject to the development criteria of the jurisdiction in which it is located.

All development within the portion of the watershed of the Santa Clara River located in
Los Angeles County, including that within the City of Santa Clarita, is required to
comply with the LACDPW Q-cap requirements to ensure that upstream or downstream
flooding does not occur and to ensure that downstream erosion and sedimentation do
not occur. Compliance with these requirements ensures consistency with the County’s
Q-cap model. Pursuant to LACDPW requirements, all drainage systems in
developments that carry runoff from developed areas must be designed for the 25-year
Urban Design Storm, while storm drains under major and secondary highways, open
channels (main channels), debris carrying systems, and sumps must be designed for the
50-year Capital Flood Storm. LACDPW also prohibits significant increases in off-site
post-development storm flows and significant increases in storm flow velocities.
Development in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed must also comply with
LACDPW design criteria. As a result of compliance, overall storm runoff discharge
quantities from the watershed under post-development runoff conditions would be less
than or equal to existing conditions largely because the runoff would be free of the debris
that is typical of undeveloped watersheds and flow velocities would not increase
significantly. Because on-site facilities would already have been built for burned and
bulked flows from undeveloped areas, they would have more than adequate capacity to
accommodate off-site flows as the off-site portions of the drainage areas develop.

Further, all development within the portion of the watershed of the Santa Clara River
located within the jurisdiction of the RWQCB, including that within the City of Santa
Clarita, is required to comply with the orders and regulations issued by the RWQCB, as
well as those issued by the SWRCB, the NPDES, the County of Los Angeles, and the City
of Santa Clarita and federal law during both construction and operation of the project.
Further, each current and future development in the Santa Clarita Valley will also be
required to meet all of those requirements to control storm water discharges of pollutants
of concern for each such development.

As the analysis of project development demonstrates, development in minor drainage
courses within Reach 7 of the Santa Clara River in compliance with these requirements
would result in less than significant impacts. Additionally, as a policy, both the City of
Santa Clarita and the LACDPW prohibit significant increases in flow velocity from a
project site; therefore, adherence to this policy would result in no significant cumulative
increases in velocity or erosion/sedimentation impacts along that portion of the Santa
Clara River, which drains to this watershed.

10 Alex Sheydayi, Deputy Director, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Flood Control Department, statement
made at the Santa Clara River Enhancement and Management Plan Steering Committee Meeting, May 30, 1995.
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Other projects within the City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County would be subject
not only to the same general requirements as the proposed Riverpark project, but also to
such other requirements as the City of Santa Clarita (as applicable), the LACDPW and
the RWQCB may specifically identify for them based on their unique characteristics.

The analysis of project conditions, above, demonstrates that project development, which
must comply with all of these City, County, state and federal requirements, would not
create any significant impacts. Compliance with the Basin Plan, the General MS4 Permit
and the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit controls pollutants in runoff
from the project, and thus runoff from the project causes no incremental increase in the
cumulative impact of watershed-wide development.

Because the cumulative project storm water quality improvements in the City of Santa
Clarita and Los Angeles County would be required to conform to all of the above-
referenced requirements, no potentially significant cumulative project flooding impacts
are expected to occur from the incremental impacts of the project. These water quality
standards will ensure that no potentially significant cumulative impacts will occur.

a. Water Quality

If not properly controlled, the cumulative effects on water quality from future
development within the Santa Clara River watershed could be adverse and potentially
significant. The nature of the land uses involved, the manner in which runoff is
controlled prior to discharge pursuant to the requirements of the controlling jurisdictions
(i.e., LACDPW, City of Santa Clarita, Ventura County Flood Control District, SWRCB
and RWQCB), and the manner in which urban wastes are managed and prevented from
becoming part of the storm water runoff would all affect the significance of such
cumulative water quality impacts by lessening them.

Overall, the project would be expected to improve surface water quality conditions in the
watershed, as compared to existing conditions. The project would increase storm water
runoff volumes in the watershed by increasing impervious surfaces at the site; however,
as discussed in Section 4.2, Flood, overall storm water runoff will decrease. Moreover, as
discussed above, in certain respects, water quality of the runoff from the site would be
expected generally to improve over the existing conditions, particularly over the
conditions in the agricultural areas. Those constituents whose concentrations and/or
loading in runoff may increase with the proposed development are not expected to create
significant adverse impacts and are anticipated to be controlled effectively through the
use of project-specific BMPs (PDFs). Dry weather flows are expected to be adequately
treated, and are unlikely to leave the site.

Regional plans and programs, including, without limitation, the Basin Plan and the
General MS4 Permit are designed to preserve and enhance water quality and protect the
beneficial uses of all regional waters within Region 4. The Basin Plan and the General
MS4 Permit include narrative and numerical water quality objectives and parameters
that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses of Reach 7
of the Santa Clara River. Through such means, the RWQCB regulates water quality in
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, including the Santa Clara River watershed, and it is
the responsibility of the local jurisdictions (i.e., the City of Santa Clarita, LACDPW
Watershed Management Division, the Ventura County Flood Control District and the
RWQCB) to ensure that future development within the watershed would comply with
the same or similar types of water quality requirements as the proposed project.
Therefore, with these requirements in place, no cumulative water quality impacts are
anticipated.”
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The Riverpark Draft EIR concludes with respect to noise that the proposed project would result in

significant and unavoidable noise impacts to existing sensitive receptors and that because landfill

resources are finite that the project would contribute to significant cumulative impacts to solid waste

disposal Furthermore with respect to Section 4.1, Geological Resources; 4.7, Land Use; 4.8, Water Service;

4.10, Education; 4.11, Library Services; 4.12, Parks and Recreation; 4.13, Fire Services; 4.14, Sheriff

Services; 4.15, Human Made Hazards; 4.17 Population/Housing/Employment would not result in

significant cumulative impacts. Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.19, Agricultural Resources concludes that

the conversion of prime agricultural uses to prime farmland is a significant cumulative impact.

Response 3

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of encroachment

of development into the Santa Clara River floodplain over the last few decades, and cites to articles that

are not attached to the comment letter. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzes the

proposed project’s potential project-level and cumulative impacts to biological resources, including,

without limitation, to the Santa Clara River and adjacent upland habitat throughout section (1) starting

on p. 4.6-60, and section (5) starting on p. 4.6-75. Additionally, Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications,

concludes that the Riverpark project would not result in the decline of species for the following reasons:

“The long term historical record for the river indicates it has always been relatively dry
in the site area and restoration to previous conditions should not be aimed at developing
permanent water flows in this area. However, continued development in the drainage
could result in more wastewater discharge that could increase the extent of surface flow
and potentially improve conditions for stickleback and other native aquatic forms. As
indicated below, no significant impacts to the three sensitive aquatic species addressed
would occur as a result of the project implementation. This is generally due to the fact
that no substantial change to the aquatic habitats that support Sensitive species would
occur (for conclusions related to the more general biological impacts of the proposed
project, please see EIR Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources). Specific reasons for the
lack of significant impacts to these sensitive aquatic species are provided below.

Unarmored Threespine Stickleback

Occurrence of unarmored threespine stickleback on the project site is predicted to be very
sporadic due to occasional strong storms or above average rainy seasons that may flush
fish downstream from known established populations upstream. Site Nos. 1-3 (Areas of
Standing Water) and proposed storm drain outlets provide possible areas that could
maintain fish for temporary periods depending on the permanence of surface flow in the
river and from these tributaries/storm drains. The implementation of project-related
improvements are unlikely to affect stickleback from using the Santa Clara River on the
project site.
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The Flood Technical Report for Riverpark (PSOMAS, February 2004) prepared for the
Riverpark project concludes that there would be no significant increase in water surface
elevation, velocity, or sedimentation downstream of the project site as a result of project
improvements. Based upon these facts, no impacts to downstream populations of UTS
are expected.

Arroyo Toad

Occurrence of Arroyo Toad on the project site is unlikely, as the project site does not
contain the habitat characteristics necessary for the permanent habitation of the species,
primarily the lack of overflow pool habitat. Site No. 3 (Areas of Standing Water)
contained associated damp substrata with willow and cattail patches, but not vegetated
sandbars and overflow pool habitat parallel to the main channel. The other sites (Areas
of Standing Water) and on-site drainages are not large enough to form overflow pools
and therefore are not considered habitat.

The Flood Technical Report for Riverpark (PSOMAS, February 2004) prepared for the
Riverpark project concludes that there would be no significant increase in water surface
elevation, velocity, or sedimentation downstream of the project site as a result of project
improvements. Based these facts, no impacts to downstream populations of Arroyo
Toad are expected.

California Red-Legged Frog

California red-legged frogs occur rarely if at all in the Santa Clara River channel within
or near the project site. The site lacks the appropriate spawning pools that are the
ecologically central component of the California red-legged frog habitat.

The proposed project would modify the floodplain by placing bank stabilization along
selected portions of the river, developing the floodplain areas behind the bank
stabilization, and installing a bridge across the river. These actions would alter flows in
the river; however, the effects would only be observed during infrequent flood events
that reach the buried banks (e.g., 50-year and 100-year flood events). The proposed
project would cause an increase in flows, water velocities, water depth; and changes in
the flooded areas. However, these hydraulic effects would be minor in magnitude and
extent. These effects would be insufficient to alter the amount, location, and nature of
aquatic and riparian habitats in the project area and downstream. Under the project, the
river would still retain sufficient width to allow natural fluvial processes to continue.
Hence, the mosaic of habitats in the river that support various Sensitive species would be
maintained, and the populations of the species within and adjacent to the river corridor
would not be significantly affected.”

Additionally, since the Draft EIR and its Revised Biological Resources section were released for public

review, the project has been revised to push the proposed bank stabilization along the river from the park

in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west further

back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of the river. (Please see Additional

Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, Figure 1, prepared by

GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (see Final EIR at Appendix G), which depicts the previous project

bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing an increased setback.) The mature

resource edge along this portion of the project site will now be preserved and the buffer increased beyond

that provided by the NRMP. Finally, the potential cumulative impacts of the project as a whole have
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been thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources.

Response 4

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of continued filling

and channelization of the Santa Clara River over the last few decades; the commenter asserts

unsubstantiated claims that continued filling and channelization of the river has altered and is altering

the hydrology of the watershed, has increased storm runoff and decreased water quality, and that the

river is now impaired for ammonia, chloride, coliform, nitrate/nitrite, and organic enrichment. This

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration, but no

further response is required since the comments are not addressed to the sufficiency of the Draft EIR or

Revised Draft EIR or its analyses.

Even so, it should be noted that Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.8.1, Water Quality; and

4.20, Floodplain Modifications, fully analyze the proposed project’s potential project-level and

cumulative impacts referred to by the commenter. It should also be noted, that the project does not

propose to fill or channelize the Santa Clara River, and that the reach of the river along which the

proposed project site is located is impaired only for fecal coliform. As concluded in the Draft EIR Section

4.8.1, Water Quality, the proposed project will not create any project-level or cumulative impacts to the

water quality in the river, either to the reach adjacent to the proposed project or in downstream reaches,

as concluded in Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications.

As described in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-1, and Draft EIR Section 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, the applicant has proposed to minimize impacts of project development,

including river-related improvements, on the water quality and biological resources of the river by

complying with and/or improving upon the development areas, mitigation measures, and other

conditions of the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP). The NRMP is a long-term management plan,

prepared at the request of the ACOE and approved by ACOE, the CDFG, and the LARWQCB as

discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, at p. 4.6-2(a). The NRMP and the NRMP

EIS/EIR reviewed proposed development envelopes, and evaluated the river-related facilities that would

be associated with development in the envelopes, including bank protection, bridges, and floodplain

changes. In those documents, the agencies and the public assessed the need for buffers between

development and the river, to protect the biological and water quality resources provided by the river

from indirect impacts. The documents also fully analyzed the impacts of river-related facilities associated

with development, and imposed conditions, design restrictions, and mitigation measures related to
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buffers and construction and operation of river-related improvements associated with development.

Based on implementation of the NRMP, ACOE, CDFG, and LARWQCB have approved and permitted

river-related improvements associated with development of the Riverpark project.

The project has been designed in accordance with the requirements and conditions of the NRMP, as

described in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, and in certain areas pulls back from the NRMP-permitted development. Pursuant to the

NRMP, the project will not channelize the river. In fact, the vast majority of the river adjacent to the 695-

acre development site, consisting of approximately 330 acres, will remain in its natural state, as noted in

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, p. 4.20-36. Pursuant to the NRMP, only the following

natural river management techniques, which have already been approved by ACOE, CDFG, and

RWQCB, will be implemented to control flow. These techniques are described in detail in the Revised

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications:

(1) Naturalized bank stabilization consisting of buried layers of soil cement (a mixture of soil and
Portland cement), which are buried under native soils and revegetated with native plants to create a
natural, but protected bank;

(2) Naturalized toe protection – consisting of ungrouted rip-rap, A-jacks™, or unburied soil cement.

(3) Hardened gunite (the material used for channelization) is used only to reinforce the Newhall Ranch
Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge abutments, and, for the entire project, affects less than 40,000
square feet of the river.

These innovative techniques minimize the adverse affects of flood control protection. As discussed in

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6 and Draft EIR Section 4.20, the alterations resulting from both development

and naturalized stabilization and flood control techniques do not adversely affect the channel stability,

sensitive habitats, or functions and value of the river. Further, as discussed in the URS analysis entitled,

A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan,

July 20, 2004 prepared by URS (Final EIR Appendix C), the prior implementation of NRMP-approved

flood control and stabilization within Reach 7 and downstream reaches has not adversely affected, but

rather has enhanced functions and values for the river. The NRMP predicts that compliance with its

terms and requirements will actually result in an increase of approximately 69 aces of natural riverbed

and enhancement of habitat within the riverbed. (NRMP Section 3.0 at p. 5) As a result of compliance

with the NRMP, channelization of the river and associated adverse impacts are avoided. This prediction

has in fact been confirmed.  (Final EIR Appendix C)

Additionally, as acknowledged in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, at pp. 17–18, the reach of the

river adjacent to the project site and receiving runoff from the project site is impaired only for high
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coliform count. This reach is not impaired for ammonia, chloride, coliform, nitrate/nitrite, and organic

enrichment. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at Section 3(a), during the

majority of the year, the reach of the river receiving storm runoff from the proposed project site does not

exhibit surface flows that are tributary to the impaired reaches of the river. This is so because the flow in

the receiving reach of the river is largely and naturally ephemeral, with only intermittent areas being

created by nuisance runoff. In addition, as indicated in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1-3(a), there are intervening

sources of the pollutants impairing downstream reaches, which are discharging those pollutants

downstream of the proposed project, including wastewater treatment plant discharges. As a result,

runoff from the project area will only rarely be conveyed to the downstream, impaired reaches of the

river, and the runoff will mix with wastewater treatment plant discharges and other discharges in those

downstream reaches.

The reaches downstream from the project site are impaired for coliform, chloride, ammonia, nitrite, and

organic enrichment. The RWQCBLAR has determined that historical rural and mining land uses and

sewage treatment plants are actually the primary cause of these downstream water quality impairments

to the river today, rather than the fill and channelization of the river as asserted by the commenter. As

stated in the RWQCBLAR summary fact sheet for the Santa Clara River Watershed “[t]here are a number

of 303(d)-listed impairments in the watershed which are primarily attributable to these existing rural and

sewage treatment activities.” See http://www.swrcb.ca.gov /rwqcb4/html/programs/

regional_program/ws_santaclara.html.

Finally, and most importantly, to the extent that the project might otherwise contribute to any existing

water quality impairment in the receiving or downstream reaches of the river, the project has

incorporated site planning, source control, and treatment BMPs. As explained in the Draft EIR Section

4.8.1, Water Quality, at pp. 4.8.1-37–45 and 4.8.1-70–96, runoff from the project with BMPs would

adequately meet the receiving water quality standards (see Table 4.8.1-6, pp. 4.8.1-37–45), which include

both water quality and hydrologic objectives. The in-depth quantitative and qualitative analyses in the

Draft EIR conclude that the proposed development, including natural river management techniques,

would not significantly impact the river with respect to Basin Plan water quality objectives, Section 303-d

listed pollutants, CTR criteria, or other water quality regulations. With respect to each of the pollutants

of concern listed by the commenter, the Draft EIR, at Table 4.8.1-6, shows that runoff discharged from the

project site will not cause a violation of Basin Plan standards, TMDLs, or CTR criteria.
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Response 5

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 6

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that cumulative impacts over the last few decades

mentioned in earlier comments have not been addressed in the Draft EIR. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Even so, it should be noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly

analyzed in the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. A

summary of cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project appears in Responses 2 and 4,

above.

Response 7

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that cumulative impacts over the last few decades

mentioned in earlier comments have not been adequately addressed in the EIRs for projects other than

the proposed project this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses 2, 4, and 6,

above.

Response 8

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that continued failure to address and act on

cumulative impacts due to development is turning a large section of the river in and around the City of

Santa Clarita into a “dead zone.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses 2,

3, 4, and 6, above.
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Response 9

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the Santa Clara River, and, without

substantiation, purports to report a general conclusion reached by the USFWS regarding the loss of

riparian communities in general. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that, as discussed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, the

project would preserve the vast majority of the riparian resources associated with the Santa Clara River

and would transfer those resources to the City of Santa Clarita for future management as natural open

space. Additionally, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Biological Resources section were released for

public review, the project has been revised to push the proposed bank stabilization along the river, from

the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west,

further back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of the river, and to dedicate

additional portions of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to the City. (Please see Additional Hydrology

and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec,

dated October 13, 2004 (see Final EIR at Appendix G) which depicts the previous project bank

stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing an increased setback.) These revisions

would result in preservation of over 330 acres on site, and an increase in the buffer. Additionally, A

Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan,

July 20, 2004 prepared by URS (Final EIR Appendix C) both characterizes and evaluates the quality of

wetland and riparian habitats within selected areas of the Natural River Management Plan on the Santa

Clara River. The report concludes that when bank stabilization is placed upland from the active channel

(buried bank stabilization), floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank

stabilization had less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. The

URS report also concluded that bank stabilization that includes native plant restoration allows for

increased buffer (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project). The report states that the buffer also

protects the river from sediment erosion. One example of how buried bank stabilization with (such as

that proposed by the Riverpark project) affected the quality of the riparian habitats within the reach sited

in the report is the Jefferson Apartment complex.

The downstream-most site is located east of I-5, between the Jefferson Apartments on the
south bank and a commercial complex to the north. The north bank of the site is partially
lined with exposed gunite, and buried soil cement bank stabilization is in place along the
southern bank. The vegetation communities within this reach are best described as
cottonwood/willow riparian forest, with southern willow scrub interspersed. This was
the highest-scoring site (HFA Total Score = .88), largely due to the presence of a wide
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buffer between the river corridor and surrounding development. Even along the portion
of the north bank where exposed gunite is in place, the channel width has not been
excessively constrained and a riparian corridor is present between the active channel and
developed uplands.“ A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream
of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004, p. 2 (Final EIR Appendix C).

Response 10

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the Santa Clara River due to bank stabilization, which the commenter erroneously refers to as

“channelizing.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue but no further response can be provided.

Again, the project does not propose to channelize the river, but only to install bank stabilization along a

portion of the north side of the river within the project site. (See Response 4, above.) As Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6 explains, the installation of bank stabilization in this part of the river was

previously approved in the NRMP promulgated by the CDFG and the ACOE. As the Draft EIR further

explains, the project as proposed and analyzed in the Draft EIR proposes modifications to the bank

stabilization approved in the NRMP to move the bank stabilization further back from the river in certain

locations. Additionally, as discussed in the Draft EIR and in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

the project would preserve the vast majority of the riparian resources associated with the Santa Clara

River and would transfer those resources to the City of Santa Clarita for future management as natural

open space. Finally, as noted above, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Biological Resources section

were released for public review, the project has been revised to push the proposed bank stabilization

along the river from the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly

commercial parcel in the west further back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of

the river, and to dedicate additional portions of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River (off the project

site) to the City. (Please see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project

Technical Report, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (see Final EIR at Appendix

G) which depicts the previous project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing

an increased setback.)

Further, as discussed in Response 9, above, the report prepared by URS entitled, A Functional Assessment

of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004, (Final EIR

Appendix C) concludes that when bank stabilization is placed upland from the active channel (buried

bank stabilization), floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had

less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. The URS report also
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concluded that buried bank stabilization that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer

and beneficial effects (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project). The report states that the buffer

also protects the river from sediment erosion.

Response 11

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the riparian and terrace habitats associated with the Santa Clara River. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

The project’s potential project-level and cumulative impacts on biological resources and the Santa Clara

River floodplain are fully analyzed in Sections 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and in Revised Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. Potential impacts on biota throughout a much larger portion of the

river, from the eastern Riverpark boundary to the west at Castaic Creek, including, without limitation,

the reach of the river within the project site, were also analyzed previously in the EIR/EIS for the NRMP,

incorporated into the Draft EIR by reference (CEQA Guidelines § 15150; see e.g., Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-3; Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-3). Additionally, the report prepared

by URS entitled, A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River

Management Plan, July 20, 2004, (Final EIR Appendix C) concludes that when bank stabilization is placed

upland from the active channel (buried bank stabilization), floodplain, and terrace geomorphological

units of the river, the bank stabilization had less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions

of the riparian system. The URS report also concluded that buried bank stabilization that includes native

plant restoration allows for increased buffer and beneficial effects (such as that proposed by the

Riverpark project). The report further concludes that the buffer also protects the river from sediment

erosion.

Moreover, since the Draft EIR was released for public comment, the project has been revised by moving

the bank stabilization in the area from the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the

easterly commercial parcel in the west further back from the river. As compared to the project design

analyzed in the Draft EIR, this change would result preservation of mature riparian resources along the

river in this location and in an increased buffer.
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Response 12

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the Santa Clara River due to “urban edge effects, including illegal ORV use” which the commenter

asserts “degrade riparian biological values.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

The project’s potential project-level and cumulative impacts on biological resources and the Santa Clara

River floodplain are fully analyzed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Draft EIR

Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications. Urban edge effects are specifically discussed in Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6,Biological Resources at pp. 4.6-83–86 and are mitigated to a less than significant level by

Mitigation Measures 4.6-13–19. In addition, as discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, potential impacts on biota throughout a much larger portion of the river, from the eastern

boundary of the Riverpark site to the western boundary at Castaic Creek, including, without limitation,

the reach of the river within the project site, as well as impacts from placing development within the

floodplain and the SEA, were also analyzed previously in the EIR/EIS for the NRMP, incorporated into

the Draft EIR by reference (CEQA Guidelines § 15150; see Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-

3). The NRMP permits development along the Santa Clara River, including, without limitation, the

project site, along a development line it established, subject to certain mitigation measures. Subsequently,

the beneficial effects of the NRMP provisions have been confirmed by a report prepared by URS entitled,

A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan,

July 20, 2004, (Final EIR Appendix C); that report concludes that when bank stabilization (buried bank

stabilization) is placed upland from the active channel, floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of

the river, the bank stabilization had less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the

riparian system. The URS report also concludes that buried bank stabilization (such as that proposed by

the Riverpark project) that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer and beneficial

effects.  The report further concludes that the buffer also protects the river from sediment erosion.

The proposed project was designed to comply with the NRMP and it incorporates all applicable

mitigation measures. (See Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.) The project design also

further improves upon the NRMP-permitted development. Revised Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-80, states that

“[a]s part of the Riverpark project, the applicant has elected to move certain components
of the project further away from the river, and has eliminated bank stabilization in
certain areas, than what was permitted by the NRMP, thereby, reducing the amount of
riparian area impacted by development when compared with the riparian area that could
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be developed under the NRMP. As shown in Figure 4.6-7, a total of 13.2 net acres of
riparian area that could be developed under the NRMP-related permits would no longer
be developed if the Riverpark project were developed as proposed.”

Additionally, the Riverpark project eliminates NRMP-approved bank stabilization from the eastern

terminus of the “toe protection” to the western bridge abutment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden

Valley Road Bridge (roughly half of the Riverpark site that is adjacent to the river).

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-51, discusses the need for setbacks,

or buffer zones, between riparian ecosystems and adjacent development. Several studies are referenced

in that Section that address the home range requirements of riparian-dependent wildlife and the need for

adjacent upland habitats to be included in these home ranges. North Valencia Annexation Buffer Study

April 1997, conducted along the Santa Clara River that found that a minimum of 100 feet of high quality

upland habitat, as measured from the edge of the riparian canopy, was necessary to provide for the

foraging and breeding habitat requirements of riparian wildlife and to maintain species diversity within

the riparian ecosystem. This distance is consistent with that recommended by several resource agencies

and professional biologists familiar with the biological resources along the Santa Clara River. As a result,

one of the thresholds used for determining whether the project had potentially significant impacts was

whether or not it maintains a 100-foot buffer from the riparian resource edge (p. 4.6-78). For the reasons

discussed there, the project was found to have significant and unavoidable impacts based on this

threshold (pp. 4.6-78, 109). As Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, explains, there are two

small areas where the proposed project encroaches within the approved development line as established

by the NRMP and do not adhere to the 100-foot buffer standard. One such area encroaches

approximately 80 feet in order to preserve a Heritage oak tree. The other encroachment of approximately

200 feet is at the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge, due to the realignment of Newhall

Ranch Road. The remaining portions of the project that would not adhere to the 100-foot buffer standard

(but do comply with the NRMP development line) consist of lower value habitat adjacent to areas that

have historically been disturbed by agricultural operations (Area A2) and areas characterized by high

bluffs (portions of Area B) which limit the use of this upland zone by riparian species. Finally, the

remaining encroachments within the 100-foot upland preserve occur due to the Santa Clara River

Regional Trail (primarily on the eastern portion of the project site where topography necessitates its

location along the river).

However, after the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for

public comment (in March 2004), the project was revised in two respects. First, to preserve even more of

the river and its mature riparian resources and create an increased buffer, the project has been revised by

relocating the proposed bank stabilization along the river from the park in the central portion of the
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project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west further back from the river. (Please

see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, Figure 1,

prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (see Final EIR at Appendix G) which depicts the

previous project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing a deeper setback.)

Second, the project applicant has agreed to dedicate approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the

Santa Clara River to the City to be preserved as open space.

Response 13

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the Santa Clara River due to purported failures to provide adequate buffer zones protecting the

riparian corridor but does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged

and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration, but no further response can be

provided. Nevertheless, adequate buffer zone to protect the riparian corridor are fully analyzed in

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6.  Please see Responses 12, above and Response 17, below.

Response 14

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the project will eliminate the function of the

Santa Clara River terrace area as wildlife habitat or wildlife corridors, but does not specifically comment

on the contents of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration, but no further response can be provided. Even so, Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6 analyzes potential impacts on wildlife corridors. In addition, please see Response 12, above,

and Response 17, below.

Please note further that NRMP measures a) through rr) have been incorporated into the project design,

many of which will minimize the impacts to riparian vegetation and replace any vegetation temporarily

or permanently removed. (Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-87–98.)

Therefore, the riparian vegetation that will be removed as a result of project implementation will not

substantially affect the ability of resident and non-resident species to use the river as a movement

corridor. The project will also preserve and restore various amounts of upland habitat adjacent to the

river system that will allow some species, especially larger mammals, to use those adjacent upland areas

as movement corridors.

As the Draft EIR also explains (Revised Section 4.6, p. 4.6-8.), the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley

Road Bridge will afford the opportunity for wildlife, particularly large mammals, to move down the river

corridor, as there will be adequate vertical and horizontal spacing, a natural (dirt, sand, vegetation)
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substrate on which to travel under the bridge structure, and an openness effect that will allow such

wildlife to detect light, open space and habitat at the exiting end of the structure.

Response 15

The comment submits two scientific studies addressing edge effects and buffer zones in riparian systems

which the commenter characterizes as supporting “the statement that urban development degrades

adjacent biological resources,” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Notwithstanding this, staff reviewed the two articles submitted by Friends of the Santa Clara River

dealing with the design of buffers to determine if the articles apply to the project site. The first article,

Predicting the Impacts of Urbanization on Riparian Bird Communities, was a study of three relatively narrow

creeks in the San Francisco Bay area. The creeks were less than 45 feet wide, with a riparian corridor

width of less than 240 feet. In contrast, the Santa Clara River riparian corridor and buffers are four to ten

times wider. The study did not evaluate the direct effects of habitat alteration, but instead “focused on

the ways in which intact remnants of riparian habitat have been affected by urbanization on adjacent

lands [i.e., where no buffers currently exist].” The study also did not identify a minimum buffer width

required for the maintenance of the integrity of riparian bird communities, but suggests that broader

buffers better maintain riparian bird species richness. The study noted that species richness and density

were negatively related to the abundance and proximity of bridges either because the bridges hindered

free movement across gaps between sections of riparian habitat or because they were simply an indicator

of the overall degree of adjacent urbanization.  The study also stated that

“[s]ome of the detrimental effects of urbanization 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 and riparian habitats. Habitat restoration efforts, particularly
those that broaden riparian corridors and link fragments of riparian habitat, would
augment habitat 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 communities (e.g., by restricting access to riparian
habitats) and replace exotic plants with native species would also benefit riparian bird
communities.”

Based on the City’s biological consultant’s review, this article is not directly applicable to the conditions

found on the project site. For example, unlike the areas in the article, the project design (a) includes a
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bridge crossing, which was not found to cause significant impacts to riparian habitat; and (b) includes

upland buffers between the river and proposed development. Furthermore, the Santa Clara River

corridor through the project area is itself a very wide, long, and continuous wildlife corridor and habitat

area that is larger than any addressed in the article.

The second article submitted by the commenter was also reviewed by City staff. The article is entitled,

“Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in California: Replacing Guesswork with Science.” This article is

an informative review of buffer issues, which was generated from issues related to the design of reserves

of the kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan in Riverside County. The article describes several

approaches to quantifying edge effects in order to design buffer zones for nature reserves. The study

suggests developing a buffering protocol that identifies the external forces likely to impact the sensitive

species in question, determining the extent to which external forces are likely to penetrate the reserve

boundary, and ranking those forces in terms of likely negative impact in order to produce a prioritized

list of buffering requirements. As stated, the article studied the kangaroo rat reserve and did not specify

a buffer distance for a riparian corridor, such as the Santa Clara River SEA 23. As a result, City staff

believes that the only available and applicable evidence in directly assessing the "adequacy" of a buffer

area for this riparian corridor is found in the site-specific studies and analyses that already have been

performed along the river corridor within the project area.  Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6.

To the extent that the comment could be read to imply that the project contains inadequate buffers, please

see Response 12, above, and Response 17, below.

Response 16

The comment asserts that “more studies are definitely needed on the impacts of development on riparian

ecosystems” and that development along the Santa Clara River “is an experiment on a large scale with

the fate of the river ecosystem in the balance,” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue,

no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, the City has concluded that sufficient studies have

been conducted and prepared to provide substantial evidence of the impacts of the project on riparian

habitats, both project-specific and cumulative.  Please see Response 12, above, and Response 17, below.
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In addition to the Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River

Management Plan, July 20, 2004, (Final EIR Appendix C), numerous studies and research have been

conducted on the Santa Clara River riparian ecosystems (including the Riverpark project) as is

acknowledged in Revised Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-2–4:

“In order to use published information to preliminarily identify special-status plant and
animal species (those species considered Rare, Threatened, Endangered, or otherwise
sensitive by various state and federal resource agencies) that have been known to
historically occur in the vicinity of the project site, the 2002 update of the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) as well as the 2002 California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) electronic data base, for the Newhall and Mint Canyon California USGS
7.5-minute quadrangle maps were reviewed. Other data sources reviewed included: (1)
the Federal Register listing package for each federally listed Endangered or Threatened
species potentially occurring on the project site or in the project vicinity; (2) literature
from scientific sources pertaining to habitat requirements of special-status species
potentially occurring on the project site; (3) other environmental or biological
documentation of the project site (if available on the particular subject) or properties in
the immediate vicinity; and (4) distributional information contained in Hall (1981) and
Williams (1986) to determine the potential for common and special-status mammals to
occur on the project site; Grinnel and Miller (1984) and Garrett and Dunn (1981) for
common bird occurrences; Stebbins (1985) for reptiles and amphibians; California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 2003), Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf (1995), Holland (1986)
and Munz (1974) for plant community descriptions occurring within the project vicinity;
and Pavlik (1992) and Skinner and Pavlik (1994) for oak tree information.

Sources used to determine the sensitivity status of biological resources are: Plants – U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1993 and 1996), California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG 2003), CNDDB 2002, and (CNPS) (Skinner and Pavlik 1994-1999); Wildlife
– USFWS (1994 and 1996), CDFG (2003), CNDDB (2002), Williams (1986), and Remsen
(1978); Habitats – California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 2003) (pers. comm.
Keeler-Wolf) and Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf (1995).

(1) Background

On November 30, 1998, the ACOE, CDFG, and the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) approved the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP) for the
Santa Clara River. The NRMP is a long-term, master plan that provides for the
construction of various infrastructure improvements on lands adjacent to the Santa
Clara River and portions of two of its tributaries. More specifically, the NRMP governs
a portion of the main-stem of the Santa Clara River from Castaic Creek to one-half mile
east of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Aqueduct and portions of San
Francisquito Creek and the Santa Clara River South Fork, Los Angeles County,
California. The project site is located within the portion of the river now governed by
the NRMP.

In connection with this approval, the following permits were issued by the following
agencies:

• Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) – Permit No. 94-00504-BAH under Section 404 of
the Federal Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act allows for
certain activities that result in the discharge of fill or dredged materials into
“Waters of the U.S.” or in this case the Santa Clara River. Prior to issuing this
permit, the ACOE had completed an endangered species consultation (pursuant to
Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act) with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service.
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• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) – 1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement No. 5-502-97 and Incidental Take Permit No. 2081-1998-49-5. In
summary, the Streambed Alteration Agreement allows for activities that alter the
“…natural flow or change the bed, channel or bank of the river…” The Incidental
Take Permit applies to all state listed species pursuant to Fish and Game Code
Section 2081(b).

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Region) – Order
No. 99-104 related to waste discharge associated with the improvements included
in the NRMP.

The NRMP was prepared in response to an ACOE request to prepare a long-range
management plan for projects and activities potentially affecting the Santa Clara River
and San Francisquito Creek. More specifically, the NRMP, and its certified EIS/EIR
(NRMP EIS/EIR), analyze impacts associated with the implementation of various
infrastructure improvements (bank stabilization, bridges, utility crossings, storm drain
outlets, etc.) along and within portions of the Santa Clara River adjacent to Newhall Land
properties, including the Riverpark project site. The NRMP, and its EIR/EIS, are
available at the City of Santa Clarita, Planning and Building Services Department, 23920
Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita, California, and are incorporated in this EIR
by reference.

Due to the discovery in 2001 of a southwestern arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) within the
NRMP boundaries (in a location west of the confluence of San Francisquito Creek and the
Santa Clara River, approximately 1.5 miles west of the Riverpark project site), additional
Section 7 (of the Endangered Species Act) consultation between the ACOE and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated. Prior to initiating this consultation, the ACOE
and CDFG had removed certain stretches of the Santa Clara River and San Francisquito
Creek from the consultation area as these areas lacked the necessary habitat requirements
for the arroyo toad. The areas covered by the NRMP but designated as “no may effect”
included the Santa Clara River 1,000 feet upstream of the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge
(including most of the Riverpark site), San Francisquito Creek north of the Newhall
Ranch Road Bridge and the South Fork of the Santa Clara River south of the Valencia
Boulevard Bridge. This consultation, along with the preparation of a Biological Opinion
(dated November 15, 2002) (Appendix 4.6), resulted in the issuance of a modification to
the 1998 ACOE Section 404 Permit (issued June 23, 2003) (Appendix 4.6) that includes
provisions for the protection of the arroyo toad in the affected NRMP area. (The
Biological Opinion and the Section 404 modification are incorporated in this EIR and are
also available at the City of Santa Clarita, Planning and Building Services Department,
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita, California.)”

As demonstrated above, substantial and sufficient research has been conducted on the ecology and the

effects of development on the Santa Clara River, particularly with the EIR/EIS prepared for the NRMP

and with the Riverpark EIR requiring no further study with regard to the proposed project.

Response 17

The comment expresses the general opinions of the commenter that “creating larger buffer zones to

conserve more of the riparian community is a must.” This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. To the
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extent this comment could be interpreted as suggesting that the project include a wider buffer zone,

please see Response 12, above.

Response 18

The comment quotes from a paper relating to riparian bird communities submitted with the comment

letter expressing the author’s belief in the importance of “maintaining broad buffers of undeveloped land

between developed areas and riparian habitats.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded

to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on

the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. To the extent that the

comment could be interpreted as suggesting that the project include a wider buffer zone, please see

Response 12, above.

Response 19

This comment implies that the project does not create an “adequate buffer zone,” that the project is,

therefore, not consistent with Policy 5.3 under Goal 5 of the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan,

and that only if the project created an “adequate buffer zone” could this policy of the City’s General Plan

be effectively implemented. The City disagrees with this comment. First, the City does not agree that

there is only one method by which a development project within an SEA can be consistent with Policy 5.3

under Goal 5 of the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan. Had the City intended to limit the

means and methods of implementing Policy 5.3 solely to provision of an “adequate buffer zone,” it would

have so provided in Policy 5.3. Instead, Policy 5.3 calls for consistency through “creative site planning

techniques” (the comment omits the reference to site planning) to avoid and minimize, not simply avoid,

disturbances in SEA areas. This policy can be achieved in many different ways, depending upon the

circumstances of each development project and each development site.

Second, the City analyzed the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan, and found it to be

consistent. (Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use.) Based on the analyses contained in the Draft EIR,

including, without limitation in the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, the City specifically

concluded that the project is consistent with Policy 5.3. (Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use, pp. 4.7-67–68.)

In turn, the Draft EIR’s Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, contains the City’s analyses with respect

to the project’s potential impacts on the Santa Clara River SEA (Id. pp. 4.6-81 and 4.6-83). Although

approximately 90 percent of the habitat within the SEA will be preserved, the Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR (p. 4.6-125) concludes that the net loss of 29 acres of habitat within the SEA as a result of project

implementation is a significant impact under CEQA that cannot be fully mitigated. However, after the

Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public comment, the project
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was revised in two respects. First, to preserve even more of the river and its mature riparian resources,

the project has been revised by relocating the bank stabilization from the park in the central portion of the

project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west. Second, the project applicant has

agreed to dedicate approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to the City to be

preserved as open space.

Response 20

The comment suggests that the City develop an additional alternative to the project, which the

commenter labels the “Floodplain/Terrace Avoidance Alternative,” but it does not describe further.

The Draft EIR does in fact address the commenter’s concerns that alternatives look at floodplain and

terrace avoidance. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR provides a

reasonable range of alternatives, including Alternative 2, Santa Clara River Reduced bank Stabilization

Alternative. This alternative addresses the option of setbacks not only from the 50-year Q-cap line, but

also from the upland preserve and buffer, as suggested by the comment. This alternative would

implement a setback of the Q-cap 50-year line or the upland preserve/buffer setback from the resource

line—whichever is more restrictive—in order to preserve the entire river corridor.

As analyzed and discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR (pp. 6.0-3–13), however, this

alternative, although environmentally superior to the proposed project on the basis of environmental

impacts, alone, would provide fewer housing opportunities to meet the anticipated demand for housing

expected in the Santa Clarita area. Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in a loss of

approximately 54 single-family dwelling units from Planning Area A-1, 24 single-family units from

Planning Area A-2, 1 acre of commercial property, 4 acres of active parkland, and 1 additional oak tree.

(Id., p. 6.0-3.) Therefore, as the Draft EIR concludes (pp. 6.0-12–13), this alternative would too narrowly

limit the housing opportunities on the site and thus would fail to meet the project objective of providing a

substantial number of new housing units to accommodate projected regional growth in a location which

is adjacent to existing and planned infrastructure, urban services, public transit, transportation corridors,

and major employment areas. (See Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-13 of the Draft EIR.) In order to

meet that project objective, the alternative would have to provide for greater or more dense development

in other areas; such intensified development would, in turn, likely create the same impacts as those

created by the proposed project (if not more, due to the increased density and intensity).

Moreover, after the Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project was revised in three respects. First, to preserve even more of the river and its
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mature riparian resources, the project has been revised by relocating the bank stabilization from the park

in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west. The

mature resource edge along this portion of the project site will now be preserved and an adjacent upland

buffer of 100 feet will also be provided. Second, the project applicant has agreed to dedicate

approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River (off the project site) to the City to be

preserved as open space. Third, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of

the river bottom and away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the

western bridge abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and

Recreation, Figure 4.12-4, Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the

multi-purpose trail and will cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (See

Revised Tentative Tract Maps, Appendix D.) Concomitantly, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be

widened from 20–25 feet, which will provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large enough

to accommodate all trail users. This project modification will reduce the potential impacts on riparian

resources with which this commenter is concerned.

Finally, as compared to the proposed project as revised, Alternative 2 would not lessen any potential

impacts on either the arroyo toad or western spadefoot toad. The Draft EIR concludes that it is unlikely

that impacts would occur to individual arroyo toads, due to the lack of suitable habitat in and adjacent to

the Santa Clara River within the project site. (Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-28, 74.)

Because western spadefoot toads inhabit shallow, temporary seasonal rainpools and vernal pools in

upland areas (Please see Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix Results of Focused Western

Spadefoot Toad Surveys for discussion with regard to the toad’s characteristics.) Alternative 2’s

configuration would not affect this species’ habitat.  (Id., pp. 4.6-28, 74)

Response 21

The commenter’s request to redesign the eastern terminus of the proposed project trail system to end at

Santa Clarita Parkway is noted. The design of the project trail system as proposed is consistent with the

City of Santa Clarita General Plan. Moreover, proposed Santa Clarita Parkway will divide Planning Area

A-2 to the west and Planning Area B to the east. As explained in the Draft EIR Revised Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, at p. 4.6-79, when discussing potential impacts of the trail system, the majority of

Planning Area B is located on a bluff overlooking the Santa Clara River. Because the bluff is immediately

adjacent to the river, the 100-foot upland preserve zone is located on top of the bluff, and, therefore, any

impacts to the 100-foot upland preserve zone within Planning Area B would occur on top of the bluff.

The position of this upland zone at the top of the bluff’s steep cliffs already limits the use of this upland
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area by riparian species such as small animals and some birds, and, therefore, potential impacts to such

species would also be limited.

Farther east, the trail’s placement in proximity to the Santa Clara River would also allow humans and

domestic animals greater access to sensitive areas, and such access could cause potentially significant

impacts, which impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR. (Id. at pp. 4.6-79, 84–85) However, with the

imposition of Mitigation Measures 4.6-13–18, such impacts would be reduced to a less than significant

level.

In addition, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of the river bottom and

away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the western bridge

abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, Figure 4.12-4,

Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the multi-purpose trail and will

cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (See Revised Tentative Tract Map,

Appendix D.) Additionally, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be widened from 20 to 25 feet, which will

provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large enough to accommodate all trail users. This

project modification will reduce the potential impacts on riparian resources with which this commenter is

concerned.

Response 22

The commenter suggests that terminating the trail at Santa Clarita Parkway would avoid negative

impacts to the eastern portion of the project area due to increased disturbance by humans, domestic

animals, and ORVs. Please see Response 21, immediately above. As discussed above, Revised Section

4.6, Biological Resources, of the Riverpark Draft EIR identifies an increase of disturbances caused by

human impacts, ORV, and domestic animals in section (1) on p. 4.6-84 as a significant impact. Mitigation

Measures 4.6-13–18 starting on p. 4.6-106 mitigate these impacts to a less than significant level.

In addition, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of the river bottom and

away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the western bridge

abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, Figure 4.12-4,

Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the multi-purpose trail and will

cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (See Revised Tentative Tract Map,

Appendix D.) Concomitantly, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be widened from 20 to 25 feet, which will

provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large enough to accommodate all trail users. This
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project modification will reduce the potential impacts on riparian resources with which this commenter is

concerned.
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18. LETTER RECEIVED FROM LARRY KANNER, SANTA CLARITA

ORGANIZATION FOR PLANNING AND THE ENVIRONMENT, DATED

MAY 3, 2004

Response 1

The comment states that “the presence of the spadefoot was not disclosed even though many people

were aware of its existence,” questions the adequacy of surveys and requests that “independent” new

surveys be conducted. As indicated in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR (beginning on p. 4.6-5), the biological

surveys conducted on the Riverpark site were conducted by independent biologists. These include the

following: oak trees: Tree Life Concern (2003 and addendums 2004); rare plants: Flx (2002, 2003);

butterflies: Bruyea Biological Consulting (2003); California gnatcatcher: Compliance Biology (2003);

general birds: Dan Guthrie (1993-2003); mammals: Compliance Biology (2003); California red-legged frog,

and unarmored threespine stickleback: Entrix, Compliance Biology, (2003, 2004); arroyo toad: Ecological

Sciences (2004); and western spadefoot toad: Compliance Biology (2003 and 2004). The NRMP EIS/EIR

was prepared by URS Greiner. All surveys were conducted according to accepted survey methods and

protocols for the target species, and by those published by CNPS, CDFG, and/or USFWS where they

existed for a particular species. Individual reports were prepared by each independent biologist that

documented the methods and findings of each survey. These reports were submitted to the EIR preparer;

the results were summarized within Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications and Revised Draft

EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources and the reports appear in Draft EIR Appendices 4.6 and 4.20.

Furthermore, the City of Santa Clarita conducted its own third-party review, specifically of Revised

Section 4.6, Biological Resources. The independent third-party reviewer found no irregularities or

inconsistencies in the methodology or conclusions outlined in the EIR section.

As discussed in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR (p. 4.6-18), surveys conducted in 2003 for the western

spadefoot toad in response to claims made by passers-by that vocalizations of this species were heard

on/near the site did not reveal the presence of this species. However, additional surveys conducted in

March 2004 resulted in the detection of this species. (See also Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

Appendix 4.6, Compliance Biology report (March 2004), pp. 1–6.) The methods and results of these

surveys were promptly disclosed to the City of Santa Clarita and are included in the Revised Draft EIR

prepared and released to the public that same month.

The comment refers to the environmental consultant for this project and the West Creek project, Impact

Sciences, Inc. (Impact Sciences), and the alleged "failure" of that consultant to "find species [on Newhall

Ranch] which were later discovered by others, including the San Fernando Valley spineflower." The
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letter provides no substantiation for these allegations. The City does not concur with this comment.

Impact Sciences was not the consultant responsible for conducting rare plant surveys on the portion of

Newhall Ranch in question; it was the responsibility of URS Corporation.

The discovery of spineflower on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site was thoroughly disclosed, analyzed

and for which mitigation was provided in both the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft Additional Analysis

(RDAA; November 2002) and the subsequent Final Additional Analysis (FAA; March 2003 and May 2003;

Project No. 94-087(5); SCH No. 1995011015), both prepared by Impact Sciences as the environmental

consultant.

The comment refers to Newhall Ranch, a separate proposed development within unincorporated County

territory, and not the Riverpark project. The City considers this comment to be beyond the scope of the

analysis presented in the Riverpark EIR, and does not question the adequacy or completeness of the

Riverpark EIR.  No further response is needed or required.

Response 2

The “previous project” alluded to by the commenter was not conducted within or even immediately

adjacent to the Riverpark project. Therefore, the survey methodology and protocols for the arroyo toad

are not relevant to the Riverpark project site. However, arroyo toad surveys that were conducted along

the Santa Clara River that included the Riverpark project site were conducted using the appropriate

survey protocols and methods required by the USFWS. These surveys, conducted in 2002, 2003, and

2004, are included in the appendix. (See Appendix C of this Final EIR.) In addition, as stated on p. 4.6-73

of the Revised Draft EIR, the “Biological Opinion” written by the USFWS for the NRMP concludes that it

is unlikely for the arroyo toad to occur outside the “may affect” area, that is, east of a point approximately

1,000 feet east of the Bouquet Canyon Bridge due to the lack of suitable habitat. Most of the project is

outside of this “may affect” area, as indicated by the Biological Opinion. Therefore, it is unlikely that the

project would cause impacts to occur to individual arroyo toads.

Response 3

See Comment Letter 8, California Department of Fish and Game, Response 4.). As discussed in the

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-73, impacts to black-tailed jackrabbit

were considered to be less than significant pursuant to CEQA. Therefore, no mitigation measures are

required. However, Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measure
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4.6-1 (v), as incorporated into the Draft EIR from the NRMP, requires that pre-construction surveys be

conducted for a variety of special-status wildlife species potentially occurring on the site, including black-

tailed jackrabbit. The measure further stipulates that individuals of any of these species that are located

be captured and relocated to nearby undisturbed areas with suitable habitat. Implementation of this

measure will substantially minimize direct impacts to this species. As a notation, the San Diego black-

tailed jackrabbit does not have legal protected status and is on the state and federal “watch list” only. See

also Comment Letter 8, Response 5 for further discussion of impacts to black-tailed jackrabbit.

Response 4

Impact Sciences prepared the EIR for the Riverpark project and was hired by the City of Santa Clarita to

perform this analysis. Impact Sciences has not signed any confidentiality agreements with the City of

Santa Clarita. The applicant and its consultants have indicated that no confidentiality agreements have

been entered into between the project applicant and its consultants for the Riverpark project. The City

also has thoroughly and independently reviewed the Riverpark Draft EIR, including all comments and

responses, and finds the document to be adequate under CEQA. The City of Santa Clarita has also

reviewed all technical studies.

Response 5

The commenter suggests that status reports on the NRMP be included “by reference” in the EIR. All

mitigation with regard to the success of mitigation measures relative to the NRMP is within the

jurisdiction of ACOE and CDFG, and not the City of Santa Clarita. CDFG and ACOE sign off on all

mitigation as to whether or not it meets their requirements after the planting and monitoring periods.

However, the City is currently monitoring NRMP mitigation measures incorporated into other projects

(North Valencia 1, North Valencia 2, Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge Widening, Soledad Canyon Road

bank stabilization) within its boundaries.

The City’s environmental consultant on the Riverpark project, Impact Sciences, has indicated that they

are not conducting all of the environmental documentation and mitigation oversight for Newhall Land

projects. The City has confirmed this with Newhall Land. Other environmental consultants such as

Rincon, URS, Dudek, and PCL are presently conducting environmental documents for other Newhall

Land projects. These firms, along with the applicable lead agency, will likely also be responsible for

oversight of mitigation measures.
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Response 6

The comment is acknowledged. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response

can be provided.

Response 7

The comment states that cumulative impacts to the Santa Clara River watershed must be addressed. The

Draft EIR, however, does address cumulative impacts on that watershed in the manner required by

CEQA Guidelines Section15130 (b). The analysis of potential cumulative impact on biologic resources

appears at Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, pp. 4.6-109–125; the CEMEX project (approximately 7 miles

from the Riverpark site) is specifically noted at p. 4.6-117 and 118. The potential cumulative impacts on

water resources and water quality are analyzed at Draft EIR Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-109–118, and Section

4.8.2, pp. 4.8.1-98, respectively, and the potential air quality cumulative impacts are analyzed at Draft

EIR Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-73–74. Furthermore, potential cumulative impacts resulting from alterations to

hydrology by the project, by past NRMP facilities, and by proposed facilities that will affect the river, are

assessed in Sections 4.2, Flood and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications of the Draft EIR. Further assessment of

such impacts is included in the Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project,

prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004  (see Final EIR at Appendix G).

These cumulative impacts analyses show that cumulative impacts of all proposed projects within the

tributary area for Reach 7 of the river, and immediately adjacent to the river reaches, will cause only

localized hydrological and hydraulic affects within the river. The Draft EIR further determines that those

localized, cumulative hydrological impacts are fully mitigated by compliance with (i) the naturalized

flood control and stabilization techniques of the NRMP; (ii) the more than 34 minimization measures for

biological, water quality, hydrology and hydraulic impacts applicable to flood control and stabilization

measures implemented within the river, including requirements to implement and maintain upstream

BMPs to control runoff water quality and to revegetate all areas of bank stabilization; and (iii) the more

than 50 biology, hydrology and water quality mitigation measures prescribed by the Draft EIR.

Cumulative water quality impacts of the project, including impacts to the river, are fully analyzed in

Section 4.8.1, Water Quality of the Draft EIR. The project, like all other cumulative projects, must comply

with applicable water quality permits, regulations and regional plans and programs designed to address
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cumulative water quality impacts and hydrology impacts. As a result, the cumulative water quality

impacts of the project will be reduced to a level of insignificance.

As addressed more fully in the sections referenced above, compliance with the following regional

hydrology and water quality regulations, permits, plans and programs mitigates the cumulative

hydrology and water quality impacts to a level of insignificance as summarized below:

• City of Santa Clarita (“City”) Flood Control Requirements, including Q-cap flood control requirements
(hydrological impacts of storms). Pursuant to City requirements, which are based on LACDPW
standards, project drainage systems must be designed to carry runoff from developed area for the 25-
Year Urban Design Storm, and drainage systems for major and secondary highways, main drainage
channels, debris carrying systems and sumps must be designed for the 50-year capital flood storm.
The City also prohibits significant increases in off-site post-development storm flows and increases in
storm flow velocities. Development throughout the watershed must also comply with City design
criteria. As a result of compliance, overall storm runoff discharge quantities from the watershed
under post-development runoff conditions would be less than or equal to existing conditions because
development drainage facilities are required to have adequate capacity to capture and convey flows
from developed areas, precluding significant increases in velocity, scouring, and water surface
elevation in the river.

• Construction General Permit (hydrological and water quality impacts. The General Construction Permit
requirements are established by the State Water Resources Control Board, and supplemented by
LARWQCB requirements and local agency requirements. The standards for storm water quality
control are set to protect receiving water quality by requiring implementation of a SWPPP that
employs BMPs meeting BAT/BCT standards. Per the General Construction Permit BMPs must (1) be
site-specific; (2) take into account site and watershed hydrology; and (3) be designed to protect the
receiving water for the site. These requirements apply to all construction sites within the watershed,
and, in fact, constitute a regional minimization and protection plan to protect the state’s surface
waters. As set forth in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, p. 18 of the Draft EIR, the project will comply
with all requirements of the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit.

• MS4 Permit. The MS4 Permit requirements are established by the LARWQCB to protect the LA
Regions’ surface water quality and to prevent and preclude discharges from the municipal separate
storm sewer systems from causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality standards in the
region’s surface waters. The MS4 Permit requires implementation of SUSMPs with specified
categories of BMPs, including treatment BMPs sized per criteria set forth in the MS4 Permit, to
control quality of storm water runoff from new development to the maximum extent practicable. As
such, the MS4 Permit requirements, including SUSMP requirements adopted by local agencies and
the LARWQCB, constitute a regional minimization and protection plan to protect the region’s surface
waters. As set forth in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the project as proposed will
meet, and in some cases exceed, these requirements.

• NRMP and associated permits. By complying with the NRMP, the project would protect water quality
and ecosystem functions. The NRMP and its EIR/S assessed cumulative impacts of urbanization of
the river and prescribed special management and construction minimization measures designed to
assure that adverse impacts to riparian and aquatic habitat within the river associated with urban
development within River Park and other proposed development areas would be fully mitigated to a
level of insignificance. See also cumulative analysis of Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain
Modifications, and the URS, Draft Hybrid Functional Assessment of Wetland and Riparian Habitats For
Newhall Ranch, dated July, 2004.

• Basin Plan and CTR water quality objectives, general, and Santa Clara River specific hydrologic and water
quality standards. Based on extensive quantitative and qualitative analyses, Section 4.8.1(c) of the
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Draft EIR concludes project runoff will comply with receiving water TMDLs, CTR criteria and basin
plan objectives, which are established to protect regional receiving water quality.

The comment also seeks to 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.” The commenter does not specify what those documents are; however,

all documents submitted for the Riverpark project will be included in the administrative record. The only

document provided with the comment letter is a comment letter for the issuance of a wetlands fill permit

for the Spring Canyon project east of Canyon Country project, which is approximately 8 miles from the

project site; this letter will be included in the Riverpark administrative record.

Response 8

The comment states that "[a]lthough an SB 610 Assessment is provided" for the Riverpark project, "it

neglects to adequately disclose current water demand from previously approved, but not yet built

projects as found in the County [sic] development monitoring system. The demand in the SB 610

Assessment is only for existing connections and does not adequately disclose approved, but unbuilt

projects." For the reasons identified below, the City does not concur with the comment that the SB 610

analysis for the Riverpark project is "inadequate."

First, the water demand figures used in the SB 610 analysis for the Riverpark project are consistent with

the projected future water demand figures found in the 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report. (Final EIR

Appendix A)

Second, the law implementing SB 610 does not require the "water supply assessment" to be the same as,

or similar to, the Development Monitoring System (DMS) required for projects located within

unincorporated Los Angeles County. In terms of water supply and demand, SB 610 requires a water

supply assessment to "[q]uantify, to the extent records are available, past and current water use, over the

same five-year increments described in subdivision (a), and projected water use…." (Emphasis added; see

Water Code §10631, subdivision (e)(1)). While the law requires a projection of future water use, it does

not favor any one method of projection over another. As noted above, the projections used in the Draft

EIR are consistent with both the water demand figures found in the 2002 and 2003 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Reports, and the demand figures used by CLWA and other purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Consistent with the legal requirements, the water demand presented in the SB 610 analysis for the

Riverpark project includes existing water demand, plus the demand of other cumulative development

expected in the Santa Clarita Valley in five-year increments, including the years 2005, 2010, 2015, and
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2020. (See Appendix 4.8, SB 610, Water Supply Assessment for the Riverpark project, dated August 7,

2003, Tables 2.1 and 2.2.) In addition, the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service, at pp. 4.8-105–106,

includes a cumulative water demand assessment utilizing the County's Development Monitoring System

database. Section 4.8, at pp. 4.8-106–108, also includes an even more extensive cumulative water demand

assessment for buildout of the entire Santa Clarita Valley through calendar year 2025. This analysis

adequately represents future water demand in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 9

The comment suggests that the SB 610 analysis includes a demand figure that is lower than shown in the

2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report. The SB 610 analysis for the Riverpark project was based on, among

other documents, the earlier 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report. At the time the Riverpark Draft EIR

was circulated for public review (March 2004), the next annual water report was not yet issued (i.e., 2003

Santa Clarita Valley Water Report). As a result, it was not possible to conduct the Riverpark SB 610 analysis

based on a report that was not yet published or available.

In any case, the 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report showed an actual demand of 85,031 AF for the year

2002, which was a dry year as reported in the document (see Water Report, p. 12 found in Appendix A to

the Final EIR). The 2002 Water Report states that water demand for 2002 was elevated by approximately

ten percent due to dry weather conditions. Subtracting the ten percent dry year increase would yield an

average year demand in 2002 of approximately 76,528 AF. As reported in the SB 610 analysis for the

Riverpark project (Draft EIR Appendix 4.8, p. 11), the estimated calendar year 2005 demand was reported

as 81,700 AF, which is actually slightly higher than the 2003 average year demand of 76,528 AF reported in

the 2002 Water Report.

The comment also suggests that agricultural demand was not included in water demand figures. This is

incorrect. As shown in Table 4.8-26 of the Draft EIR, existing water demand for the Santa Clarita Valley

includes "agricultural demand at 15,278 in average years and 16,806 AF in dry years."

Lastly, this comment suggests that demand for 7,000 AF of agricultural water already exists because the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan would utilize this water as a source of supply. This is incorrect. The

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan has not yet been built. Consequently, the Newhall Ranch project cannot

create an existing demand for water. The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, in fact, will create a future demand

for 7,038 AF of water at buildout, the source of which will be The Newhall Land and Farming Company’s

agricultural water from the Alluvial aquifer. The Draft EIR indicates that, the under average conditions,

water demand in the Santa Clarita Valley would be 81,700 acre-feet in year 2005, 90,100 acre-feet in year
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2010, 100,700 acre-feet in year 2015 and 113,100 acre-feet in year 2020. The water demands generated by

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan in those years are included in these demand figures (see Draft EIR Table

4.8-31, Scenario 2: Santa Clarita Valley 2025 Build-Out Scenario Water Demand and Supply, and Table

4.8-27, Average/Normal Water Year Supply and Demand Assessment.)

Response 10

This comment suggests that the available groundwater supplies reported in the Draft EIR are too high,

because the supplies do not account for the "reduction" in those supplies due to the presence of

perchlorate contamination in five closed wells in the basin. The amount of groundwater available from

local groundwater supplies is accurately reported, based on scientific information and expert analysis.

Please see the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service, pp. 4.8-–53, including Table 4.8-3, for a summary of

the existing and projected groundwater supplies from the Alluvial and Saugus aquifers.

The groundwater supply figures used in the Draft EIR are supported by the updated groundwater

analysis by Slade.11 In addition, specific to the Alluvial aquifer and perchlorate, please see Draft EIR

Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-37–38, and, specific to the Saugus Formation and perchlorate, please see the Draft EIR

Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-42–52. Finally, further responsive information is presented in Topical Response 2:

Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate to the Final EIR.

The comment also suggests that Water Code §10910(d)(1),(2) addresses the issue of contaminated

groundwater. However, a review of the Water Code provisions indicates that they do not address the

issue of contaminated water or the treatment of such water. For that reason, no further response can be

provided.

Finally, the comment states that groundwater supplies should be "reduced" to reflect the discovery of

perchlorate in five municipal-supply wells. This same comment has been made to CLWA, but CLWA

does not believe it is appropriate to reduce the Valley's groundwater supplies due to the detection of

perchlorate contamination.

11 The "updated analysis by Slade" is found in the report prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates (Slade),
entitled, 2001 Update Report on the Hydrogeologic Conditions in the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer Systems,
dated July 2002.  This updated analysis is found in Appendix A to the Final EIR.
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In recent correspondence from CLWA regarding the availability of the Valley's groundwater supplies,

CLWA identified the treatment technologies available to remove perchlorate from the basin, and

determined that those supplies should not be reduced due to perchlorate contamination:

"1. While a portion of the Saugus Formation and Alluvial Aquifer is currently not
available due to perchlorate contamination, technology exists to treat
groundwater to remove the perchlorate and return it to drinking water quality.
This technology is already in use in other parts of California, most notably in the
nearby San Gabriel Valley (La Puente Valley County Water District). This
treatment process has received all necessary state approvals.

The La Puente treatment plant is a state-of-the-art facility approved by the
California Department of Health Services for the removal of perchlorate from
water supplies. The plant removes perchlorate and other contaminants from a
nine square mile pollution plume (much larger than the plume area sourced by
the Whittaker-Bermite site), disinfects the water to drinking water standards and
then serves it to customers.

CLWA and the purveyors, including NCWD, have developed a plan for
beginning the treatment process necessary for removal of the perchlorate from
the Saugus Formation as soon as possible, so that the affected wells can be
restored to service. Thus, the supplies associated with the local aquifers, since
they can be returned to use by treatment, constitute a finalized supply, or should

be footnoted as being only temporarily unavailable."12

In addition, in a presentation made by Dan Masnada, General Manager, CLWA, to CLWA's Board of

Directors at its January 28, 2004 regular meeting, Mr. Masnada responded to comments that were made

to the Board of Directors claiming that, due to perchlorate contamination, certain groundwater supplies

were "lost."

In response to such comments, as they apply to the Alluvial aquifer, Mr. Masnada stated in his

presentation, at p. 3, that

"Reducing groundwater supply projections for the one well [in the Alluvial aquifer] that
has been shut-in due to perchlorate contamination is inappropriate and unnecessary
because sufficient additional well capacity exists to fully utilize the whole supply. That
said, remediation of the perchlorate over the long-term is necessary to ensure no

additional wells are detrimentally impacted by the contamination."13

In response to such comments, as they apply to the Saugus Formation, Mr. Masnada stated in his

presentation, at p. 5, that

"…[a]lthough four wells are shut-in due to perchlorate contamination, the supply is not
lost. All water in the [Santa Clarita Valley] is treated in some form or fashion. Restoring

12 See Appendix A to Final EIR [Letter from CLWA to NCWD Board of Directors, dated January 8, 2004, and
related attachments].

13 See Appendix A to Final EIR [Letter to NCWD Board of Directors from CLWA, dated January [28], 2004 and Mr.
Masnada's slide presentation regarding proposed NCWD Resolution 2004-03, p. 3].
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these wells to beneficial use necessitates treatment and attendant costs, which will be
borne by those that caused the pollution (not [Santa Clarita Valley] residents).

…Reducing groundwater supply projections for the four wells that have been shut-in
due to perchlorate contamination is inappropriate and unnecessary because sufficient
additional well capacity exists to pump at least 15,000 acre-feet per year. That said,
remediation of the perchlorate over the long term is necessary to ensure no additional
wells are detrimentally impacted by the contamination.

…Only about 5,000 acre-feet per year is currently being pumped from the Saugus. In the
near term, any significant increase in pumping from this supply would only occur in dry
years. Possible use of this supply at higher levels on a more consistent basis would only
occur in the long term, well after remediation and treatment of the perchlorate
contamination has been implemented. That said, remediation of the perchlorate over the
long term is necessary to ensure no additional wells are detrimentally impacted by the

contamination."14

Finally, as to the timing of the clean-up of the five impacted production wells, please refer to Topical

Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate to the Final EIR.

Response 11

The comment states that the Riverpark SB 610 analysis cannot rely on the 41,000 AF water transfer,

because there is no certified EIR for the water transfer project, and because such reliance would be

"contrary" to Section 10910(d)(2)(D) of the Water Code.  The City does not concur with this comment.

Water Code Section 10910(d)(2)(D) states:

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…Any necessary regulatory approvals that are
required in order to be able to convey or deliver the water supply.

The 41,000 AF water transfer is the subject of a valid contract between CLWA and the Kern County Water

Agency (KCWA) and its member district (WRMWSD).

Additionally, the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, at pp. 4.8-56–63 contain a detailed discussion of

SWP water supplies and CLWA's SWP Table A Amount, including the additional 41,000 AF water

transfer, the environmental review and litigation associated with that water transfer, and the status of

CLWA's water transfer under the Monterey Agreement. Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance

on the 41,000 AF Water Transfer to the Final EIR and Response 12, below, also discuss these issues and

14 Id. at p. 5.
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the EIR for the 41,000 AF transfer as a necessary regulatory approval in conformance with Water Code

Section 10910(d)(2)(D).

Based on the Draft EIR and the entire record, and after considering comments challenging CLWA's

reliance on the 41,000 AF water transfer, the City agrees with CLWA that it is appropriate for CLWA to

have included, and to continue to include, the 41,000 AF water transfer as part of CLWA's available SWP

water supplies. Accordingly, the City finds that it is appropriate for the Riverpark project to rely on those

SWP supplies in both the water service section of the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis (Appendix 4.8).

For further responsive information, please also refer to Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on

the 41,000 AF Water Transfer to the Final EIR.

By way of background, as stated in the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-57, at the inception of the SWP, DWR entered

into individual water supply contracts with agricultural and urban water suppliers (SWP contractors)

throughout California. The contracts were the method used to fund construction and operation of the

SWP facilities for the delivery of water to the SWP contractors. Each such contract sets forth the annual

amount of water to which an SWP contractor is contractually entitled, which is stated in "Table A" to the

contract. However, the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery in any year may be an

amount less than the contractor's maximum Table A Amount due to hydrology and a number of other

factors.  The Table A Amount was previously referred to as "SWP entitlement."

The transfer of 41,000 AF of SWP Table A Amount to CLWA from Kern County Water Agency (KCWA)

and its member district (WRMWSD), was the subject of a completed contract between the parties in 1999,

and imported water supply associated with that transfer became available for use by CLWA starting in

January 2000. The 41,000 AF Transfer Agreement and the Point of Delivery Agreement between DWR,

KCWA, and CLWA are included in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

The 41,000 AF water transfer between CLWA, KCWA, and WRMWSD was evaluated previously in a

Final EIR prepared by CLWA in 1999. The Second Appellate Court, Fourth Division, ordered that the

1999 EIR be decertified in January 2002 in the decision entitled, Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic

Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.3d 1373 (Friends decision) in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The

appellate court decertified the 1999 EIR because it tiered from the Monterey Agreement Program EIR,

which itself was decertified as a result of a separate appellate court decision issued while the Friends

decision was on appeal. (See Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources [2000] 83

Cal.App.4th 892 [PCL decision], Appendix A to the Final EIR.)
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In the Friends decision, the appellate court found that "all other contentions" concerning the legal

adequacy of the 1999 EIR were "without merit." The appellate court specifically ordered the trial court to

issue a writ of mandate vacating certification of the 1999 EIR, to retain jurisdiction until CLWA certifies

an EIR complying with CEQA, and to consider such orders it deems appropriate under the remedy

provisions set forth in CEQA (see Public Resources Code §21168.9). CLWA's Board of Directors

decertified the 1999 EIR in the fall of 2002.

In September 2002, the trial court was requested to prohibit CLWA from using the 41,000 AF in any

manner. The trial court refused to enjoin performance of the completed 41,000 AF Transfer Agreement,

maintained its jurisdiction over the matter, and authorized CLWA to utilize "any of the 41,000 AFY,"

subject to the following order:

"Respondent [CLWA] will not be prohibited from using the water to which it is entitled,
but Petitioner may renew its application for such prohibition based upon evidence of the

actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers improper."15

Petitioners in the Friends litigation appealed the trial court's judgment and, again, requested that the use

of the 41,000 AF be prohibited. However, on December 1, 2003, in an unpublished opinion, the Court of

Appeal affirmed the trial court's judgment that CLWA's use of the 41,000 AFY is not prohibited.

Because the 41,000 AF was a permanent water transfer, because DWR includes the 41,000 AF in

calculating CLWA’s share of SWP Table A Amount, and because the courts have not prohibited CLWA

from using or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City has determined that it remains

appropriate for the Riverpark project to include those water supplies in its water supply and demand

analysis, while acknowledging and disclosing the potential uncertainty created by litigation.

In the meantime, CLWA has recently circulated for public review the new Draft EIR for the 41,000 AF

water transfer project. The new EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 41,000 AF water

transfer project, along with the rights for storage and delivery of water associated with the transfer

through SWP facilities.16 For further responsive information, please refer to Response 12, below.

In light of the information presented in the Riverpark Draft EIR and the entire record, the City believes

that CLWA was entitled to use, and may continue to use, the additional SWP water supplies from the

15 For a copy of the trial court's decision, please refer to the Final EIR Appendix A, p. 2, ¶6.
16 The Draft EIR for CLWA's 41,000 AF water transfer project is incorporated by reference and is available for

public review and inspection at CLWA's offices, located 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California
91350 (661) 297-1600
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41,000 AF water transfer pending certification of the new EIR pursuant to CEQA, absent a subsequent

order to the contrary from the Los Angeles Superior Court, which maintains jurisdiction over the 41,000

AF water transfer litigation.

Accordingly, the City has determined that the Riverpark project can appropriately rely on CLWA's SWP

annual Table A Amount (including the 41,000 AF) as an existing entitlement, right or water service

contract in determining water supply in the manner required to comply with SB 610 for the Riverpark

project. The City also has determined, based on the entire record, that the projected SWP supplies, in

conjunction with other supply sources, will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the Riverpark project,

in addition to existing and planned future uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 12

The Riverpark Draft EIR (pp. 4.8-56–80) provided in-depth information regarding SWP water supplies,

including Castaic Lake Water Agency’s (CLWA) acquisition of the 41,000 AF SWP supplies. In response,

the comment suggests that the 41,000 AF water transfer was to be used only by "existing customers"

within the CLWA service area. The commenter objects to the inclusion of the 41,000 AF of SWP water for

planning purposes until the EIR for that transfer and that for the Monterey Agreement have been

certified by the respective lead agencies. The City does not concur with this comment. The use of the

41,000 AF water transfer was not limited to "existing customers" of CLWA.

Please see Response 11, above. As stated above, in the Friends litigation, project opponents sought to

prohibit CLWA from utilizing the 41,000 AF water transfer. The trial court refused to enjoin CLWA's use

of the 41,000 AFY, maintained its jurisdiction over the proceedings, and held that CLWA “will not be

prohibited from using the water to which it is entitled, but petitioner may renew its application for such

prohibition based on evidence of the actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers

improper. Project opponents in the Friends litigation then appealed the trial court's judgment and, again,

requested that the use of the 41,000 AFY be prohibited. However, the appellate court affirmed the trial

court's judgment that CLWA's use of the 41,000 AFY is not prohibited. For a copy of the trial court's

judgment, writ, and transcript in connection with the Friends litigation, please refer to Appendix A to the

Final EIR. In addition, further responsive information is presented in Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies

– Reliance on the 41,000 AF Water Transfer to the Final EIR.

Aside from the status of the Friends litigation, there are also practical considerations that favor CLWA's

use of the 41,000 AFY pending certification of the new EIR for that project. For example, the 41,000 AF

water transfer was memorialized in an agreement between state water contractors (i.e., CLWA and
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KCWA/WRMWSD) for the reallocation of SWP water supplies. Pursuant to the parties' agreement,

KCWA/WRMWSD agreed to sell, and CLWA agreed to buy, 41,000 AFY of SWP Table A Amount. As a

result, CLWA's annual SWP Table A Amount was increased by 41,000 AFY (to its current Table A

Amount of 95,200 AFY), and KCWA/WRMWSD's annual entitlement was reduced by the same amount.

CLWA executed the agreement in March 1999 and the agreement was effective upon execution. DWR

approved the agreement pursuant to Amendment 18 to the "water supply contract" between CLWA and

DWR, thereby permanently transferring 41,000 AFY of SWP Table A Amount to CLWA. CLWA paid

approximately $48 million for the additional SWP supplies. Those monies have been received by

KCWA/WRMWSD, and were financed by CLWA's sale of tax-exempt obligation bonds. In short, the

agreement has been executed, performed, and implemented. If that agreement were set aside, CLWA's

contractual rights and obligations would be significantly impaired. Importantly, the water transfer

agreement has been in effect for more than five years. During that time, CLWA has not noted any

significant adverse environmental impacts not previously identified in its EIR on the 41,000 AF water

transfer project. Nor has CLWA ever been advised of any increase in the severity of any environmental

impacts previously identified in the prior CLWA EIR. Project opponents also have not provided any

documentation or other materials evidencing new or increased impacts resulting from the permanent

reallocation of the 41,000 AFY to CLWA. In summary, no practical environmental issues preclude

CLWA's continued use of the 41,000 AFY as part of its permanent SWP water supply allocation.

Finally, CLWA has also completed preparation of the new Draft EIR for the 41,000 AF water transfer

project. The new EIR addresses the significant environmental effects of the 41,000 AF water transfer

project, and has been subject to public review and comment. The new EIR is expected to be considered

for certification by CLWA's Board of Directors in 2004-2005. Therefore, based on the Riverpark Draft EIR

and the entire record, the City has not identified any legal or practical reason for prohibiting CLWA from

using its SWP supplies, including the 41,000 AFY.

Response 13

This comment refers to "a public hearing" where a "project proponent" stated that "the water from

contaminated wells closed due to excessive levels of ammonium perchlorate pollution should be counted

because they will be back on line in a year." The comment does not identify the date or subject of the

public hearing. The comment also does not identify the "project proponent" who made the statement.

Finally, the comment does not provide documentation referencing the particular statement. Therefore,

the City finds it difficult to provide a thorough response. Nonetheless, evidence in both the Draft EIR

and the record show that reliable treatment methods exist that can be used to reduce perchlorate

concentrations to low or non-detectable levels.
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For example, the Riverpark Draft EIR discussed the fact that CLWA and the retail purveyors have

advised both the County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita that portions of the Saugus

Formation and the Alluvial aquifer where perchlorate has been detected are still capable of being used as

a viable water supply, particularly in dry years, because the water is treatable. CLWA and other Santa

Clarita Valley retail purveyors have further advised both the County and City that the technology to

remove perchlorate exists and is already in use in California and elsewhere. CLWA and the retail

purveyors have demonstrated that they intend to use this proven technology to clean up the water where

perchlorate has been detected. In fact, as discussed below, CLWA and other retail purveyors continue to

work with the Whittaker-Bermite site owners and the regulatory agencies (State Department of Toxic

Substances Control [DTSC] and the ACOE) to characterize and remediate the perchlorate problem caused

by the former Whittaker-Bermite site, so that water from the temporarily closed municipal-supply wells

(Saugus, 4 wells; Alluvial, 1 well) is returned to service.

While the author of the comment letter attaches a one-page DTSC “Operable Unit Schedule for the

Former Whittaker-Bermite Facility,” indicating that date of Remedial Action Plan (RAP) certification may

take longer than one year, neither a remedial action plan nor the characterization leading to a remedial

action plan are required before treatment can begin. According to testimony on the subject before the

California Public Utilities Commission addressing the issue of treatment of groundwater in the Saugus

Formation in which perchlorate was detected:

Full on-site and/or off-site characterization is not required before clean-up of
contamination can begin. Containment and clean-up efforts should begin as soon as
possible, both on and off site. In most cases, these efforts should be undertaken well
ahead of completing on-site and off-site characterization work. Removal of existing
contamination is beneficial to the overall clean-up goals. In my experience, where there
is a will to do so, containment and clean-up has been started far in advance of completing
on-site and off-site characterization work. Reply Testimony of Stephen B. Johnson,
Application of Valencia Water Company (U-342) Seeking Approval of its Updated Water
Management Plan, CPUC Case No. A.99-12-025, May 5, 2000. (For a copy of the Johnson
Reply Testimony, please see Appendix A to the Final EIR.)

In addition, CLWA has advised both the County and City that field studies and groundwater modeling

activities are in progress to evaluate how best to hydraulically contain the portion of the aquifer system

where production wells have been voluntarily shut down, while simultaneously preventing perchlorate

movement to currently unimpacted areas. According to CLWA, the field studies have included

installation of monitoring wells and sampling at multiple depths and locations on and around the

Whittaker-Bermite site, the source of the perchlorate; water level monitoring in these wells; aquifer

testing of two unimpacted water supply wells; and groundwater velocity testing in Alluvial monitoring

wells located between the Whittaker-Bermite site and the Santa Clara River.
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According to CLWA, these studies have helped Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors and the Whittaker

Corporation further refine the current understanding of groundwater flow patterns in specific areas on

and near the Whittaker-Bermite site. In addition, CLWA has advised both the County and City that this

information has been incorporated into the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors' regional groundwater

flow model, which is being used to identify a containment and treatment plan for impacted wells that

would meet the objectives of restoring the lost water supply from the impacted wells (with wellhead

treatment), while simultaneously containing perchlorate and hydraulically limiting its movement down-

gradient to unimpacted wells and other portions of the aquifer system where new water supply wells are

planned to be constructed.

The groundwater modeling effort is conducted by CH2MHill. According to CLWA, the modeling

simulations will be used to guide selection of a final pumping plan for the impacted wells in the Saugus

Formation. Selection of a final pumping plan will be made jointly by the Santa Clarita Valley water

purveyors and the Whittaker Corporation, with regulatory oversight and permitting performed by the

California Department of Health Services (DHS), with technical support from DTSC. CLWA also has

confirmed with both the City and County that several treatment technologies for the removal of

perchlorate from water are currently available, as reported in the Riverpark Draft EIR at pp. 4.8-43–51.

Please see Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate, for further responsive

information.

The comment states that treatment will require a brine line. However, the Riverpark Draft EIR presents

evidence that treatment can occur without the need for a brine line. As stated in the Draft EIR at pp. 4.8-

50–51:

"In addition to the proven treatment methods, a U.S. patent was recently granted for a
new treatment device that reportedly renders perchlorate harmless. The device is a
hollow-fiber membrane biofilm reactor, which, through a natural biochemical process of
electron transfer, turns perchlorate into innocuous chloride. Perchlorate contaminated
water is run through the biofilm reactor, which contains a bundle of thousands of hollow
fiber membranes into which hydrogen gas is fed. The hydrogen gas diffuses through the
membrane walls into the water as it flows past the fibers. Bacteria attach to the surface of
the membrane because they gain energy from the process of transferring electrons and
act as catalysts for the transfer of electrons from hydrogen gas to the oxidized
contaminant, such as perchlorate. The contaminants are reduced to harmless end
products while the hydrogen gas is oxidized to water.

The advantage of the biofilm reactor method over existing methods is that it destroys the
contaminant without creating brine or other waste products, which must then be disposed of.
[Emphasis added]

In addition, ion exchange systems for perchlorate removal and destruction can allow the
recycling of brine solution, although result in a greater cost for treatment, starting at
approximately $500 per acre-foot of treated water.” (Source: Memorandum, Update On
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Perchlorate Groundwater Pollution Within The Los Angeles Region, Dennis Dickerson
to LARWQCB Members, April 28, 2003).17

The Department of Toxic Substances Control, Office of Pollution Prevention and Technology

Development, has also reported on several means of brine reduction.  For example:

Calgon ISEP+TM System. The perchlorate and nitrate destruction module (PNDM) of this system is a
catalytic chemical reduction process for treating perchlorate and nitrate ions in the waste regeneration
brine. In this process, ammonium (a hydrogen source) is added as a reductant, and perchlorate is
reduced to chloride (CIO4 + 8e + 8H+ = > CI + 4H2O). The system operates at 250 degrees C and is
relatively energy intensive. Pilot study results indicate that the PNDM can effectively reduce both
perchlorate and nitrate present in regeneration brine waste, and that the treated regenerant stream can be
reused (i.e., recycled) to effectively regenerate the resin. The overall process waste from the pilot test
system was about 0.16 percent of the feed volume. O&M costs are estimated at about two times the cost
of a comparable biological treatment unit.

Oak Ridge National Laboratory. ORNL has developed a method to degrade perchlorate in FeCI3-HCI
regenerant solutions using ferrous iron and/or non-toxic organic reducing agents (US patent pending).
Results indicate that complete destruction of perchlorate to chloride and water can be achieved in less
than one hour residence time. While perchlorate is reduced, ferrous (Fe++) ions are oxidized to ferric
(Fe+++) ions, which replenish or “regenerate” the FeCI3-HCI solution.

Applied Research Associates - Integrated Thermal Treatment Process. Laboratory research demonstrated that
perchlorate in regenerant brine could be thermally decomposed at elevated temperature and pressure
with the addition of reducing agents and promoters. Concentration of the brine with reverse osmosis
would be necessary to make the process cost-effective. A patent application is pending. (Source:
Perchlorate Contamination Treatment Alternatives, Department of Toxic Substances Control, Office of
Pollution Prevention and Technology Development (Draft, January 2004).18

In addition, the groundwater presently impacted by perchlorate can be treated by the time the need

arises. For example, as to the Alluvial aquifer, the Draft EIR disclosed, at p. 4.8-38, that perchlorate was

detected in one Alluvial aquifer municipal-supply well, located near the former Whittaker-Bermite site;

that all other Alluvial wells operated by the purveyors in Santa Clarita Valley continue to be used for

municipal water-supply service; and that, as part of regular operations, the other municipal-supply wells

are sampled routinely and perchlorate has not been detected in any other wells.

CLWA and other retail purveyors in Santa Clarita Valley have advised both the City and County that the

closure of the one Alluvial well does not adversely affect the amount of groundwater that can be

produced from the Alluvial Aquifer. In addition, as discussed below, CLWA and other retail purveyors

have confirmed that technology exists to treat groundwater to remove the perchlorate and to return it to

drinking water quality. CLWA also has reported to the City and County that the purveyors have placed

a high priority on remediation of perchlorate over the long term, to restore the affected well to service,

17 This source memorandum is incorporated by this reference and available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234
Bouquet Canyon Road Santa Clarita, CA  91350-2173.

18 This source memorandum is incorporated by this reference and available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234
Bouquet Canyon Road Santa Clarita, CA  91350-2173.
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and to ensure that treatment methods are available to reduce perchlorate concentrations to low or non-

detectable levels if any other wells in the Alluvial aquifer are later impacted.

Response 14

As described in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-49–50, biological treatment

methods are considered viable for treating perchlorate. As described in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-49–50, biological treatment methods are considered viable for treating

perchlorate. In addition, the Department of Toxic Substances Control, Office of Pollution Prevention and

Technology Development, has reported on several currently feasible or viable in the near term means of

biological treatment.  For example:

“Bioreactors: Fluidized Bed, Packed Bed, Fixed Film, etc.

Perchlorate can be anaerobically biodegraded under reducing conditions. In these
reactions, perchlorate serves as an electron acceptor and is readily reduced to water,
carbon dioxide, and chloride in the presence of an appropriate food source (electron
donor) and redox conditions. A number of microorganisms have been identified that
have the capability to reduce both perchlorate and chlorate. Most identified bacterial
strains that reduce perchlorate are denitrifying facultative anaerobes. Not all denitrifying
bacteria can reduce perchlorate however, and in some cases the presence of nitrate can
inhibit perchlorate reduction. Many reactor types have been investigated for perchlorate
removal. Most of these systems are attached growth reactors using either granular
activated carbon (GAC) or sand, and are able to remove perchlorate to very low levels. A
variety of electron donors including ethanol, methanol, acetate, hydrogen, and cheese
whey have been utilized in these reactors. A total dissolved solids concentration above
20,000 to 30,000 mg/L generally inhibits perchlorate reduction. Microorganisms from
saline environments may be able to degrade perchlorate at up to 5 percent salt
concentrations. Fluidized bed reactors (FBR) as well as packed bed reactors (PBR) have
been developed for treating perchlorate contamination and are commercially available.
Fixed-bed systems use stationary sand or plastic media to support the biofilm while
fluidized bed systems support biofilm growth on sand or GAC media suspended in the
fluid by mixing and upward flow velocities maintained in the reactor. The disadvantage
is the pumping cost to maintain the required flows. Fixed-bed systems require periodic
backflushing to remove biosolids buildup and to prevent plugging. Fluidized bed
systems have higher pumping/energy costs, but have high surface area for biomass
attachment and growth, and low pressure drop across the bed. Other innovative systems
to biologically reduce perchlorate are also being developed including a patented a
hollow-fiber membrane biofilm reactor that utilizes hydrogen as the electron donor to
biologically degrade perchlorate.

In April 2002 the DHS Water Treatment Committee recommended a conditional
acceptance of biological treatment (fluidized bed reactor) for the removal of perchlorate
in a drinking water supply. The recommendation is based on a treatability study of the
full-scale FBR system treating perchlorate-contaminated groundwater at the Aerojet
facility in Rancho Cordova. Biological treatment systems are being considered by the
Castaic Lake Water District as well as in the San Gabriel Groundwater Basin, but to date
DHS has not issued a permit to any facility that allows biological treatment for domestic
water supply.
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Biologically Active Carbon (BAC)

AWWARF-funded bench and pilot scale tests indicate that biologically active carbon
filtration can effectively remove low levels of nitrate and perchlorate under anaerobic
conditions with the addition of an electron donor. Nitrate reduction can also enhance
perchlorate reduction kinetics, making BAC filtration particularly attractive for combined
nitrate-perchlorate remediation.

In Situ Biological Reduction

In situ biological treatment of perchlorate contaminated groundwater involves
essentially the same processes that above-ground bioreactors use to reduce perchlorate.
Perchlorate-degrading microorganisms have been found to be widespread in the
subsurface environment (indigenous, native bacteria) and present at many, if not most,
perchlorate contamination sites. In the presence of an appropriate food source (electron
donor) and redox condition these bacteria have the capability to reduce perchlorate into
chloride, carbon dioxide, and water. Injection or placement of a food/carbon source
(electron donor) into the contaminated aquifer is necessary to promote growth of the
desired bacteria and effect perchlorate degradation. Different remediation strategies
have been used to supply the proper mixing and amount of food source into the
contaminated aquifer. A system of injection wells or injection/extraction wells is
typically used to inject and mix the carbon source into contaminated zone at the proper
concentration. Selection of appropriate electron donor appears to be site specific.
Injected carbon sources that have been used or considered include acetate, corn syrup,
and edible oils. Another approach is to use biologically active trenches or permeable
reactive barriers (PRBs) to treat the contaminated groundwater plume as it flow through
biologically active zone. Materials used to construct PRBs or “barrier” trenches have
included composting materials, cotton seed meal and cotton seed. To effectively
implement an in-situ biological treatment technology requires a comprehensive
understanding of the subsurface contamination distribution and subsurface
hydrogeology, in addition to an understanding of the microbiological processes. A
system of monitoring wells to routinely monitor key biological and water quality
treatment parameters is essential to a successful implementation. Key biological
treatment parameters would include redox, dissolved oxygen, perchlorate, and
parent/by-product concentrations, carbon source concentration, microbiological growth,
etc. Perchlorate can be biodegraded in situ under a mildly reducing environment. A
highly anaerobic reducing environment is generally not desirable due to potential
dissolution and/or release of compounds or metal ions that may adversely impact water
quality (e.g., metal ions, sulfides, methane).

Contaminated Soil - Composting

Naturally occurring bacteria can effectively reduce perchlorate under anaerobic
conditions when perchlorate-contaminated soil is composted with an organic carbon
source (electron donor) such as steer manure, sawdust, alfalfa, corn syrup, alcohol,
sodium acetate, etc.” (Source: Perchlorate Contamination Treatment Alternatives,
Department of Toxic Substances Control, Office of Pollution Prevention and Technology
Development (Draft, January 2004).19

In addition, the groundwater presently impacted by perchlorate is not needed today and can be treated

by the time the need arises. Meanwhile, as the Draft EIR disclosed, all unaffected wells operated by the

purveyors in Santa Clarita Valley continue to be used for municipal water-supply service, and all are

19 This source memorandum is incorporated by this reference and available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234
Bouquet Canyon Road Santa Clarita, CA  91350-2173.
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providing, and are reasonably expected to continue to provide, sufficient supplies. Please see also

Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

As discussed above in Responses 12 and 13, CLWA and other retail purveyors in Santa Clarita Valley

have advised both the City and County that the closure of the one Alluvial well does not adversely affect

the amount of groundwater that can be produced from the Alluvial Aquifer. In addition, as discussed

below, CLWA and other retail purveyors have confirmed that technology exists to treat groundwater to

remove the perchlorate and to return it to drinking water quality. CLWA also has reported to the City

and County that the purveyors have placed a high priority on remediation of perchlorate over the long

term, to restore the affected well to service, and to ensure that treatment methods are available to reduce

perchlorate concentrations to low or non-detectable levels if any other wells in the Alluvial aquifer are

later impacted.

Response 15

As stated in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, at p. 4.8-48, effective technologies

presently exist to treat perchlorate in water in order to meet drinking water standards. This includes

standards for nitrate. As noted in Response 13, above, certain brine treatments also treat nitrates. The

comment does not provide any information to the contrary.

Response 16

This comment suggests that water demand has "rapidly increased" in the Santa Clarita Valley, since the

last water report was prepared and complains that the latest water report had not been issued as of May

2004. However, the comment relating to a “rapid increase” is not substantiated. In fact, the water

demand has slightly increased from 2002 to 2003. However, the increase was anticipated by CLWA and

other retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley. There have been no "rapid" increases in water

demand.

The Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service, relied on the most current water reports available.

The City did conduct a review of the 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, as part of its environmental

review of the Riverpark project. The Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, also relied on the 2002 Water

Report.

The next annual water report was not yet available when the Riverpark Draft EIR was circulated for

public review and comment. Therefore, the next annual report could not have been considered by the
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City in the context of the Draft EIR for the Riverpark project. However, since public circulation of the

Riverpark Draft EIR, CLWA and other retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley have distributed

to the City the 2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report. The 2003 report has been reviewed during

preparation of the Final EIR and is included in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

Response 17

The comment suggests that the groundwater basin in the Santa Clarita Valley is in a state of overdraft,

and, therefore, the City cannot rely on the amount of groundwater shown in the Draft EIR as a reliable

source of supply. In addition, comments state that water levels are dropping in wells in the eastern

reaches of the groundwater basin, indicating an "overdraft" condition. Comments also state that

"overdrafting" the groundwater basin is "contrary" to the Los Angeles County General Plan, the Santa

Clarita Valley Areawide Plan, and the City's General Plan. Finally, comments suggest that withdrawing

water from the basin "in excess of the safe yield" affects "endangered species" and may be contrary to SB

610. Each of these issues is addressed in detail in Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and

"Overdraft" Claims to the Final EIR.

Annual groundwater production is reported in the Draft EIR from a low of 20,000 AFY in 1983 to a high

of 43,000 AFY in 1999. See, Draft EIR at 4.8-35 to 36. From 1980 through 2003, total production of the

Saugus Formation as reported in the Draft EIR, at 4.8-31, ranged from a low of 3,850 AFY in 1983 to a high

of nearly 15,000 in 1991.

It should be noted that the CPUC found these estimated water supplies, based on evidence presented to

it, to be “consistent with current management practices…well within the aquifer’s perennial yield,” and

“supported by recent experience.” (See Valencia Water Company, Decision No. 01-11-048, November 29,

2001) at p. 39. See also, Reply Testimony of both Robert J. DiPrimio and Joseph C. Scalmanini,

Application 99-12-025, May 5, 2000 ["DiPrimio and Scalmanini Reply Testimony"]. In doing so, the CPUC

rejected the same contentions made by the commenter here, which organization was also a party to the

CPUC litigation. The complete decision in included in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The California

Supreme Court declined to hear an appeal from the CPUC decision.

Response 18

This comment states that the increased use of imported SWP water and its affects on water quality were

not addressed in the Riverpark Draft EIR. The City does not concur with this comment for several

reasons. First, the Riverpark project does not result in an unanticipated "increase" in the use of SWP

water in the CLWA/Santa Clarita Water Company Division service area. The Riverpark project is simply
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one of several planned developments within that service area. Second, with regard to water quality, the

primary regulatory mechanism, which is in place to monitor imported SWP water supplies from CLWA,

is the Safe Drinking Water Act.20 As the wholesale water agency in Santa Clarita Valley, CLWA must

deliver water that meets the applicable drinking water standards.

Existing water quality conditions for urban water uses in the CLWA service area are documented in the

2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report.21 This report provides the cumulative results of water quality tests

performed in the Santa Clarita Valley area on CLWA's and the local purveyors' water supplies. The

report shows that CLWA produces SWP water that meets drinking water standards set by the EPA and

the California Department of Health Services (DHS).

For additional pertinent water quality data, please see the most recent annual 2003 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Report, which is found in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The 2003 Water Report confirms, at p. 29,

that CLWA operates two water treatment plants, the Earl Schmidt Filtration Plant located near Castaic

Lake, and the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant, located in Saugus, and that CLWA receives imported

SWP water supplies, treats those supplies and produces water that meets drinking water standards set by

EPA and DHS.

In addition, the state Department of Water Resources (DWR) prepared a technical memorandum that

provides information generally responsive to this comment. Please see the DWR Memorandum, dated

September 25, 2002, entitled "Quality of Non-Project Groundwater Pump-Ins to the California Aqueduct

and Effect on SWP Water Quality, 2001," which is found in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

Finally, the comment does not present any evidence that is contrary to, or conflicts with, the above

statements, which are supported by the referenced studies. Therefore, no further response is necessary or

possible at this time.

Response 19

The City does not concur that the water-related issues raised in the comment must be addressed further

in a "subsequent or supplemental EIR." First, the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, contains a

thorough analysis of the water service and water quality issues arising from implementation of the

Riverpark project. Second, the City has considered whether significant new information has been

presented since completion of the Riverpark Draft EIR with respect to water resources, water service, and

water supply and demand issues in Santa Clarita Valley. The City has determined, based on the entire

20 The Safe Drinking Water Act is intended to protect public health by regulating public drinking water supplies,
and requires a variety of actions to protect drinking water and its sources. The act authorizes the EPA to set
national health-based standards for drinking water to protect against both naturally occurring and man-made
contaminants that may be found in drinking water.

21 For a copy of the 2002 Water Report, please refer to Appendix A to the Final EIR.
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record, that no new significant information has been presented, which would require preparation of a

supplemental or subsequent EIR, in addition to the Riverpark Draft EIR.

Under CEQA, new information is not considered "significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that,

absent recirculation "deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial

adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including

a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement." (See CEQA

Guidelines §15088.5) The City has reviewed the Riverpark Draft EIR, and the Final EIR, including the

comments and responses, and has concluded that recirculation is not necessary because the CEQA

threshold for recirculation has not been triggered. The criteria used by the City in determining that

recirculation is not required are set forth below:

(a) There are no new significant environmental impacts resulting from the Riverpark project or from any
proposed mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR;

(b) There are no substantial increases in the severity of any environmental impact noted in the Draft EIR;
and

(c) There are no feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR that
would clearly lessen any significant environmental impact of the project, but that the applicant has
declined to adopt.  See CEQA Guidelines §§15088.5(a), 15162(a)(3).

Accordingly, the City has concluded that neither a subsequent nor supplemental EIR is required.

Response 20

The comment asserts the project would remove a significant ridgeline buffering an existing residential

neighborhood. The comment is incorrect. First, the only existing residential neighborhood so buffered is

the Emblem neighborhood; the adjacent ridgeline there is not classified by the City as a significant

ridgeline (either primary or secondary). Second, the project has been revised to eliminate grading on the

nose of that ridgeline.

Although beyond the scope of this comment, it should be noted that the Riverpark project proposes

encroachment on relatively limited portions of two ridgelines classified by the City as secondary

ridgelines.  Both of these ridgelines are located both on and off the project site.

As discussed in Section 4.16, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, the first City-classified secondary

ridgeline enters the project site from the north and east of the future intersection of Santa Clarita Parkway

and Newhall Ranch Road. The upper, and most visible, portion of this ridgeline is already degraded by

previous development and no longer meets the City’s criteria for classification as a secondary ridgeline.

Approximately 1,690 linear feet or 45 percent of the northern portion of the ridgeline was previously
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impacted and graded down by the construction of the CLWA Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant and

Administrative Offices. The project would impact the remaining southern portion of the ridgeline

(approximately 55 percent or 2,062 linear feet). However, approximately 700 linear feet or 19 percent of

the ridgeline would be impacted as a result of the extension of Newhall Ranch Road and the Santa Clarita

Parkway; both roads are part of the City’s General Plan, and would likely be built even if the project were

not approved. The remaining 1,362 linear feet or 36 percent of the ridgeline would be impacted by a

portion of the residential development in Area B.

The second City classified secondary ridgeline also enters from the north into the project site where Area

C is located on the eastern portion of the site. A majority of this ridgeline is located off-site, however,

approximately 29 percent or approximately 597 linear feet of the ridgeline is located on the project site.

However, after further research and comparison, the actual ridgeline and what is shown on the City’s

Ridgeline Map is incorrect. The secondary ridgeline actually extends approximately 372 linear feet into

the project site not 597 linear feet as shown on the City’s Ridgeline Map. The project would impact (as a

result of Area C) approximately 225 of the 372 linear feet of the secondary ridgeline.

According to the applicant’s Riverpark Innovative Application Compliance Report (Final EIR Appendix

E) the Riverpark project employs a creative and imaginative site design that tailors the development to

the site and minimizes impacts to the significant natural topographic prominent features (Santa Clara

River, central canyon, etc.) within the project site; and the project leaves a substantial portion of the

project site as open space, concentrates development on the flatter, disturbed portions of the site and

significantly exceeds the minimum standards identified in the City of Santa Clarita Ridgeline

Preservation and Hillside Development Guidelines.

In summary, the Planning Commission has reviewed the project applicant’s innovative application and

has found that support to the proposed ridgeline modification can be made with the following project

benefits:

• Preservation and dedication of approximately 440 acres of open space, including approximately 338
acres of the Santa Clara River;

• Dedication and improvement to the City of Santa Clarita of a 29-acre active/passive park;

• Extension of over 2 miles of the Santa Clara River Regional Trail; including bridging over the LA
DWP Aqueduct;

• Extension of approximately 2 miles of Class I (roadway separated trail) along Newhall Ranch Road;

• Dedication of approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River, including adjacent
upland area—the property is located between Valencia Boulevard and Magic Mountain Parkway;
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• The project applicant shall contribute 25 percent pf the costs associated with the construction of a
pedestrian bridge over Newhall Ranch Road providing regional trail access from Central Park to the
Santa Clara River Regional Trail; and

• Contribution, through right-of-way dedication and bridge and thoroughfare fees, of over $25,000,000
to this segment of the Cross Valley Connector.

Response 21

Riverpark Draft EIR Sections 1.0, Project Description p. 1.0-8, and Section 4.7, Land Use, p. 4.7-12 did

acknowledge that a hillside review was required and that an Innovative Application was required to

develop on identified secondary ridgelines. Additionally, the environmental analysis of ridgeline

modification was addressed in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.16, Visual Resources. Although the

Innovative Application itself was not analyzed the Riverpark Draft EIR, all of the information contained

in the application—the environmental consequences of development of secondary ridgelines—was

analyzed.  Therefore, all potential impacts were analyzed.

Moreover, contrary to the commenter’s implication, the Draft EIR in fact analyzed the suggested

alternative as Alternative No. 3, the “Ridgeline Preservation Alternative,” in Section 6.0, pp. 6.0-13–20.

The Draft EIR concluded that, although many (not all) of the environmental impacts would less than or

equal to those of the proposed project, this alternative would remove 76 dwelling units in Planning Area

B, 55 units in Area C and 27 units in Area D, and would too narrowly limit the housing opportunities and

would not provide as many housing opportunities on the site, and would fail to meet or would impede to

some extent the project objectives listed there.  Consequently, the City rejected this alternative.

Finally, the City does not concur that the Innovative Application must be circulated for public review.

Even so, the Innovative Application is available, and has been available since April 16, 2004, for review at

the City of Santa Clarita, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300, Santa Clarita, California 91355, and it is

located in Appendix E of this Final EIR.

Response 22

Please see Responses 19 and 20 to the April 29, 2004 Comment Letter 17 from Friends of the Santa Clara

River. The Riverpark Draft EIR addressed five alternative scenarios to the proposed project. In

accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:

“[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
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potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making, and public
participation.”

The City believes that the five alternatives considered: No Project, Santa Clara River Reduced Bank

Stabilization, Ridgeline Preservation, Noise/Development Standards and Deletion of Santa Clarita

Parkway directly reflect CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) “…the discussion of alternatives shall focus

on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any

significant effects of the project.”  Therefore, no further analysis of additional alternatives is required.

Response 23

The commenter suggests that the proposed project, together with a project on the south side of the Santa

Clara River will create a “severe constriction of river flow.” The City disagrees and the analysis in the

Draft EIR concludes that there is no purported constriction at that point or any other point within the

project site. The project’s potential flood impacts are discussed and analyzed in Section 4.2, Flood, and

Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR, based on detailed technical information

contained in the technical report entitled, Flood Technical Report for Riverpark, Psomas, February 2004,

contained in Appendix 4.2 to the Draft EIR.

These potential impacts were analyzed in the Riverpark Draft EIR in the Flood and Floodplain

Modifications sections. Based on the Flood section’s analyses, the Floodplain Modifications section

analyzed the potential biological impacts of the predicted hydraulic conditions, and found those impacts

to be less than significant.

As to the predicted changes in flows in the Santa Clara River, based on the Flood Technical Report for

Riverpark, February 2004, the Draft EIR concluded that the average flows in the Santa Clara River would

generally not increase downstream of the project, and, therefore, the project would cause no significant

impacts to sensitive aquatic species located downstream based on flows (pp. 4.20–38). Based on an

analysis conducted to estimate the impacts of the floodplain boundary changes caused by the project

(which analysis provided a direct assessment of the potential change in total acreage and configuration of

habitats along the Santa Clara River within the project site), it further concluded that there would be only

negligible differences in the total aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitat area inundated in the developed

condition as compared to the existing condition, and, therefore, that these changes caused by the project

would not be significant (pp. 4.20–42). The Draft EIR also concluded that the reduction in floodplain area

caused by bank protection would not create a significant increase in overall velocities and that the

velocities for all return events would not be significantly different between the existing and proposed
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conditions, and that, in many instances, velocities would be unchanged or would decrease. (Section 4.2,

Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20–42, 59) The final design of the flood protection improvements

associated with Riverpark will be consistent with the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. Similarly, the

Draft EIR concluded that there would be no significant increase in water depths for all return intervals at

all locations, including at the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge (pp. 4.20-59, 60).

Based on these findings, the Draft EIR Section 4.2, Floodplain Modifications, concluded that the hydraulic

changes created by the project would cause no significant downstream impacts (pp. 4.20-60, 63–64), and

no significant impacts on sensitive species, including, without limitation, to unarmored three-spine

stickleback, arroyo toad, or California red-legged frogs (pp. 4.20–64, 67–68), either within or downstream

from the project site.

Further with regard to impacts of increased velocities, see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, pp. 4.20–59, states:

“A comparison of Figures 4.20-4a–f, Santa Clara River Existing Velocities with Figures
4.20-10a–f, Santa Clara River Proposed Velocities, demonstrates that variations in
velocities are localized and limited in scope, especially when viewed in the entirety of the
river corridor within the project site. The key locations shown represent a wide range of
conditions along the river, including narrower areas and wider areas with larger terraces
adjacent to the river.

These data indicate that there would be no significant increase in water velocity for all
return intervals at all locations, including the bridge location. The predicted increased
velocities at the Newhall Ranch Road Bridge (e.g., an increase in velocity from just 3.4 to
3.7 feet per second during the 2-year storm event) would be very localized and represent
a very small segment of river located within the project. Water velocities return to
existing rates beyond this point. In the five other instances where velocities increase with
the project (i.e., Newhall Ranch Road Bridge location during the 50-year storm; future
Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge location during the 50-year storm; and existing Bouquet
Canyon Road Bridge during the 5-year storm, 50-year storm and the 100-year storm),
such increases range from one to three percent. In four instances (i.e., at the future Santa
Clarita Parkway Bridge location during the 2-year, 5-year, 10-year and 20-year storm
events) velocity would be unchanged with the project and in eight instances (i.e., at the
Newhall Ranch Road Bridge location during the 5-, 10-, 20-, and 100-year storm events;
the future Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge location during the 100-year storm event; and at
the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge location during the 2-, 10-, and 20-year storm events)
velocities would actually decrease. In both existing and post-development cases, water
velocities at and downstream of the bridge abutments are generally greater than 4 feet
per second, and would continue to be, erosive in all storm events except the 2-year event.

The velocities for all return events are not significantly different between existing and
proposed conditions (velocity increases are all less than 10 percent and mostly well less
than five percent. In many instances, velocities would be unchanged or would
decrease).”
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Response 24

Please see Response 23, above. The commenter improperly seeks to incorporate on a wholesale basis all

information contained in City files regarding flooding previously submitted on Bouquet Bridge, without

identifying that information, identifying the substance of the information contained in that information,

providing copies of the information sought to be incorporated, or providing the location at which the

information is maintained. Even so, the comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 25

Please see Responses 23 and 24, above. Moreover, the property referenced across the street under the

ownership of Newhall Land was developed legally and in accordance with approvals issued by the City

of Santa Clarita. As indicated in Response 23, a comprehensive floodway analysis was conducted for the

Riverpark project. This analysis included modeling of the proposed Riverpark flood protection

improvements along with existing flood protection improvements adjacent to or within the boundaries of

the Riverpark project. As indicated in Response 23, the Draft EIR concluded that the reduction in

floodplain area caused by bank protection would not create a significant increase in overall velocities and

that the velocities for all return events would not be significantly different between the existing and

proposed conditions, and that, in many instances, velocities would be unchanged or would decrease.

(Section 4.2, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20–42, 59).

Response 26

The commenter states that they are opposed to the project. The information will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark

Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 27

The commenter suggests that an additional alternative “adher[ing] to the City’s Hillside Ordinance and

preserv[ing] a greater portion of the floodplain” added. The Draft EIR Section 6.0, Project Alternatives,

however, provides a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA, including Alternative 2, Santa

Clara River Reduced Bank Stabilization Alternative, which would preserve a greater amount of

floodplain by requiring a setback of the greater of either the Q-cap 50 year line or the upland preserve
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buffer setback from the resource line, and Alternative 3, Ridgeline Preservation Alternative, which

preserves ridgelines designated by the City as secondary. Please see Response 20, above.

Response 28

The City does not concur that the Santa Clarita Valley is experiencing water supply problems. The City

has determined that the Riverpark project can appropriately rely on CLWA's SWP annual Table A

Amount (including the 41,000 AF) identified in both the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis. The City also

has determined, based on the entire record, that the projected SWP supplies, in conjunction with other

supply sources, will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the Riverpark project, in addition to existing

and planned future uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 29

The commenter suggests that public and alternative modes of transportation should be incorporated into

the project design to reduce air pollution. The Riverpark project description includes bicycle lanes and

trails into its site design, which encourages non-auto modes of transportation.

Response 30

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of an EIR prior to certification, requires that

“(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public
review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term
"information" can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not
"significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project
or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement.”

Section 15088.5(b) further states that “(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added

to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”

No new information has been provided in the course of comments to the Riverpark Draft EIR that is

significant and that would require recirculation. Consequently, recirculation of the Riverpark Draft EIR

is not required.
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19. LETTER RECEIVED FROM MARIA GUTZEIT, LOS ANGELES COUNTY

BIKE COALITION DATED MAY 3, 2004

Response 1

The commenter expresses an opinion with regard to trails and bike paths. The comment does not

comment on or criticize the Draft EIR’s analyses or conclusions, and consequently requires no response.

Even so, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Moreover, it should be noted that the City Planning Commission requested that staff review the bike trail

documents that Ms. Gutzeit provided to the Commission at the June 29, 2004 hearing to ensure that there

are adequate bike trails within the proposed project.  As staff concluded

“[t]he Riverpark project includes Class I bike trails, Santa Clara River multipurpose trails
(that includes separated bike paths), and paseos. The south side of Newhall Ranch Road
and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge will be providing a Class I
bike trail that will be paved and striped separately from the pedestrian sidewalk. The
Class I will provide adequate width for bicyclists going east and west. The west side of
Santa Clarita Parkway will also include a Class I bike trail that will be identical to the one
on Newhall Ranch Road. The documents submitted by Ms. Gutzeit requested traffic
signal sensors in the roadway for bicyclists, however, these are only functional with Class
II bike trails which are located on the street. The documents also mentioned that the
“Walk Your Bike” signs in the crosswalk should not be part of the crosswalk signage,
however, the City’s policy is to continue to place them in the crosswalks for liability
reasons.  The bicyclists have the option of riding outside of the crosswalks.

In addition, the Riverpark site plan will be providing a multipurpose trail along the Santa
Clara River that will connect the Bouquet Canyon Bridge to the Newhall Ranch
Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. The trail will be paved and striped for pedestrians
and bicyclists. There are two primary connections to the Class I trail to the multipurpose.
One is on the west side of the project where the commercial element is located and the
other is located on the eastern side of the project by the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden
Valley Road Bridge. The connection by the bridge includes a 20-foot paved pedestrian
and bike trail that switchbacks along the bridge abutment. The switchback is required
because of the significant slope on the bridge abutment. In addition, there is a third
connection that includes a 10-foot paseo that runs from the river trail through the active
park and canyon to Newhall Ranch Road.

Staff has reviewed the documents and the Riverpark site plan and believes that the site is
properly planned for bicyclists and are consistent with the Parks and Recreation and
Traffic Division’s policies regarding City of Santa Clarita bike trails. As a staff
suggestion, the Planning Commission may want to include in their study session
schedule an additional topic related to the City’s bike trails and the policies related to
bicycle planning.”
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Response 2

Please see Response 1, above. The commenter expresses a general opinion with regard to the City’s

policies on cycling. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only, and does not address

the content of the Draft EIR or any of its conclusions. Even so, the comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The City does not concur with the commenter that the project is not consistent with promoting bicycles as

an alternative mode of transportation. As discussed in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project

Description, at p. 1.0-29, in addition to trails, a 12-foot Class I bicycle trail is designed into the project.

The Riverpark project uses both Class I bicycle trails as well as multi-use trails. Although the commenter

prefers that bicycles be afforded on-street bike lanes, there are many residents in the community who

desire to go bicycle riding with their families on paseos (multi-use trails) as opposed to Class I bicycle

trails. Therefore, the City is providing an option for bicycle users within the community and believes that

this project is consistent with alternative transportation policies.  Further, please see Response 1, above.

This is a comment on the project description, not on the content of the Draft EIR or any of its conclusions.

The information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to

a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 4

The commenter again suggests that on-street bike lanes are preferable to multi-purpose trails. Please see

Response 1 and 3, above.

The Riverpark project is consistent with City policy regarding the construction of Class I Bicycle trails,

and is not inconsistent with the City’s General Plan. A Class I bicycle trail has been included along the

entire length of Newhall Ranch Road and Santa Clarita Parkway. The City’s General Plan calls for a Class

I bikeway at these locations. Therefore, the Riverpark project is consistent with the City of Santa Clarita

General Plan.

The comment refers to design standards for bicycle trails. The information will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark

Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 5

The commenter offers her opinion with respect to the internal consistency of the City’s General Plan, but

does not address the content of or the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, and no response can be

provided. The information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Although no response can be provided, the City does wish to note that Policy 5.4 is a policy within the

City’s General Plan, and is consistent with the Circulation Element of the General Plan. The City’s

policies promote not only bike lanes and trails, but also safe transportation for all modes of vehicle travel.

Providing on-street bike lanes increases the capacity of the streets in terms of the types of transportation

modes they can accommodate. The City promotes both bike lanes and bike trails to accommodate not

only adult riders using bikes as an alternative transportation mode, but also family riders who use bikes

as a form of recreation for their children and who do not wish to subject their children to the dangers of

on-street riding. Resolution 92-102 simply affirms the City’s commitments to vigorously support bike use

in the City on both on-road and off-road highways, but does not commit to requiring on-street bike paths

on every street or as a part of every residential development. In the City’s opinion, the proposed project

is properly designed.  Further, see Response 1 and 3, above.

Response 6

Again, the commenter uses a statement in the Draft EIR as a basis for suggesting that, for safety and

access reasons, on-street bike lanes are preferable to bike trails. The comment does not address the

analyses included in the Draft EIR, or any of its conclusions, and, therefore, a response is not required.

Even so, the information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

It is acknowledged that the commenter prefers that bicycles be afforded on-street bike lanes however this

is a comment to the project description and does not address the Riverpark Draft EIR, consequently no

further response can be provided.
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Response 7

The comment seeks to reserve the right to comment on trail alignments in the future. The comment will

be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project.

Response 8

This comment essentially summarizes previous statements made in the comment letter, primarily

referring to design standards for bicycle trails. Please see Responses 1 through 7 , above. The

information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.
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20. LETTER RECEIVED FROM DAMON WING, VENTURA COASTKEEPER,

MAY 3, 2004

Response 1

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of growth in the

Santa Clara River floodplain and watershed over the last few decades, but does not raise any issue with

respect to the contents of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR, no further response can be provided

It should be noted that the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project, including,

without limitation on the western spadefoot toad and unarmored threespine stickleback, have been

thoroughly analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and in Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources.

Response 2

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of growth in the

Santa Clara River floodplain over the last few decades, but does not raise any issue with respect to the

contents of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Even so, please see Response 1, above. Additionally, as discussed in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR

(pp. 4.6-2–5), a portion of the project development was previously permitted by the NRMP, which is a

long-term management plan, approved by the ACOE and CDFG, that addresses proposed projects and

activities in the Santa Clarita area that would potentially affect the Santa Clara River. The NRMP

EIS/EIR analyzed the cumulative impacts of these various projects and activities and suggested a number

of measures (which were incorporated into the project) to mitigate these impacts. The Revised Riverpark

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, (beginning on p. 4.6-109) includes a thorough analysis of the

cumulative impacts of the Riverpark project when considered with other existing and proposed projects

along the Santa Clara River and in the region.  A total of 21 other projects were included in this analysis.
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Response 3

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of growth in the

Santa Clara watershed over the last few decades, but does not raise any issue with respect to the contents

of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in

the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. The cumulative

impacts analysis in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR (beginning on p. 4.6-109) addresses the potential

cumulative impacts of the Riverpark project in conjunction with both the City’s construction of Santa

Clarita Parkway through the project site and with 21 other proposed or existing projects in the region.

Biological resources that were addressed in this analysis include special-status plant and animal species,

ACOE/CDFG jurisdictional resources (drainages and the Santa Clara River), wildlife movement, and

resources associated with the Santa Clara River SEA. Indirect impacts resulting from increased human

and domestic animal presence, increased non-native plant and wildlife species, increased light and glare,

stormwater runoff, and construction activities were also included in this analysis.

Response 4

The commenter claims, without substantiation, that mitigation measures from the NRMP are failing. The

City disagrees with this opinion.

The potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in the

Draft EIR and further in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Additionally, impacts of

multiple projects with a large area along the Santa Clara River were previously analyzed in the NRMP

EIS/EIR, as discussed above. Moreover, since the release of the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources, an assessment of the NRMP entitled, Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara

River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area, has been conducted by URS, and is

included in Appendix C to the Final EIR. This assessment concludes that when bank stabilization is

placed upland from the active channel (buried bank stabilization), that floodplain, and terrace

geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had less of an impact on the hydrologic and

ecological functions of the riparian system. This report also concluded that bank stabilization (such as

that proposed by the Riverpark project) that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer.

The report states that the buffer also protects the river from sediment erosion. Consequently, based on
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these analyses, the City does not agree with the commenter’s opinions as to the “failings” of the NRMP

and its mitigation measures.

Response 5

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of growth in the Santa

Clara watershed over the last few decades. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in

the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Further, analysis

undertaken since the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, were released, three additional

analyses have been prepared, including Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream

of the Natural River Management Plan Area” prepared by URS, Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark,

prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates, and Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark

Project, prepared by GeoSyntec (Final EIR Appendices C and G), and provide further support for the

Draft EIR’s and Revised Draft EIR’s analyses and conclusions.

Response 6

The City does not agree that the project will cause the severe degradation the commenter suggests.

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-86, and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, address the potential impacts of increased stormwater and urban runoff on biological

resources. Increases in amount of impervious surfaces due to the project will create significant volumes

of contaminated stormwater runoff from construction to post-construction stages and, without the project

design features (PDFs) and mitigation measures proposed by the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR, could

have threatened to degrade water quality and habitat for the river. Impacts as a result of this increase

were considered potentially significant. Impacts on overall water quality are also addressed in Section

4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. While construction of the project will increase impervious surface,

which in turn increases the volume of urban storm water runoff, the project has been designed to

incorporate appropriate construction stage and post-construction stage BMPs (PDFs) so as to avoid

creating significant impacts. Mitigation has been recommended to avoid adverse significant impacts

from construction and post-development increases of urban storm water runoff volumes as discussed in
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Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality. Therefore, with the PDFs and recommended mitigation in place,

the project would not create either project-level or cumulative significant impacts.

With respect to the post-development stage, Draft EIR Section 4.8.1 and Table 4.8.1-11, at pp 4.8.1-70–71,

evaluate and quantitatively predict the increases in runoff volumes that can be expected to result from

development of the project.

Additionally, the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, at pp. 4.8.1-55–65 describes the post-

development BMPs incorporated into the project as design features (PDFs) in detail. Post-construction

BMPs incorporated into the project as PDFs include site planning BMPs, source control BMPs, and

treatment BMPs, including hydrodynamic separators, extended detention basins, and biofilters. These

BMPs are designed into the project in accordance with the MS4 Permit, and will remove contaminants

from post-development runoff. The site planning and treatment BMPs have been further described in

greater detail in the GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis for the Riverpark Project,

dated October 13, 2004 attached to the Final EIR at Appendix G, as well as in Draft EIR Figure 4.8.1-2,

Drainage Concept Map. Draft EIR heading 4.8.1.6 sets forth the standards for later project

implementation of these BMPs in accordance with the MS4 Permit, and these facilities and structures

constitute the conceptual SUSMP for the project.

Finally, the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, at pp. 70–90, 92–96, evaluates the increase in urban runoff volume,

then predicts post-development urban storm water quality and evaluates, quantitatively and

qualitatively, the effectiveness of the BMPs in treating the urban runoff prior to discharge to the river.

This detailed analysis concludes that, overall, the project would not be expected to adversely affect

surface water quality conditions in the watershed, as compared to existing conditions and receiving water

quality standards. Taking into account the maximum potential increase in mean annual storm water

runoff volume that can be expected to result from development of the project, the detailed quantitative

and qualitative analysis in the Draft EIR shows that the quality of the runoff will not cause or contribute

to any water quality standard exceedances and will not significantly degrade water quality in the river.

In some cases, post-development water quality runoff is predicted to improve over existing conditions.

For example, over runoff conditions in agricultural areas, because water quality impacts are reduced to a

level of insignificance by implementation of the PDFs in compliance with applicable federal, state and

local regulatory and local permit requirements.

It should be clarified that the Draft EIR’s analysis of water quality impacts resulting from increases in

urban storm water volume is conservative in that it overstates water quality impacts. The analysis is

conservative for a number of reasons (see Response 11, below), including the fact that the water quality



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-143 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

analysis is based on assumptions that overstate increases in storm water runoff volume, assuming the

increases are greater than they are actually likely to be.

Pursuant to the LARWQCB comment letter, a new GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality

Analyses for the Riverpark Project, dated October 13, 2004 (please see Final EIR Appendix G), has been

prepared. At the request of the LARWQCB, the GeoSyntec Analysis addresses the expected reductions in

runoff volume anticipated to occur as a result of certain BMPs. The analysis concludes that substantial

reductions in runoff volume can be expected to result from BMPs identified for incorporation into the

project. For example, the Draft EIR, water quality analysis conservatively did not account for volume

losses that are likely to occur in the planned detention basins and vegetated swales. Recent analyses of

the ASCE/BMP database has shown that dry detention ponds and biofilters will, on average, achieve

volume reductions of about 30 percent and 38 percent, respectively, due to infiltration and

evapotranspiration. Based on this analysis, GeoSyntec conservatively estimates in their report that

approximately 10 percent to 20 percent of the project’s inflow to water quality basins, swales and

bioretention areas will evapotranspirate and infiltrate in the planned BMPs. The identified volume

reductions, which were not taken into account in the Draft EIR, mean that post-development water

quality impacts are reduced to a lower level than discussed in the Draft EIR because as storm water

volume decreases, pollutants decrease.

Even taking into account its conclusions with respect to volume reductions, the GeoSyntec Additional

Analyses remains conservative because additional volume and pollutant load reductions are expected to

result from PDFs and/or BMPs other than the extended detention basins and the swales. These

reductions are not addressed or calculated by the GeoSyntec Additional Analyses or by the Draft EIR.

Some of the BMPs that will reduce runoff volume and pollutant loads include minimizing total

impervious and directly connected impervious areas, as well as maximizing canopy interception by

preserving existing native trees and shrubs (e.g., riparian area), landscaping with additional native or

drought tolerant trees and large shrubs, and implementing efficient irrigation. None of these BMPs has

been modeled for purposes of runoff volume or pollutant reductions.

In light of the information in the GeoSyntec Additional Analyses, the conclusion of the Draft EIR that

increases in impervious surface and resulting increases in urban storm water runoff will not cause

significant, adverse water quality impacts in receiving waters is not only fully supported by analysis, but

is conservative.

The construction stage of the project also poses risks of discharge of pollutants to receiving waters, but

not generally due to increases in impervious surface, which do not occur until the project is actually
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constructed and surfaces are covered with improvements or hardscape. Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality, at pp. 4.8.1-66–70, and 4.8.1-91–92, analyzes in detail potential water quality impacts during the

construction stage of the project. The Draft EIR also analyzes in detail the BMPs that will be implemented

during the construction phase to control these pollutants and mitigate potential water quality impacts on

the river.

The Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, at pp 4.8.1-67–68 describes the potential for significant

increases in pollutant export from the site due to soil disturbance and construction operations, including

the potential for increased levels in runoff of sediment, TSS, pesticides, trace metals, nutrients, pathogens

and other wastes. Additionally, this Section, at pp. 4.8.1-66–67, discusses the regulatory requirement

mandating preparation and approval of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to

issuance of grading permits pursuant to the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, the MS4

Permit, and City of Santa Clarita ordinances. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the SWPPP will be prepared

in accordance with the performance standards set forth in the Draft EIR, General Permits, and the City’s

water quality ordinances, and will provide a more detailed description of the specific BMPs that would

be employed to control discharge of pollutants associated with construction activities and the locations of

those BMPs. BMPs will be selected to control runoff discharged during the construction process from

available BMP handbooks, including the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best

Management Practice (BMP) Construction Handbook, 2003 http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/. These

BMPs must be implemented and designed in accordance with the requirements and performance criteria

set forth in the General Permit. This includes the requirement that construction BMPs shall be designed

to treat storm water runoff in accordance with Best Available Technology/Best Conventional Technology

standards, and must control the quality of runoff from the construction site and prevent erosion. Finally,

the Draft EIR evaluates the effectiveness of BMPs incorporated into SWPPPs in compliance with these

standards. The Draft EIR determines that available BMPs will effectively control construction related

pollutants in stormwater, and non-stormwater related discharges, preventing significant adverse impacts

on the Santa Clara River.

The extensive incorporation of BMPs into the project for both the construction and post-construction

phases, and the conservative, and in-depth analysis of project water quality impacts, all assure that water

quality impacts are mitigated to a level of insignificance and that neither the construction phase, nor the

post-construction phase will result in degradation of water quality within the River.

As discussed in Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR, the post-

development increases in volume of runoff will be controlled sufficiently by onsite drainage
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improvements sized consistently with the City of Santa Clarita requirements, both prior to, and at the

point of discharge to prevent adverse affects on River and its habitat.

Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, at pp. 4.2-38–40 first quantitatively evaluates changes in post-development

runoff volumes. Section 4.2, p. 40 further evaluates the post development condition, including project

storm water drainage facilities, and determines that clear flow runoff volumes would increase by 20.8

percent over existing conditions. However, post-development burned and bulked flow volumes

decrease, as do capital flood flows, due to increased cover provided by development. The Draft EIR then

compares the changes in peak flow runoff volumes with existing peak flows in the River and with the

capacity of the River. The Draft EIR determines, based on expert, quantitative analysis, that changes in

runoff volumes will not adversely affect the River or the habitat within the River.

Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, pp. 4.2-37-38 and 4.2-43-44 also models expected changes in velocities within

the river resulting from increased peak flows from the developed site. Based on quantitative analysis, the

Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, p. 38 determines that for all storm events, except the 2-year event, there are

no post-development net increases in river velocity, and no additional erosion or scour will result from

project development in the 5-, 10-, 20-, 50-, or 100-year event. As outlined on p. 4.2-44 of the Draft EIR, in

the 2-year event, localized velocity increases on the order of about 6 percent are expected in the

immediate vicinity of bridge abutments and piers. Draft EIR Section 4.2 at pp 4.2-38 and 4.2-44 states that

these velocity increases are expected only in the smallest events and can be mitigated to a level of

insignificance by use of erosion protection measures at discharge points to the River, and energy

dissipater, all of which shall be implemented consistently with NRMP requirements. As a result,

increases in velocities resulting from increased peak flows in the post-development condition will not

adversely affect the resources within the river.

Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, at pp. 37 and 39, also calculates the potential for post development increases

in peak flows to result in detrimental increases in water surface elevations within the river. Based on

quantitative analysis, the Draft EIR concludes that the project will not result in any significant increases in

water surface elevation that could adversely affect river resources.

Finally, Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at pp. 4.20-3–6 of the Draft EIR, evaluates the combined

effects on the habitat, sensitive species and other resources of the river resulting from modifications to the

floodplain associated with the proposed project (including the placement of bank, toe, and bridge

abutment stabilization within the river). This evaluation includes upstream and downstream areas of the

river. Hydraulic calculations and sediment transport assessments were prepared using ACOE HEC-RAS

and HEC-GEO-RAS programs. These programs were also used to determine floodplain limits, flow
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velocities and scour/deposition potential for a range of storms, and flow frequencies (2-, 5-, 10-, 20-, 50-,

and 100-year storms were all evaluated). The Draft EIR concludes, based on these quantitative analyses,

that river hydraulics would essentially be unchanged by the project. Based upon this comprehensive

Draft EIR analysis, the Draft EIR concludes that

• Post-development increases in flows will not adversely affect the river or its aquatic, wetland and
riparian habitat areas or sensitive species (Draft EIR Section 4.20 at pp. 4.20-38–40 and 4.20-60–63);

• Post-development decreases in flood inundation area result in only negligible change to the river and
do not adversely affect its aquatic, wetland or riparian habitat areas or sensitive species (Draft EIR
Section 4.20 at pp. 4.20-41–50 and 4.20-60–63);

• Post-development changes in velocities are generally negligible, but where increases occur, the
increases are generally less than 5 percent, and always less than 10 percent. So impacts are localized
and limited in scope and do not significantly affect the river, or its wetland, aquatic or riparian
habitat areas or its sensitive species (Draft EIR Section 4.20 at pp. 4.20-38–51 and 4.28-63–667); and

• Post-development increase in flow due to the project do not result in significant increases in depths
for any storm event, and the minimal, localized increase in depth that result from the project do not
adversely affect the River or its habitat areas or species.  (Draft EIR Section 4.20 at pp. 4.20-59–64)

In addition to achieving protection of the river from the effects of peak post-development storm water

flows, post-development increases to the duration of runoff and in average annual runoff volumes (which

is a measure that focuses on the expected increases in runoff resulting form more frequent, and smaller

storm events, rather than peak flows) will not adversely affect the river. The GeoSyntec Additional

Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix

G), supports the Draft EIR’s conclusions that the increases in mean annual stormwater runoff will not

adversely affect River habitat or create scour or erosion within the River. Storm drainage facilities,

including detention ponds, and water quality facilities, including extended detention basins and

biofiltration swales, all combine to infiltrate, evapotranspirate and retard erosive flows from smaller, but

more frequent storm events. Further, energy dissipation measures at discharge points reduce local scour

and erosion consistently with the NRMP.

Finally, volume reductions achieved in biofiltration swales and detention basins avoid discharge of dry

weather flows. As a result, increases in duration of flow, and mean annual runoff will not significantly

adversely affect river channel stability or habitat.

Response 7

The City does not agree with this comment regarding storm water pollution. The Draft EIR addresses the

potential impacts of increased stormwater and urban runoff on biological resources on p. 4.6-86. Impacts

as a result of this increase were considered potentially significant. The prospect of the need to channelize
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the Santa Clara River to control stormwater runoff is speculative, represents the opinion of the

commenter, and does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR;

therefore, no further response can be provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Please see Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17) Responses 4 and 5, above, SCOPE

(Comment Letter 18) Response 7, above, and Response 6, above. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1,

Water Quality, at pp. 4.8.1-70–80, although pollutant loads are predicted to increase for certain pollutants

in comparison to open space (as opposed to agricultural) conditions, the overall pollutant concentrations

will not increase. All pollutant concentrations are below the Basin Plan, TMDL, and CTR benchmark

criteria. Therefore, the increased pollutant loads would not affect beneficial uses, riparian species, and

wetland habitat. Please Draft EIR Section 4.8.1 for more detailed summary of the Draft EIR analysis and

conclusions.

The project does not propose channelization. Channelization of the river is not required due to the

project or increases in storm water runoff volume. See Response 6, above, and Draft EIR Sections 4.2,

Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, for more detailed discussion.

Further, the project must comply with the NRMP, which prohibits channelization. The NRMP requires

the use of stream restoration techniques for bank stabilization, which employ native soils and natural

revegetation of banks. Compliance with the NRMP assures that storm drainage and peak flows will not

adversely affect the river, but, at the same time, assures preservation of the natural river system. The

project proposes to implement the natural stream restoration techniques authorized by the NRMP to

stabilize limited stretches of riverbank in the vicinity of the Riverpark development. Except where bridge

abutments are installed, no concrete sidewalls or other channelization techniques will be implemented as

part of the project. See Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17) Response 4, Draft EIR

Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, for a more detailed discussion.

With regard to the comment that a more adequate analysis of water quality impacts of the entire project

must be considered than is currently presented in the EIR, the comment fails to identify any specific areas

where analysis could be improved. In the City’s opinion, there is an extensive quantitative and

qualitative study of potential water quality impacts in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.

The conclusions of the in-depth water quality analysis set forth in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the

Draft EIR are summarized in Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17) Response 4, above,
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SCOPE (Comment Letter 18) Response 7, above, and in Response 6, above. With respect to adequacy of

this analysis, depending on available data for pollutants of concern and other relevant factors, in depth

quantitative or qualitative and pollutant specific analysis of potential water quality impacts was

conducted in the Draft EIR. Results of this analysis were then compared with applicable storm water

permit requirements and benchmark receiving water standards to determine, based on the weight of the

evidence, the likelihood for significant adverse water quality impacts.

With respect to the quantitatively analyzed pollutants of concern, the model methodology used was

adapted from an empirical method that has been referred to by others as the Simple Method (Schueler

1987). The Simple Method is an empirical approach using available representative water quality data to

estimate pollutant export from urban development sites. Rather than attempting to mimic the complex

nature of rainfall-runoff events and resulting water quality, the Simple Method is a data-driven method

that utilizes actual water quality data. With the current lack of complete understanding of the

fundamental unit processes involved in pollutant transport and removal, this “black box” approach to

modeling is considered more appropriate than alternative physically based pollutant transport modeling

methodologies that utilize a multitude of empirically-derived constants (some of which are extremely

difficult and costly to accurately estimate) and simplifying assumptions. The only empirical constants

used in the pollutant-loading model are in the estimation of runoff volume from rainfall depth, which is

based on the widely accepted rational formula.

With respect to qualitatively analyzed pollutants of concern, based on the fact that the quality and extent

of available data for both land use-based runoff concentrations and BMP performance limits, and the

number of parameters available for numerical assessment through modeling, some potential constituents

of concern could only be reasonably addressed qualitatively. For qualitatively analyzed pollutants of

concern, a rigorous literature and data review was conducted to assess the likelihood of a pollutant

increase as a result of the project, the current water quality condition of receiving waters, and the efficacy

of BMPs in controlling each pollutant. Therefore, the analysis of potential water quality impacts of the

proposed project with respect to all potential constituents of concern, whether addressed numerically

through modeling, or addressed qualitatively through narrative discussion, is considered more than

adequate.

In evaluating the adequacy of the water quality analysis, it is also important to take into account that the

analysis of post-development water quality impacts set forth in the Draft EIR is conservative. The

analysis overstates potential water quality impacts of the project. This is true for three reasons. First, the

analysis does not take into account the treatment expected to occur in all water quality features that are

incorporated into the project as PDFs. Instead, the analysis only considers the treatment provided by
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only one of the structural BMPs identified as a PDF, the extended detention basins. Second, the analysis

does not take into account the benefits of combining various BMPs in series, even though, as a project

design feature, these BMPs would be constructed in series in certain locations. For example, as

demonstrated in GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses For the Riverpark Project,

October 13, 2004, Figure 1 (Final EIR Appendix G), the commercial area and multi-family residential

areas, hydrodynamic separators will be constructed upstream of swales, providing synergistic treatment

benefits that are not quantified in the Draft EIR. Finally, the Draft EIR evaluation overstates impacts

because it does not take into account volume reductions that are expected to occur within the structural

BMPs identified as project design features. Therefore, pollutant loads are overstated because a greater

increase in mean annual runoff volume is assumed in the water quality analysis than will actually occur.

Response 8

The commenter states that he “finds many of the proposed mitigations unacceptable in protecting

riparian and wetland habitat,” but does not state which mitigation he finds unacceptable or why. The

comment fails to identify any specific defect in the mitigation measures or to raise any specific objection

to the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR. As such, the comment does not raise any issue with

sufficient particularity to enable the City to respond by providing additional evidence, explanation, or

analysis to supplement the Draft EIR’s cumulative impacts analyses. Even so, the comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 9

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that buried bank stabilization is not acceptable,

and fails to explain why it is not, rendering it impossible for the City to respond to any specific concern.

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project, including

buried bank stabilization, have been thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.2, Flood, and

Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications) and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources. In addition, the potential impacts of bank stabilization along larger portions of the Santa

Clara River were analyzed in the NRMP EIS/EIR prepared by the ACOE and the CDFG, incorporated by

reference into the Draft EIR [this document can be reviewed at the City of Santa Clarita, Department of
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Planning and Building Services, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300, Santa Clarita, CA 91355], and

specific mitigation was included in the NRMP. As a result, the majority of the project bank stabilization

has been permitted under the NRMP, and the NRMP mitigation has been included in the project and

analyzed in Draft EIR.

Additionally, since the release of the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

URS has prepared a report on the effectiveness of the NRMP, entitled A Functional Assessment of the Santa

Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix

C). This report both characterizes and evaluates the quality of wetland and riparian habitats within

selected areas of the Natural River Management Plan on the Santa Clara River. The report concludes that

when bank stabilization (buried bank stabilization) is placed upland from the active channel, floodplain,

and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had less of an impact on the

hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. The URS report also concluded that bank

stabilization that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer (such as that proposed by

the Riverpark project). The report states that the buffer also protects the river from sediment erosion.

One example of how buried bank stabilization with (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project)

affected the quality of the riparian habitats within the reach sited in the report is the Jefferson Apartment

complex.

“The downstream-most site is located east of I-5, between the Jefferson Apartments on
the south bank and a commercial complex to the north. The north bank of the site is
partially lined with exposed gunite, and buried soil cement bank stabilization is in place
along the southern bank. The vegetation communities within this reach are best
described as cottonwood/willow riparian forest, with southern willow scrub
interspersed. This was the highest-scoring site (HFA Total Score = .88), largely due to the
presence of a wide buffer between the river corridor and surrounding development.
Even along the portion of the north bank where exposed gunite is in place, the channel
width has not been excessively constrained and a riparian corridor is present between the
active channel and developed uplands.“ A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River
Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004, p. 2 (Final EIR
Appendix C).

Finally, since the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for

public review, the project has been revised to relocate the proposed bank stabilization along the river

from the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the

west further back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of the river. Additionally, the

project has been revised to dedicate additional portions of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to the

City.  These revisions would result in preservation of over 330 acres on-site  and nearly 130 acres off site.
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Response 10

The commenter incorrectly asserts that removal of non-native plant species is suggested by the Draft EIR

as the only mitigation for bank stabilization. To the contrary, however, the removal of exotic, non-native

plant species represents one of over 50 mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR to address impacts

on riparian habitat and associated plant and animal species and would not, by itself, adequately mitigate

impacts on these resources. Removal of non-native vegetation is part of a comprehensive plan (including

the NRMP as well as the RMMP addressed in the mitigation section (Revised Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-52–59) to restore, enhance, and create riparian habitat to offset impacts associated with

the Riverpark project.

Response 11

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the Draft EIR fails to adequately balance the

need for housing and the need for biological resource and floodplain protection, but the commenter does

not state specifically in what manner the Draft EIR fails, or identify any specific defect in or objection to

the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR. The City disagrees, and believes that the Draft EIR (see

Section 4.17, Population/Housing/Employment, and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications), together

with Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, adequately balances those needs. This comment

is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.
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21. LETTER RECEIVED FROM CYNTHIA HARRIS, SANTA CLARITA OAK

CONSERVANCY DATED, MAY 3, 2004

Response 1

The comment endorsing the project’s design to save 72 of the oak trees on site is acknowledged. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter is concerned about the removal of 15 of the 87 oak trees on site. As the Draft EIR, and

particularly Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, make clear, the project has been designed

to avoid potential impacts to oak trees to the greatest extent possible. With the subsequent changes in the

design of the active park suggested by the City’s Parks Commission, two additional oak trees in that area

will be removed and relocated to areas further into the canyon area of the passive park. Potential impacts

on oak trees are analyzed in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, based among other things on the

analysis in the Oak Tree Report included in Appendix 4.6 to the Draft EIR, and appropriate mitigation

measures for those impacts are identified, starting on p. 4.6-100 (Final EIR Appendix C). As stated in

Mitigation Measure 4.6-6, appropriate approvals subject to the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance

(Ordinance 89-1) and the City of Santa Clarita Oak Tree Preservation and Maintenance Guidelines shall

be obtained prior to oak trees being removed.

Response 3

The comment suggests, erroneously, that the removal of the 17 oak trees is required due to “5.5 million

cubic yards of grading in a flood plain” and that the remaining oak trees will be prevented from

absorbing water from the river by the bank stabilization, and then argues that the project should be

designed so that not one oak tree is removed, especially because of what the commenter believes is the

rapid approach of Sudden Oak Death.

Fifteen of the oak trees proposed for removal will be relocated on-site primarily within the passive park

area located in the central canyon proposed for dedication to the City of Santa Clarita. An extensive

monitoring program will be implemented on all of the transplanted trees. This canyon area presently

contains a majority of the oak trees located on site. Other oak trees located on site and not proposed for
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removal and/or relocation are in areas either set back a substantial distance from the river or in areas

where bank stabilization is not proposed. For example, the passive park area, containing most of the

trees on site as well as being the primary area for transplantation, is located over 600 feet from the river

corridor and its vegetation is influenced by localized drainage patterns within the canyon rather than the

river. Therefore, the implementation of buried bank stabilization on the Riverpark site is not expected to

indirectly impact existing or transplanted oak trees.

Finally, the commenter states that the oak trees are being removed due to the grading within the

floodplain. This statement is inaccurate. Most of the oak trees proposed for relocation are due to

proposed grading associated with the project, not grading within the floodplain as defined by the FEMA.

Response 4

The commenter quotes from a City publication entitled, Understanding Our Oak Trees then suggests that

the City consider alternatives that will retain all of the oak trees, preferably by extending the City’s

Central Park (north of the project site) through the project site to the river.
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22. LETTER RECEIVED FROM HENRY SCHULTZ, SIERRA CLUB, DATED

MAY 3, 2004

Response 1

The commenter states that the most recent Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) adopted by the South

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) should be discussed in the EIR.

The section referenced in the comment (Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality) only mentions that the

SCAQMD’s 1997 AQMP predicted attainment of the air quality standards in the air basin by 2010.

Further discussions of the SCAQMD’s AQMP in that section refer to the most recent plan, which was

adopted by the SCAQMD’s Governing Board on August 1, 2003. A detailed discussion of this plan is

found in Section 4.4, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR (see pp. 4.4-10–11). The Draft EIR reflects the most

recently approved AQMP by the SCAQMD, the 2003 AQMP.

Response 2

The commenter notes that portions of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook are being revised and

may be obsolete.

The City is aware that the SCAQMD’s 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook is being revised, and the Draft

EIR states this fact (see Section 4.4, Air Quality, pp. 4.4-12 and 4.4-13). The City’s consultant has

consulted with the SCAQMD concerning its updating process. As of its public release, the air quality

analysis contained in the Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, conforms to current recommendations by the

SCAQMD regarding air quality analyses of residential, commercial, and retail projects, such as this

project, including the use of URBEMIS2002 to estimate emissions from construction- and operational-

related activities associated with these type of development projects. As the SCAQMD’s April 30, 2004,

letter confirms, the SCAQMD has no comment on the Draft EIR’s use of its CEQA Air Quality Handbook.

Response 3

The commenter suggests that the air quality analysis in the EIR include the most recent air quality data

for the Santa Clarita Valley.

The Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality (see pp. 4.4-42–47), provides the historical and most

recent ambient air quality data reported by monitoring stations nearest to the project site. Additionally,
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this section discusses the regional air quality in the air basins regulated by the SCAQMD (i.e., South

Coast Air Basin and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin) as well as the project-specific area in the Santa

Clarita Valley (see pp. 4.4-20–37). While the project’s emissions would have impacts in the local area, it

could also affect regional air pollutants, such as ozone and PM10. Accordingly, the localized and broader

scope of the air quality environmental setting gives the decision makers in the City of Santa Clarita a

better understanding of the potential impacts of their decision on regional air quality.

Response 4

The commenter suggests that details from 2003 daily smog (i.e., ozone) maps from the SCAQMD’s

Website be included in the EIR.

As noted in Response 3, above, the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality (see pp. 4.4-42–47),

provides the historical and most recent ambient air quality data reported by monitoring stations nearest

to the project site, which include ozone and the ozone precursor NOx. Additionally, this section discusses

the regional air quality in the air basins regulated by the SCAQMD (i.e., South Coast Air Basin and

portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin) as well as the project-specific area in the Santa Clarita Valley, and it

includes a discussion of ozone and ozone precursors NOx and ROG (see pp. 4.4-21–23, 4.4-28–29, and 4.4-

36–37). This depiction provides sufficient information to notify the public and the decision makers of the

existing regional and localized ozone problems and an adequate depiction of the status of ambient air

quality for the region and the project area.

The commenter has not explained why the 2003 daily smog maps should be included in the Draft EIR or

why the data presented in the Draft EIR is not adequate. The daily smog maps, which may be obtained

from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s website,22 are generated each day and are available to

the public.  The commenter does not suggest any criteria for choosing maps for any particular days.

Response 5

The commenter indicates that the air quality, wind, temperatures, rainfall, and inversion patterns of the

Santa Clarita Valley be included in the EIR air quality analysis.

22 www.epa.gov/airnow/mapselect.html.
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This information has been included in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, (see pp. 4.4-

20–37); localized air quality (see pp. 4.4-42–47); regional climate (see pp. 4.4-14–17); and local climate (see

p. 4.4-41).  Please see also Responses 3 and 4, above.

Response 6

The commenter indicates that the air quality section of the Draft EIR is unclear as to whether additional

diesel controls are available as construction mitigation.

California Vehicle Code Sections 27156 and 38391, and Section 2472, Title 13, California Code of

Regulations, prohibit the sale or offer for sale, advertisement, or installation of any device which alters or

modifies the original design or performance of any required motor vehicle, off-highway motor vehicle, or

off-road vehicle, engine, or equipment pollution control device or system unless the device has been

exempted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). With respect to off-road construction

equipment, this prohibition applies to engines with a model year of 1996 or later. A device or apparatus

may be used if it has been formally exempted by the California Air Resources Board as not reducing the

effectiveness of any required control device or resulting in emissions that comply with existing state or

federal standards for the model year of vehicle being modified. CARB’s “aftermarket parts” program

evaluates aftermarket products to verify that they meet these criteria. If so, the CARB issues an Executive

Order allowing the use of these products. Accordingly, emission control technology that has not been

approved by CARB cannot be used on post-1996 construction equipment. Similarly, it would not be

prudent to use control devices that are not CARB-approved on pre-1996 equipment due to uncertainty

about their effectiveness, feasibility, or safety.

To date, only one selective catalytic reduction system, which is conceptually similar to the one suggested

by the commenter, has been approved for off-road construction equipment, such as graders, scrapers, and

loaders. It can only be used on 1996 to 2002 4-stroke diesel and diesel/natural gas bi-fuel engines rated at

less than 600 horsepower. The SCR system suggested by the commenter for diesel transit buses has not

been approved by CARB for use on on-road or off-road diesel-fueled engines. As the exact equipment to

be used to construct the proposed project is not known at this time, it cannot be determined, and it is

speculative, whether such control equipment would be available and approved by CARB to control

emissions from the diesel-fueled construction equipment by the time such equipment would be used for

the proposed project. Nonetheless, any construction equipment used for the project will have to comply

with the appropriate emission standards for its model year. As newer equipment is introduced in the

marketplace, it will be likely to have lower emissions than those presented in the Draft EIR.
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Please also see Comment Letter 13, Response 2.

Response 7

The commenter suggests that the air quality section of the EIR comment on all diesel controls and why

they may or may not be used.

The diesel controls described in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality (see pp. 4.4-65–68),

represent the current commercially available diesel control devices for off-road diesel-fueled construction

equipment. As stated in Comment Letter 22, Response 6, any emission control device installed on off-

road construction equipment with a model year of 1996 or later must be approved by CARB through its

aftermarket parts program. Thus, they would only be feasible if approved by CARB. Most of the

equipment approved by CARB for off-road engines are various kinds of particulate control devices,

which the Draft EIR indicates may be feasible mitigation. Please note that the feasibility is dependent on

a current CARB approval for particular engines of specified model years under specified conditions (e.g.,

the use of ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel). Because they have not been verified as being effective, use of non-

CARB-approved emission control devices on construction equipment would be of uncertain feasibility.

Please also see Comment Letter 13, Response 2.

Response 8

The commenter states that SCAQMD Rule 403 dust control measures are not covered in the air quality

section of the EIR.

While the specific SCAQMD Rules 403 and 1186 dust control measures were not set out verbatim in the

Riverpark Draft EIR Air Quality, heading 4.4.7, (Mitigation Measures Proposed by this EIR), those dust

control measures are incorporated by reference in heading 4.4.6 (Mitigation Measures Already

Incorporated into the Project and/or the Air Quality Impact Analysis), specifically in Mitigation

Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2. They do not appear in heading 4.4.7 (Mitigation Measures Proposed by this

EIR), because the proposed project already incorporates those measures. In addition, implementation of

these control measures was assumed for the purpose of estimating the project’s construction-related

emissions in the Draft EIR. Accordingly, the Air Quality section of the Draft EIR recognizes that

compliance with SCAQMD Rules 403 and 1186 will be required for this project.
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Response 9

The commenter asserts that the project is not consistent with efforts to minimize air quality impacts and

that it would significantly worsen air quality in the Santa Clarita area. The City disagrees with both

comments.

The analysis in Section 4.7, Land Use, of the Riverpark Draft EIR, on p. 4.7-18, in part, discusses the

project’s consistency with City of Santa Clarita General Plan Element Goals and Policies, specifically, the

Air Quality Element. The listed goals and policies require coordination between various elements of the

General Plan and the Air Quality Element and between local, regional, state, and national agencies to

“plan and implement clean air objectives for the South Coast Air Basin.” Consistency with these goals

and policies does not require that a project have less than significant air quality impacts. As stated in the

Draft EIR, the preparation of the EIR and implementation of the proposed mitigation measures is

intended to carry out such coordination. Accordingly, the project is consistent with these goals and

policies.

Further, since the Draft EIR was released to the public, a supplemental regional air quality analysis has

been undertaken. The regional air quality analysis was prepared by Environ International Corporation

and is presented in Appendix B to the Final EIR. The regional air quality analysis addressed specifically

the issue of whether significant ambient concentrations of ozone and particulate matter (PM) in the Santa

Clarita Valley (SC Valley) result from local emissions, and thus, significantly worsen air quality. The

regional air quality analysis concluded that significant ambient levels of ozone and PM in the SC Valley

do not result from local emissions, and that “[t]he great majority of ozone and PM pollution in the SC

Valley is created by sources of emissions outside the SC Valley.”

However, because the Draft EIR concludes overall that the proposed project’s construction-related and

operation-related emissions would be considered unavoidably significant, a Statement of Overriding

Considerations would be necessary to approve the proposed project.

Response 10

The commenter asserts that the project is not consistent with City policy to protect residents from air

quality concerns.
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The City of Santa Clarita does not concur that the project is inconsistent with this General Plan Air

Quality Element Policy 13.5.  As was stated in the Draft EIR,

“[b]y calculating project air quality impacts and by recommending mitigation measures
to reduce these impacts to the extent required by SCAQMD and as feasible, mitigation is
proposed in this section to reduce project-related air quality impacts to less than
significant levels. However, no feasible mitigation exists which would reduce these
emissions to below the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance. To the
extent that the project evaluates and mitigates project air quality impacts, it is consistent
with Policy 13.5; however, no mitigation exists to reduce project impacts to less than
significant levels.”  (See Section 4.7, Land Use, p. 4.7-29.)

Furthermore, the direct emissions from the proposed project are not expected to produce levels of criteria

pollutants or precursors that are unsafe to local receptors, as Policy 13.5 requires. For example, the

revised “CO hotspots” analysis requested by the SCAQMD in its comments on the Draft EIR (see

Comment Letter 13 of this Final EIR), concludes that local CO levels will be well below the health-based

National and California ambient air quality standards.  (See Final EIR Appendix B.)

Moreover, since the Draft EIR was released to the public, a supplemental regional air quality analysis has

been undertaken. The regional air quality analysis was prepared by Environ International Corporation

and is presented in Appendix B to the Final EIR. The regional air quality analysis addressed specifically

the issue of whether significant ambient concentrations of ozone and particulate matter (PM) in the Santa

Clarita Valley (SC Valley) result from local emissions, and thus, significantly worsen air quality. The

regional air quality analysis concluded that significant ambient levels of ozone and PM in the SC Valley

do not result from local emissions, and that “[t]he great majority of ozone and PM pollution in the SC

Valley is created by sources of emissions outside the SC Valley.”

However, because the Draft EIR concludes overall that the proposed project’s construction-related and

operation-related emissions would be considered unavoidably significant, a Statement of Overriding

Considerations would be necessary to approve the proposed project.

Response 11

The commenter urges the City of Santa Clarita decision makers to downsize the proposed project because

of its purported negative air quality impacts. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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Because the Draft EIR concludes that, overall, the proposed project’s construction-related and operation-

related emissions would be considered unavoidably significant (Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 4.4-75), a

Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary to approve the proposed project. However,

after the Draft EIR was released to the public, a regional air quality analysis was prepared by Environ

International Corporation, and is presented in Appendix B to the Final EIR. The regional air quality

analysis addressed specifically the issue of whether significant amounts of ozone and PM in the SC

Valley result from local emissions, as opposed to emissions that have been transported into the SC Valley

from the San Fernando Valley and other Los Angeles Basin areas. The regional air quality analysis

concluded that “[t]he great majority of ozone and PM pollution in the SC Valley is created by sources of

emissions outside the SC Valley.” The SCAQMD has apparently prepared a similar study showing

similar results, but has not yet released its full text. Therefore, it cannot be said that the majority of the air

pollution in the Santa Clarita Valley area is generated by development in the Valley, as opposed to

development outside the Valley.

Response 12

The commenter suggests that the EIR should mention that many houses near the project site were built in

the 1960s and 1970s with single-paned windows, and implies that these houses are therefore are more

susceptible to noise impacts than the Draft EIR acknowledges. The City disagrees. The extent to which

any one individual structure would attenuate noise depends on a number of variables, including the type

of construction, types of windows (single versus double pane), presence of insulation in the roof and

walls, presence of seals around door and window frames, baffles at air exchange vents, etc. Table 4.5-1,

Outside to Inside Noise Attenuation, in Section 4.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR provides the average known

noise attenuation for typical structures. A light frame structure with an ordinary window sash in a closed

position, which may be typical for older homes in the project area, would have a noise reduction of

approximately 20 dB(A). A masonry frame structure with single pane windows, which is typical for

many commercial buildings, would have a noise reduction of approximately 25 dB(A).23 Therefore, the

older homes in the project vicinity may have a noise reduction of approximately 20 dB(A), depending on

the presence or absence of the aforementioned variables, compared to the 25 dB(A) indicated in Table 4.5-

1, Outside to Inside Noise Attenuation, of Section 4.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR.

23 U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Environment and Planning,
Noise and Air Quality Branch, Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement Policy and Guidance,
(Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Environment
and Planning, Noise and Air Quality Branch, June 1995), p. 13.
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The potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project on offsite locations are extensively

and sufficiently analyzed in Section 4.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR. Moreover, the Draft EIR concludes that

temporary and intermittent construction noise impacts, and operational mobile source noise impacts,

would occur both on and off the project site. As a result, a Statement of Overriding Considerations

would be necessary to approve the project.

Response 13

The commenter requests information indicating the success of habitat restoration.

By way of background, Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation

Measure 4.6-2 on p. 4.6-98 establishes the requirement for a Resource Management and Monitoring Plan

(RMMP). Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-98 and 4.6-99, discusses

the contents of the Resource Management and Monitoring Plan (RMMP) that will be prepared to address

habitat restoration and plant and animal species protection. As indicated, this plan will include specific

criteria that will specify what goals must be accomplished at each restoration/creation area before the

mitigation is deemed a success. The RMMP will be reviewed by CDFG and approved by the City of

Santa Clarita prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the site. Moreover, as provided in Responses

15 and 20 to Comment Letter 8, above, the mitigation measure providing for the preparation of the

RMMP has been modified.

Transplantation plans similar to those for the project drafted in part by Rancho Santa Ana Botanical

Gardens and that include the transplantation of bulbs of Chalocortus sp. have been recently approved by

Los Angeles County. As identified on p. 4.6-99 of Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, adaptive management

and contingency actions will also be incorporated into the RMMP that specify what actions will be taken

in the event that the transplantation is not successful. Additionally, a Streambed Alteration Agreement

was recently approved (2004) by the CDFG that specifically allows for the relocation and mitigation

monitoring for the Plummer’s mariposa lily (Appendix C). This executed agreement providing for

mitigation of the Plummer’s mariposa lily indicates that CDFG believes that the relocation of rare,

threatened, or endangered species can be sufficiently successful to warrant its use as a mitigation

measure.

Additionally, the project applicant has been actively working with the CDFG since western spadefoot

toads were observed on the project site. As Mitigation Measures 4.6-9–12 demonstrate, all mitigation

activities will be approved by CDFG and the designated qualified biologist is required to report to CDFG

during the monitoring period. The mitigation pools created as part of the relocation and habitat
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enhancement plan will provide habitat that is suitable and able to retain water for longer periods than the

current pools on the site and that could equally support western spadefoot toads.

Response 14

The first sentence on p. 4.6-83 of the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources will be

revised as follows: a comma will be inserted between “habitat” and “representing” and the words

“implementation of the” will be inserted between “the” and “project” at the end of the sentence. The

sentence identifies the amount and type of habitat within the Santa Clara River SEA that will be removed

as a result of project construction and grading.

Response 15

Scientific studies on the effects of a specific lighting standard on particular species or habitat are, at best,

fragmentary with a few notable exceptions, such as the effect of tall, lighted structures on bird kills, not

relevant to the project. Voltage and candlepower may also not be the correct standards by which to

measure impact. In the absence of accepted quantitative standards, qualitative standards requiring

lighting to be downcast luminaries and directed away from natural areas are performance standards

accepted by CDFG and other resource agencies to effectively minimize light and glare impacts on wildlife

in adjacent open space areas.

Response 16

Please refer to Response 15 above regarding studies on light effects to wildlife. Glare impacts are created

by vehicular and other forms of lighting, and light impacts are created by traffic lights, parking lot lights,

street lights, and some safety lighting if lighting is provided on trails. Cumulative light and glare impacts

are discussed in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Services p. 4.6-124, which states that “[c]ontinued

development in the area also cumulatively contributes to the increase of humans and domestic animals.

Because of the substantial amount of disturbance to sensitive resource areas posed by this increase, the

project’s contribution to this increase is also considered cumulatively significant.” The Pony fields, while

not specifically discussed, are a part of the existing development in the City that has been taken into

consideration as a part of the whole of existing and proposed projects, which contribute to the cumulative

impacts of the project.
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Response 17

Mitigation Measure 4.6-18 in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6.7.g, Biological Resources, will be

revised to be consistent with the specified air quality mitigation measures. Heading 4.4.6 (Mitigation

Measures Already Incorporated into the Project and/or the Air Quality Impact Analysis) states that the

applicant must “develop and implement a dust control plan, as approved by the City prior to issuance of

a grading permit, which includes the measures recommended by the SCAQMD, or equivalently effective

measures approved by the SCAQMD, as provided in Rules 403 and 1186 regarding fugitive dust from

construction activities.” Accordingly, dust control measures in compliance with SCAQMD rules have

been incorporated into the project, and they will serve to mitigate potential biological impacts. Control

measures in Rule 403 that become effective after January 1, 2005, will be applied to the phases of project

construction after the effective date.

Response 18

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 19

The Las Lomas project is located approximately 7 miles south and not in the same direct watershed as

the project, and thus does not create a cumulative impact to biologic resources. It is unclear as to which

project at the Placerita/Sierra Highway location to which the commenter is referring. However, the City

has no formal development applications pending or received at the Placerita/Sierra Highway location.

Response 20

The City does not concur with the comment that its analysis of the consistency of the Riverpark project

with General Plan Policy 3.5 is misleading.  Please see Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use, at pp. 4.7-38–40.

Response 21

Please see Response 13, above.
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Response 22

The Riverpark Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources discuss in detail the

impacts to the Santa Clara River as a result of the construction of bank stabilization. The City directs the

commenter to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, for further discussion with regard to impacts to the Santa Clara River as a result of bank

stabilization. In addition, it should be noted that the majority of the bank stabilization proposed by the

project has already been approved by the NRMP, and that the potential impacts of that bank stabilization

in a large area adjacent to the Santa Clara River were analyzed in detail in the NRMP EIS/EIR. Finally,

after the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released to the public,

URS prepared a report, entitled A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the

Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix C). That report concludes that when

bank stabilization (buried bank stabilization) is placed upland from the active channel, floodplain, and

terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization has less of an impact on the hydrologic

and ecological functions of the riparian system. The URS report also concluded that buried bank

stabilization (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project) that includes native plant restoration allows

for increased buffer and beneficial effects. The report states that the buffer also protects the river from

sediment erosion.

Response 23

See Response 22, above. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, provides a thorough

discussion of the type and extent of bank stabilization to be installed along the river corridor. Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources adequately addresses the loss of, or disturbance to,

riparian and upland habitat and associated plant and animal species as a result of bank stabilization.

Several of these impacts (e.g., loss of riparian habitat) were determined to be unmitigable significant

impacts of the project. As discussed in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

p. 4.6-80, most areas subject to bank stabilization will be immediately revegetated with native plant

species similar to that being removed. All graded areas for the buried bank stabilization will be returned

to naturalized contours and will be vegetated with native plant species. Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 (NRMP

mitigation) provides a number of measures that will mitigate the impacts of bank stabilization on natural

resources.
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Response 24

The comment suggests that the amount of earth disturbance related to bank stabilization should be

quantified in terms of cubic yards and depth of excavation. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project

Description, p. 1.0-31 states that “[p]roject site grading would require the movement of approximately 5.5

million cubic yards of earth, which would be balanced onsite in terms of cut and fill. Additional remedial

grading of 3.6 million cubic yards is also proposed.” At this time exact depths of excavation are not

known, however the overall impacts of grading the 5.5 million cubic yards of earth (and 3.6 million cubic

yard of remedial grading) is analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Response 25

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that more permeable materials should be used in

the project. The project will limit impermeable surfaces to the maximum extent feasible. Please see

Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, prepared by GeoSyntec, in Final

EIR Appendix G. pp. 3–5.

Response 26

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter as to bank stabilization and suggests using a 300-

foot setback purportedly used in the State of New Jersey. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Even so, it should be noted, in addition, that the project as proposed eliminated NRMP-approved bank

stabilization in the western portion of the site, and that the bank stabilization in the eastern part of the site

has been pushed back (Please see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project,

Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004. (See Final EIR at Appendix G), which depicts

the previous project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing an increased

setback.)

Response 27

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the project should be downsized and moved

further back from the river to reduce the amount of bank stabilization.  Please see Response 26, above.
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Response 28

The percentage of residential traffic noted in the traffic study refers to the total amount of trips generated

per day and was obtained from the City's traffic forecasting model. As noted in the traffic study, work

trips typically account for only two to four of the approximately ten trips generated each day by a single-

family residence. The remainder represent trips such as to schools, shopping and recreation. When local

trips such as these are taken into account, the percentage of trips utilizing the I-5 and SR-14 freeways is

substantially lower than the percent of commuter traffic utilizing these facilities. The incremental change

in traffic volume on freeway facilities due to the project is documented in Appendix B of the traffic study

(Appendix 4.3, Draft Riverpark EIR).

Response 29

As shown in Section 4.2.2 of the traffic study (Appendix 4.3, Draft Riverpark EIR), the increase in traffic

due to the proposed project is substantially less than the increase in traffic that would be generated by the

land uses allowed by the current General Plan designations for the site. For locations where a significant

impact has been identified, mitigation measures have been identified which effectively mitigate the

impacts of the project. Even so, however, traffic impacts at four intersections cannot be mitigated to

below significance and, as a result, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be necessary if the

City approved the project.

Response 30

The General Plan consistency analysis addresses the consistency of the proposed project with the City of

Santa Clarita General Plan, and finds that it is consistent. The project may or may not include the use of

solar panels; the City’s policies, which use the words “promote” and “encourage,” does not require that it

do so.

Response 31

The commenter states his opinion that the project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, but

provides no specifics as to why it is not. The comment fails to identify any specific defect in or objection

to the analyses and conclusions in the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded

to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on

the Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.
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It should be noted that the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan is extensively analyzed in

Section 4.7, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, and the Draft EIR concludes that the project is in fact consistent.

Response 32

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR fails to mention the possibility and feasibility of either Material

Recovery Facilities or Waste to Energy facilities as aspects of solid waste management, and further

suggests that educational materials should include specific content. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.9,

Solid Waste Disposal, analyzes the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts on the generation of

solid waste. However, this section is not required to address material recovery facilities or waste to

energy facilities, as those facilities are not a part of the City of Santa Clarita’s solid waste management

program. The comment’s suggestions with respect to the content of the educational materials do not

address any defect in or objection to the analyses or conclusions in the Draft EIR, but will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to final approval of the project.

Response 33

The comment contains unsupported claims with respect to the applicant’s activities, none of which

addresses the content of the Draft EIR or objects to its analyses or conclusions; therefore, no response to

these claims is required. The comment then suggests additional mitigation be included. However, the

City of Santa Clarita will conduct a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the site and that document will

contain reference to applicable permits necessary to satisfy conditions. A specific additional mitigation

measure to this effect is not necessary.

Response 34

The City of Santa Clarita will conduct a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the site. The City does not

believe that advance notice of biological work is either necessary, or required. All required biological

reports will be submitted to the proper agencies as required and would be available at City of Santa

Clarita, Department of Planning and Building Services.

Response 35

The City of Santa Clarita will conduct a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the site that will monitor all

activities.  The submittal frequency of the Mitigation Monitoring Program has not been determined.
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Response 36

Policy 7.12 “encourages” the use of native and drought-tolerant materials. As stated in the policy

analysis in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use, p. 4.7-46: “the proposed project will utilize, as

much as possible, native and drought tolerant plant species for revegetation and landscaping and is

consequently consistent with Policy 7.12.”

Response 37

This comment claims that the water supplies currently available in the Santa Clarita Valley are not

adequate to accommodate the proposed project. The comment also states that the 2000 UWMP does not

adequately disclose "reliability" problems with the SWP, or the "loss of water due to perchlorate

pollution." According to the comment, the 2000 UWMP also provides for "unfinalized supplies from

water transfers," presumably referring to CLWA's SWP supplies, including the 41,000 AF water transfer.

The comment attaches Resolution 2004-3 issued by the Newhall County Water District (NCWD).

Resolution 2004-3 is provided to support statements in the comment regarding actual versus potential

water supplies. Finally, SB 610 and 221 are cited as limitations on the water supplies for Santa Clarita

Valley.

The City does not concur with the above comments for several reasons. Based on the analysis presented

in the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment (see Appendix 4.8) and

the entire record, the City finds that an adequate supply of water is available to meet the demands of the

Riverpark project, in conjunction with future cumulative water demand in the Santa Clarita Valley,

without creating significant environmental impacts.

In response to comments regarding the adequacy of the 2000 UWMP, it should be noted that the UWMP

was prepared for CLWA and three local retail water purveyors, including the NCWD, about four years

ago. The update to that plan is required to be adopted in 2005. Since that time, considerable additional

information has been developed regarding CLWA's SWP supplies and the reliability of those supplies, as

well as the local groundwater supplies and the impact of perchlorate on such supplies. For information

responsive to these and other related topics, please see Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and

Perchlorate; Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and

Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.

In response to the comment relying upon NCWD Resolution 2004-3, please specifically refer to Topical

Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-169 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 38

The comment is critical of the 2000 UWMP's "Water Storage Contingency Plan." The comment also points

out that the plan, by itself, should not be construed as "adequate protection in times of drought."

In response, the 2000 UWMP, including the Water Storage Contingency Plan, was prepared by expert

water consultants and the staff of each of the water agencies in Santa Clarita Valley (CLWA, Santa Clarita

Water Division, NCWD and Valencia Water Company).

Aside from the 2000 UWMP, however, the City also relies on the Draft EIR's separate environmental

analysis of water supply and demand in the Santa Clarita Valley, including the SB 610 Water Supply

Assessment (see Appendix 4.8). In addition, the City relies on the annual water reports issued by water

purveyors in the Valley. This information, together, constitutes an adequate basis for assessing water

supply and demand in the Santa Clarita Valley, including plans in place to address reduced water

supplies in times of drought. For further responsive information, please refer to the Draft EIR Section 4.8,

at pp. 4.8-1–15 and pp. 4.8-85–98.

Response 39

The comment refers to the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, p. 4.8-4, and requests the source of data

for Figure 4.8-2, "Rainfall in the Santa Clarita Valley." The Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-2, made it clear that the

region, including the Santa Clarita Valley, is subject to "wide variations in annual precipitation." Over a

several-year period, the average rainfall has been approximately 18 inches per year in the lower

elevations and approximately 27 inches per year in the mountains. This data is supported by both the

Draft EIR itself, at p. 4.8-2, and the Newhall Ranch ASR Impact Evaluation, prepared by CH2MHill, dated

February 2001, Section 4, p. 4-1, including Figure 4-1, which illustrates the annual rainfall in the valley,

and graphically depicts the time periods with low rainfall from 1950 through 2000.24

To clarify the text of the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-2, the following change will be made: "Average rainfall is

approximately 18 inches per year in the lower elevations and approximately 27 inches per year in the

mountains."

The above change will be reflected in the Revised Draft EIR Pages portion of the Riverpark Final EIR.

24 The Newhall Ranch ASR Impact Evaluation is incorporated by reference and available for public review and
inspection at City of Santa Clarita, Department of Planning & Building Services, 23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 302,
Santa Clarita, California 91355.
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Response 40

The comment states that Figures 4.8-5, 4.8-11, and 4.8-19 are not legible. Each figure has been reviewed

and is sufficiently legible. However, if the commenter's review of the Draft EIR is impaired, please

contact the City of Santa Clarita, Department of Planning & Building Services, 23920 Valencia Boulevard,

Suite 300, Santa Clarita, California 91355, Jeff Hogan (661) 255-4330, for additional copies of the three

figures.

Response 41

The comment is critical of the information presented in the Draft EIR regarding the reliability of SWP

supplies, indicating that the analysis overstates supply reliability.

As shown below, the Draft EIR was prepared with the view toward providing accurate availability,

reliability and supply estimates for SWP water in wet, average and dry years, and those estimates were

based on data obtained from DWR.

The Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, provides SWP water supply and reliability estimates for wet,

average, and dry years. The water analysis was based on DWR modeling and reporting, all of which was

fully disclosed in the Draft EIR. Applying DWR's reliability projections to CLWA's current maximum

annual SWP Table A Amount (95,200 acre-feet per year (AFY)), the Draft EIR reported the varying yields

in the amount of SWP water that would be available to CLWA in average, dry, and critical dry years.

DWR's modeling effort is considered the best available information for assessing the delivery reliability of

SWP supplies.

For information regarding imported SWP water supplies and delivery of such supplies, please refer to the

Draft EIR heading 4.8.2(d), pp. 4.8-56–80.

For information regarding CLWA's SWP Table A Amount and deliveries, please refer to the Draft EIR

heading 4.8.2(d)(4), pp. 4.8-61–65.

For information regarding the reliability of CLWA's SWP supplies, please refer to the Draft EIR heading

4.8.2(d)(8), pp. 4.8-71–80.

In addition to the information presented in the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, the City

acknowledges recent appellate court decisions, among others, Planning & Conservation League v.
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Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892 (and, particularly, p. 908, footnote 5, where the

court noted the difference between SWP contractual water entitlements and the amount of water actually

delivered by the SWP); and Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95

Cal.App.4th 1373 (and, particularly, p. 1376, where the court notes that DWR, which manages the SWP,

has historically delivered less water than the contractual entitlements to the 29 SWP contractors). (Please

see Appendix A of this Final EIR for copies of these two decisions.)

The City also has reviewed the comment letter submitted by CLWA, dated January 17, 2003, which is part

of the "comments and responses" portion of the Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis, Vol. III (March

2003).25 In that letter, CLWA acknowledged, as did the Riverpark Draft EIR that CLWA's current SWP

Table A Amount of 95,200 AFY is an annual contractual entitlement, based on a water supply contract

entered into between DWR and CLWA. All water supply contracts between DWR and its SWP

contractors, including CLWA's, provide that in a year when DWR is unable to actually deliver the full

amount of SWP contractor requests, deliveries to contractors will be reduced, so that total deliveries equal

total available supply for that year.

CLWA's letter further acknowledged, as did the Riverpark Draft EIR, that the reliability of CLWA's

current SWP Table A Amount (95,200 AFY) is affected by a number of factors, including hydrologic

conditions, the status of SWP facilities' construction, environmental requirements and evolving policies

for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), where the water supplied by the SWP originates. Because

of these factors, actual SWP supplies and deliveries are subject to reduction. These reductions can occur in

average and dry years, and, particularly, during drought periods. In summary, the CLWA letter

disclosed that

"The State Water Project (SWP) supply referred to in the Draft Additional Analysis is a
contract right of CLWA.…

DWR makes its annual SWP entitlement water allocation based on each year's hydrology
and SWP system storage. In any given year, the water allocation is based on a percentage
of each contractor's total SWP Table A entitlement. Thus, CLWA's current total SWP
Table A entitlement of 95,200 acre-feet (af) is not necessarily wholly available each and every
year, but a varying percentage of that amount is available each year." (Emphasis added.) (CLWA
letter, dated January 17, 2003, p. 1)

In summary, the City notes that neither CLWA nor the Draft EIR rely on CLWA's total contractual Table

A Amount of 95,200 AFY for planning purposes (i.e., 100 percent of the contractual entitlement). Instead,

projected supplies/deliveries of CLWA's Table A Amount are based on a varying percentage of that

amount each year. CLWA's current total SWP Table A Amount (95,200 AFY) is not necessarily available

25 For a copy of this letter, which is available for public review and inspection and incorporated by reference,
please contact City of Santa Clarita, Department of Planning & Building Services, 23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 302,
Santa Clarita, California 91355.
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each year because, as stated, several factors affect and reduce actual deliveries (i.e., hydrologic conditions,

SWP system storage, SWP facilities' construction, environmental constraints, water availability and

evolving policies for the Delta).

For a specific analysis of the variability in SWP supplies available to CLWA, the City has considered the

Draft EIR Section 4.8-2(d), Water Services, pp. 4.8-70–79, and, particularly, Tables 4.8-14–15, and Tables

4.8-24 through 4.8-31. This discussion includes an analysis of the availability of imported SWP water

supplies to the Santa Clarita Valley. The imported SWP supplies are broken down by wet year,

average/normal year, and dry year. The source for this information is DWR's reporting and modeling of

SWP delivery reliability.

The City also notes that the Draft EIR includes important source documents relating to SWP supplies.

For example, please refer to the Final EIR Appendix A, for copies of the 2002 and 2003 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Reports, which include an analysis of CLWA's SWP supplies and water supply reliability. In

addition, the City notes that the Riverpark Final EIR includes a copy of the final DWR State Water Project

Delivery Reliability Report, dated 2002 (see Appendix A), which was prepared to assist SWP contractors

and others in the assessment of the adequacy of the SWP component of their overall water supplies.

Information in this report is useful in assessing SWP supply reliability, which is of key importance to

local agencies, like the City, because the City has the responsibility to plan for future growth in the

context of providing an available, adequate, and affordable water supply for existing and projected

needs.

As to comments regarding CLWA's SWP supplies, including the 41,000 AF water transfer, please refer to

the Draft EIR at pp. 4.8-19–20, and 4.8-61–75; Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the

41,000 AFY Water Transfer; Response 1 to Comment Letter 23 from California Water Impact Network

(Carolee K. Krieger), dated May 4, 2004; and Response 11 to Comment Letter 18 from Santa Clarita

Organization for Planning and the Environment (Larry Kanner), dated May 3, 2004.

The comment makes reference to the NCWD Resolution 2004-3. As to that Resolution, please refer to

Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.

Response 42

The comment states that the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-16, "incorrectly" states that if SWP water supplies are

curtailed "groundwater will be easily used to make up the difference." The City does not concur with this

comment.

In fact, the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-16, describes CLWA's role as the wholesale water purveyors in the Santa

Clarita Valley. The discussion also refers to CLWA's Draft Water Supply Reliability Plan, dated September

2003, which is found in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The Draft EIR states that "[a]s indicated in the
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[Water Supply Reliability Plan] water supply is variable due to its dependence on hydrology (i.e.,

precipitation and snowpak of the present and past years) and, therefore, deliveries can be curtailed." The

Draft EIR goes on to state that "[w]hen sufficient SWP water is not available, the balance of the Valley's

demand is met with local groundwater" provided by the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors. The Draft

EIR also states that, "[b]ecause available groundwater is limited, it is anticipated that water demands will

increasingly rely on SWP supplies," and that "[a]s CLWA's water requirements utilize increased

proportions of its SWP Table A Amount," water banking opportunities, together with water transfers,

water conservation, recycled water, and other supply sources become important elements of CLWA's

long-term water supply strategy and are included in its Capital Improvement Program.

Based on the above text, CLWA and other retail water purveyors rely on several water sources to meet

existing and projected water demand of the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 43

This comment does not question the sufficiency of the analysis in the Draft EIR for the Riverpark project.

Instead, the comment states that CLWA and the purveyors have not documented progress toward the 14

conservation "Best Management Practices listed in the EIR." The source for the information regarding the

conservation BMPs is Castaic Lake Water Agency, its Santa Clarita Water Division and Valencia Water

Company. According to the water agencies, in March 2004, the California Urban Water Conservation

Council and various water suppliers and others entered into an amended Memorandum of

Understanding (MOU) regarding urban water conservation in California. The MOU contains BMPs that

signatory water suppliers commit to implementing in accordance with a schedule set forth in Section B of

that memorandum. As a result, it appears that significant progress has been made regarding water

conservation BMPs for Santa Clarita Valley. For further information, please refer to the MOU, as

amended March 10, 2004, which is incorporated by this reference and available for public inspection at

Castaic Lake Water Agency, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350-2173

Response 44

This comment states that CLWA's SWP supplies, including the 41,000 AF water transfer, should not be

used for planning purposes. The comment is incorrect. For information responsive to this comment,

please refer to the Draft EIR, at pp. 4.8-19–20, and 4.8-61–75; Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies –

Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and Response 1 to Comment Letter 23 from California

Water Impact Network (Carolee K. Krieger), dated May 4, 2004; and Response 11 to Comment Letter 18

from Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (Larry Kanner), dated May 3, 2004.
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Response 45

The comment refers to the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, p. 4.8-23, which discusses CLWA's

allocation of imported SWP supplies. The comment states that "NCWD recently requested that CLWA

provide details on the allocation due to them and to the other water service areas because it felt that the

information is relevant to future planning."  The comment states that CLWA "has not yet responded."

The comment addresses a general subject area, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR,

beginning at p. 4.8-23. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,

therefore, no more specific response can be provided. However, the comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 46

The comment states that the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-27, "incorrectly overstate[s] the support for the UWMP."

The comment also points out that NCWD no longer supports the 2000 UWMP at this time.

In response, it is acknowledged that, due to a change in the composition of NCWD's Board of Directors,

NCWD now no longer supports the 2000 UWMP. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

For further responsive information regarding the 2000 UWMP and NCWD's Resolution 2004-3, please

refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate, and Topical Response 4: Newhall

County Water District Resolution. The statement that the litigation will show that the UWMP overstates

supplies is incorrect. The decision in that litigation holds only that there was not substantial evidence to

support the UWMP findings with respect to perchlorate. It must be noted, though, that the Riverpark

EIR relies on evidence with respect to perchlorate not available for or presented in the UWMP. Please see

Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

Response 47

The comment refers to the yield of the groundwater basins in the Santa Clarita Valley. The comment

states that the yield of the basins should be reduced due to the detection of perchlorate. The comment

also relies on NCWD Resolution 2004-3.  The City does not concur with this comment.
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For information responsive to the yields of both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation, please

refer to the Draft EIR pp. 4.8-33–37 (Alluvial aquifer), and pp. 4.8-38–42 (Saugus Formation). In addition,

please refer to Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims.

For information responsive to the Santa Clarita Valley's groundwater supplies and the impact of

perchlorate on those supplies, please refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and

Perchlorate.

In response to the comment's reliance on NCWD Resolution 2004-3, please refer to Topical Response 4:

Newhall County Water District Resolution.

Response 48

The comment refers to municipal-supply wells in the eastern portion of the groundwater basin, which,

according to the comment, are experiencing water level declines (i.e., overdraft). The City does not

concur with this comment.

For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies

and "Overdraft" Claims; and Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.

Response 49

The comment refers to the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, p. 4.8-43, which discusses ammonium

perchlorate and the status of federal and state drinking water standards regulating perchlorate. The

comment requests updated information regarding state drinking water standards for perchlorate.

In response, the law requires the state Department of Health Services (DHS) to establish a contaminant's

maximum contaminant level (MCL) at a level as close as is technically and economically feasible to its

public health goal (PHG). The PHG, established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard

Assessment (OEHHA), is the contaminant's concentration in drinking water that does not pose any

significant risk to health, derived from a human health risk assessment. (See Health and Safety Code,

Section 116365(a).) The law also requires OEHHA to establish a PHG for perchlorate by January 1, 2003,

and DHS to establish an MCL by January 1, 2004.  (See, Health and Safety Code, Section 116293.)
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OEHHA established a 6 micrograms per liter (µg/l) for perchlorate in March 2004. OEHHA announced

when it established the 6 µg/l PHG:

"[t]he National Academy of Sciences (NAS) is conducting an evaluation of U.S. EPA's
2002 Draft Toxicological and Risk Characterization for Perchlorate. This is an important
undertaking that may help guide efforts to study the health effects of perchlorate. When
that evaluation is completed, OEHHA will carefully review the NAS conclusions and
will revise the PHG as necessary (Health and Safety Code Section 116365(e)(1))."

DHS reports that it is early in the regulatory process for an MCL for perchlorate. Until the perchlorate

MCL is in place, DHS reports that it will use an "action level" to protect consumers. This level is currently

6 µg/l, the same as the PHG set by OEHHA.

Response 50

The comment states that the Riverpark Draft EIR does not contain relevant information regarding the

amount of perchlorate contamination in the groundwater basin, the status of characterization of the

perchlorate plume or the timeline for expected cleanup.  The City does not concur with this comment.

Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-37–38, and beginning on p. 4.8-42, the Riverpark Draft EIR provides

extensive information regarding the perchlorate contamination detected in both the Alluvial aquifer and

Saugus Formation. The analysis includes the locations of the municipal-supply wells where perchlorate

was detected (Figure 4.8-17), the source of the perchlorate contamination, the actions taken by CLWA and

other water purveyors to monitor the perchlorate contamination, the on-going testing of municipal-

supply wells for perchlorate concentrations, the water purveyors' strategy regarding the groundwater

production from the Saugus Formation, and the regulatory actions taken by numerous federal, state and

local agencies with respect to the perchlorate contamination. The Draft EIR also discusses the remedial

investigations undertaken by federal, state, and local agencies to address the perchlorate contamination

in the basin. In addition, the Draft EIR, beginning at p. 4.8-48, discusses the technologies and methods

available for the treatment of perchlorate contamination.

In addition, at pp. 4–6, the 2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, dated May 2004 (Appendix A to the

Final EIR), provides updated information on the progress made for the ultimate remediation of the

perchlorate contamination.  In summary, the 2003 Water Report states:

"Work toward the ultimate remediation of perchlorate contamination, including the
restoration of impacted groundwater supply progressed on several integrated tracks in
2003. In February 2003, the Purveyors entered into a voluntary cleanup agreement with
the State Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) whereby DTSC is providing
review and oversight of the activities by the Purveyors in response to the detection of
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perchlorate in the five impacted wells. In accordance with that agreement, the Purveyors
have prepared a Work Plan for sampling of production wells, prepared a report on the
results and findings of the production well sampling, prepared a draft Human Health
Risk Assessment, prepared a draft Remedial Action Workplan, completed the evaluation
of treatment technologies, and completed the development of the groundwater model
described above. The Purveyors have also initiated a process for approval by the State
Department of Health Service (DHS) in accordance with its Policy 97-005 for restoration
of water supply from "severely impaired" water sources such as the perchlorate-impacted
wells. The evaluation of treatment technologies and the groundwater model noted above
were key activities completed in 2003 for inclusion in the application for approval by
DHS for the restoration of perchlorate-impacted water supply.

Finally, in 2003, the Purveyors and Whittaker entered into an Interim Settlement
Agreement (ISA) wherein the parties agreed to work cooperatively for a minimum of a
one-year period to further define long-term costs and reach a long-term settlement. The
ISA specifies that Whittaker and its insurers would reimburse certain past costs as well as
ongoing costs incurred by the Purveyors in responding to perchlorate contamination.
Activities since execution of the ISA have been focused on developing the elements of the
potential remedial strategy in sufficient detail to allow estimation of costs and
preparation of a long-term Settlement Agreement."

As to the timing or schedule for the expected clean-up, please refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater

Supplies and Perchlorate.

As to the comment's reference to NCWD Resolution 2004-3, please refer to Topical Response 4: Newhall

County Water District Resolution.

Response 51

The comment refers to the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-53–55, regarding reclaimed water

supplies. The Draft EIR's reclaimed water supply section is provided because that water source is part of

the existing and projected water supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley. However, at p. 4.8-108, the

Riverpark Draft EIR makes it clear that the water sources expected to be used by Santa Clarita Water

Division (the purveyor for the Riverpark site) include a combination of SWP water delivered through

CLWA and local groundwater resources in the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation. Although

reclaimed water, water transfers, water banking and other conjunctive water use supplies are presented,

such supplies are not anticipated to be used or needed to meet the water demand for the Riverpark

project.

Response 52

The comment refers to Table 4.8-6 on p. 4.8-64 of Section 4.8, Water Services, of the Riverpark Draft EIR.

The comment states that one of the columns (column 2) presents "misleading" information. The City does
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not concur with this opinion. Table 4.8-6 contains detailed footnotes explaining most of the columns used

in that table, including the second column referenced in the comment.

Response 53

The comment is critical of desalination as a future source of water supplies. In response, the Draft EIR,

pp. 4.8-48 and 4.8-85, provides objective information about the advantages and disadvantages of

desalination as a future water supply source. It is acknowledged that Carlsbad in San Diego County and

Long Beach in Los Angeles County are pursuing desalination as a future water supply source and that

the advantages and disadvantages of using such a source have been publicized. Nonetheless, neither

Carlsbad nor Long Beach have announced that they are no longer interested in pursuing desalination. In

fact, Carlsbad recently reinitiated negotiations with Poseidon regarding a desalination plant. In addition,

the San Diego County Water Authority is showing renewed interest in the proposed Carlsbad plant.

Also, Long Beach's desalination technology has a patent pending, and while a small prototype machine

has been operating for two years, a facility that can process 300,000 gallons per day is under construction.

As a result, the information presented in the Draft EIR adequately describes desalination as a future

water supply option.

Response 54

The comment is critical of the amount of recycled water shown in Table 4.8-13 on p. 4.8-90 of Section 4.8,

Water Services, of the Draft EIR.  The City does not concur with this comment.

The purpose of Table 4.8-13 is to describe planned local future water supplies from groundwater and

reclaimed water sources. Such water supplies are not used, or relied upon, to meet the water demands of

the Riverpark project or other near-term projects in Santa Clarita Valley (see Draft EIR Tables 4.8-26, 4.8-

27, 4.8-28 and 4.8-29).

As to the comment regarding reduced groundwater supplies due to perchlorate contamination, please

refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

Response 55

The comment is critical of Table 4.8-15 on p. 4.8-91 of Section 4.8, Water Services, of the Draft EIR. The

comment requests a specific time when the "planned future supplies" will be available.
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As stated in the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-91, planned local and imported water supplies are identified for long-

term planning purposes. These supplies are consistent with the 2000 UWMP, but must be updated every

five years. The next update will be adopted on or before December 2005. In the meantime, for the

Riverpark project, water sources expected to be used include a combination of SWP water delivered

through CLWA and local groundwater supplies from both the Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation.

According to CLWA and the retail purveyor, Santa Clarita Water Division, such supplies are available to

meet the water demand for the Riverpark project, in conjunction with other planned development in

Santa Clarita Valley without creating significant environmental impacts (see Draft EIR Appendix 4.8 [SB

610 Water Supply Assessment]).

As to comments regarding perchlorate, please refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and

Perchlorate.

Response 56

The comment is critical of the water demand factor assigned to single-family units of 0.55 acre-feet per

unit (af/unit). This factor is shown in the Draft EIR at p. 4.8-100 and on Table 4.8-22. As stated in the

Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services p. 4.8-99, the water demand factors were provided by Santa Clarita

Water Division, the retail water purveyor in whose service area the Riverpark project is located (see also,

Appendix 4.8 [SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, pp. 4–6]). In response to this comment, the City's

environmental consultant, Impact Sciences, Inc., contacted the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA to

confirm the water demand factors used in the SB 610 analysis for the Riverpark project. On November 1,

2004, the Santa Clarita Water Division advised the City that the single-family residential water demand

factor needed to be corrected. The corrected residential water demand factor for the Santa Clarita Water

Division service area is 0.80 acre-feet per residential unit. Please see Appendix A to the Final EIR for the

letter from Santa Clarita Water Division to Jeff Hogan, Senior Planner, City of Santa Clarita, dated

November 1, 2004, along with the enclosed table estimating the Riverpark water demand, as revised.

In reviewing the adjusted residential water demand factor for the Riverpark project, the City finds that

the adjustment does not have any significant impact on the water supply and demand findings contained

in the SB 610 analysis for the Riverpark project. The Santa Clarita Water Division concurs with the City's

findings. (See Appendix A to the Final EIR [letter from Santa Clarita Water Division, dated November 1,

2004, p. 1].)

In addition, please refer to the Revised Draft EIR Pages for corrections to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.8, Water Service, with respect to the Riverpark water demand assessment.
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Response 57

The comment provides a "general water comment," stating the Draft EIR "should go beyond just what the

UWMP plan says and consider and present all available information on the water situation."

The City does not agree that the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, relies solely on the 2000

UWMP. As reflected in the text, the Draft EIR relies on the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment (see

Appendix 4.8), the annual water reports prepared for the Santa Clarita Valley, the Slade and Scalmanini

technical reports, the Slade 2001 Update Report, and several other water-related reports, studies, water

supply contracts, agreements, and other technical data provided by DWR, CLWA, retail water purveyors

in the Santa Clarita Valley and consultants with expertise on water supply and demand issues pertinent

to the Santa Clarita Valley. Based on the Draft EIR, and the entire record, the City finds that there is a

sufficient water supply available to meet the needs of the Riverpark project in addition to existing and

other planned future uses in Santa Clarita Valley. This independent determination is not based on the

2000 UWMP, which is almost four years old, and which is required by law to be updated every five years,

with the next update due on or before December 2005.

Response 58

The comment erroneously asserts that site visibility was analyzed only from the perspective of motorists.

This assertion is untrue, as other viewing audiences (residents, trail users, office workers) were

considered as well. (see e.g., Section 4.16, Visual Resources, pp. 4.16-6–16 [describing current conditions,

without the extension of the trails], and pp. 19–20, 30–32 [analyzing potential visual impacts of the

proposed project on surrounding uses].) Even so, the Riverpark EIR will be revised to state that some

pedestrians and hikers, including those using trails and those who may use Soledad Canyon Road, may

view the site for longer periods than that called out in the Draft EIR. The above change will be reflected

in the Revised Draft EIR Pages portion of the Final EIR.

Response 59

Per the direction of the Planning Commission, staff researched the costs associated with incorporating

visual enhancements on the bridge abutments for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge

and concluded that it would increase the total bridge costs by approximately $50,000.00–$100,000.00. The

visual improvements could include colored concrete, stamped concrete, manufactured stone veneers and

decorative concrete indentions/impressions. Because this bridge is part of the Cross Valley Connector,

the bridge itself is subject to the City’s Cross Valley Connector Aesthetics’ Guideline Book (currently in
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draft form and will be finalized in the next month). The Guideline Book includes design standards that

consist of the above visual improvements for the bridges and bridge abutments. Per the direction of the

Planning Commission, staff can add a condition to the project that states, “The Newhall Ranch

Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge and bridge abutments shall be subject to the City’s Cross Valley

Connector Aesthetics’ Guideline Book.”

Response 60

The City is unaware of scientifically reviewed studies that indicate the maximum voltage and/or

candlepower that can exist before adverse impacts occur to the wide variety of wildlife species that might

occur in the project area. The City is also unaware of any studies that would effectively guide the lighting

footprint and pattern on a given site so as to avoid specific adverse impacts to wildlife. Because of the

complexity and large number of variables (behavior, sensitivity to lighting, foraging/breeding range,

habitat requirements, etc.) that would need to be addressed for each animal species potentially affected

by artificial lighting, such studies would be very time consuming and difficult to conduct. The

requirements for lighting to be downcast luminaries and directed away from natural areas has been an

accepted performance standard by CDFG and other resource agencies to effectively minimize light and

glare impacts on wildlife in adjacent open space areas. These requirements are included in Mitigation

Measure 4.6-19 in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, as well as in Mitigation Measure 4.16-2,

referenced by the commenter. In the City’s opinion, these mitigation measures are sufficient to reduce

potential project-level and cumulative impacts to less than significant.

Response 61

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter with respect to existing cumulative light impacts

along the river and is unrelated to the project, and does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of

the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project on biological

resources, including, without limitation, lighting impacts, have been thoroughly analyzed in the Draft

EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and mitigation measures have

been proposed. The requirements for lighting to be downcast luminaries and directed away from natural

areas have been an accepted performance standard by CDFG and other resource agencies to effectively

minimize light and glare impacts on wildlife in adjacent open space areas. These requirements are
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included in Mitigation Measure 4.6-19 in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, as well as in

Mitigation Measure 4.16-2, referenced by the commenter. In the City’s opinion, these mitigation

measures are sufficient to reduce potential project-level and cumulative impacts to less than significant.

Response 62

The City does not concur with the commenter that the project is inconsistent with Policy 2.1. As is stated

in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use:

“[t]he City of Santa Clarita is responsible for adopting a Ridgeline Preservation and
Hillside Development Ordinance. The dominant topographic feature associated with the
project site is the Santa Clara River and it is proposed for preservation in the land plan
submitted for the proposed project. Therefore, the project is consistent with Policy 2.3.
The City of Santa Clarita is responsible for the enforcement and update of the Ridgeline
Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance and standards and has required that
the project applicant provide the necessary documentation to allow for consistency and
analysis of the Ridgeline Preservation and Hillside Development Ordinance and,
therefore, the project is not applicable to Policies 2.4 and 2.5. The project is consistent
with Goal 2.”

The Riverpark project will not destroy any secondary ridgeline, but proposes encroachment on relatively

limited portions of two ridgelines classified by the City as secondary ridgelines. Both of these ridgelines

are located both on and off the project site.

As discussed in Section 4.16, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, the first City-classified secondary

ridgeline enters the project site from the north and east of the future intersection of Santa Clarita Parkway

and Newhall Ranch Road. The upper, and most visible, portion of this ridgeline is already degraded by

previous development and no longer meets the City’s criteria for classification as a secondary ridgeline.

Approximately 1,690 linear feet or 45 percent of the northern portion of the ridgeline was previously

impacted and graded down by the construction of the CLWA Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant and

Administrative Offices. The project would impact the remaining southern portion of the ridgeline

(approximately 55 percent or 2,062 linear feet). However, approximately 700 or 19 percent of the

ridgeline would be impacted as a result of the extension of Newhall Ranch Road and the Santa Clarita

Parkway; both roads are part of the City’s General Plan, and would likely be built even if the project were

not approved. The remaining 1,362 linear feet or 36 percent of the ridgeline would be impacted by a

portion of the residential development in Area B.

The second City classified secondary ridgeline also enters from the north into the project site where Area

C is located on the eastern portion of the site. A majority of this ridgeline is located off-site, however,

approximately 29 percent or approximately 597 linear feet of the ridgeline is located on the project site.
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However, after further research and comparison, the actual ridgeline and what is shown on the City’s

Ridgeline Map is incorrect. The secondary ridgeline actually extends approximately 372 linear feet into

the project site not 597 linear feet as shown on the City’s Ridgeline Map. The project would impact (as a

result of Area C) approximately 225 of the 372 linear feet of the secondary ridgeline.

According to the applicant’s Riverpark Innovative Application Compliance Report (see Final EIR

Appendix E), the Riverpark project employs a creative and imaginative site design that tailors the

development to the site and minimizes impacts to the significant natural topographic prominent features

(Santa Clara River, central canyon, etc.) within the project site; and. the project leaves a substantial

portion of the project site as open space, concentrates development on the flatter, disturbed portions of

the site and significantly exceeds the minimum standards identified in the City of Santa Clarita Ridgeline

Preservation and Hillside Development Guidelines.

Response 63

Please see Response 62, above. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. However,

the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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23. LETTER RECEIVED FROM CAROLEE KRIEGER, CALIFORNIA WATER

IMPACT NETWORK, DATED MAY 4, 2004

Response 1

This comment objects to the proposed Riverpark project relying upon CLWA's 41,000 AF water transfer.

The comment also states that the Riverpark Draft EIR's assessment of water services and water supply

reliability is not "accurate" due to the EIR's reliance upon the 41,000 AF water transfer. For the reasons

discussed below, the City has determined that the Riverpark project can appropriately rely on CLWA's

SWP annual Table A Amount (including the 41,000 AF), which is identified in both the Riverpark Draft

EIR and the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment.  (See Draft EIR Appendix 4.8.)

Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-19 and 4.8-20, and 4.8-56–63, contain a detailed discussion of SWP

water supplies and CLWA's SWP Table A Amount, including the additional 41,000 AF water transfer, the

environmental review and litigation associated with that water transfer, and the status of CLWA's water

transfer under the Monterey Agreement. Based on the Draft EIR and the entire record, and after

considering comments challenging CLWA's reliance on the 41,000 AF water transfer, the City agrees with

CLWA that it is appropriate for CLWA to have included, and to continue to include, the 41,000 AF water

transfer as part of CLWA's available SWP water supplies. Accordingly, the City finds that it is

appropriate for the Riverpark project to rely on those SWP supplies in both the water services section of

the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis (Appendix 4.8). For further responsive information, please refer to

Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AF Water Transfer to the Final EIR.

By way of background, as stated in the Draft EIR, at p. 4.8-57, at the inception of the SWP, DWR entered

into individual water supply contracts with agricultural and urban water suppliers (SWP contractors)

throughout California. The contracts were the method used to fund construction and operation of the

SWP facilities for the delivery of water to the SWP contractors. Each such contract sets forth the annual

amount of water to which an SWP contractor is contractually entitled, which is stated in "Table A" to the

contract. However, the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery in any year may be an

amount less than the contractor's maximum Table A Amount due to hydrology and a number of other

factors.  The Table A Amount was previously referred to as "SWP entitlement."

The transfer of 41,000 AF of SWP Table A Amount to CLWA from Kern County Water Agency (KCWA)

and its member district (WRMWSD), was the subject of a completed contract between the parties in 1999,

and imported water supply associated with that transfer became available for use by CLWA starting in
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January 2000. The 41,000 AF Transfer Agreement and the Point of Delivery Agreement between DWR,

KCWA and CLWA are included in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

The 41,000 AF water transfer between CLWA, KCWA, and WRMWSD was evaluated previously in a

Final EIR prepared by CLWA in 1999. The Second Appellate Court, Fourth Division, ordered that the

1999 EIR be decertified in January 2002 in the decision entitled, Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic

Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.3d 1373 (Friends decision) in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The

appellate court decertified the 1999 EIR because it tiered from the Monterey Agreement Program EIR,

which itself was decertified as a result of a separate appellate court decision issued while the Friends

decision was on appeal. (See Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources [2000] 83

Cal.App.4th 892 [PCL decision], Appendix A to the Final EIR.)

In the Friends decision, the appellate court found that "all other contentions" concerning the legal

adequacy of the 1999 EIR were "without merit." The appellate court specifically ordered the trial court to

issue a writ of mandate vacating certification of the 1999 EIR, to retain jurisdiction until CLWA certifies

an EIR complying with CEQA, and to consider such orders it deems appropriate under the remedy

provisions set forth in CEQA (See Public Resources Code §21168.9). CLWA's Board of Directors

decertified the 1999 EIR in the fall of 2002.

In September 2002, the trial court was requested to prohibit CLWA from using the 41,000 AF in any

manner. The trial court refused to enjoin performance of the completed 41,000 AF Transfer Agreement,

maintained its jurisdiction over the matter, and authorized CLWA to utilize "any of the 41,000 AFY,"

subject to the following order: "Respondent [CLWA] will not be prohibited from using the water to which

it is entitled, but Petitioner may renew its application for such prohibition based upon evidence of the

actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers improper."26

Petitioners in the Friends litigation appealed the trial court's judgment and, again, requested that the use

of the 41,000 AF be prohibited. However, on December 1, 2003, in an unpublished opinion, the Court of

Appeal affirmed the trial court's judgment that CLWA's use of the 41,000 AFY is not prohibited.27

Because the 41,000 AF was a permanent water transfer, because DWR includes the 41,000 AF in

calculating CLWA’s share of SWP Table A Amount, and because the courts have not prohibited CLWA

from using or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City has determined that it remains

26 For a copy of the trial court's decision, please refer to the Final EIR Appendix A, p. 2, ¶6.
27 For a copy of the unpublished opinion, please refer to Appendix 4.8 to Draft EIR (Friends of the Santa Clara River

v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, 2003 WL 22839353, p. 3).
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appropriate for the Riverpark project to include those water supplies in its water supply and demand

analysis, while acknowledging and disclosing the potential uncertainty created by litigation.

In the meantime, CLWA has recently circulated for public review the new Draft EIR for the 41,000 AF

water transfer project. The new EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 41,000 AF water

transfer project, along with the rights for storage and delivery of water associated with the transfer

through SWP facilities.28

In light of the information presented in the Riverpark Draft EIR and the entire record, the City believes

that CLWA was entitled to use, and may continue to use, the additional SWP water supplies from the

41,000 AF water transfer pending certification of the new EIR pursuant to CEQA, absent a subsequent

order to the contrary from the Los Angeles Superior Court, which maintains jurisdiction over the 41,000

AF water transfer litigation.

Accordingly, the City has determined that the Riverpark project can appropriately rely on CLWA's SWP

annual Table A Amount (including the 41,000 AF) identified in both the Draft EIR and the SB 610

analysis. The City also has determined, based on the entire record, that the projected SWP supplies, in

conjunction with other supply sources, will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the Riverpark project,

in addition to existing and planned future uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 2

This comment points out that the California Water Impact Network is currently a plaintiff in several cases

against CLWA. This comment provides background information only and does not raise an

environmental issue regarding the Riverpark Draft EIR; therefore, no further response can be provided.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

Please see Response 1, above, for a response to the comment related to CLWA’s 41,000 AF water transfer.

In addition, please see Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer.

28 The Draft EIR for CLWA's 41,000 AF water transfer project is incorporated by reference and is available for
public review and inspection at CLWA's offices, located 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California
91350 (661) 297-1600
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In addition, it is acknowledged that the commenter has challenged CLWA’s efforts to store water in the

Semitropic Water Storage District’s groundwater bank. Regarding the steps taken by CLWA to store

water with the Semitropic Water Storage District, the City believes it is appropriate to consider the water

already stored and water to be stored in this existing groundwater bank. For supporting information,

please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-15 and 4.8-16.

As stated in the Draft EIR, at pp. 4.8-80–84, conjunctive uses include groundwater banking. CLWA has

already taken affirmative steps to store a significant amount of water in Semitropic Water Storage

District’s existing groundwater bank. For example, in 2002-2003, CLWA placed into storage 24,000 AF of

water, 21,600 AF of which can be recovered for future use, and in 2003-2004, CLWA stored an additional

approximately 32,000 AF of water, approximately 28,800 AF of which can be recovered for future use.

These actions by CLWA resulted in a total of approximately 50,400 AF of usable water already being

placed in storage as part of a funded conjunctive use program implemented by CLWA.29

Finally, the City has been advised that the referenced litigation against CLWA concerning the water

banking agreement between CLWA and Semitropic Water Storage District was resolved at the trial court

level in favor of CLWA, Semitropic, and DWR (California Water Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency,

et al., Ventura County Superior Court No. CIV 215327). The trial court's decision in that case is found in

Appendix A to the Final EIR.  The trial court decision is now the subject of an appeal.

Response 4

The comment states that the Riverpark project, and other proposed developments in California, are

"dependent" on the analysis by DWR and its State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report, Final

2002"(DWR Reliability Report). The comment further states that the DWR Reliability Report has been

criticized for "overstating" actual available water supplies, for containing "questionable modeling and

simulations," and for lacking "proper peer review." In response, neither the Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.8, Water Services, nor the SBC 610 Water Supply Assessment (see Appendix 4.8) is "dependent" on the

DWR Reliability Report. For supporting information, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8,

Water Services, pp. 4.8-74–75.

29 In response to this comment, the City incorporates by this reference CLWA's public record of proceedings
relating to CLWA's water storage program with the Semitropic Water Storage District. This record includes
CLWA's initial studies and negative declarations supporting its storage program. The record of these
proceedings is available for public review at Castaic Lake Water Agency, Mary Lou Cotton, 27234 Bouquet
Canyon Road Santa Clarita, California 91350-2173, (661) 297-1600.
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In addition to the information presented in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, the City

points out that, as the administrator of the SWP, DWR is considered the appropriate state agency to

determine the reliability of the SWP system. In completing the Riverpark Draft EIR, the City reviewed

the DWR Reliability Report, a copy of which is provided in Appendix A to the Final EIR. As shown below,

the DWR Reliability Report contains useful information concerning the reliability of the SWP system. The

information was considered, along with other information, in the context of the Riverpark Draft EIR.

According to the DWR Reliability Report, the "report presents DWR’s current information regarding the

annual water delivery reliability of the SWP.” (See Final EIR Appendix A [DWR Reliability Report, p. 1])

In addition, DWR issued the report to assist the SWP contractors "in the assessment of the adequacy of

the SWP component of their overall water supplies. SWP water reliability is of direct interest to them and

those they serve because it is an important element of their overall water supply.”  (Id., p. iii)

In addition, the DWR Reliability Report is not intended to be a static document. In fact, DWR has

acknowledged in the DWR Reliability Report, at p. 1, that it "will update [the] report every two years or

more frequently should study factors change significantly or if improvement in the analytical tools

warrants an earlier release."

The DWR Reliability Report is also useful to local planners and local land use jurisdictions (like the City),

with responsibility to plan for future growth and, at the same time, to assure an adequate, affordable and

available water supply for existing and projected uses. For example, at p. 2, the DWR Reliability Report

states that

"[t]he water delivery reliability of the SWP is of direct interest to those who use SWP
supplies because it is an important element in the overall water supply in those areas.
Local supply reliability is of key importance to local planners and local government
officials who have the responsibility to plan for future growth while assuring that an
adequate and affordable water supply is available for the existing population and
businesses. This function is usually conducted in the course of preparing a water
management plan such as the Urban Water Management Plans required by Water Code
Section 10610. The information in this report may be used by local agencies in preparing
or amending their water management plans and identifying the new facilities or
programs that may be necessary to meet future water demands."

Furthermore, the DWR Reliability Report is useful in conducting the water analyses required by recent

legislation (SB 610/SB 221).  At p. 2, the DWR Reliability Report states that

"[l]ocal agencies also will find in this report information that is useful in conducting
analyses mandated by legislation authored by Senator Sheila Kuehl (SB 221) and Senator
Jim Costa (SB 610). These laws require water retailers to demonstrate whether their
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water supplies are sufficient for certain proposed subdivisions and development projects
subject to the California Environmental Quality Act."

In responses to comments on the draft DWR Reliability Report, DWR elaborated on the importance of the

report in assisting local land use jurisdictions in complying with recent SB 610/SB 221 legislation:

"The Department of Water Resources released the report to assist local water and
planning agencies and the State Water Project contractors in meeting the requirements of
Senate Bills 221 (Chapter 642, Statutes of 2001) and 610 (Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001).
These laws link certain land-use decisions with the determination of local water supply
sufficiency. For the 29 SWP water contractors and the many water agencies receiving
water from them, information contained in the report is an important component of the
analyses necessary to determine this sufficiency. The SWP Delivery Reliability Report
provides the SWP contractors and the general public with the best information available on the
delivery ability of the SWP."  (Emphasis added)

The DWR Reliability Report is also intended to respond to recent criticisms of DWR in its administration of

the SWP system. The primary criticism was based on comments pursued in the Monterey Amendment

litigation against DWR, claiming that local planners and public officials were relying on "overstated"

estimates of actual water supplies from the SWP system in approving new development. The DWR

Reliability Report is intended to be "the most current data available" on SWP delivery reliability for use in

the local land use planning and decision-making process.  At p. 2, the DWR Reliability Report states that

"[t]his delivery reliability report also responds to the recent criticisms of the Department
in its administration of the SWP. Comments on the Monterey Amendment
Environmental Impact Report stated that local planners and public officials were relying
on inflated estimates of water supply from the SWP in approving new development.
This report provides local officials with a single source of the most current data available on SWP
delivery reliability for use in local planning decisions."  (Emphasis added)

In addition, DWR has emphasized that the DWR Reliability Report does not analyze how specific local

water agencies integrate SWP water into their overall water supplies. DWR has recognized that many

local water agencies in California operate in areas with multiple sources of water and that, typically, local

water agencies "mix and match" these sources to maximize water supply and quality and to minimize

cost.  At p. 21, the DWR Reliability Report states that

"[t]he real significance of SWP water delivery reliability is not to the SWP itself but to the
agency that ultimately provides the SWP water to its municipal, industrial, and
agricultural customers and to the city or county that makes the land-use decisions in
which water supply is a matter of key concern. SWP water delivery reliability is most
important as it affects the local provider’s overall water supply reliability.

This report does not recommend a particular level of SWP water delivery reliability for
any individual SWP water contractor. The degree of reliability of SWP water deliveries
that a local water provider desires or needs depends on the particular facts and
circumstances that pertain to that provider. For example, if periodic shortages can be
tolerated, then a lesser degree of SWP reliability will be ‘reliable enough.’ If, on the other
hand, water is needed every year, say for permanent crops like orchards and vineyards,
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and no replacement supply is available, higher SWP water delivery reliability will be
desired.

Local water delivery reliability depends not only on SWP supplies but upon all sources
of supply to the local provider. For example, the local provider may have access to local
surface water and groundwater supplies, to reclaimed water, or to other sources of
imported water, which have different levels of reliability. If so, the local provider will
manage all sources of supply together, each with its individual degree of reliability, to
enhance overall reliability. It is also at the local level that demand itself may be managed
to meet supply through conservation, water use efficiency, drought response planning,
and land-use planning decisions made by local jurisdictions."

In this instance, CLWA and the local water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley utilize local

groundwater resources, SWP water supplies, water conservation, recycled water and other supplies in

order to meet the Valley's existing and projected water demand. The combination of these water sources

provides a significant opportunity to ensure overall water supply and reliability for the CLWA service

area.

Although the comments do not agree with the information presented in the DWR Reliability Report, the

report contains useful information regarding the SWP system and its reliability. The City considers the

DWR Reliability Report, and the modeling efforts conducted by DWR, to be the "best information

available" on SWP delivery reliability, and it should be used in making local land use decisions.

Response 5

The comment incorporates by reference the following report: Strategic Review of CALSIM II and its Use for

Water Planning, Management and Operations in Central California, dated December 4, 2003 (Strategic Review

of CALSIM II). According to the comment, this report "raises significant questions as to the reliability of

DWR's Delivery Reliability Report. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. It does

not raise issues regarding the Riverpark Draft EIR's analysis of water service for the Riverpark project. In

addition, the comment raises issues beyond the scope of the Riverpark Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

In response to the comment, the City has reviewed the Strategic Review of CALSIM II report. The report

contains considerable information regarding both the strengths and weaknesses of the CALSIM II model.

The report also contains its own "summary" of its findings.  At p. 2, the report's "summary" states:

"The central all-encompassing question put to the panel is whether the CALFED program
has adopted an appropriate approach to modeling the CVP-SWP-Central Valley system.
Is the general CALSIM modeling approach appropriate for predicting the performance of
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the general facilities and of use in allocation planning, assessing water supply reliabilities
and for carrying out operation studies? We believe the use of an optimization engine for
simulating the hydrology and for making allocation decisions is an appropriate approach
and is in fact the approach many serious efforts of this kind are using. It is a substantial
improvement of the previous modeling approaches and provides a basis for consensus
among federal and state interests. The modeling approach addresses many of the
complexities of the CVP-SWP system and its water management decisions.

There exists a common tension between those who wish for greater detail and those who
want less detail from the model. This argues for a more comprehensive, modular, and
flexible approach than is now available. In this report we suggest some ways this might
be accomplished in the future. We also propose some management procedures that
could be considered to improve model and model application quality control and
documentation. The openness and availability of the model is admirable and very
important given the numerous stakeholders who have interests in the management and
allocation of water in the state. To increase the public's confidence in the many
components and features of CALSIM II, we suggest that these components of CALSIM be
subjected to careful technical peer review by appropriate experts and stakeholders."

In addition, at p. 14, the Strategic Review of CALSIM II report provided the following caveat:

"Just as all models are approximations of reality, so may all advice be an approximation
of what it should be. We hope what we have written in this report is correct and useful,
but encourage CALSIM model managers and California's water community to take our
assessments and suggestions for what they are, arrived at based on our own experiences
and some limited exposure to those who know much more about CALSIM and CALSIM
II than we do.

A complete copy of the Strategic Review of CALSIM II report is provided in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

Response 6

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. However, the comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. Because the comment does not raise a specific environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the

water analysis contained in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, no further response can

be provided.

Response 7

The Riverpark Final EIR, including comments and responses, will be made available for public review

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 8

The comment seeks to incorporate all other comments opposing the Riverpark Draft EIR. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.
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24. LETTER RECEIVED FROM ROGER MOORE, ROSSMAN AND MOORE,

DATED MAY 4, 2004

Response 1

The comment provides background information only and does not raise a specific environmental issue

regarding the water analysis found in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to making a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific environmental

issue, no further response can be provided.

In addition, in response to the comment, please see Appendix 4.8 to the Draft EIR for a copy of both (1)

the Settlement Agreement, dated May 5, 2003, which settled the litigation in the following action,

Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (PCL) (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892 (PCL

decision) and (2) the Amendment to the Water Supply Contract between DWR and Castaic Lake Water

Agency (CLWA), dated May 28, 2003 (Amendment No. 19). Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and

Amendment No. 19, DWR amended the water supply contracts with the SWP contractors, including

CLWA, to delete terms in each water supply contract, such as “annual entitlement” and “maximum

annual entitlement,” so that the public and particularly land use planning agencies (like the City) will

better understand the contracts.

For example, the water supply contracts have been amended to define SWP “Annual Table A Amount”

as follows:

“’Annual Table A Amount’ shall mean the amount of project water set forth in Table A of
this contract that the State, pursuant to the obligations of this contract and applicable law,
makes available for delivery to the Agency at the delivery structures provided for the
Agency. The term Annual Table A Amount shall not be interpreted to mean that in each
year the State will be able to make that quantity of project water available to the Agency.
The Annual Table A Amounts and the terms of this contract reflect an expectation that
under certain conditions the Agency will receive its full Annual Table A Amount; but
that under other conditions only a lesser amount, allocated in accordance with this
contract, may be made available to the Agency. This recognition that full Annual Table
A Amounts will not be deliverable under all conditions does not change the obligations
of the State under this contract, including but not limited to, the obligations to make all
reasonable efforts to complete the project facilities, to perfect and protect water rights,
and to allocate among contractors the supply available in any year, as set forth in Articles
6(b), 6(c), 16(b) and 18, in the manner and subject to the terms and conditions of those
articles and this contract. Where the term “annual entitlement” appears elsewhere in this
contract, it shall mean “Annual Table A Amount.” The State agrees that in future
amendments to this and other contractor's contracts, in lieu of the term “annual
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entitlement,” the term “Annual Table A Amount” will be used and will have the same
meaning as “annual entitlement” wherever that term is used.”30

In addition, the water supply contracts were amended to define SWP “Annual Table A Amounts,” as

follows:

“Commencing with the year of initial water delivery to the Agency, the State each year
shall make available for delivery to the Agency the amounts of project water designated
in Table A of this contract, which amounts shall be subject to change as provided for in
Article 7(a) and are referred to in this contract as the Agency's Annual Table A
Amounts.”31

The amended water supply contracts also provide the following language at the bottom of Table A to

each contract:

“In any year, the amounts designated in this Table A shall not be interpreted to mean
that the State is able to deliver those amounts in all years. Article 58 describes the State's
process for providing current information for project delivery capability.”32

The water supply contracts were amended to require that DWR prepare and distribute a report to all

SWP contractors, including CLWA, and all California city, county and regional planning departments

and agencies within each SWP contractor's service areas. Under the amended water supply contracts

DWR will determine the delivery capability of the dependable annual supply of SWP water to be made

available to SWP contractors through existing SWP facilities. The amended water supply contracts

provide

“58. Determination of Dependable Annual Supply of Project Water to be Made
Available by Existing Project Facilities.

In order to provide current information regarding the delivery capability of existing
project conservation facilities, commencing in 2003 and every two years thereafter
the State shall prepare and mail a report to all contractors, and all California city,
county, and regional planning departments and agencies within the contractors'
project service areas. This report will set forth, under a range of hydrologic
conditions, estimates of overall delivery capability of the existing project facilities
and of supply available to each contractor in accordance with other provisions of
the contractors' contracts. The range of hydrologic conditions shall include the
delivery capability in the driest year of record, the average over the historic
extended dry cycle and the average over the long-term. The biennial report will
also include, for each of the ten years immediately preceding the report, the total
amount of project water delivered to all contractors and the amount of project water
delivered to each contractor.”33

30 See Appendix 4.8 to Riverpark Draft EIR (Amendment No. 19, dated May 28, 2003, pp. 4-5).
31 See Appendix 4.8 to Riverpark Draft EIR (Amendment No. 19, dated May 28, 2003, p. 6).
32 See Appendix 4.8 to Riverpark Draft EIR (Amendment No. 19, dated May 28, 2003, p. 7).
33 See Appendix 4.8 to Riverpark Draft EIR (Amendment No. 19, dated May 28, 2003, p. 7).
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Consistent with this amended provision, in 2003, DWR issued and distributed DWR Reliability Report, a

copy of which is found in Appendix A to the Final EIR. The report presents DWR's current information

regarding the annual water delivery reliability of the SWP system. In the DWR Reliability Report, DWR's

Director, Thomas M. Hannigan, identified the purposes of the report:

“The Department of Water Resources is issuing this report to assist the contractors of the
State Water Project in the assessment of the adequacy of the SWP component of their
overall water supplies. SWP delivery reliability is of direct interest to them and those
they serve because it is an important element of their overall water supply.

Local supply reliability is of key importance to local planners and government officials
who have the responsibility to plan for future growth while assuring an adequate and
affordable water supply is available for the existing population and businesses. This
function is usually conducted in the course of preparing a water management plan such
as the Urban Water Management Plans required by Water Code Section 10610.
Information in this report may be used by local agencies in preparing or amending their
water management plans and identifying the new facilities or programs that may be
necessary to meet future water needs.

Local agencies will also find this report useful in conducting analyses mandated by
legislation authored by Senator Sheila Kuehl (SB 221) and Senator Jim Costa (SB 610).
These laws require water retailers to demonstrate the sufficiency of their water supplies
for certain proposed subdivisions and development projects subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act.”34

The DWR Reliability Report also “responds to the recent criticism of the Department in its administration

of the SWP.” The “criticism” emanated from “[c]omments on the Monterey Amendment Environmental

Impact Report [that] stated that local planners and public officials were relying on inflated estimates of

water supply from the SWP in approving new development.”35 According to DWR, “[t]his report provides

local officials with a single source of the most current data available on SWP delivery reliability for use in local

planning decisions.”  (Emphasis added)

The City reviewed and considered the PCL decision, the related Settlement Agreement, Amendment No.

19, and the DWR Reliability Report in connection with the Riverpark project.

Response 2

The comment states that the Riverpark Draft EIR's assessment of water services and water supply

reliability is "defective," and "fails to honor the PCL decision and its subsequent settlement agreement."

The comment is also critical of the Draft EIR's assessment of SWP supplies, including CLWA's 41,000 AF

water transfer project. Based on the information presented in the Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-19–20 and 4.8-56–80,

34 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (DWR Reliability Report, p. iii).
35 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (DWR Reliability Report, p. 2).



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-196 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

the City does not concur with this comment. The City believes that it is appropriate to consider CLWA's

SWP supplies, including the 41,000 AF water transfer, for planning purposes. For further responsive

information, please refer to Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water

Transfer; and Response 1 to Comment Letter 23 from California Water Impact Network (Carolee K.

Krieger), dated May 4, 2004.

Response 3

The comment is critical of the Riverpark Draft EIR's reference to CLWA's 41,000 AF water transfer as part

of CLWA's SWP supplies. For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Response 2,

above; Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and Response

1 to Comment Letter 23 from California Water Impact Network (Carolee K. Krieger), dated May 4, 2004.

Response 4

The comment refers to the PCL decision and quotes from portions of that decision. The information will

be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the

adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 5

The comment refers to the litigation involving CLWA's EIR on the 41,000 AF water transfer project

(Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373). For information

responsive to this litigation, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, pp. 4.8-19–20. In addition,

please refer to Response 2, above; Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY

Water Transfer; and Response 1 to Comment Letter 23.

Response 6

The comment expresses the opinion that it is "imprudent" for the Riverpark Draft EIR to rely on CLWA's

SWP supplies, including the 41,000 AF water transfer. The City does not concur with this comment.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 7

The comment is critical of the Riverpark Draft EIR for relying upon CLWA's SWP supplies, including the

41,000 AF water transfer. The comment suggests that the 41,000 AF water transfer is not "final;" and,

therefore, cannot be relied on as part of CLWA's SWP supplies, pursuant to terms found in the Settlement

Agreement relating to the PCL decision. The City does not concur with this comment. For information

responsive to this comment, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-

19–20 and pp. 4.8-56–63. In addition, please refer to Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on

the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and Response 11 to Comment Letter 18.

Response 8

Please refer to Response 7, above.

Response 9

Please refer to Response 7, above. In addition, in response to this comment, p. 4.8-62 of the Riverpark

Draft EIR has been clarified, as follows:

“In effect, the The Monterey Agreement provided a blanket pre-approval provides for
those transfers by the participating SWP contractors, thus facilitating transfers of Table A
Amounts from agricultural to urban SWP contractors. As stated above, the
environmental documentation for the Monterey Agreement has been decertified.
However, the pending legal proceedings (Planning and Conservation League v. Department
of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892 [PCL litigation]) did not invalidate have not
invalidated the Monterey Agreement or enjoined either the Monterey Agreement or
further implementation of the Monterey Agreement. In addition, the subsequent
settlement agreement in the PCL litigation did not invalidate or otherwise enjoin the
Monterey Agreement.”

Please see the Final EIR section entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” to review the above revised text.

Response 10

The comment questions the Riverpark Draft EIR's statement, at p. 4.8-62, that nothing in the existing SWP

water supply contracts or applicable law prohibits water transfers between SWP contractors with or

without the Monterey Agreement.  The text in the EIR explains the basis for the statement.

In addition, since preparation of the Riverpark Draft EIR, CLWA has prepared and circulated for public

review its new EIR addressing the environmental effects associated with the previously approved 41,000

AF water transfer project. CLWA's new Draft EIR, at p. 1, clarified that the 41,000 AF water transfer "was
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contractually completed in 1999, and imported water supply associated with the transfer became

available for use by CLWA starting in January 2000." At pp. 2–4 of the Executive Summary portion of the

new Draft EIR, CLWA provides important information regarding the 41,000 AF water transfer, the

environmental review for that transfer, the Monterey Amendment Program EIR, the PCL litigation over

the Monterey Amendment EIR and the Settlement Agreement arising from the PCL litigation. This new

EIR has been incorporated by reference in the Final EIR for the Riverpark project.

Response 11

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment is critical of CLWA preparing its own separate new EIR to address the environmental

effects associated with the previously approved 41,000 AF water transfer project. According to the

comment, CLWA's new EIR "violates" the PCL decision and "lead agency" principles under CEQA. In

response, the issues raised in this comment are beyond the scope of the environmental analysis presented

in the Riverpark Draft EIR. In addition, comments addressing the legal adequacy of CLWA's new EIR for

the 41,000 AF water transfer project are more appropriately addressed to CLWA.

Response 13

The comment is critical of a statement in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, p. 4.8-17, to

the effect that CLWA had achieved certain tasks in calendar year 2002 to enhance, preserve and

strengthen the quality and reliability of its existing and future water supplies. One of those tasks was

CLWA working with other SWP contractors to establish a claim to 16,000 AFY of SWP Table A Amount,

which is subject to conditions released by Kern County Water Agency and DWR, following appropriate

environmental review. Appropriately, the Draft EIR pointed out that the 16,000 AFY water transfer is

still subject to conditions to be worked out among CLWA, Kern County Water Agency and DWR, and

that the transfer must still undergo appropriate environmental review. For those reasons, the 16,000 AFY

water transfer was not relied upon as a water source for the Riverpark project. It was merely listed as one

of CLWA's tasks in calendar year 2002. It was not listed in the Draft EIR as a “firm” water source for

Riverpark or any other development project.
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Response 14

The comment mentions CLWA's 24,000 AFY water banking agreement in Semitropic Water Storage

District's (Semitropic's) existing groundwater bank. At pp. 4.8-17 and 4.8-80–84, the Draft EIR referenced

the fact that CLWA entered into an agreement with DWR and the Kern County Water Agency for the

interim banking of water in Semitropic's existing groundwater bank. CLWA generally refers to this

transaction as its 2002 “Groundwater Banking Project.”

This project calls for the storage by CLWA of the unused portion of its 2002 allocation of SWP Table A

Amount at an existing groundwater storage bank managed and operated by Semitropic. Semitropic, a

California water storage district authorized to store water for other public agencies, operates its existing

groundwater bank pursuant to a valid EIR certified in July 1994. CLWA's 2002 Groundwater Banking

Project calls for CLWA to engage in the same general storage activities at Semitropic's existing

groundwater bank as other banking partners have engaged in since 1995.

Because the environmental impacts of these groundwater banking activities were addressed in

Semitropic's EIR, and because CLWA's project operates within the parameters of that EIR, CLWA

adopted an Initial Study/Negative Declaration for its project. In November 2002, the California Water

Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River filed litigation arising primarily under CEQA, challenging

the CLWA 2002 Groundwater Banking Project. Although the litigation is still pending in Ventura County

Superior Court (California Water Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et al., Case No. BS058871), the

trial court in that case recently issued a ruling in favor of CLWA, Semitropic and DWR. The trial court's

ruling upheld the adequacy of CLWA's environmental analysis for this groundwater banking project.

For a copy of the courts ruling, please see Appendix A to the Final EIR. The trial court decision is now

the subject of an appeal.

Response 15

Please see Response 4 to Comment Letter 23 from California Water Impact Network (Carolee K.

Krieger), dated May 4, 2004.

Response 16

Please see Responses 4 and 5 to Comment Letter 23 from California Water Impact Network (Carolee K.

Krieger), dated May 4, 2004. In addition, the comment states that the DWR Reliability Report has been the

subject of “vigorous and on-going statewide debate.” The City has reviewed the comments submitted in
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response to DWR's draft Reliability Report. There were a total of 17 comment letters, not all of which were

critical of DWR's draft Reliability Report. In addition, the City has reviewed DWR's written responses to

the 17 comment letters, and has included both the comments and responses in Appendix A to the Final

EIR.

By way of background, according to DWR, the draft Reliability Report was released in late August 2002.

There were six public meetings held throughout the state in October 2002 to explain the report and

discuss related issues. Written comments were accepted by DWR through the end of October 2002.

According to DWR, the final Reliability Report incorporates the comments and concerns of the public.36

Based on the City's review and understanding of DWR's process, and its analysis of the final Reliability

Report, including the comments on that report and related responses, the City does not concur with the

statement in the comment that there exists a “statewide debate” over DWR's final Reliability Report. In

fact, the City concurs with DWR's statement in the final Reliability Report that its report represents a

“single source” of the “most current data available on SWP delivery reliability for use in local planning

decisions.”37

Response 17

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

36 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (DWR Reliability Report, p. 1).
37 See Appendix A to the Final EIR (DWR Reliability Report, p. 2).
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25. LETTER RECEIVED FROM SHELLEY LUCE, HEAL THE BAY, DATED

MAY 6, 2004

Response 1

The comment expresses only the general opinions of the commenter with respect to the benefits of the

Santa Clara River, the need to protect its functions, and the need for the City to comply with CEQA, the

Clean Water Act, the Porter-Cologne Act, the County of Los Angeles General Plan, and the City’s own

plans and policies. As such, this comment does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the

Draft EIR. However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Even so, it should be noted that the project has been designed to protect the river to the greatest extent

possible, that the project design reduces the amount of bank stabilization permitted by the NRMP, and

that the western portion of the project has recently been revised to pull the bank stabilization back further

away from the river than what was permitted by the NRMP, to preserve mature riparian resources. In

addition, please see Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17) Responses 1 and 2. It should

be noted that the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project on water quality and

biological resources have been thoroughly analyzed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Section 4.8.1,

Water Quality, and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR and further in the Revised

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.

The project will meet or exceed the requirements of the biological and water quality protection

regulations, standards, conditions, and design requirements. See Friends of the Santa Clara River

(Comment Letter 17) Responses 4 and 5, and Ventura Coastkeeper (Comment Letter 20) Response 6,

above.

By innovative stabilization and flood control techniques of the NRMP approved by the ACOE, CDFG,

and LARWQCB, and by incorporation of appropriate BMPs into construction phase Storm Water

Pollution Prevention Plans and post-construction Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP),

the project can be constructed without significant adverse affects on the biological and water quality

ecosystem functions of the river. In compliance with the NRMP, the project has been designed to assure

that river alterations are approached with the utmost caution, so as to protect the river ecological system.

The NRMP EIR/EIS developed cumulative impacts assessment of urbanization of the river. The
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minimization measures of the NRMP combined with naturalized flood control and stabilization measures

were determined to fully mitigate potential biological and hydrological impacts of river-related

improvements associated with proposed development. See Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, and Comment Letter 17, Friends of the Santa Clara River Responses 4 and 5 for a more

detailed discussion.

All proposed alterations are consistent with the NRMP, and some improve upon the NRMP by impacting

less of the river, including the flood plain area and riparian and aquatic habitat, than permitted under

that plan. As discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, at p. 4.6-59, the project

proposed in the Draft EIR was designed to scale back flood control, stabilization, and other river

alterations permitted by the NRMP. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the following design improvements

were proposed:

• Bank stabilization has been eliminated from the western terminus of the “toe stabilization” proposed
adjacent to the bluff in Area B to the bridge abutment for Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge.  The NRMP permitted bank stabilization in this area.

Top of bank stabilization has been set back a greater distance from the top of the bank, than that

permitted by the NRMP. (Please see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark

Project, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (see Final EIR at Appendix G) which

depicts the previous project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing an

increased setback.)

• This pullback preserves resources previously permitted for impact and creates larger upland buffers
than were found necessary for river protection by the NRMP.

In addition, to these design improvements, in recent City Planning Commission hearings on the Draft

EIR, the proponent has agreed to set the project back even further from the approved NRMP boundary.

The set back has been defined by a “resource line” designed to protect river-adjacent sensitive resources.

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, p. 4.6-76 identified a “resource line,” used to delineate riparian habitat

directly associated with the Santa Clara River. The new project setback eliminates impacts to habitat

within the “resource line” from proposed bank stabilization in the western portion of the project adjacent

to a portion of Area E and Area A1. The modification results in the preservation of mature riparian

resources. The increased setback, and protection of habitat adjacent to the river, Area E, and Area A1 is

described in Figure A-1 of the GeoSyntec, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis for the Riverpark

Project, dated October 13, 2004 (see Appendix G to the Final EIR). This additional set back, which
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particularly protects a number of sensitive resources adjacent to Area A1 previously permitted for impact

by the NRMP.

The project is designed to meet or exceed all requirements of the NRMP. Further, as discussed in

Response 7 to Comment Letter 18 and Comment Letter 20, Response 6, the project incorporates all

appropriate construction and post-construction BMPs to assure that runoff will not cause or contribute to

any exceedance of receiving water quality standards. In addition, more than 50 water quality, biology,

floodplain and hydrology mitigation measures and PDFs are imposed on the project as set forth in

Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.8.1, Water Quality; and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR and Section

4.6, Biological Resources of the Revised Draft EIR. As a result, the project is designed to proceed in a

manner that protects and restores biological, water quality and ecosystem function within the watershed.

The Glenn Lukos Associates Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark, dated September 2004, the URS

Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan

Area – Summary, dated July 2004, and Section 4.20 of the Draft EIR further support this conclusion. Both

the July 2004 URS report as well as the September 2004 Glen Lukos assessment are attached to the Final

EIR in Appendix C. Pursuant to these studies, the post-development riparian and aquatic function

within the project site and the river will exceed existing function. No adverse impacts to sensitive

resources of the river upstream or downstream of the project vicinity are anticipated as a result of direct

or cumulative project impacts. See also GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the

Riverpark Project, dated October 13, 2004, attached to the Final EIR as Appendix G.

Response 2

The comment expresses the general opinions of the commenter that the project will cause “significant,

immitigable damage to water quality and aquatic habitat.” The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. The

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, adequately addresses impacts to the aquatic and

terrestrial habitat associated with the Santa Clara River, including its function as a Significant Ecological

Area.  Please see Responses 3–6, immediately below.

Response 3

The comment asserts that there is “little or no buffer zone” included in the project. The comment is

incorrect.
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A description of the importance of an upland buffer zone to riparian habitats can be found In Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-78. Specifically, upland habitat within 100

feet of the riparian resource edge was considered to be necessary to buffer the riparian ecosystem from

adjacent incompatible uses. As stated in the Revised Draft EIR, analyzing the project as originally

proposed, approximately 20 percent of the bank along the Santa Clara River within the boundary of the

project site meets or exceeds the 100-foot width buffer zone, 3 percent is between 50 and 100 feet, and 76

percent is between 0 and 50 feet in width. The fact that an overall minimum of 100 feet buffer from the

riparian resource edge would not be preserved with the proposed project design was identified by the

Revised Riverpark Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-125 as an unavoidable significant impact of the

project. However, since the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR were released to the public, the project has

been revised to push the bank stabilization further back from the site’s Central Park in the east to the

commercial area in the west to preserve mature riparian resources in that area. (See Final EIR Appendix

G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, prepared by GeoSyntec). That

revision will also increase the buffer in that area, and will in some areas create a buffer wider than 100

feet from the resource line.

Response 4

The comment asserts that bank stabilization, including buried bank stabilization, is known to cause

erosion/sedimentation problems and decrease aquatic and riparian habitat. However, the Riverpark

Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6 adequately analyze and address these issues. Please see

Response 1, above.

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description provides a thorough discussion of the type and

extent of bank stabilization to be installed along the river corridor. Section 4.6, Biological Resources of the

Revised Draft EIR adequately addresses the loss of, or disturbance to, riparian and upland habitat and

associated plant and animal species as a result of bank stabilization. Please see also Draft EIR Sections

4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications. Several of these impacts (e.g., loss of riparian habitat)

were determined to be unmitigable significant impacts of the project. As discussed in the Revised Draft

EIR (p. 4.6-80), most areas subject to bank stabilization will be immediately revegetated with native plant

species similar to that being removed. All graded areas associated with the buried bank stabilization will

be returned to naturalized contours and will be vegetated with native plant species. Mitigation Measure

4.6-1 provides a number of measures that will minimize impacts of bank stabilization on natural

resources. According to a more recent evaluation prepared by URS, entitled, Functional Assessment of the

Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area – Summary (Final EIR

Appendix C), when bank stabilization (buried bank stabilization) is placed upland from the active
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channel, floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had less of an

impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. This report also concluded that

bank stabilization (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project) that includes native plant restoration

allows for increased buffer, and that the buffer also protects the river from sediment erosion.

Further, Draft EIR Sections 4.2 and 4.8.1, which thoroughly address potential erosion and sedimentation

impacts. These analyses have been supplemented by the Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses

for the Riverpark Project prepared by GeoSyntec (Final EIR Appendix G), and the URS evaluation,

discussed above.

Response 5

The City does not concur that the water quality analyses are flawed. Nonetheless, the comment expresses

the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. A more definitive response

cannot be provided, as the commenter does not explain this general comment with specific contentions.

Response 6

The commenter is incorrect in the assertion that there is no mitigation for impacts to water quality or

aquatic/riparian habitat. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 4.8.1-91–96,

which provides for 20 mitigation measures for water quality and Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-87–109 which provides for 23 mitigation measures which address the entire

biological conditions of the site, including aquatic species.

Response 7

The commenter is incorrect in the assertion with respect to Santa Clara River acreage. Please see

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-4, Table 1.0-1, Riverpark Development

Statistical Summary, which clearly calls out the Santa Clara River having an acreage of 330.8 acres.

Response 8

Please see Response 7, above. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-29

which states that “[a]bout 300 acres of the Santa Clara River area would be maintained predominantly in

its natural state and in accordance with the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP).” The comment
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will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

Response 9

This comment is acknowledged. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

The commenter states that the EIR contains no grading restrictions, and that there should be no grading

within 100 feet of the river or any tributary, or on steep (>4:1) slopes during the rainy season. These are

standard controls utilized in LCPs and should apply to any significant water resource such as the river.

Grading activities will conform to the standards of the City of Santa Clarita Building Code requirements.

Requirements of the LCP are not applicable to the Riverpark project as the City of Santa Clarita is not

located in the Coastal Zone. The project is located 48 river miles from the western-most point of the

project boundary out to the coast, 44 as the crow flies. Therefore, Local Coastal Plan requirements are not

applicable or relevant to the construction issues to be addressed by the proposed project.

As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.1, Geotechnical Resources, there are extensive restrictions on

grading to protect sensitive resources and the river, and the project avoids grading in sensitive areas as is

described in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 52–60. Additionally, since the Draft EIR was

prepared, the project has been modified, and development in Planning Areas A-1 and E has been pulled

back further upland from the river than originally proposed. This creates an even larger buffer to protect

the river and its resources. As originally proposed in the Draft EIR, the project buffers were generally

50–230 feet wider than the buffers determined by ACOE, CDFG, and RWQCBLAR in the NRMP to be

appropriate to protect water quality and biological resources of the river. While the original planning

area boundaries were consistent with, or upland of, the development limits required by the NRMP, the

new planning area boundaries further protect and preserve the river. (Please see Additional Hydrology and

Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004

(see Final EIR at Appendix G) which depicts the previous project bank stabilization location compared to

the revised plan showing an increased setback.)

The substantial restrictions and mitigation measures applicable to work in the vicinity of the river and the

modified project development boundaries combine to protect the river from adverse construction

impacts.
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Additionally, Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, contains an extensive discussion of controls to

prevent erosion of the project site during construction. Please see Comment Letter 20, Ventura

Coastkeeper, Response 6, above, for summary description and citations to the Draft EIR. The project will

be designed to comply with the requirements of the General Construction Permit, the MS4 Permit and the

incorporated SQMP, and the City of Santa Clarita water quality ordinances, which require adequate

treatment and erosion protection during construction. In compliance with the conditions of the General

Construction Permit, a SWPPP will be prepared prior to issuance of a grading permit in accordance with

the performance standards in the Draft EIR and the applicable permit conditions. This will identify more

specifically the controls and/or structural BMPs, meeting BAT/BCT standards that are necessary to

retain sediments on the project site. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project will be required to include

in the SWPPP an effective combination of BMPs, such as bank stabilizing and covering erosion

susceptible slopes, inspecting graded areas during rain events and planting and maintenance of

vegetation on slopes. Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 66–70 outline that all construction site

BMPs and discharge points are required to be inspected before, during and after all rain events during

the wet season to assure sediment and erosion control BMPs are working properly and are properly

maintained.

In designing the SWPPP and choosing the appropriate BMPs for effective sediment and erosion control,

site-specific conditions, drainage patterns, and receiving waters must be identified, considered and

addressed in the plan. As mandated by the General Construction Permit, SWPPP BMPs will be chosen

from BMP handbooks, including the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best

Management Practice (BMP) Construction Handbook, 2003 (http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/),

which provide detailed recommendations for BMPs that effectively control erosion and sedimentation in

light of varying site-specific conditions.

Preparation of the SWPPP in compliance with the standards and conditions of the Draft EIR,

Construction General Permit, the MS4 Permit, and City of Santa Clarita Water Quality Ordinances is

sufficient to protect the river from potential adverse impacts to water quality associated with rainy season

grading. This protection supplements the protection provided by NRMP minimization measures and the

recent Planning Commission directed project redesign.

Response 11

The comment asserts that the time period over which cut and fill activities would occur is not specified in

the Draft EIR. However, Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-38 states that “[all
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planning areas within the project are intended to be developed at once.” There are no limitations on

when grading can or cannot occur.

Response 12

Grading activities will conform to the standards of the City of Santa Clarita Building Code requirements.

Please see Response 10, above.

Response 13

The comment is acknowledged. However, the comment does not address the Riverpark Draft EIR. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.  Nevertheless, please see Response 10, above.

Response 14

Grading activities will conform to the standards of the City of Santa Clarita Building Code requirements

and all applicable water quality requirements as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1. Please see

Response 10, above.

Response 15

The comment is acknowledged. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response

can be provided.

Response 16

The ACOE uses acreage as a unit of measure when determining whether or not fill of jurisdictional

“Waters of the U.S.” will require a Nationwide or Individual Permit and the CDFG uses acreage as a unit

of measure when issuing Streambed Alteration Agreements. Both agencies use acreages when

determining mitigation ratios. For further analysis regarding the drainages on site, please see Hybrid

Functional Assessment for Riverpark (October 2004) prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates (Final EIR

Appendix C). The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
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makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a

specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 17

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark

Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, Response 16, above, addresses the use of

acreage versus linear feet. Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modification, and Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources, both analyze impacts on the sensitive riparian areas within the project site, and

Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.8.1, Water Quality, and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, include mitigation measures to protect these areas.

Response 18

The comment is acknowledged. The impacts to these jurisdictional drainages have been analyzed in the

Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6. Additionally, a Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark

(included in Final EIR Appendix C) prepared by Glenn Lukos and Associates has been prepared to

evaluate the habitat quality of these impacted drainages and concludes that the drainages to be impacted

by the project exhibit minimal function. Furthermore, this assessment concludes that the Riverpark

project will result in a substantial increase in functional units (FUs) on-site aquatic functions as compared

to the existing condition. Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 in the Revised Draft EIR regarding these drainages

shall be revised to require the applicant to obtain a 1600 et seq. from CDFG for the impacts to these

drainages. Mitigation ratios for these drainages shall be established in accordance with CDFG

requirements based upon the habitat quality for the impacted drainages.

Consequently, the mitigation of impacts to these drainages will be undertaken in accordance with

mitigation measures provided in the NRMP as incorporated into this Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources (beginning on p. 4.6-87). See also Response 20 to Comment Letter 8 from CDFG

regarding modification to the language of Mitigation Measure 4.6-2.

Response 19

While responsible agencies may use a certified EIR to make mitigation determinations, it is a non sequitur

to state that as a result, a Draft EIR must contain appropriate mitigation for potentially significant impacts
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on streams, wetlands, and riparian areas. Although its analysis will normally rely on an existing EIR, a

responsible agency must decide for itself how to respond to those significant effects that will directly or

indirectly result from the responsible agency’s own decision to approve the aspect of the project within its

jurisdiction. With the modification to Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 (see Response 18, above), appropriate

mitigation for these impacts has been provided.

Response 20

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-77 discusses specific impacts to the seven

upland drainages on the site as a result of project implementation. The assertion that the Draft EIR

concludes there will no potentially significant impacts to these drainages is erroneous. What the Draft

EIR does conclude is that these potentially significant impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant

level. This conclusion is further supported by the evaluation entitled, Hybrid Functional Assessment for

Riverpark prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates (Final EIR Appendix C). Also, please see Responses 18

and 19, above.

Response 21

See Response 16 (above) regarding the use of acreage versus linear feet.

Response 22

As discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-47, and further in the Glenn

Lukos Associates Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark (Final EIR Appendix C), the level of

significance of potential impacts on habitat areas, including streams and rivers, is determined by an

evaluation of the overall biological value of a particular area or resource with respect to identified

significance threshold criteria. The relative value of the habitat area is measured by such factors as

disturbance history, biological diversity, importance to particular plant and wildlife species, uniqueness,

and other factors. Therefore, while the direct impact on a particular habitat area is typically measured by

areal extent, the significance of the impact takes into consideration the factors addressed above, which

include biological functions such as nutrient and sediment cycling and wildlife movement areas. Wildlife

movement is also addressed in more detail beginning on p. 4.6-44 and on p. 4.6-81 of the Draft EIR.
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Response 23

The comment that the project should be redesigned to preserve natural drainages and buffer zones is

noted. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific

issue concerning the adequacy of the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources no

further response can be provided. See Responses 24–26 (below) regarding buffer zones. Nevertheless,

see Responses 18 and 19 (above) regarding mitigation and permits for impacts to the upland drainages

on the Riverpark site, and Response 20 to Comment Letter 8 (CDFG). Please see also Responses 12, 13,

and 17 to Comment Letter 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River), above, regarding buffer zones.

Response 24

A detailed discussion of the importance of upland buffer zones along riparian corridors begins in Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-50. This discussion concludes, similar to that

of the commenter, that a minimum of 100 feet of upland habitat is necessary to adequately provide for the

foraging and breeding habitat requirements of riparian-associated wildlife and to maintain species

diversity within the riparian ecosystem.

See Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17) Responses 4, 12, 13, and 17, above.

In approving the NRMP and its EIR/EIS and Section 401 Certification, the ACOE, CDFG and

RWQCBLAR found buffers ranging from 75 to 225 feet in width, which include trails and access roads,

located in certain strategic locations along the river, are sufficient to protect habitat and water quality of

the Santa Clara River.

The project as proposed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-59 proposed a

longer buffer than required by the NRMP. Still, the project as proposed in the Draft EIR, consistently

with the NRMP, did not require a buffer width of 100 feet in all locations. The Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, 4.6-80 specifically analyzes the lack of a 100 foot buffer width in certain locations, determines that the

lack of a 100-foot buffer does not change the basic size or shape of the river channel. Further, Revised

Section 4.6 at p. 4.6-79 determines only one significant adverse impact resulting from buffer widths of less

than 100 feet in some locations: namely, the potential restriction of upland wildlife species movement

due to inclusion of the trail within the buffer area. The Draft EIR Section 4.6, p. 4.6-79, concludes, as the

NRMP p. 6 did, that the lack of a 100-foot buffer width in some locations does not result in significant

adverse impacts to riverine species and resources. One of the thresholds used for determining whether
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the project had potentially significant impacts was whether or not it maintains a 100-foot buffer from the

riparian resource edge (p. 4.6-78). For the reasons discussed there, the project was found to have

significant and unavoidable impacts based on this threshold (pp. 4.6-78, 109). As Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, explains, there are two small areas where the proposed project

encroaches within the approved development line as established by the NRMP and do not adhere to the

100-foot buffer standard. One such area encroaches approximately 80 feet in order to preserve a Heritage

oak tree. The other encroachment of approximately 200 feet is at the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden

Valley Road Bridge, due to the realignment of Newhall Ranch Road. The remaining portions of the

project that would not adhere to the 100-foot buffer standard (but do comply with the NRMP

development line) consist of lower value habitat adjacent to areas that have historically been disturbed by

agricultural operations (Area A2) and areas characterized by high bluffs (portions of Area B) which limit

the use of this upland zone by riparian species. Finally, the remaining encroachments within the 100-foot

upland preserve occur due to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail (primarily on the eastern portion of the

project site where topography necessitates its location along the river).

Additionally, the project, as redesigned at the direction of the Planning Commission, is now set back

further from the river to avoid more sensitive habitat located along the western portion of the river

adjacent to Area A-1 and E, effectively providing a wider buffer for the river, particularly in these areas.

(See Figure A-1 in the GeoSyntec report Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark

Project, dated October 13, 2004, in the Final EIR Appendix C for a depiction of the proposed buffer area).

Response 25

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-78 addresses the impacts of the

proposed project on the 100-foot buffer threshold. As stated in the Draft EIR, approximately 20 percent of

the setback between the riparian edge and proposed development meets or exceeds the 100-foot width

buffer threshold, 3 percent is between 50 and 100 feet, and 76 percent is between 0 and 50 feet in width.

See Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17) Responses 4, 12, 13, 17, and 24 above for

additional discussion regarding buffers. See Response 26, below, for discussion of project encroachment

into the floodplain.

The comment that no buffer zone is provided by the project between urban development and the river is

inaccurate. As noted in the Draft EIR Section 4.6, p. 4.6-78, the project proposed (1) a buffer that exceeded

100 feet in width for 2910 linear feet adjacent to the river; (2) a buffer of 50 to 100 feet in width for 470

linear feet; and (3) a buffer of 0 to 50 feet for 10, 775 linear feet. This proposal exceeded NRMP
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requirements, which have already been determined by Trustee Agencies as adequate for protection of

river water quality, habitat, and resources.

Additionally, the project, as redesigned at the direction of the Planning Commission, is now set back

further from the river to avoid more sensitive habitat located along the western portion of the river

adjacent to Area A-1 and E, effectively providing a greater buffer for the river, particularly in these areas

(see Figure A-1 in Appendix A of the GeoSyntec Additional Water Quality Assessment for a depiction of

the proposed buffer area. This additional setback essentially expands the buffer width, providing greater

protection to resources of the river. Given site-specific considerations and the established location of

resources within the river, the expanded buffer adequately protects river resources. (See Final EIR at

Appendix G.)

Response 26

The commenter’s desire to keep homes out of the 100-year floodplain is noted. As discussed in Draft EIR

Section 4.2, Flood, meeting FEMA flood design standards would remove flood impacts from the site,

while meeting design criteria established by FEMA, consequently allowing the same number of lots as

proposed. The project encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood hazard area, as residential lots 338

through 352 along the southern site boundary would be located within the 100-year flood hazard area.

This potentially significant impact would be mitigated by the installation of the buried bank stabilization

that would protect the above-noted residential units from floodwaters and subsequent impacts, and

consequently would remove these units from the potential for flooding. Because an overall minimum

100-foot setback between the riparian edge and proposed development, project-wide, would not be

preserved, this was considered a significant impact on the riparian ecosystem Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-78. This impact is identified as an unavoidable significant

impact on p. 4.6-125.

As originally proposed in the Draft EIR, the project would have resulted in the following FEMA area

modifications, all of which are consistent with, but have less impact than, river-related improvements

approved in the NRMP:

• Bank stabilization and toe protection along project Areas A1, A2, and B resulting in removal or
elevation of approximately 34 acres of mostly agricultural and non-native grassland/range land from
the floodplain;

• Additional bank stabilization for the Bouquet Canyon Bridge, and the Newhall Ranch/Golden Valley
Road Bridge crossing and related stabilization, which comprise 7.5 acres of the FEMA area; and

• Trail improvements, which comprise 1 acre of the FEMA area.
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Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 59, and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, p. 1.

The total area of the floodplain impacted by the project as proposed is 34 acres, or only about 10 percent,

of the total 330 acre FEMA area, and only about 5 percent of the project area. As set forth in detail in

Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR and 4.6 of the Revised Draft EIR,

and as summarized thoroughly in Response 4, above, the construction of these improvements within the

floodplain do not significantly adversely affect the river or the floodplain. As discussed above, analysis

shows that the project, as proposed even before additional set backs, would only minimally change flood

inundation levels for a variety of flood events, including the 100-year flood (see Section 4.20, Figures

4.2010-c through 4.2012f), and it would not adversely affect habitat or species occupying the river.

In Planning Commission meetings to consider the Draft EIR, the project has been modified to set

development and buried bank stabilization farther back from the river. As a result of these modifications,

the bank stabilization has been moved back further from the river from along project Areas A1 and E.

This results in a reduction in the area removed or elevated out of the FEMA area from an area of

approximately 34 acres to an area of approximately 8.4 acres. As a result of this project modification, the

total area of the floodplain impacted by the project, as proposed, constitutes only about 5 percent of the

FEMA area, and only about 2.5 percent of the entire project area.

The portion of the project, as revised, that is in the FEMA 100-year floodplain consists of the very most

upland areas within the flood plain. These areas affected do not contain sensitive riparian resources and

are inundated infrequently, i.e., in the event of a 100-year flood.

Compliance with the NRMP and these project modifications further assure that the project modifications

to the river floodplain will not have significant adverse affect on the river or its resources.

It should be clarified that, despite common usage, the FEMA area of the river, totaling approximately 330

acres, does not represent an accurate depiction of the 100-year floodplain area of the river as is not

supported by engineering analysis. The NRMP definition of the river floodplain is far more accurate than

the FEMA definition, because it is based on engineering analysis and river resource assessment.

Response 27

The comment claims that the overall imperviousness increases due to the project have not been calculated

in the Draft EIR.  See Response 8, above.
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Increased watershed imperviousness causes several water quantity and quality issues including (1)

increased flow rates and volumes, (2) increased runoff water temperatures, (3) increased loadings caused

by the buildup and subsequent wash-off of pollutants, and (4) other water chemistry changes caused by

the type of impervious surface (e.g., pH changes, leaching of pollutants from building materials, etc.).

Therefore, while it is true that the addition of impervious surfaces without water quality controls would

degrade water quality, as shown in the Draft EIR analysis evaluating proposed condition without

mitigation, adding controls assures addition of imperviousness won’t degrade water quality significantly.

See Draft EIR Section 4.8.1. For example, detention ponds proposed by the project provide peak

attenuation that minimizes (1) erosive flows occurring at or below the water quality design flow rate; (2)

sedimentation of particles and particle-bound pollutants; and (3) some infiltration and evaporation of

runoff volumes.

Estimating the increase in total impervious area is not the best measure for assessing water quality

impacts. A more important measure of the impacts of imperviousness is the directly connected

imperviousness area (DCIA). This is so because runoff from impervious areas may flow to pervious areas

and never reach the receiving stream. Site Planning BMPs in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, p. 55,

will include minimizing DCIA by "draining parking lots to landscaped areas or bioretention facilities."

Also, impervious areas that have canopy for interception of rainfall, will not result in the same levels of

runoff (rates and volumes) and associated pollutant loading as impervious areas without canopy

(Keating, J. 2002 "Trees: The Oldest New Thing in Stormwater Treatment?" Stormwater, Vol. 3, No. 2).

Preserving existing native trees and shrubs and planting additional ones, as stated in the Draft EIR, will

increase canopy interception.  (See Draft EIR headings 4.8.1.6 and 4.8.1.7.c.)

The water quality treatment analyses in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, do not attempt to

quantify or take credit for the water quality improvement attained through implementation of these site

design BMPs. Therefore, the current Draft EIR analysis overstates the water quality impact of the project

because site design BMPs are specified as required project design features in the Draft EIR. However, the

treatment that they provide is not included in the analysis of post-development water quality impacts.

Nevertheless, the water quality impact analysis, without taking credit for these effective site design

BMPs, demonstrates that increases in impervious surface and volume of storm water does not create

significant adverse water quality impacts so long as controls, such as the extended detention basins

identified as PDFs, are implemented to control runoff water quality in the post-development condition.

Overall increases in impervious surfaces were calculated without taking into account credit for site

planning BMPs that are incorporated into the project. See Draft EIR Table 4.8.1-11. In calculating

increases in imperviousness, the riverbed was not included as open space. Based on the increases in
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impervious surfaces, new mean annual runoff volumes were calculated. Using the increased post-

development mean for annual runoff volumes, and taking into account pollutants of concern associated

with urban development, predictions of post-development pollutant loads and concentrations were

modeled or qualitatively determined. These were compared with pre-development loads and

concentrations, and with benchmark receiving water quality standards. The increases in impervious

surfaces and associated increases in runoff volumes do, therefore, serve as the basis of the very detailed

water quality impact analysis set forth in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. As discussed in

Comment Letter 20, Ventura Coastkeeper, Response 6, the increases in runoff volume that form the basis

of the water quality analysis in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft EIR actually overstate post-development storm

water runoff volumes.  Therefore, the analysis in the Draft EIR is conservative.

Response 28

See Response 4, Response 5, Response 8, Response 9, and Response 11, above.

This comment criticizes the Draft EIR’s Water Quality analysis for using loading estimates from the LA

County stormwater manual rather than actual data collected on site. The analyses in the Draft EIR and

supporting Water Quality Technical Report are very detailed for all pollutants of concern. For many of

those pollutants of concern, for which sufficient empirical data is available, quantitative analysis of pre

and post-development pollutant loads and concentrations are modeled to allow direct comparison of the

post-development and existing condition. The post-development runoff condition is then compared to

benchmark receiving water quality standards. The analysis complies with CEQA Guidelines, quite

thoroughly addresses water quality standards, and is very detailed compared to typical water quality

analyses performed for environmental documentation. The commenter has not identified which analyses

are insufficient, so further response to the comment is not feasible. (See Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality, headings 5 and 6, and Tables 4.8.1-7, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17.)

The Regional Board has commented on the Draft EIR, and has not questioned or objected to the use of the

LA County stormwater data for purposes of estimating pollutant loads and concentrations associated

with specific land uses. On-site runoff water quality data for urban land uses is not feasible to collect,

and is not necessary to attain meaningful predictions of project water quality impacts for several reasons.

No runoff water quality data has historically been collected at the site. Additionally, it is not currently

possible to collect runoff water quality data specific to urban land uses from on-site areas as necessary to

estimate post-development pollutant loads because the site is not yet developed with urban land uses.

Therefore, representative reference water quality data that is land-use specific must be used to allow
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comparison of runoff water quality from urban land uses versus open space and agricultural land uses,

and assessment of the surface water quality changes likely to result from project construction.

As discussed in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, use of the LA County storm water data,

which is land use specific and does address urban land uses, is appropriate because the data are

representative of post-development conditions that can be expected at the project site. The LA County

data are considered appropriate for the analysis because, in proximity to the proposed project, these data

are the only land use-based EMC data with a statistically significant number of data points above

analytical detection limits to provide a reasonable estimate of average pre and post- development runoff

loads and concentrations. In addition, the data is considered appropriate because it was assembled by a

reputable source, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LADPW), as the lead permittee

for the regional MS4 Permit issued by RWQCB. Further, the data set is an extensive set of land use-

specific event mean concentrations (EMC) collected and documented between 1994 and 2001.

These data are further considered representative because they reflect water quality for both large and

small storms throughout the wet season. Thus the average EMCs are more representative of the modeled

annual averages rather than individual storm events. Finally, the data is representative because the

climate, precipitation, soils, and infiltration conditions of the areas from which the LA County data was

collected are quite similar to those on, and in the vicinity of the project site.

Response 29

The comment suggests that, in addition to the Q-cap analysis, stormwater flow and loadings under

normal, non-burned conditions be analyzed. For purposes of assessing water quality impacts, mean

annual runoff volumes, rather than peak flow volumes or “bulk and burn” runoff estimates were used to

calculate pollutant loads and concentrations. Mean annual runoff volumes are calculated with an entirely

different methodology than that used for flood control and hydrology analysis, for exactly the reason the

commenter suggests. Use of “bulk and burn” estimates yields storm water runoff volumes that are much

higher than the volumes produced by typical storms. As a result, if “bulk and burn” runoff volumes

were used to model post-development pollutant concentrations, the mode would predict greater dilution

than can reasonably be expected. Thus, “bulk and burn” estimates were used for flood control runoff

estimates, not for purposes of estimating mean annual runoff, or pollutant loads or concentrations.

Mean annual runoff volumes were estimated using the Rational Formula, which is the most frequently

used urban hydrology method in the United States. (Walesh, S. 1989 Urban Surface Water Management

John Wiley & Sons, Inc. NY) The LA County "bulk and burn" method was not used. Pollutant loads and
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concentrations were estimated using the mean annual runoff and Schueler's (1987) Simple Method. The

Water Quality Technical Report, dated February 2004 at Table 7 provides the rainfall statistics for Newhall

Ranch that were used to create a rainfall record. See Draft EIR at Appendix 4.8. The result of this

methodology is a more accurate estimate of pollutant loading that appropriately emphasizes the water

quality impacts from lower frequency, small storms that more adversely affect water quality.

Response 30

The citation to the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality describing increases in pollutant loads

demonstrates that the Draft EIR did not ignore these impacts. In fact, the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality, at Tables 4.8.1-12 and 13 analyzes increases in overall loadings of TN and TP, and nitrogen

quantitatively, and then Table 4.8.1-6 and pp. 4.8.1-78–80 compares post-development loads and

concentrations for a full array of nutrients to benchmark receiving water standards. As a result of the

comparison with receiving water standards, the Draft EIR conclude that increases in nutrient loads,

including TN and TP, do not violate water quality standards, and, specifically, do not contribute to

excessive algae growth.

The analysis was conducted comparing end of pipe stormwater runoff to receiving water quality

standards. In fact, the comparison of discharges with receiving water standards overstates project

impacts. As a result, the analysis produces a very conservative water quality impact, particularly when,

as in the case of the proposed project, the receiving water is ephemeral, does not exhibit excessive algae

growth, is not impaired for nutrients within the reach accepting project runoff, and is typically

hydrologically disconnected from downstream reaches of the river except during larger storm events.

Also, see Comment Letter 20, Ventura Coastkeeper, Response 7 explaining the generally conservative

approach to water quality impact estimation taken in the Draft EIR.

The analysis of TN and TP impacts associated with increases in loads of those pollutants is conservative

for two additional reasons. First, nutrient loads are generally less of a water quality issue than nutrient

concentrations. Increases in nutrient loads generally result in less adverse physical water quality impacts

than increases in nutrient concentrations because nutrients naturally cycle between organic and inorganic

forms in the environment. Nutrients only become a problem when the most readily available forms are

present at concentrations that cause accelerated biological growth. For this reason, the current nitrogen

TMDL is expressed as concentrations rather than loadings. As shown in the Draft EIR Section p. 4.8.1-72,

Table 4.8.1-13, concentrations of phosphorus and nitrate are expected to decrease.
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Second, the Draft EIR analysis is conservative, and overstates nutrient impacts of the project, because it

compares TN concentrations with receiving water benchmarks for nitrogen, nitrate-nitrogen, and nitrite-

nitrogen. There are no TMDLs or water quality standards for TN, but there are standards for nitrogen,

nitrate, and nitrite. Therefore, TN was compared to the available nutrient water quality standards. Only

a small fraction of TN (total nitrogen) is composed of these forms of nitrogen for which numeric

objectives have been established. As shown in the Draft EIR, although total nitrogen concentrations are

predicted to increase slightly, the TN concentrations are still below the thirty-day limit for nitrate plus

nitrite. This is only a fraction of total nitrogen. Similarly, TN concentrations are well below Basin Plan

standards for nitrogen, which is only a portion of TN.

The Draft EIR not only fully acknowledges potential water quality impacts that may result from increased

loadings of TP and TN, it conservatively uses the increase in loadings as an indication of potential impact,

and concludes no impact only by further comparing increases in TP and TN to receiving water quality

standards.

The pollutant loading model conservatively overestimates loadings for the post-developed conditions

because no volume losses are assumed in the structural BMPs. Additionally, source control BMPs were

not modeled. Therefore, the slight increases in metals loads are likely overstated. Further, post-

development metals concentrations are predicted to be below the CTR criteria applicable to the receiving

water. Again, the comparison of end of pipe discharges to receiving waters constitutes a conservative

analysis. In this case, where receiving water criteria are not exceeded, the conclusion that the impacts

due to copper, lead, and zinc are negligible is fully supported by the technical analysis.

Post-development dissolved copper is predicted to be 20ug/L, below the CTR criteria (at both hardness

levels). In comparisons with the CTR objectives, the acute levels were considered due to the episodic

nature of storm events.

Post-development dissolved lead is predicted to be 5.6 ug/L, well below the CTR criteria (at both

hardness levels). In comparisons with the CTR objectives, the acute lead levels are considered due to the

episodic nature of storm events, as demonstrated in Draft EIR Table 4.8.1-6; see also p. 4.8.1-80. Draft EIR

Table 4.8.1-16 shows a comparison with CTR acute criteria for copper, lead, and zinc.

The predicted project discharge concentrations are well below CTR criteria. CTR criteria are set by EPA

at levels that specifically take into account toxicity to aquatic life. Therefore, risk of bioaccumulation is

negligible. This is so particularly considering the ephemeral nature of the river and the quality of the

runoff that would occur from the project area.
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As for accumulation in the sediments, the risk is also minimal. The detention basins are expected to

remove the majority of the suspended sediment and associated particulate-bound metals prior to

reaching the river. The detention basins will be maintained regularly, and are not to be designed in a

manner conducive to wildlife use. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, p. 61,the basins

will be designed so that they will not hold water for more than 24–40 hours, and, considering

maintenance activities and design, will not be attractive for wildlife use.

Further, large stream systems naturally have large amounts of bedload sediment movement. Therefore,

pollutants generally will not accumulate in the stream sediments, but will be regularly flushed out during

large flows.

Response 31

Hardness levels are based on the calcium and magnesium concentrations, which are primarily a function

of local geology. Therefore, hardness levels in the vicinity of the proposed project would be expected to

be representative of the hardness levels at the discharge points to the river. Water quality data collected

by the USGS (Sta. ID 342507118380301) approximately 0.3 mile below Castaic Creek (which is

immediately downstream from the proposed project) indicates the hardness is typically above 300 mg/L

as CaCO3 (346 mg/L for 10/19/1999 and 365 mg/L for 5/2/2000). A more extensive, but less recent data

set (1975-1985) collected by the USGS downstream of the proposed project near the LA County - Ventura

County border (Sta. ID 11108500) indicates the average hardness is about 580 mg/L as CaCO3. The 10th

percentile at this location for the same period of record is about 490 mg/L as CaCO3.

Considering the weight of evidence provided by the available hardness data, the use of 200 mg/L as an

estimate of hardness for the purposes of evaluating the water quality impacts with respect to the CTR

criteria is conservative, in that use of the lower hardness value overstates water quality impacts

associated with metals (i.e., lowers the toxicity threshold). The use of the lower hardness value overstates

water quality impacts because increasing hardness has the effect of decreasing toxicity because many

metals, including copper, lead, and zinc, will form complexes with calcium and magnesium making them

less available for uptake by aquatic organisms.

It is not clear what the commenter means by the "untranslated" metals limits. The CTR criteria for

copper, lead, and zinc require an estimate of the hardness. While the tabulated values in the CTR are

based on a hardness of 100 mg/L, those values are for purposes of illustrating the formula only. They are

not the criteria. The criteria are stated as formulas using actual or estimated hardness. In the Draft EIR,

hardness is estimated conservatively to be 200 mg/L. This hardness value is used to calculate the
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applicable CTR criteria in accordance with the required formula. As a result, hardness values used to

estimate loads and concentrations of metals are conservative, and provide an adequate prediction of post-

development water quality condition.

Response 32

Qualitative analysis is appropriate to evaluate water quality impacts associated with pesticides because

pesticides in the LA County urban runoff data are either not detected or are detected at a very low

frequency (less the 15 percent). Pesticides are most detected in LA County’s stormwater monitoring.

When they are detected, the concentrations minimally exceed detection levels. No reliable, land use

specific water quality data regarding concentrations or loads of pesticides is available. Draft EIR Section

4.8.1, Water Quality, p. 47 notes that when in the absence of statistically reliable data on pesticide

concentrations in urban runoff, quantitative analysis of pesticides is inappropriate.

The Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 58–59 specifies that all pesticide application shall be

managed through educational and other source control efforts. The integrated fertilizer and pesticide

management plan required by the Draft EIR will assure that post-development runoff contains negligible

pesticide loads and concentrations, as seen in the LA land use data.

Response 33

The Draft EIR requires landscape managers for common areas to create an integrated fertilizer and pest

management plan consistent with the practices, standards, and the list of acceptable chemicals developed

by the LAUSD for common areas. This publicly available information will guide the development of the

integrated management plan.

While the information is publicly available, the following summarizes the general guidelines drawn from

LAUSD that will be used to develop the integrated fertilizer and pest management plan prior to

installation of landscaping in common areas:

A summary of the steps outlined in the LAUSD integrated pest management procedures manual for

developing a pest management plan include (1) define roles of occupants, pest managers, and decision

makers, (2) set pest management objectives, (3) set pest management action thresholds, (4) inspection and

monitoring of sites, (5) habitat modification, (6) appropriate low-risk pesticide application, (7) evaluation

of results, and (8) good record keeping. The manual also provides guidelines on landscape monitoring.

The LAUSD IPM policy can be found at: http://www.laschools.org/efm/mo/ipm/docs/
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ipmpolicyretype.pdf. The LAUSD IPM procedures manual can be found at: http://www.laschools.org/

efm/mo/ipm/docs/ipm-procedures-manual.pdf.

Response 34

Only common areas can be reasonably and credibly restricted as to pesticide use. CC&Rs can and would

be prepared and recorded to place pesticide use restrictions on single-family residential common areas

maintained by an HOA for multi-family residential areas where common areas are prevalent. CC&Rs

would cover park areas. A total of 346.6 acres (137.7 acres for park and open space, and 226.9 acres for

residential, commercial and roadway uses) are proposed for development. Of that total, approximately

125 acres, or 36 percent of the developed area will be park or common area open space subject to

pesticide/fertilizer restrictions.

It is not true that private pesticide use is virtually unregulated. EPA and FIFRA regulate pesticides and

pesticide usage, and EPA regularly issues regulations restricting private pesticide usages. For example,

as the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 58–59 and 82–84 points out, two pesticides with the

greatest deleterious water quality impacts, chlorpyrifos, and diazanon are barred for residential use.

In addition to restriction of pesticides by preparation of an integrated pest management plan for common

areas, pesticides will also be controlled by construction BMPs incorporated into the SWPPP and by

proposed PDFs. Because pesticides typically bind tightly to soils and sediment, construction and post-

development BMPs that control sediment and erosion also control transport of pesticides in runoff. These

BMPs supplement the BMPs requiring preparation of an integrated fertilizer and pesticide management

plan in accordance with LAUSD standards. This combination of BMPs will effectively control pesticides

in runoff.

During the construction phase, a SWPPP must be prepared in accordance with standards and

requirements of the General Construction Activity Permit and the MS4 Permit. In accordance with the

requirements of those permits, the SWPPP must specify erosion and sediment controls that will

effectively control erosion and sedimentation as outlined in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1 pp. 66–69. The BMPs

must meet BAT/BCT standards. With implementation of the SWPPP, unintended movement of soils will

be limited during clearing, grading, and construction activities. Therefore, to the extent that existing soils

contain any pesticides, controlling erosion and sediment in runoff from the site will control the transport

of pesticides that might be bound to that sediment.



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-223 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

In the post-development conditions, PDFs that control sediment will also serve to control discharges of

pesticides, which are typically found in runoff bound to sediment. Examples of these PDFs are discussed

in the Draft EIR and include such structural BMPs as extended detention basins, swales and

hydrodynamic separators acting as sediment controls, and source control BMPs, including efficient

irrigation and homeowner education as outlined in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 56–65.

The multiplicity of BMPs, in addition to the integrated fertilizer and pesticide management plan will

effectively reduce potential impacts of pesticides on water quality to a level of insignificance. This is

regardless of the percentage of common area versus private residential area.

Response 35

The Draft EIR provides the types of BMPs that must be incorporated into the project, and mandate the

sizing formula for sizing structural BMPs to assure treatment in accordance with the MS4 and SUSMP.

Pollution removal efficiencies are calculated based on the ASCE/EPA BMP database

(www.bmpdatabase.org), which is currently the most extensive peer-reviewed BMP database available

for assessing the performance of BMPs. The pollution control effectiveness of BMPs can be calculated

based solely on the information provided in the Draft EIR and ASCE/EPA BMP database.

The Draft EIR discusses preliminary sizing of water quality control BMPs, and evaluates the compliance

of those BMPs pursuant to the minimum County SUSMP criteria, based on a 0.75-inch runoff event.

Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis of pollutant removal efficiency is understated. This is so because, the

Draft EIR mandates that the final capacity of the basins, when designed in conjunction with the

preparation of storm drain improvement plans and the project-specific SUSMP prior to grading permit,

will be increased to provide capacity to accept the volume of project equivalent to runoff 80 percent of

annual runoff volume. See Draft EIR pp. 4.8.1-60–62, 4.8.1-87, Fig. 4.8.1-2, Drainage Concept Map; Final

EIR Appendix G, GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project

Technical Report, dated October 13, 2004. As discussed in the GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water

Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, prepared after the Draft EIR was released to the public, the final

capacity of the basins will be designed to capture 80 percent of annual runoff, which for volume-based

BMPs is a design storm depth of 1.15 inches over the impervious area of the project. The impervious area

of the project refers to the area within development envelopes proposed by the project that will be

impervious after construction, as opposed to landscaped or natural area within these envelopes. This

design storm depth was determined using USEPA’s Storm Water Management Model (SWMM) and is

equivalent to treatment BMP volumetric sizing criteria 2 set forth in the LARWQCB MS4 Permit. The size

of the facilities will be finalized during the design stage by the project engineer with the final hydrology
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study. This will be prepared and approved to ensure consistency with the EIR analysis prior to issuance

of a fine grading permit.

The GeoSyntec Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, dated October 13,

2004, further clarifies site planning and treatment control BMPs incorporated into the project (Please see

Final EIR Appendix G). This information further assures the feasibility of incorporating BMPs sized in

accordance with the Draft EIR standards, into design level plans prepared for the project. However, since

design level analysis cannot be conducted until the preparation of storm drain improvement plans, the

GeoSyntec Analysis addresses BMPs at a planning level.

The size of the treatment BMPs cannot be finalized until storm drain routing is determined during the

facility design stage and preparation of storm drain improvement plans. However, as permitted by

CEQA, the Draft EIR mandates the types of BMPs that must be used, and the standards and criteria for

designing the BMPs. On this basis, the Draft EIR then analyzes, the impacts of the project on water

quality both without the proposed BMPs, and with the BMPs. The Draft EIR understates the full water

quality benefit that the specified BMPs and design criteria will achieve. The GeoSyntec Additional

Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, dated October 13, 2004 confirms that it is

feasible to incorporate BMPs mandated by the Draft EIR that comply with the standards and sizing

criteria established by the Draft EIR analysis. As a result, BMPs are addressed at a level of detail that is

more than adequate under CEQA.

Response 36

The project has been modified such that the City will maintain the basins.

The project, and the City, as a co-permittee, will comply with the MS4 permit, which requires the City to

verify inspection and maintenance for structural and treatment control BMPs (please see MS4 Permit,

Part 4.D.8 in Draft EIR Appendix 4.8). In the case of the proposed project, the City’s verification will

consist of assuring that required inspection and maintenance of the facilities occurs by City staff, and that

funding provided for ongoing maintenance and inspection is provided. In addition, pursuant to the MS4

Permit, the City will track, inspect, and ensure proper operation and maintenance of BMPs in compliance

with the standards of the MS4 Permit for commercial facilities constituting Critical Sources. This includes

restaurants, retail gas, and automotive service facilities. See MS4 Permit, Part 4.C. With these provisions,

ongoing inspection, maintenance, and operation of water quality facilities are sufficiently assured.
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Response 37

The areal extent of impact on riverbank and riverbed of the various structures and activities listed by the

commenter was initially identified in the NRMP and subsequent ACOE, CDFG, and RWQCB Permit

applications for such activities along identified portions of the Santa Clara River, including the portion

through the Riverpark site. The total amount of both temporary and permanent impact associated with

buried bank stabilization and various bridge crossing structures associated with the Riverpark project is

also discussed in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, beginning on p. 4.6-76.

Response 38

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, indicates that modifications to the riverbed

would not impact any endangered, threatened, or rare species. Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.8.1,

Water Quality, further conclude that the project, as designed and with mitigation in place, will not cause

significant project-level or cumulative hydrology or water quality impacts.

Response 39

The comment asserts that bank stabilization, including buried bank stabilization, is known to cause

erosion/sedimentation problems and act hydrologically the same as a concrete channel. However, the

Riverpark Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6 adequately analyze and address these issues.

Please see Response 1, above.

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description provides a thorough discussion of the type and

extent of bank stabilization to be installed along the river corridor. Section 4.6, Biological Resources, of

the Revised Draft EIR adequately addresses the loss of, or disturbance to, riparian and upland habitat and

associated plant and animal species as a result of bank stabilization. Please see also Draft EIR Sections

4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications. Several of these impacts (e.g., loss of riparian habitat)

were determined to be unmitigable significant impacts of the project. As discussed in the Revised Draft

EIR (p. 4.6-80), most areas subject to bank stabilization will be immediately revegetated with native plant

species similar to that being removed. All graded areas associated with the buried bank stabilization will

be returned to naturalized contours and will be vegetated with native plant species. Mitigation Measure

4.6-1 provides a number of measures that will minimize impacts of bank stabilization on natural

resources. According to a more recent evaluation prepared by URS, entitled, Functional Assessment of the

Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area – Summary (Final EIR

Appendix C), when bank stabilization (buried bank stabilization) is placed upland from the active
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channel, floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had less of an

impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. This report also concluded that

bank stabilization (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project) that includes native plant restoration

allows for increased buffer, and that the buffer also protects the river from sediment erosion.

Further, Draft EIR Sections 4.2 and 4.8.1, which thoroughly address potential erosion and sedimentation

impacts. These analyses have been supplemented by the Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses

for the Riverpark Project prepared by GeoSyntec (Final EIR Appendix G), and the URS evaluation,

discussed above.

Response 40

The commenter suggests the methods to avoid increased erosion/deposition effects. Please see Response

39, above.

Response 41

The commenter gives no specifics as to how the cumulative impact analysis to water quality and aquatic

resources is flawed except to state that they “are likely much greater….” The City believes that the Draft

EIR and Revised Draft EIR cumulative analyses address all potential cumulative impacts. Please see

Responses 1 through 6, above. Nonetheless, the comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

In addition, see SCOPE Response 7, Ventura Coastkeeper Responses 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7.

As explained in the Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 65–90 and Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, p. 68, the cumulative water quality impacts, and cumulative impacts to sensitive resources

in the river are less than significant with respect to water quality. The analyses discuss compliance with

regulations, permit conditions, and the requirements of regional plans, i.e., the Basin Plan, the General

Construction Permit, and the MS4 Permit. These discussions are sufficient to mitigate water quality

impacts to less than significant. The Draft EIR demonstrates that project runoff meets the requirements

and objectives of these regulations, permit conditions and regional plans. The purpose of the regulations,

permit requirements and regional plans is to protect receiving waters and to assure their compliance with

applicable water quality standards. The analyses show that, based on incorporation of appropriate BMPs
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into the construction and post-construction stages of the project, compliance with these requirements will

render cumulative water quality impacts of the project on the river to a less than significant level.

With respect to the biological resources of the river, Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources

and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, shows that compliance with the NRMP and

implementation of the stated mitigation measures mitigates impacts from the project on ecological

resources to a less than significant level. The Glenn Lukos Associates Hybrid Functional Assessment, dated

September 2004, and the URS Draft Hybrid Functional Assessment of Wetland and Riparian Habitats for

Newhall Ranch, dated July 2004 further support this conclusion and finds that the aquatic function of the

site will improve in the post-development condition (See Final EIR Appendix C) This includes

implementation of biological riparian and wetland mitigation. No evidence has been submitted that

would indicate that the impact analysis is incorrect, or that the applicable regulations, permit conditions,

and regional plan requirements are insufficient to protect receiving waters or biological resources of the

river appropriately.

Response 42

The City does not concur with the commenter that Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative. Alternative

conclusions take into considerations many factors, including but not limited to water quality and

biological impacts.  Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, pp. 6.0-37–40.

Response 43

Please see Response 42, above.

Response 44

Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, p. 4.2-5 for a definition of waters of the U.S.

Response 45

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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26. LETTER RECEIVED FROM THERESA SAVAIKIE, DATED MAY 6, 2004

Response 1

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to unspecified purported

impacts due to previous development in the Santa Clara Valley and along the Santa Clara River, but does

not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project on biological

resources have been thoroughly analyzed in, Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR and

further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Please see Responses 2, 3, and 4 to

Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17).

Response 2

The assertion that the Riverpark project “relies” on the NRMP is inaccurate. The Riverpark project Draft

EIR does not tier off of the NRMP EIR/EIS. Rather certain elements of the NRMP are incorporated into

the Riverpark project, the project EIR and environmental analysis contained therein. Moreover, the City

believes that the biological data obtained for the Riverpark Draft EIR is adequate and sufficient. Please

see Response 1 to SCOPE (Comment Letter 18), above.

Response 3

The Draft EIR specifically analyzes and addresses potential impacts to the drainages referred to in the

comment. Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-42–43. Additionally,

since the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR were released to the public, an analysis entitled, Hybrid

Functional Assessment for Riverpark (September 2004) has been prepared that further analyzes impacts to

these drainages (see Final EIR Appendix C).
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Response 4

When characterizing plant communities on any given project site, it is rare that every community will

perfectly fit the descriptions offered by any one source of reference. As stated Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-9, only five of the 14 plant community descriptions followed either the

CDFG Natural Heritage Division’s list of communities or those of Holland. The vegetation in the

remaining nine communities did not fit a defined plant community or association, as described by either

CDFG or Holland and were, therefore, defined by their dominant species and, sometimes, associate

species where two habitat types intergrade. This is an approach commonly used by botanists and other

biologists when classifying vegetation communities and plant associations.

Response 5

The plant community identified in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-16 was not

identified as Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub because the river-scour area was predominantly void of

vegetation and best fit the generally accepted plant community known as riverwash.

Because of the diversity of species of oak trees (four) present on the project site within the “mixed

oak/grass” plant community described on p. 4.6-16 of the Revised Draft EIR, this community most

closely compares with “mixed oak/ grass” as described by CDFG than “Valley oak/coast live oak

savannah” or “grassland” as the commenter suggests. These latter two plant communities generally have

only one or two oak species present—Valley oak and or coast live oak.

Response 6

The intent of the statement in the Revised Draft EIR referred to by the commenter was to differentiate

between those areas where impacts would be temporary in nature, and where habitat could eventually be

restored, and those where there would be a permanent net loss of habitat. Because the proposed project

design included measures to fully restore habitat areas temporarily disturbed as a result of grading or

earth movement, and because the acres of SEA habitat that would be temporarily disturbed would not

adversely affect the unarmored threespine stickleback, the endangered fish species for which the SEA

was originally design to preserve, the temporary impact to these 13 acres was not considered to be

significant under CEQA. As discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-83,

because any permanent loss of habitat within a SEA would effectively reduce the overall size of the SEA,

the permanent net loss of 24 acres within the SEA was considered a significant impact.
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Response 7

The commenter incorrectly quotes the statement to which she is referring. The sentence correctly states

that “[s]ignificant impacts resulting from project implementation would be mitigated in part (emphasis

added) by preserving over 400 acres of the site as open space….” Other measures are included in the

Revised Draft EIR that, in addition to the preservation of areas as open space, together mitigate habitat

impacts. In addition, the preservation (including transfers to public agencies or deed restrictions) of

habitat areas as open space is a commonly accepted form of mitigation by state and federal resource

agencies, as well as by lead agencies of projects subject to CEQA environmental review. Moreover, after

the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project was revised in three respects. First, to preserve even more of the river and its

mature riparian resources, the project has been revised by relocating the bank stabilization from the park

in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west. The

mature resource edge along this portion of the project site will now be preserved and an adjacent upland

buffer of 100 feet will also be provided. Second, the project applicant has agreed to dedicate

approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River (off the project site) to the City to be

preserved as open space. Third, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of

the river bottom and away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the

western bridge abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR, Section 4.12, Parks and

Recreation, Figure 4.12-4, Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the

multi-purpose trail and will cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (See

Revised Tentative Tract Maps, Appendix D.) Concomitantly, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be

widened from 20 to 25 feet, which will provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large

enough to accommodate all trail users. This project modification will reduce the potential impacts on

riparian resources with which this commenter is concerned.

Response 8

See Response 7 (above) regarding the preservation of habitat within open space areas as a form of

mitigation. The Revised Draft EIR includes numerous measures that require the creation, restoration,

and/or enhancement of habitat to mitigate the loss of like habitat. The RMMP proposed as part of

Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 includes provisions for the maintenance and monitoring of such areas.

Regarding the revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.6-2, please see Response 20 to CDFG (Comment Letter

8), above.
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Response 9

The Revised Draft EIR concludes that the loss of southern willow scrub, southern riparian scrub, and

riverwash habitats are significant impacts of the project. The measures identified to mitigate these

impacts refer only to the creation, restoration, and enhancement of riparian and river-associated habitat.

Specifically, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1(d) states that “permanent removal of riparian habitats shall be

replaced by creating riparian habitats of similar functions and values in the project areas. Wetland

restoration shall be in-kind….” 4.6-1(f) states that “replacement habitat shall be designed to replace the

functions and values of the habitats being removed.” Additionally 4.6-1(e) states that “…the highest

priority habitat restoration sites should be new riverbed areas created during the excavations for uplands

for bank protection.” This area is dedicated as open space-not for recreational purposes. Please see

Response 7, above.

Response 10

The commenter incorrectly states that the phrase “since 1993” in the Revised Draft EIR, Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, on p. 4.6-5 refers to amphibian surveys. The EIR is actually referring to avian

surveys having been conducted on the site since 1993, and states that arroyo toad surveys, including

California red-legged frog have occurred since 2001. (Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-

5–6.) The dates for all other species surveys are clearly indicated in the Revised Draft EIR on p. 4.6-5.

These reports are contained in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR, and were included with the initial public

circulation of the Riverpark Draft EIR. The Revised Draft EIR was circulated to allow the public to

review the additions to Section 4.6, Biological Resources, regarding the western spadefoot toad, and the

additions to Appendix 4.6. Therefore, only those technical reports not previously circulated were

circulated with the Revised Draft EIR and are incorporated into appendices previously circulated.

Response 11

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that p. 4.6-18 of Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

of the Revised Draft EIR incorrectly describes those who reported hearing vocalizations from western

spadefoot toads emanating from the project site, and that those persons included, in past years, local

biologists, and not simply lay persons. The commenter offers no evidence of her opinions. CEQA

Guidelines Section 15064 (5) states “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or

evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute

substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon

facts, and expert opinion support by facts.”
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The Revised Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, is legally sufficient, as it reports on the findings

of focused surveys conducted for western spadefoot toad in March and May of 2003 and March of 2004,

discloses the facts that western spadefoot toad occurs on the site and were found during the March 2004

focused surveys, analyzes potential impacts to this species and its on-site habitat, concludes that those

impacts are potentially significant, and suggests measures to mitigate these impacts. The particular

expertise of the persons who reported hearing the species’ vocalizations in unidentified prior years is

therefore irrelevant. Even so, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because this comment

does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, no further response can

be provided.

Response 12

None of the bird species mentioned by the commenter is considered of special-status specifically by the

CDFG. However, they are considered of “special concern” by the USFWS. The USFWS considers this

phrase a “term of art” and does not connote any special consideration given by the USFWS to these

species. Nevertheless, the four bird species addressed by the commenter will be added to Table 4.6-2 of

the Revised Draft EIR

Response 13

The approach to both the field assessment and resulting discussion in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p.

4.6-19 of the Revised Draft EIR was to only briefly address the common mammal species known to occur

or likely to occur on the project site. More focus is given to the potential of special-status mammal species

to occur as impacts to these species would more than likely trigger a potentially significant impact under

CEQA, given the significance thresholds defined in the Draft EIR (p. 4.6-48), than would the presence of

common mammal species. Based on an assessment of on-site habitats, all common and special-status

mammal species with which suitable habitat occurs on the site are assumed to occur there, regardless of

whether or not they were observed during field surveys. The Compliance Biology mammal report,

contained within Appendix 4.6, refers the reader to Attachment A that provides a complete list of all

species observed, detected, or with a potential to occur on the Riverpark project site.

The daytime pedestrian surveys and the nighttime spotlighting for sign or actual observations of wildlife

are commonly accepted techniques of surveying target areas for mammal species. Both of these

techniques are accepted by CDFG and other resource agencies as viable survey methodologies for

mammal species.
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Response 14

The use of scent stations is a commonly accepted method of attracting and identifying mammalian

species occurring on a given project site. The surveying biologist used the appropriate materials for track

detection and conducted the surveys at the appropriate time of day and year the range of target mammal

species. The use of scent stations is also accepted by CDFG and other resource agencies as viable survey

methodology for mammal species.

Response 15

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, first sentence in the second paragraph under heading

(2) Wildlife Species on p. 4.6-26 of the Draft EIR will be revised as follows: “Sixteen special-status species

were observed during site surveys: western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii), California thrasher

(Toxostoma redivivum), oak titmouse (Baelolphus inornatus), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttalii), Costa’s

hummingbird (Calypte costae)….”

The second sentence of that same paragraph will be revised as follows: “However, a total of 55 potential

species are addressed in this report….”

Response 16

The commenter asserts that Table 4.6-2 in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, (p. 4.6-27)

incorrectly states with respect to two species of fairy shrimp that surveys found no indication of vernal or

other seasonal pools on-site, and that soils present on-site are not suitable to support such pools.

However, that statement is correct. Natural depressions underlain by hard claypan soils (a typical

characteristic of vernal pools) capable of sustaining rainwater long enough to support breeding

populations of fairy shrimp, western spadefoot toad, and other aquatic species do not occur on the site.

(Please see Compliance Biology report, Final EIR Appendix C.)

Most of the rainpools that do occasionally form on the site are as a result of disturbances caused by

grading or other land use activities that form temporary depressions that fill with rainwater. (Please see

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6, Compliance Biology report, March 15,

2004) For example, of the three rainpools that were observed containing spadefoots in 2004, one was

formed by the construction of an adjacent asphalt road, another due to earth movement associated with

dirt stockpiling activities, and the third is a large tire rut along a dirt road. (Please see Revised Draft
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Riverpark EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6, Compliance Biology report, March 15,

2004)

None of the surveys conducted in 2003 and 2004 identified any such species of fairy shrimp. (Please see

Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6 and Final EIR Appendix C.) Fairy shrimp were not seen in any of the seasonal

rainpools on the project site, including both those that contained western spadefoot toads in March of

2004, and those that did not. (Please see Compliance Biology report, Appendix C.) There are only two

occurrences, noted in the April 27, 2004 Federal Register for proposed critical habitat for the Riverside

fairy shrimp, reported in the project region. The nearest is Cruzan Mesa, several miles from the project

site, and the next nearest is from the Moorpark area, about 16 miles away. Both of these populations are

defined by the USFWS as isolated. The four core populations include two in San Diego, one in Riverside

County, and one in Orange County. The nearest occurrence of San Diego fairy shrimp in the CNDDB is

in Orange County.  (Please see Compliance Biology report and Federal Register, Appendix C.)

While the Revised Draft EIR states that there were no suitable seasonal pools occurring on the project site

during the 2003 survey season, six seasonal pools were observed during spring of 2004. These pools only

occurred on the project site recently due to alterations from human disturbance. Five of the six pools

have occurred only this past year (2004) and one since the creation of the semi-paved road leading

through the project site, none of which are vernal in nature. The soils supporting these pools are not

typical of that found in vernal pools and are likely the reason they were not able to support water long

enough for spadefoot toads to successfully metamorphose to toadlets. (Please see Compliance Biology

report, Final EIR Appendix C and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6,

Compliance Biology report, March 15, 2004).

Response 17

The commenter questions how seasonal rainpools, such as the one located at the western entrance to the

project site, could have been “overlooked” by the biologists surveying for western spadefoot toads. In

fact, such pools, including the rainpool located at the western entrance to the site, were not overlooked,

but were in fact surveyed during focused surveys conducted in March and May 2003, and March 2004.

(Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-35, and Appendix 4.6, Compliance Biology

March 2004 report, pp. 1–6; see also Final EIR Appendix C.)

Natural depressions underlain by hard claypan soils (a typical characteristic of vernal pools) capable of

sustaining rainwater long enough to support breeding populations of fairy shrimp, western spadefoot

toad, and other aquatic species do not occur on the site. (Please see Compliance Biology report, Final EIR
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Appendix C.) Most of the rainpools that do occasionally form on the site are as a result of disturbances

caused by grading or other land use activities that form temporary depressions that fill with rainwater.

Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6, Compliance Biology report,

March 15, 2004.) Of the three rainpools that were observed containing spadefoots in 2004, one was

formed by the construction of an adjacent asphalt road, another due to earth movement associated with

dirt stockpiling activities, and the third is a large tire rut along a dirt road. (Please see Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6, Compliance Biology report, March 15, 2004.) Because the

occurrence of the rainpools and the length of time rainpools last within the Riverpark site are highly

variable due to the amount and type of soil disturbance that may have occurred during each year and to

the amount, duration and timing of rainfall, suitable rainpools sufficient to support spadefoots may or

may not form in a given year.

As the Compliance Biology report explains (see Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, pp. 1–2), two focused surveys for western spadefoot toads were conducted in March and May

of 2003. Even though conditions were believed to be optimal for western spadefoot toads during the

March 2003 focused survey, none were located on the project site, even within recurring seasonal

rainpool 1, as described in the Compliance Biology report (March 2004), where toads were found in

March 2004. (Id.) As reported, the conditions required to induce western spadefoot toads to emerge to

breed are not fully understood, and, in the opinion of the expert biologist, it is likely that the toads were

not found during the 2003 and 2002 surveys because one or more of the necessary seasonal conditions

(amount and timing of rain, air temperature, and possibly the lunar stage) were not optimal for breeding

when the surveys were conducted.

The western spadefoot toad spends most of its time estivating in a dormant to semi-dormant state in

subterranean burrows and only emerges onto the surface to breed in seasonal rainpools following

relatively warm rains, typically in late winter or early spring. (See Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources.) Although much information exists regarding many of the life history

requirements of western spadefoot toads, little is known about the complex biological cues that affect

estivation, emergence from burrows, and breeding. While rainfall amount, temperature, and soil type are

known factors that can influence emergence and the reproductive success of the spadefoot toad on any

particular site, how these factors interact to cue the emergence from subterranean burrows and initiate

breeding, as previously stated, is not fully understood. (See Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources.)

Even so, it must be assumed that spadefoots were not observed during the 2003 surveys because site and

climatic conditions were in some manner not appropriate for emergence from estivation or to initiate
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breeding. In addition, because the entire period of breeding and hatching of larvae occurs within a

matter of days and weeks, and can be significantly shortened by warmer temperatures, it is entirely

possible that the surveys occurred during a time either before or after this activity occurs. It may also be

possible that, for whatever reason, the conditions during 2003 were not appropriate for triggering

breeding. From the little that is known about western spadefoot breeding ecology, the right combination

of habitat and climatic variables must be present to both support this species on any particular site and to

cue emergence from subterranean burrows and breeding. The Riverpark project site does not support

ideal estivation or breeding habitat for the spadefoot. The combination of the low suitability and

variability of habitat on the site, along with changing climactic factors, likely resulted in the negative

findings of spadefoot during the 2003 surveys. (Please see Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources.)

Moreover, 2004 appears to have been an optimal year for western spadefoot toad reproduction, as there

were several other sightings in the Santa Clarita Valley area in 2004. As noted in the Final Additional

Analysis to the Environmental Impact Report, County Project No. 98-008, Vesting Tentative Tract Map

52455, SCH No. 98021052, West Creek Project, Volume VI of VI, p. 4.1-4,

“[r]egarding spadefoot toad habitat characteristics, in the spring of 2003, Mr. Bloom
observed large numbers of breeding spadefoots within a large discarded tarp on
property owned by Los Angeles International Airport. The tarp apparently trapped
enough water to create a suitable breeding “pool” for the toads. As evidenced by this
observation and the location of spadefoots within man-made retention basins on the
West Creek site, this particular species is apparently capable of adapting to a variety of
artificial habitats in which to breed.” (See also Final EIR Appendix C Results of Focused
Western Spadefoot Toad Surveys on the West Creek Project Site, Compliance Biology, June 11,
2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan, West Creek
Project Site, Compliance Biology, August 2004.)

All of the above-cited locations were in areas disturbed by past use of the property or development

activities.  This evidence illustrates that the species adapts well to disturbed environments.

Response 18

See Response 17 above.

Additionally, although spadefoot toads and fairy shrimp can co-occur in the same pools, fairy shrimp

were not seen in any of the seasonal rainpools on the project site, including both those that contained

western spadefoot toads in March of 2004, and those that did not. (Please see Final EIR Appendix C

Compliance Biology report.) There are only two occurrences, noted in the April 27, 2004 Federal Register
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for proposed critical habitat for the Riverside fairy shrimp, reported in the project region. The nearest is

Cruzan Mesa, several miles from the project site, and the next nearest is from the Moorpark area, about 16

miles away. Both of these populations are defined by the USFWS as isolated. The four core populations

include two in San Diego, one in Riverside County, and one in Orange County. The nearest occurrence of

San Diego fairy shrimp in the CNDDB is in Orange County. (Please see Final EIR Appendix C

Compliance Biology report, September 13, 2004 and Federal Register.)

Response 19

The possibility of observing any of the three reptile species addressed by the commenter will depend, on

any given site, on the suitability of habitat, weather and temperature during the time of the surveys, and

population levels, among other factors. Despite the fact that none of these species was observed during

site surveys, suitable habitat for each of these species occurs on the site and, therefore, for the purposes of

the Revised Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, these species were assumed to occur on the site.

The comments made regarding the competency of the biologists conducting the surveys express the

opinion of the commenter only.

Response 20

The statement “little to no ponding occurs on site” made in the Revised Draft EIR regarding the two-

striped garter snake in Table 4.6-2 refers to the fact that no permanent ponds or water bodies, habitat

preferred by this snake species, occurs on the site. Only seasonal ponding, in temporary depressions

caused by earth-moving activities, has been observed on the site. The statement in Table 4.6-2 has been

revised to state “[t]hough variable flows are known to occur seasonally, such flows are generally swift

and little to no permanent ponding occurs on site” in order to clarify the statement.

Response 21

While the black-crowned night heron was observed on occasion along portions of the Santa Clara River

during surveys conducted by Daniel Guthrie, exact locations of observations of most bird species were

not mapped or described. Rather, all the bird species observed within a particular reach of the river was

listed. Therefore, it is not possible to determine if the black-crowned night heron was actually observed

on the Riverpark project, as the commenter maintains, or on a portion of the river near the project site. In

addition, the portion of the river that passes through the project site does not support standing water

(except during the winter months when rain events occur), preferred habitat for the night heron in which

to prey on small fish and amphibians. Since the bird surveys were conducted in the late spring months,
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when little or no water occurs on the site, it is unlikely that observations of the night heron by Mr.

Guthrie occurred on the Riverpark project site. Nevertheless, the night heron will be added to Table 4.6-2

to indicate that this special-status species occurs in the vicinity of the project site and could occasionally

forage on the site during large rain events.

Response 22

USFWS protocol surveys for the least Bell’s vireo were conducted on the project site and none were

detected.  This species is addressed in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Table 4.6-2.

Response 23

The commenter asserts that the estimate in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, that there

were 16 to 20 breeding pairs of western spadefoot toad present on the project site in the three rainpools

where the toads were found in the March 2004 focused surveys lacks “supporting data or informational

value.” That assertion is erroneous. As Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, explains (p.

4.6-35), that estimate is based on the locations and number of occupied seasonal rainpools and number of

egg masses observed during the March 2004 focused surveys. The full report on the March 2004 focused

surveys (Compliance Biology March 2004) is included in Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources. The estimate of 16-20 pairs of breeding toads is based on the observed number of

larval toads within the pools when compared to the number of eggs that are known to be laid per

breeding pair (several pairs in Occupied Rainpool 1, one pair in Occupied Rainpool 2, and 3 to 4 pairs in

Occupied Rainpool 3).  (Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6, pp. 3–5)

The commenter also questions the fact that western spadefoot toads were found on site during focused

surveys conducted in March of 2004, but not during focused surveys conducted at the site in prior years.

As the Compliance Biology report explains (see Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, pp. 1–2), two focused surveys for western spadefoot toads were conducted in March and May

of 2003. Even though conditions were believed to be optimal for western spadefoot toads during the

March 2003 focused survey, none were located on the project site, even within recurring seasonal

rainpool 1, as described in the Compliance Biology report (March 2004), where toads were found in

March 2004. (Id.) As reported, the conditions required to induce western spadefoot toads to emerge to

breed are not fully understood, and, in the opinion of the expert biologist, it is likely that the toads were

not found during the 2003 and 2002 surveys because one or more of the necessary seasonal conditions

(amount and timing of rain, air temperature, and possibly the lunar stage) were not optimal for breeding

when the surveys were conducted.
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The western spadefoot toad spends most of its time estivating in a dormant to semi-dormant state in

subterranean burrows and only emerges onto the surface to breed in seasonal rainpools following

relatively warm rains, typically in late winter or early spring. (Please see Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft

EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.)

Although much information exists regarding many of the life history requirements of western spadefoot

toads, little is known about the complex biological cues that affect estivation, emergence from burrows,

and breeding. While rainfall amount, temperature, and soil type are known factors that can influence

emergence and the reproductive success of the spadefoot toad on any particular site, how these factors

interact to cue the emergence from subterranean burrows and initiate breeding, as previously stated, is

not fully understood.  (Please see Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.)

Even so, it must be assumed that spadefoots were not observed during the 2003 surveys because site and

climatic conditions were not appropriate for emergence from estivation or to initiate breeding. In

addition, because the entire period of breeding and hatching of larvae occurs within a matter of days and

weeks, and can be significantly shortened by warmer temperatures, it is entirely possible that the surveys

occurred during a time either before or after this activity occurs. It may also be possible that, for

whatever reason, the conditions during 2003 were not appropriate for triggering breeding. From the little

that is known about western spadefoot breeding ecology, the right combination of habitat and climatic

variables must be present to both support this species on any particular site and to cue emergence from

subterranean burrows and breeding. The Riverpark project site does not support ideal estivation or

breeding habitat for the spadefoot. The combination of the low suitability and variability of habitat on

the site, along with changing climactic factors, likely resulted in the negative findings of spadefoot during

the 2003 surveys.  (Please see Appendix 4.6 to Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources.)

Moreover, 2004 appears to have been an optimal year for western spadefoot toad reproduction, as there

were several other sightings in the Santa Clarita Valley area in 2004. As noted in the Final Additional

Analysis to the Environmental Impact Report, County Project No. 98-008, Vesting Tentative Tract Map

52455, SCH No. 98021052, West Creek Project, Volume VI of VI, p. 4.1-4 “Regarding spadefoot toad

habitat characteristics, in the spring of 2003, Mr. Bloom observed large numbers of breeding spadefoots

within a large discarded tarp on property owned by Los Angeles International Airport. The tarp

apparently trapped enough water to create a suitable breeding “pool” for the toads. As evidenced by this

observation and the location of spadefoots within man-made retention basins on the West Creek site, this

particular species is apparently capable of adapting to a variety of artificial habitats in which to breed.”

(See also Final EIR Appendix C Results of Focused Western Spadefoot Toad Surveys on the West Creek Project

Site, Compliance Biology, June 11, 2004 and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring
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Plan, West Creek Project Site, Compliance Biology, August 2004.) All of the above cited locations were in

areas disturbed by past use of the property or development activities. This evidence illustrates that the

species adapts well to disturbed environments.

Further, please see Responses 17 and 18, above.

The commenter also includes comments made regarding the competency of the biologist conducting the

spadefoot survey, which merely express the opinion of the commenter. The biologist who conducted the

surveys has done so for this particular species for numerous years and is recognized by the CDFG as

qualified to conduct such surveys. Refer to Response 17, above, regarding the presence of seasonal pools

on the site.

Response 24

Of the 10 bird species accounts in the Revised Draft EIR referred to by the commenter, only one account

(yellow-billed cuckoo) concludes that no nest habitat for that species occurs on the site. The potential for

nesting on the site by the other nine species ranged from “marginal” to “suitable.” Focused nest surveys

are typically not conducted for all bird species because of the fact that a particular species could nest one

year on a site but not for the following year, due to a variety of factors. Not observing a nest of a

particular bird species one year does not necessarily mean that this species could not nest there another

year. If suitable nest habitat occurs on the site for a given species, whether or not it is marginal or highly

suitable, it is assumed that the species could potentially nest there. For purposes of this Revised Draft

EIR, this assumption was made for a number of bird species, and potential impacts on active nests of both

common and special-status bird species were concluded by the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, as potentially significant (pp. 4.6-70 and 4.6-72).

Response 25

It is a generally accepted position by biologists that a habitat area disturbed by human activities, such as

disking operations, does not represent optimal habitat for a terrestrial species such as the black-tailed

jackrabbit. While many such species have adapted to such areas and will often utilize them for foraging

and even breeding, it would be misleading to represent such areas as “high quality” habitat for that

species. Therefore, the disturbed habitat areas on the Riverpark site were objectively considered to be of

“moderate” quality for the jackrabbit.
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Response 26

The commenter asserts that the presence of a species precludes habitat from being anything other than

high quality. This is incorrect. Please see Response 25, above. Moreover, just because a particular

species is observed in a given location at any point in time does not necessarily mean that this location is

“where they choose to forage or reside,” as stated by the commenter. The animal could occur there for

any number of reasons other than foraging or breeding, including dispersal, migration, or escape from

predators or other danger. See Response 25 (above) regarding the quality of the habitat on the site for the

jackrabbit. See Response 4 and 5 in Comment Letter 8 (CDFG) regarding the significance of project

impacts on black-tailed jackrabbit.

Response 27

The comment is acknowledged. As acknowledged in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-47, the City’s policies and practices with respect to the SEA govern that portion of the

project site within the SEA because it is within the jurisdiction of the City, not the County.  .

Response 28

The commenter misreads this section of the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Contrary

to the statements made by the commenter, the Revised Draft EIR (p. 4.6-51) concludes that a minimum

100-foot setback of development from the outer edge of riparian habitat associated with the river is

necessary to adequately provide for the foraging and breeding habitat requirements of riparian wildlife

and to maintain species diversity within the riparian ecosystem. The Revised Draft EIR establishes a

significance threshold that preservation of less (emphasis added) than 100 feet of high quality upland

habitat between the riparian resource and adjacent urban development would be a significant impact.

Further, please see Responses 12, 13, and 17 to Friends of the Santa Clara River (Comment Letter 17)

regarding the project’s 100-foot buffer.

Response 29

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter only. As such, the comment does not raise any

issue with sufficient particularity to enable the City to respond by providing additional evidence,

explanation or analysis to supplement the Draft EIR’s cumulative impacts analyses. However, this

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because
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the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

To the extent the comment was intended to summarize all prior comments in the comment letter, the City

refers the commenter to Responses 1 through 28, above.
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27. LETTER RECEIVED FROM THOMAS HAGLUND PH.D., DATE

UNKNOWN

Response 1

Revised EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-5 shall be revised as follows: delete the word

“protocol” preceding “unarmored threespine stickleback.”

Response 2

Focused surveys for western spadefoot toad were conducted in spring of 2003 and again in the spring of

2004. Both surveys included the particular site referenced in the comment. (Revised Draft EIR, Biological

Resources, pp. 4.6-35, 72; Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix 4.6, Results of Focused

Western Spadefoot Toad Surveys on the Riverpark Project Site (Compliance Biology, March 2004), pp. 1–5.)

Although no western spadefoot toads were found during two focused surveys (in March and again in

May) conducted in 2003, that species was found during the 2004 focused surveys, as reported in Revised

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, at pp. 4.6-35, 72. (See also, Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

Appendix 4.6, Results of Focused Western Spadefoot Toad Surveys on the Riverpark Project Site [Compliance

Biology, March 2004], pp. 1–2.) Several seasonal pools were identified within the project boundary in

2004, three of which contained spadefoot tadpoles. Page 4.6-26 of the Revised Draft EIR identified the

spadefoot toad as occurring on the project site. As discussed in the Compliance Biology report included

in Appendix 4.6 to Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources (p. 2), there can be many reasons

why western spadefoot toads emerge in one year to breed, but not in another year. See also Responses

17, 18, and 23 to Comment Letter 26, Teresa Savaikie.

Response 3

Surveys were conducted for this and other reptile species concurrently with surveys for the variety of

other species conducted on the site (e.g., birds, mammals, plants, etc.). As stated in the Revised Draft EIR

(Table 4.6-2, p. 4.6-29), suitable habitat for horned lizards occurs on the site. Consequently, although no

individuals of this species were observed on the site, for the purposes of this EIR the horned lizard was

assumed to potentially occur there.  See also Response 19 from Comment Letter 26, Teresa Savaikie.
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Response 4

See Response 3, above. Surveys for general amphibian species were conducted concurrently with those

for spadefoot toad, California red-legged frog, and arroyo toad. Please also see Final EIR, Appendix C

for additional surveys conducted for the spadefoot toad, California red-legged frog, and arroyo toad.

Response 5

For the purposes of the Revised Draft EIR, species were assumed to be present on the site if suitable

habitat occurs, it is within the known range of the species, and if no focused surveys were conducted that

may conclude presence or absence.

Response 6

Impacts to the unarmored three-spine stickleback are addressed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-74. Impacts to this fish species were determined to be potentially significant.

Also see the analyses and discussion in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and Appendix

4.20, Sensitive Aquatic Species Assessment Upper Santa Clara River, Entrix, Inc. February 25, 2004.

Additionally, impacts to the stickleback were also analyzed in the NRMP that addressed various

structures and modifications to the river channel, including bank stabilization. The NRMP was approved

by the ACOE, CDFG, and RWQCB and measures were stipulated in the NRMP, and incorporated into the

Draft EIR, that would minimize and mitigate potential construction impacts on the stickleback. The

ACOE, CDFG, RWQCB, and USFWS ultimately issued appropriate permits to implement the NRMP.

Response 7

The bank stabilization proposed for most portions of the river will be buried; therefore, this bank

stabilization will not be hard-sided. The soil covering the bank stabilization will be revegetated and

restored to a habitat condition and river contour similar to that prior to disturbance. Please see Response

6, above.
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Response 8

The comment expresses the general opinions of the commenter only. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the

Revised Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, see Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood;

4.8.1, Water Quality; and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, which conclude the project will not cause

project-level or cumulative significant hydrology or water impacts. In addition, please see Final EIR

Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, GeoSyntec (October

2004).

Response 9

See Response 6, above, regarding impacts to stickleback. The Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR do indeed

consider downstream impacts. Please see Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.8.1, Water Quality; and 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. In addition, please see

Draft EIR Appendix 4.20, and Final EIR Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for

the Riverpark Project, GeoSyntec (October 2004).

Response 10

The use of the Santa Clara River as a movement corridor for both terrestrial as well as aquatic wildlife

species is addressed beginning in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-44. The use

of the river by special-status fish species is addressed on p. 4.6-38. In addition, please see Draft EIR

Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and Appendix 4.20.
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28. LETTER RECEIVED FROM HENRY SCHULTZ, SIERRA CLUB MAY 7, 2004

Response 1

This comment objects to the water supplies analyzed in the Riverpark Draft EIR due to the detection of

ammonium perchlorate. The comment attaches, and relies upon, the Newhall County Water District

Resolution 2004-3.  The City does not concur with this comment.

For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies

and Perchlorate; and Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.

Response 2

The comment states that the City may not include CLWA's 41,000 AF water transfer in its calculations of

water supply for the Riverpark project.  The City does not concur with this comment.

For information responsive to this comment, please refer to the Draft EIR, at pp. 4.8-19–20, and 4.8-61–75;

Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; Response 1 to

Comment Letter 23 from California Water Impact Network (Carolee K. Krieger), dated May 4, 2004; and

Response 11 to Comment Letter 18 from Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

(Larry Kanner), dated May 3, 2004.

Response 3

The comment expresses the opinion that the Riverpark SB 610 Water Supply Assessment and the 2000

UWMP are "inaccurate" and "do not conform to existing legal requirements under the California Water

Codes."  The City does not concur with this opinion.

Based on the City's determination, both the Riverpark Draft EIR and the SB 610 Water Supply Assessment

(see Appendix 4.8) accurately portray water supply and demand information pertinent to the Riverpark

project. As to the comment about reliance upon the 2000 UWMP, the City notes that the 2000 UWMP was

considered, along with numerous other water-related reports, studies, contracts, and other documents;

however, the 2000 UWMP is now almost four years old, and legal requirements mandate that it must be

updated every five years, with the next update due to be adopted on or before December 2005. The City

also conducted its own independent assessment of the water supplies and demand available in the Santa
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Clarita Valley. The City finds, based upon the entire record, that there is sufficient water available to

serve the Riverpark project, in conjunction with other existing planned future uses in the Santa Clarita

Valley. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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29. LETTER RECEIVED FROM DR. RANDY MARTIN, DATED APRIL 25, 2004

Response 1

The commenter erroneously claims that the Draft EIR fails to analyze potential mobile source impacts on

off-site locations in the Bridgeport development immediately adjacent to Newhall Ranch Road. Table 4.5-

5, Predicted Off-Site Roadway Noise Levels at Noise Sensitive Locations at Project Buildout, in Section

4.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR identifies project traffic noise contributions at the closest residential receptors

along Newhall Ranch Road west of Bouquet Canyon Road. As shown, the increase in noise levels

generated by project-specific and cumulative traffic would contribute a maximum of 0.2 dB(A) to future

noise levels at these locations. This noise increase would be inaudible to residents along Newhall Ranch

Road or to residents within Bridgeport.

Response 2

Please see Response 1, above. As stated in Response 1, above, the increase in noise levels generated by

project-specific and cumulative traffic noise would be inaudible to residents along Newhall Ranch Road

west of Bouquet Canyon Road. Therefore, existing developments along Newhall Ranch Road west of

Bouquet Canyon Road would not experience a significant noise impact as a result of the proposed project.

It is true that locations within the Riverpark site that are currently proposed for residential uses would be

exposed to noise levels that exceed the City’s normally-acceptable noise standards, resulting in a

significant noise impact unless mitigated. In addition, Section 4.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR concludes that

certain off-site locations would also experience significant impacts due to projected increases in traffic

noise unless mitigation. In certain locations, as the Draft EIR concludes, those impacts would be

unavoidable, and, consequently, a statement of overriding considerations would be required if the project

is approved.

Response 3

Please see Responses 1 and 2, above. Existing and projected future noise levels along Newhall Ranch

Road as modeled by the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model are

presented in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise. Additional analysis of existing and projected future

noise levels at specific locations along Newhall Ranch Road would not change the findings of the EIR that

project-generated traffic would contribute a maximum of 0.2 dB(A) to future noise levels at the nearest
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residences along Newhall Ranch Road. This noise increase would not be audible at these locations and

would result in a less than significant noise impact.

Response 4

Through modeling, Section 4.5, Noise, of the Draft EIR projects that project-specific and cumulative traffic

noise increases at the nearest residences along Newhall Ranch Road west of Bouquet Canyon Road

would be 0.2 dB(A) or less, and less than significant. Project traffic noise at locations further away from

the roadway (e.g., in yards, balconies, and within homes) would be even less audible and inaudible

within homes with windows closed.

Trucks and motorcycles along Newhall Ranch Road, as well as acceleration and deceleration noise, are

instantaneous noise events that are factored into the average noise levels along the roadway that are

presented in Section 4.5, Noise. Through its Noise Element, the City of Santa Clarita has defined

acceptable and unacceptable noise levels for the City in its Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.

These noise levels are measured in CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level),38 which is measured

over a 24-hour period and adjusted to account for some individuals’ increased sensitivity to noise levels

during the evening and nighttime hours. Because this measurement covers a 24-hour period and because

the noise model was adjusted for the future vehicle mix (i.e., passenger vehicles, motorcycles, buses, and

light-, medium-, and heavy-duty trucks) along Newhall Ranch Road, future noise levels at the nearest

residences along the roadway can be predicted. As discussed in Response 3, above, a significant

cumulative noise impact would occur at the multi-family residences west of Bouquet Canyon Road.

Section 4.5, Noise, Mitigation Measure 4.5-21 ensures that interior noise levels are assured to be at or

below 45 dB with the following:

“4.5-21 Prior to issuance of building permits, a detailed acoustic analysis shall be
performed for all residence in areas subject to noise levels in excess of normally
acceptable noise levels for that use. The analysis shall be based upon final site
grades, building orientation, and noise exposure, and shall specify all practical
noise insulation features necessary to ensure interior residential noise
environments do not exceed 45 dB(A). These noise insulation features may
include, but are not limited to, the following:

(a) All windows, both fixed and operable, shall consist of either double-strength
glass or double-paned glass. All windows facing sound waves generated
from the mobile source noise shall be manufactured and installed to

38 The Noise Element indicates considers both CNEL and Ldn equivalent for purposes of analysis. CNEL,
however, is used for the noise impact analysis because it is more conservative than the Ldn and portrays a worst-
case noise scenario, and it is commonly used throughout the State of California in noise impact analysis prepared
for EIRs.
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specifications that prevent any sound from window vibration caused by the
noise source.

(b) Doors shall solid core and shall be acoustically designed with gasketed stops
and integral drop seals.

(c) If necessitated by the architectural design of a structure, special insulation or
design features shall be installed to meet the required interior ambient noise
level.

(d) The exterior walls of living areas shall be of a special type construction
and/or include special insulation, depending on the maximum ambient
noise levels generated at any time in a particular area.”

The level of detail for cumulative noise impacts presented in Section 4.5, Noise, is satisfactory for the

project’s Draft EIR. A request for a broader noise analysis along Newhall Ranch Road is more

appropriately directed to the City of Santa Clarita and is not a responsibility of the proposed project.

Response 5

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should analyze “the safety issues of children utilizing the

streets in this neighborhood.” First, children should not be using streets in any neighborhood to play; to

the extent that children cross streets, the customary safety precautions that are utilized throughout the

City would protect children crossing streets in the commenter’s neighborhood. Moreover, the Riverpark

Draft EIR does not conclude that the Riverpark project would create a safety impact to the Bridgeport

site, and the commenter does not offer any evidence that it would. It is speculative to assume that

Riverpark residents would create a safety issue at Bridgeport. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (5) clearly

states that “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly

inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence.

Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert

opinion support by facts.”

Response 6

The commenter complains that motorists in the City use the Bridgeport development streets as a “short-

cut” from Newhall Ranch Road to McBean, and implies that the project would generate additional traffic

crossing through Bridgeport. However, the commenter offers no evidence that the project would in fact

generate such additional traffic trips. Such “short-cut” trips are apparently a current problem that has

not been created by the project, and which is properly remedied by the City, not the project, through the

use of appropriate traffic control measures. Existing issues within the Bridgeport community are not the

responsibility of the project applicant.
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Response 7

The comment refers to recommendations suggested by the commenter. The information will be included

as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the

Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 8

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should include information as to alternative sites where

persons who currently use the project site for birding and hiking can find a similar location for such

activities. First, the purpose of the Riverpark Draft EIR is to discuss and analyze the proposed project’s

potential environmental impacts. Finding options for finding similar unspoiled riparian corridors is not

the responsibility of the Riverpark Draft EIR. Second, as the project site is and has continuously been

private property, if current City residents are using the project site for birding and hiking without the

applicant’s permission, then they are trespassing.
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30. LETTER RECEIVED FROM RON BOTTORFF, FRIENDS OF THE SANTA

CLARA RIVER, DATED AUGUST 6, 2004

Response 1

The comment requests that the correspondence attached to the comment letter be included in the record.

As requested, both the comment letter and all attachments will be part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment raises issues regarding CLWA’s SWP supplies, including the 41,000 acre-feet per year

water transfer. For information responsive to this request, please refer to Topical Response 3: SWP

Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water

District Resolution—both of which are found in the Riverpark Final EIR (SCH No. 2002091081). In

addition, since public circulation of the Riverpark Draft EIR, CLWA circulated for review and public

comment the Draft EIR for the 41,000 AFY water transfer project in June 2004 (SCH No. 1998041127). The

CLWA Draft EIR evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 41,000 AF water transfer project.

The CLWA Draft EIR is incorporated by reference and is available for public review and inspection at

CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350.

Response 3

The comment states that the effects of an earthquake or a levee break have not been assessed, relying

upon a newspaper article regarding the Sacramento Delta. The comment is beyond the scope of the Draft

EIR for the Riverpark project; and, therefore, no further response is needed or required. In any case, the

Riverpark Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, Volume I (March 2004), at pp. 4.8-88–89, addressed local

water contingency planning, including drought conditions, earthquakes and other natural catastrophes.

Response 4

Please see Response 3, above.
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Response 5

Please see Response 3, above.

Response 6

The comment asks that the County respond to "recommendations" made by "two experts, Cathy Kelly

and Jonas Minton." According to the comment, these individuals gave testimony regarding the SWP

system before the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Clarita on June 29, 2004. The comment does

not identify the "recommendations" made by the identified experts. This testimony was not presented

during a Riverpark hearing, but was presented in an informational session for the Planning Commission.

Nevertheless, the transcript of the entire proceedings before the Planning Commission of the City of

Santa Clarita on June 29, 2004, is available for review and included in the Riverpark Final EIR. Based on a

review of that transcript, Jonas Minton provided opinion testimony regarding the SWP system, and

Katherine Kelly, Department of Water Resources, provided opinion testimony responsive to Mr. Minton.

This information will be part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

City staff has reviewed the transcript of that Planning Commission meeting and, contrary to the

comment, nowhere in the transcript do either Ms. Kelly or Mr. Minton "suggest" that "planners should

analyze the effect of cutbacks that would be required under the worst case historical delivery rate, 13% of

Title (sic) A Amounts in 1991, on existing business and residents in the Santa Clarita Valley." Therefore,

no further response is needed or required. Nevertheless, the comment will be part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

In addition, regarding comments about groundwater supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley, please refer to

Section 4.8, Water Service, of the Riverpark Draft EIR, pp. 4.8-32–42, for an analysis of the Valley's

groundwater supplies.

Response 7

As requested, the public testimony provided by Jonas Minton and Katherine Kelly, Department of Water

Resources, has been included in the record of the Riverpark Final EIR, and will be made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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31. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JOHN GONZALEZ, DATED APRIL 29, 2004

Response 1

The comment states that those persons who signed the attached petition were opposed to the grading of

the ridgeline adjacent to those residents of Gavilan Drive. In response to concerns voiced by neighbors in

the Emblem Tract, the project applicant has revised the project and will not be reducing the height of that

portion of the ridge adjacent to the homes along Gavilan Drive in the Emblem neighborhood.

Response 2

The commenter believes that the number of school children generated by the project would crowd

schools. With regard to schools becoming more crowded, please see Final EIR, Appendix F for

correspondence from both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based upon development

of the Riverpark project.

Response 3

The comment is concerned with the safety issues relating to in/out traffic in the Emblem Tract. The

information will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise a specific issue

concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 4

Please see Response 1, above, with regard to the hillside adjacent to the Emblem tract would not be

graded. Nonetheless, Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 4.4-13 takes into sensitive receptors

such as schools.

Response 5

The commenter indicated that residents’ existence is being compromised by profit-minded entities. This

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because

the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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32. LETTER RECEIVED FROM LYNN PLAMBECK, SCOPE, MAY 18, 2004

Please see the May 18, 2004 Transcript, Response 19. Please see also Topical Response 4: Newhall

County Water District Resolution.
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33. LETTER RECEIVED FROM STACY KELLEHER, DATED JUNE 15, 2004

Response 1

The comment addresses itself to the number of unbuilt and built dwelling units in the City of Santa

Clarita. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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34. LETTER RECEIVED FROM KAREN PEARSON, DATED AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that her quality of life diminished with the construction of the Bouquet Center.

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter noted that Newhall Land has been very cooperative and had expressed possibly building

a wall behind Bouquet Center to the hill to block noise and pollution and the children from the

condominiums form entering their rear yards. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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35. LETTER RECEIVED FROM CONNIE WORDEN-ROBERTS, DATED

AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter noted she chairs the transportation committee’s for both the Chamber of Commerce and

the Valley Industrial Association and that these committee’s have addressed and reviewed the

importance of a fully integrated transportation system to serve the Santa Clarita Valley. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter stated that the transportation committee’s for both the Chamber of Commerce and the

Valley Industrial Association have unanimously voted to concur with the City Council that the

completion of the Cross Valley Connector is the “number one priority for our City.” This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Response 3

The commenter noted that the Riverpark proposal not only addresses a vital roadway but includes bank

stabilization to protect the river as well. The commenter highlighted project aspects and compared to

what was allowed by the City of Santa Clarita General Plan. This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 4

The commenter reiterated, in their opinion, the importance of the Cross Valley Connector. This comment

is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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Response 5

The commenter urged approval of the Riverpark project. This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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36. LETTER RECEIVED FROM ERIC SANCHEZ, WISHTOYO FOUNDATION,

AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that it is the responsibility of the developer to coordinate with Native American

groups. The California Indian Council Foundation was consulted and provided monitoring during the

Phase II archaeological test excavations, represented by Mr. Richard Angulo. Mr. Charlie Cooke was also

consulted during the planning of the project. At his request, additional Phase II testing was conducted on

site CA-LAN-3043, which Cooke monitored. Both the California Indian Council Foundation and Cooke

have concurred with the adequacy of the fieldwork, the significance determinations that have resulted

from the fieldwork and analysis, and the final recommendations for both sites

Response 2

The commenter requested that project developers should protect confidential information about sensitive

Native American values, practices and specific locations of resources from disclosure to the public. No

confidential information of any kind was contained in the Draft EIR.

Response 3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to grasp the distinction between resources as cultural and

resources as archaeological, and that, as a result, the assessment of the existence of significant resources

within the project site and the mitigation measures are inadequate. However, ‘archaeological resources,’

by definition and by widespread usage, are included within the broader term ‘cultural resources.’ The

comment does not specify how the Draft EIR’s analyses and mitigation measures are defective, or suggest

that additional cultural or archeological resources are contained within the project site, or suggest

additional mitigation measures needed.  Consequently, no further response is possible.

Response 4

The commenter believes the Draft EIR to be deficient because of its failure to consult with any members

of the Tataviam community during the preparation of the Draft EIR, and mentions requirements under

CEQA and unspecified federal laws. Federal laws governing tribal consultation only pertain to federally

recognized tribes. The Tataviam community is not a federally recognized tribe, as the Wishtoyo

Foundations acknowledges at Comment 34 below. Under federal law the Tataviam are therefore not
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entitled to consultation. Furthermore, these federal laws are not applicable to this project, as the

Wishtoyo Foundation acknowledges at Comment 17; state law provides authority for this permitting

process. The developer and project archaeologists complied with CEQA and consulted with the local

Native American community (Please see Response 1 above), including the Tataviam community, of

which Charlie Cooke is a widely recognized member.

Response 5

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it fails to fully plan and consider for the

possibility that more resources/ancestors may be unearthed during the development process, and that

major events such as the breaking of the St. Francis Dam altered the surface such that it is likely that

resources may be found. However, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that address the

identification and protection of any additional cultural resources that may be found during project

grading and construction (Mitigation Measure 4.18-3). The Draft EIR includes provisions allowing for the

identification and protection of any additional cultural resources during project grading and

construction, as the Wishtoyo Foundation in fact acknowledges at Comment 49. The western edge of the

Riverpark project is over 2 miles upstream from the confluence of San Francisquito Canyon with the

Santa Clara River, and the project area was not affected by the dam catastrophe.

Response 6

The commenter states that he believes that mitigation are inadequate for their failure to address ways in

which impacts to cultural resources can be mitigated from a tribal perspective. The Draft EIR identifies

mitigation measures that are adequate and appropriate under CEQA, as the Wishtoyo Foundation

acknowledges at Comment 9. The comment does not provide any specific information as to how the

mitigation recommended in the Draft EIR is deficient or how it could be improved. Consequently, no

further response is possible.

Response 7

The commenter notes that cultural resources are protected under several state and federal laws. The

identified federal laws are not applicable to the project; please see Response 4, above. Both sites CA-

LAN-351 and -3043 were determined significant. The comments regarding CEQA’s requirements

addressing archaeological resources are acknowledged and the City believes that the archaeological

reports prepared for the Riverpark site and the Draft EIR have been prepared in accordance with CEQA

and the CEQA Guidelines.
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Response 8

The commenter believes that the Draft EIR is not sufficient as an information document, since the work

done on the cultural resources section is woefully inadequate and lacking in the basic understanding of

the term cultural resources. The City disagrees with this comment, and believes that the Draft EIR’s

analysis and the mitigation measures proposed are appropriate and sufficient. Moreover, by the widely

accepted and used definition, archaeological resources are cultural resources. The comment does not

provide any specific information as to how the Draft EIR is deficient or how it could be improved.

Consequently, no further response is possible.

Please see Responses 3–7, above.

Response 9

The commenter state’s that the Draft EIR fails to take into consideration the distinction between cultural

and archaeological resources, which renders the document inadequate. The City concurs with the

Wishtoyo Foundation that the Draft EIR’s determinations of the significance of the sites located within

the project site and of the “most appropriate mitigation measures” are legally sufficient. However, in the

City’s opinion, neither federal nor state laws make a distinction between archaeological and cultural

resources that would render the Draft EIR’s determinations insufficient.

Response 10

The commenter stated that at a minimum the project developer must consult with members of the

Tatavium community.  Please see Responses 1 and 4, above.

Response 11

The commenter believes that the Draft EIR is inadequate for its failure to comply with state and federal

guidelines regarding consultation with tribes and Indian community members. Please see Responses 1

and 4, above. The Native American Heritage Commission was sent copies of both Notices of Preparation

prepared for the project and did not transmit any communication responding that any sacred sites were

located on the project site.



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-263 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 12

The commenter stated that the economic and social effects can be used to determine the significance of

changes to the environment where, for example, construction of a road and resulting noise increases

disturb religious practices. The commenter concludes that because proper Native American consultation

was not obtained on this site, the Draft EIR could not make this judgment. However, such consultation

was obtained. Please see Responses 1 and 4, above. The commenter is incorrect with regards to the

impacts of social or economic information. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states that “[e]conomic or

social information may [emphasis added] be included in an EIR….” There is no requirement under the

CEQA Guidelines that social or economic impacts be addressed.

Response 13

The commenter stated that the Native American Heritage Commission was not notified of the project.

The commenter is incorrect. The Native American Heritage Commission was notified of the project by

the State of California Office of Planning and Research two times—at the issuance of each Notice of

Preparation (September 2002 and October 2003).

Response 14

The commenter provided case law with regard to the fact that the Native American Heritage Commission

must be consulted. The Native American Heritage Commission was consulted with prior to preparation

of the Riverpark Draft EIR.  Please see Response 13, above.

Response 15

The commenter again states that the project should have consulted the Native American Heritage

Commission and representatives of Native American tribes.  Please see Response 1, 4, and 13, above.

Response 16

The commenter outlined federal law requirements for consultation. Federal law is not applicable for this

project.  Please see Response 4 above.
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Response 17

The commenter outlined the National Historic Preservation Act consultation requirements. CEQA, not

the National Historic Preservation Act, provides the legal requirements for this project. Section 106 is not

applicable, as the Wishtoyo Foundation here acknowledges, because “The project, activity, or program

must be under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency.…” The City of Santa Clarita has

jurisdiction over this project, not the federal government. Nonetheless, the CEQA review and the Federal

Section 106 processes are similar in terms of process and intent. The City concurs with the Wishtoyo

Foundation that the cultural resources studies are “sufficient to meet CEQA and federal requirements

regarding archaeological resources that are significant.”

Response 18

The commenter assumes that the project would need “certain permits or licenses to manage the Santa

Clarita Valley area” and would require federal funds to operate. The proposed project is a privately

funded development and would receive no federal funding to operate. Furthermore, the proposed

project does not propose to “manage the Santa Clarita Valley area.”

Response 19

The commenter assumes that federal laws pertain to the proposed project. The City disagrees. Please see

Responses 4, 17, and 18, above.

Response 20

The commenter believes that CA LAN-351 should be placed as eligible for listing to the National Register

of Historic Places. The project has been designed so that site CA-LAN-351 will be preserved in open

space. This opinion/comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 21

The commenter assumed that the project applicant has not investigated the classification of traditional

cultural properties. Please see Response 17, above. Note further however that both sites CA-LAN-351

and -3043 are believed to be about 3500 years old. On this basis alone they are not eligible for
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consideration as Traditional Cultural Properties because of their 3000+ years separation in time from the

contemporary Tataviam community.

Response 22

The commenter outlined the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. The federal

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) pertains to graves, grave goods and

sacred objects, understood to mean objects used in religious rituals and ceremonies. It does not, as is

asserted, pertain to “Native American cultural item[s]” in any generic sense. No sacred artifacts or

features have been found on site CA-LAN-3043; site CA-LAN-351 has not been tested archaeologically

and will be preserved, though no sacred artifacts or features are known to be present on it either.

NAGPRA, therefore, has no relevance to the Riverpark project.

Response 23

The commenter acknowledged that the Riverpark project was being funded by private interests, but

asserts that it will nonetheless require state and federal funds for the needs of the proposed community.

As discussed in Response 18, above, however, the proposed project is a privately funded development

and would receive no federal funding to operate.

Response 24

The comment concluded that the project applicant for the Riverpark project has failed to create any plan

of action for managing Native American cultural items that may be encountered during development of

the site. The City disagrees. Please see Response 5, above. The commenter also states that “almost all of

the sites of relevance” found on the site were determined to be insignificant. This is not true. Both CA-

LAN-351 and -3043 have been determined significant, not insignificant, as is asserted.

Response 25

The commenter outlines NAGPRA regulations and indicates that the Riverpark EIR does not address

NAGPRA issues. Please see Response 22, above. Contrary to what is asserted, NAGPRA has no

requirement for tribal notification prior to the discovery of graves or sacred remains. Furthermore,

NAGPRA’s consultation process, following federal law, only involves federally recognized tribes, thereby

excluding both the Tataviam and Fernandeño from inclusion.
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Response 26

The commenter stated that consultation with Native American representatives must occur if resources are

found on the project site and cites federal noticing requirements. Federal regulations do not govern the

proposed project, as the Wishtoyo Foundation acknowledges at Comment 17. Nevertheless, all

applicable notification requirements under state law were fulfilled. Please see Responses 1, 4, 10, 11, and

13, above.

Response 27

The commenter believes that the project developers and consultants have excluded well-respected

scientists and does not believe that the archaeologists who prepared the Riverpark archaeological reports

presented an honest effort to ensure that integrity in the archaeological sites is maintained. Additionally

the commenter discusses the Ahmanson Ranch project and its alternatives. The Wishtoyo Foundation

questions the professionalism, knowledge, honesty, and integrity of W&S Consultants, in part based on

their previous consulting for the Ahmanson Ranch project. As a point of factual clarification, first, the

technical report written by W&S Consultants for the Ahmanson Ranch project did not deem “six different

sites on the Ahmanson Ranch as insignificant.” It determined the six sites in question to be significant,

following CEQA Guidelines, and recommended as the preferred option that they be preserved in open

space. (The certified EIR sections on cultural resources for Ahmanson Ranch, which stated that these sites

were not significant, were written by RMW Paleo, not W&S Consultants.) Second, the professionalism,

honesty and integrity of W&S Consultants, which the Wishtoyo Foundation here attempts to impugn, is

demonstrated in a number of ways: (a) The principles of the firm have a combined total of over 60 years

of archaeological experience in this portion of Southern California, (b) They have published over a dozen

books and 60 research articles on archaeology, (c) They have received special appreciation awards from

the Candelaria Tribal Council and the California Indian Council Foundation (twice), along with the Simi

Valley Historical Society, (d) They have received the Thomas King Award from the Society for California

Archaeology for Excellence in Cultural Resource Management, (e) They have listed over 400 California

archaeological sites on the National Register of Historic Places, (f) They have served on the State of

California Historical Resources Commission, and (g) They currently serve as the Ventura County

Cultural Heritage Board’s anthropological and archaeological advisors. Third, the Wishtoyo Foundation

acknowledges the expertise of W&S Consultants on the local region in Comments 38–40. Lastly, the

comment does not indicate who the “well respected scientists” were that were not consulted on the

project.  Consequently no further response can be prepared.
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Response 28

The commenter asserts that there has not been a good-faith effort to discover the baseline conditions as

required by CEQA. The City disagrees; please see Draft EIR Section 4.18, pp. 4.18-2–21. The commenter

gives no specifics as to how the Draft EIR has not provided baseline conditions and how it has not

provided full disclosure; therefore, a specific response to the comment cannot be provided. However,

this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response 29

The commenter states that the Draft EIR concludes that only one site can be considered significant,

labeling two other sites as insignificant and that proposed grading would be less than significant. The

City disagrees. The Draft EIR and the cultural resources technical report (Draft EIR Appendix 4.18), in

fact, determined that both sites CA-LAN-351 and -3043 are significant. The Draft EIR provides mitigation

to ensure that significant impacts to these sites do not occur. The Draft EIR does not conclude anywhere

that grading is less than significant. The Draft EIR concludes for example, that grading activities would

result in air quality impacts, but the document does not conclude that grading is significant or less than

significant.

Response 30

The commenter claims that no ethnographic work was completed for the project site. However, the

cultural resources technical report (Draft EIR Appendix 4.18) contains a lengthy ethnographic study.

Please also see Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, p. 4.18-3.

Response 31

The commenter did not believe that the consultant who prepared the archaeological studies should

prepare the ethnographic studies.  The City disagrees.  Please see Responses 27 and 30, above.

Response 32

The commenter provided an excerpt from the Draft EIR on the section regarding ethnographic study,

which he claims demonstrates the consultant’s inability to prepare an ethnographic study. The quoted

section is a summary of the authoritative reference to the Tataviam in the Handbook of North American

Indians, Vol. 8, written by Drs. Chester King and Thomas Blackburn. That is, this section summarizes the
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existing anthropological consensus about the Tataviam, and it is Drs. King and Blackburn’s opinion that

the Tataviam were culturally extinct at the beginning of the 20th century, not the consultants.

Response 33

The comment states that the excerpt from the Draft EIR quoted in Comment 32 erroneously implies that

the Tatavium are extinct, which the commenter claims is untrue, and implies that proper consultation

would have avoided that error. The City disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the

information relayed by the Draft EIR. In fact, Native American consultation occurred, despite the

absence of any legal requirement for it, in recognition of these facts.

Response 34

The commenter further suggests that the archaeologists’ work for the site is weak and that the project

applicant should retain another archaeologist. With regard to the suggestion that the project applicant

retain a new archaeologist, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 35

The commenter stated that even the oak trees would have been planted by people hundreds of years

before European colonization and plants and herbs utilized by local peoples are all meaningful. The

commenter contends that even if sites are left in open space this ignores the significant ways that

Tataviam religious practices and ceremony would be impacted. The commenter also noted that some

grading has altered the landscaping of the site. The Wishtoyo Foundation here acknowledges that CA-

LAN-351 will be preserved and left “in situ” in open space. The oak trees and other vegetation on the

property grow wild and were not “planted by people hundreds of years before European colonization,”

as is asserted. Native Californians, including the Tataviam, are widely recognized to have been hunter-

gatherer peoples, not farmers. There is no documented evidence of any kind confirming the unsupported

claim that the Riverpark area has been used for “Tataviam religious practices and ceremony.”

Response 36

The commenter outlines the parameters of the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIFRA), which

he claims apply to the project. As noted in Response 17, above, however, CEQA, not the federal
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American Indian Religious Freedom Act, is legal authority for this project. Furthermore, there is no

archaeological, ethnographic, or historical evidence supporting the implied claim that the project area has

been used for ceremonies or is somehow sacred.

Response 37

The commenter outlines the parameters of the AIFRA.  Please see Response 36, above.

Response 38

The commenter believes that the Draft EIR fails to plan for the possibility that additional resources may

be found on the project site.  The City disagrees.  Please see Response 5, above.

Response 39

The commenter noted how the failure of the St. Francis Dam may have impacted the site. The commenter

also suggested that the Riverpark project could be equated to the destruction of the Mulholland Dam.

However, the comment does not address the Draft EIR. Please see Response 5, above. The comment

regarding a comparison of the Mulholland Dam to the project is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 40

The commenter noted how the failure of the St. Francis Dam may have impacted the site. The City

disagrees.  Please see Response 5, above.

Response 41

The commenter asserts that the survey/scanning methods used to assess the resources at the site were

not adequate. The City disagrees. The archaeological studies meet all state and federal guidelines for the

conduct of archaeological studies. The Draft EIR contains measures intended to ensure the recovery of

any artifacts found during grading, as the Wishtoyo Foundation acknowledges at Comment 49.
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Response 42

The commenter asserts that the proposed Mitigation Measures are insufficient to address potential

impacts to cultural resources located on the property. The City disagrees. Both CA-LAN-351 and -3043

were determined significant, not insignificant. As the Draft EIR explains, CA-LAN-1824 and -1829 were

recorded in 1986 by Dr. Louis Tartaglia, who conducted Phase II test excavations at CA-LAN-1824 in

1990. Both sites were located in the flood channel of the river. In 1990, Tartaglia could not relocate the

original artifacts at CA-LAN-1824; Phase II testing failed to indicate the presence of a subsurface deposit.

The only two extant artifacts on this site at that time, a mano and a piece of shellfish, were removed by

Tartaglia. Both site areas were re-examined by Greenwood and Associates in 1991. CA-LAN-1824 could

not be relocated, as it no longer existed as such. Greenwood and Associates likewise could not relocate

CA-LAN-1929 in 1991; they also noted that it was originally recorded as two flakes and, as such, it in fact

did not qualify as an archaeological site. Properly the two flakes should have been recorded as isolates.

Not surprisingly, neither site could be relocated by W&S Consultants during their Phase I survey. Sites

CA-LAN-1824 and -1829, in other words, no longer still exist.

The commenter alleges that the appropriate people were not contacted. Please see Responses 1 and 4,

above.

Response 43

The commenter outlined how cultural resources are to be assessed.  Please see Responses 1 and 4, above.

Response 44

The commenter suggests the best way to remedy the Draft EIR’s purported defects is to consult and

investigate the Native American perspective.  The City has done so.  Please see Responses 1 and 4, above.

Response 45

The commenter notes that all work must cease if remains, funerary objects and/or cultural objects are

found.  Please see Response 1, 4, and 5, above.
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Response 46

The commenter contends that the work prepares by the archaeological consultants was weak and he

suggests that new archaeologists be hired.  Please see Response 27, above.

Response 47

The commenter quotes portions of the Public Resources Code. This comment is acknowledged and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 48

The commenter has concerns with how the alternatives were selected and analyzed in the Draft EIR. The

Riverpark Draft EIR addressed five alternative scenarios to the proposed project. In accordance with

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines,

“[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.”

The City believes that the five alternatives considered: No Project, Santa Clara River Reduced Bank

Stabilization, Ridgeline Preservation, Noise/Development Standards and Deletion of Santa Clarita

Parkway directly reflect CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) “…the discussion of alternatives shall focus

on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any

significant effects of the project.”  Therefore, no further analysis of additional alternatives is required.

Response 49

The commenter quotes from Mitigation Measure 4.18-3. This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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Response 50

The commenter notes that measures are in place should cultural resources be found on the project site

and he questions who would make the determinations. Please see Responses 1 and 4, above. As is

outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.18-3, a qualified archaeologist would make archaeological

determinations at the project site.

Response 51

The commenter stated that specific knowledge of Native American cultural values can only be obtained

by the Native American community. The City did engage in all necessary consultations. Please see

Responses 1 and 4, above.

Responses 52

The commenter stated that published notices and letters are generally not sufficient to ensure that Native

American consultation requirements have been met. There is no CEQA legal requirement for Native

American consultation, in the absence of the discovery of human burials. However please see Response

1 and 4, above.

Response 53

The commenter stated that Native Americans may be hesitant to share sensitive information concerning

resource locations. The Freedom of Information Act in fact excludes archaeological site information.

However, it is in the best interests of Native Americans who know of sensitive sites to disclose them to

proper individuals so that sites are not unknowingly damaged.

Response 54

The commenter suggested that broad information can be shared in the early planning stages and once

trust is established then additional information can be shared. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.
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Response 55

The commenter noted that the Wishtoyo Foundation does not automatically reject development based on

reasoned objectives. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 56

The commenter stated that the Native American voice has not been heard in the process thus far. The

City disagrees.  Please see Responses 1 and 4, above.

Response 57

The commenter stated that the significance of the whole has not been adequately surveyed or appreciated

by the project applicant or the archaeologists. The City disagrees. The project area has been examined on

three separate occasions by archaeologists, all of who have concurred on the findings, conditions, and

significance of the sites. Please see Draft EIR Appendix 4.18 for all of the technical studies assessing the

cultural resources on the project site.

Response 58

The commenter explained the sensitivities and priorities of Native Americans and how there must be

fairness added to the equation. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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37. LETTER RECEIVED FROM STACEY KELLEHER, DATED AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter provided suggestions as to the potential location of pedestrian bridges. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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38. LETTER RECEIVED FROM LISA KASSNER, DATED SEPTEMBER 3, 2004

Response 1

The commenter urged the Planning Commission to reject the Riverpark project. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter noted that she had attended a meeting regarding a car wash on Soledad Canyon Road.

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 3

The commenter believes that the car wash project was critiqued differently than the Riverpark project.

The commenter wanted to know about air quality, river, and floodplain impacts. Please see Draft EIR

Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.4, Air Quality; 4.8.1, Water Quality; and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and Revised

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. The commenter gives no specifics as to what her issues are

regarding air quality, the river, and floodplain. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 4

The commenter asked about the view of the project area. Visual resource impacts are discussed in Draft

EIR Section 4.16, Visual Resources.

Response 5

The commenter stated that she and her neighbors love this area and are seeing it rampaged by

development. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their
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consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 6

The commenter asked about the traffic impacts, which would be much greater than a car wash. Traffic

impacts of the proposed project are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access.

Response 7

The commenter states that if the Planning Commission cares enough to protect the City from a car wash

then they should care enough to protect from a 1,100-unit development project. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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39. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JUDY REINSMA, DATED AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that the Riverpark project should not be approved. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter states that the project would increase traffic. The commenter is correct in that additional

trips would be on the roadways, some intersections would actually be improved because of the projects

contribution to roadway improvements. As explained in the Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, at pp.

4.3-18, a method in which to model the improvement of surrounding intersections due to the

implementation of the Cross Valley Connector involves the comparison of two scenarios: Scenario 1 –

Interim Year/No Riverpark project and No Cross Valley Connector (Riverpark portion); and Scenario 2 –

Interim Year/Riverpark project and Cross Valley Connector (portion through Riverpark). The Interim

Year is generally 10 years into the future and would include additional traffic generated by projected

ambient growth during that time frame.

The respective intersections and the comparison are as follows:

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, the intersection of Bouquet/Soledad
would operate at Level of Service (LOS) D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In
Scenario 2, this intersection would operate at an LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM
peak hour, a marked improvement over operating conditions in Scenario 1. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• McBean Parkway/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D in
the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the respective LOS in the AM and
PM peak hour remain at the same grade (LOS D), with minor improvement. Please see City of Santa
Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS
D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the LOS would improve,
though remain at LOS D in the AM peak and improve in the PM peak hour to LOS D. Overall,
intersection operations would improve in Scenario 2 as compared to Scenario 1. Please see City of
Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS E
in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would remain
at LOS E in the AM peak hour but would improve significantly to LOS D in the PM peak hour.
Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.
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• Valley Center Drive/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at LOS D
in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would operate
at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour, again a significant improvement as
compared to Scenario 1.  Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark staff report, June 15, 2004.

Response 3

The commenter noted that the project would increase air pollution. Although Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air

Quality, does conclude that the project will have certain unavoidable significant impacts, the general air

pollution in the Santa Clarita Valley is not caused by development in the Valley, but rather by

development in other areas of Los Angeles County. See Final EIR Appendix B, the Environ report (July

2004).

Response 4

The commenter states that the demand for domestic and landscaped water would be increased. Draft

EIR Section 4.8 analyzes both project-level and cumulative water demand.

Response 5

The commenter stated that the project would decrease the recharge area of the Santa Clara River

watershed. Please see Draft EIR Appendix 4.8, Effects of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa

Clarita Valley, CH2MHill, from February 22, 2004, which states:

“Records show that groundwater levels and the amount of groundwater in storage were
similar in both the late 1990s and early 1980s, despite a significant increase in the
urbanized area during these two decades. This long-term stability of groundwater levels
is attributed in part to the significant volume of natural recharge that occurs in the
streambeds, which do not contain paved, urban land areas. On a long-term historical
basis, groundwater pumping volumes have not increased due to urbanization, compared
with pumping volumes during the 1950s and 1960s when water was used primarily for
agriculture.”

Response 6

The commenter stated that the project would impact schools. To the contrary, please see Final EIR,

Appendix F for correspondence from both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based

upon development of the Riverpark project.
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Response 7

The commenter states that the project would destroy an aesthetically pleasing River landscape and

degrade the integrity of what the City could preserve the Santa Clara River. The City disagrees. The

Riverpark project is not proposing to develop the Santa Clara River. In fact, the project applicant is

proposing to preserve the majority of the river and surrounding riparian areas. In addition, the applicant

will dedicate approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the river to the City.

Response 8

The commenter stated that the only positive is that the project would bring construction jobs, benefit

Lennar Corporation, and that the Cross Valley Connector is not sufficient reason to accept the project.

The comment regarding profit and benefits of the project are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 9

The commenter believes that the project would mostly impact local streets and the Cross Valley

Connector would not alleviate that issue. The Traffic study prepared for the project, which can be found

in Appendix 4.3, Traffic/Access, and Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, concluded differently.

Response 10

The commenter notes the efforts of Los Angeles to save its rivers and suggested that the City should do

the same. However, the Riverpark project is not proposing to develop the Santa Clara River. Please see

Response 7, above.

Response 11

The commenter noted an example of a beautiful river-park in Chico, California. The comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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Response 12

The commenter stated that the Riverpark project be denied. The comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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40. LETTER RECEIVED FROM ALICE CONSTANTINE, AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that in all things we should have balance. The comment is acknowledged and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter expresses her opinion that the roads currently do not have the capacity to handle 2200

more homes. The commenter is incorrect, however, as the project is proposing 1,123 dwelling units. The

existing traffic conditions on City roadways and the potential project-level and cumulative impacts of the

project are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access.

Pre-Interim Year (Occupancy of up to 500 units, without Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge)

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway

Full-Buildout of Project

• Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway;

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road;

• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road; and

• Whites Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road.

The Draft EIR indicates that the City has determined that the above identified intersections are presently

built out, with the exception of the Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road intersection.

Improvements to this intersection have commenced, and upon completion will result in this intersection

being presently built out. The City of Santa Clarita General Plan Circulation Element states, “[e]xisting

street improvements are, in some cases, not able to be modified due to right-of-way limitations and

existing development.” The General Plan acknowledges that benefits of improvements at such

intersections are not outweighed by a combination of the potential time and cost of actions necessary to

acquire the property, the physical and economic costs to businesses at the affected intersections, and the

social costs that could occur if the affected businesses were forced to relocate.



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-282 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 3

The commenter stated that the project’s 2,200 units would result in 5,500 more vehicles on the roadways.

However, the project proposes only 1,123 units, and Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p.

4.3-26 states that the proposed project would result in 13,274 trips. Traffic impacts are analyzed in terms

of trips as opposed to the number of cars.  Please see Response 2, above.

Response 4

The commenter stated her fear that the dust, noise, dirt, and traffic from construction of the project will

be “too much.” The commenter fails to give specifics as to how the dirt, dust, noise, and traffic will “too

much,” consequently no detailed response can be provided. However, the comment is acknowledged

and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. Even so, it should be noted

that the project’s potential construction and operational impacts are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR and

Revised Draft EIR, and appropriate and feasible mitigation measures have been imposed.

Response 5

The commenter is curious about the pricing of homes in the Riverpark project and how it would affect the

real estate values. The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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41. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JEAN WIMS, AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that she is in favor of increased roadway improvements to ease congestion but is

opposed to both the Riverpark project and the Synergy project. The comment is acknowledged and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter stated that the schools cannot accommodate developments of this size. Please see Final

EIR Appendix F for correspondence from both affected school districts indicating no impacts to the

school systems based upon development of the Riverpark project. The comment regarding school

capacity and the Synergy project is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR, no further

response can be provided.

Response 3

The commenter requests that the City limit growth. The comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, it should be noted that

the proposed project’s density and intensity is substantially less than the City’s General Plan and the

property’s current zoning would permit.
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42. LETTER RECEIVED FROM LARRY RASMUSSEN, DATED AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that he believes that the Riverpark project would be an enhancement to the

community. The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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43. LETTER RECEIVED FROM REGINA COLUMBO, AUGUST 31, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that adding more homes means adding more traffic and more air pollution, which

is already egregious. The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. However, because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR, no

further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter noted that she is strongly opposed to further degradation of wildlife habitat, particularly

along the river and the destruction of more hillsides. The comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR, no further response can be provided.

Response 3

The commenter requested that the project be denied. The comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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44. LETTER RECEIVED FROM BARBARA WAMPOLE, FRIENDS OF THE

SANTA CLARA RIVER, DATED MARCH 2, 2004

Response 1

The commenter noted that, although the Draft EIR had not yet been published, her organization

commenter was concerned with the intrusion of development into the river and floodplain. As discussed

in Section 4.2, Flood, meeting FEMA flood design standards would remove flood impacts from the site,

while meeting design criteria established by FEMA, consequently allowing the same number of lots as

proposed. The project encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood hazard area, as residential lots 338

through 352 along the southern site boundary would be located within the 100-year flood hazard area.

This potentially significant impact would be mitigated by the installation of the buried bank stabilization

that would protect the above-noted residential units from floodwaters and subsequent impacts, and

consequently would remove these units from the potential for flooding.

Response 2

The commenter suggested that maintenance of linkages for wildlife movement be studied and provided.

That information is contained in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-44 of the Revised Draft EIR

discusses the viability of a north-south corridor on the project site. The Draft EIR determines that upland

portions of the site no longer function as a north/south wildlife corridor between the Santa Clara River

and upland undeveloped areas largely due to surrounding development. The Riverpark project is

located within the center of the City of Santa Clarita with existing and/or approved development

generally occurring to the north, south, east, and west.

The Draft EIR further indicates that habitat used by wildlife as movement corridors link together large

areas of open space that are otherwise separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, human

disturbance, or by the encroachment of urban development. The Santa Clara River corridor is an

example of a wildlife corridor that links together large open space areas (San Gabriel Mountains, Santa

Susana Mountains and the Angeles National Forest). This corridor is known to be an important

migration and genetic dispersion corridor for many wildlife species occurring in the region.

Though clearly not a wildlife corridor, an area on the site that may be conducive to the limited movement

of on-site wildlife may be the LADWP Pipeline corridor. Newhall Ranch Road and the Santa Clara River

Regional Trail would both bridge over this corridor allowing for wildlife movement underneath. This
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pipeline corridor would provide a route, without crossing Newhall Ranch Road, from the River to the

undeveloped portions of the CLWA property. The areas directly outside of this pipeline corridor could

be enhanced (via landscaping) to encourage its potential use for north/south movement of on-site

wildlife.  Please see Response 4 to Comment Letter 4 (State Department of Transportation).

Response 4

The commenter suggested that removing oak trees be strongly discouraged and that Native American

sites need to be preserved. The project has been designed to minimize oak tree removal and

encroachment, as it will remove 17 oak trees and replant 14 of those, and will undertake substantial

mitigation measures and monitoring for the 14 replanted trees; please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, and Final EIR Appendix C (oak tree report). In addition, the project has been

designed to preserve one significant cultural site in situ, and to mitigate for impacts to a second

significant site; please see Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources.

Response 5

The commenter requested that native vegetation be preserved in unaltered areas. The Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzes impacts to wildlife habitat, among other issues. It concludes

impacts to biological resources would be less than significant with the except of certain impacts that

would remain significant after mitigation, including the total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife

habitat/natural open space as a result of conversion of undeveloped property to developed, impacts to

the SEA and associated riverine habitat (as identified by the resource line) and riverbed, and impacts to

adjacent upland habitat within 100 feet of the riparian resource line. However, since the Revised Draft

EIR was released to the public, the project has been revised (1) to push bank stabilization in the western

portion of the project site along the Santa Clara River back even further to retain mature riparian

resources, and (2) to dedicate to the City for preservation approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of

the Santa Clara River.

Response 6

The commenter encouraged the City to provide natural buffers and leave the river and its tributaries

natural. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses 12, 13, and 17 to

Comment Letter 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, April 2004).
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Response 7

The commenter advocates choosing an alternative in the Draft EIR that avoids all development in the

floodplain. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Draft EIR Section 6.0,

Alternatives, for a full analysis of each of the project alternatives, including Alternative 2.

Response 8

The commenter offers an unsubstantiated opinion that the NRMP and its mitigation measures have

failed. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR, no further

response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see the URS evaluation entitled Functional Assessment of

the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area – Summary (July 2004),

which concludes that the NRMP has been successful.

Response 9

The commenter noted the challenge of minimizing risks to the health and well-being of the community as

a part of the planning process. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 10

The commenter believes that the goal of minimizing risks to the health and well being of the community

should not be compromised. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR,

no further response can be provided.
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45. LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
DATED, MAY 10, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated that the Draft EIR failed to address fragmentation issues to plant communities and

habitat. Page 4.6-69 of the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, addresses the net loss of

wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of project implementation. This section acknowledges that

because most wildlife species depend on a variety of habitat types, i.e., plant communities, to meet

various life history requirements, the habitats on the site, when considered together, have a greater value

to wildlife than separately or individually. The net loss of several plant communities, by definition,

results in less habitat available and often fragments the remaining habitat that is available. Consequently,

the net loss of 280 acres of currently undeveloped land (made up of several plant communities) as a result

of the project represented a substantial loss (and fragmentation) of habitat and was, therefore, considered

a significant impact under CEQA.

Nevertheless, fragmentation of habitat associated with the Santa Clara River has been avoided through

minimizing the amount of riverine habitat that will be affected such that this habitat will remain

contiguous throughout the reaches of the river that pass through the project site boundaries. In addition,

because the site is located within the center of the City of Santa Clarita with existing development

generally occurring on all sides of the project site, most of the large blocks of upland plant communities

that historically occurred in the area have already been fragmented and/or converted. The clustering

approach of the proposed project will minimize fragmentation of the remaining upland habitat (after

development) on the site, but existing development bordering the project will site essentially fragment

remaining habitat on the site from other similar habitat in the region.

Response 2

The commenter believes that the Draft EIR failed to address the impacts of fire regulations and clearance

activities to areas of native habitat. Fuel modification zones, particularly those expected to occur

immediately adjacent to structures, are typically included in the grading “footprint” when assessing

potential impacts on plant communities.
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The acreage of habitat expected to be impacted by the Riverpark project included the potential for fuel

modification zones. In addition, Draft EIR Section 4.13-3, Fire Services, addresses the potential impacts of

fuel modification activities imposed by the fire department with implementation of Mitigation Measure

4.13-3 as follows:

“The project shall prepare a Fuel Modification Plan, landscape plan and irrigation plan as
required for projects located with a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Fuel
Modification Plan shall be submitted and approved by the County Fire Department prior
to final map clearance. The Fuel Modification Plan shall depict a fuel modification zone
in conformance with the Fuel Modification Ordinance in effect at the time of subdivision.
The fuel modification plan shall not conflict with the revegetation plan as directed in
Section 4.6, Biological Resources.”

Response 3

The commenter stated that hazing machines should be strictly forbidden on or near the project site. The

project does not propose any hazing machine mitigation.

Response 4

The commenter requested an explanation for the difference in acreages between the stated size of the

project site (695 acres, p. 4.6-6) and the total acreage of all plant communities (727 acres, pp. 4.6-9–17)

given in the Revised Draft EIR. The project site does indeed total 695 acres. However, as can be seen in

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Figure 4.6-4, grading in some areas extends beyond

the actual project boundary line. In some instances this is because of slope and topography

considerations; a location for a proposed water tank that would serve the project also occurs (to the north)

outside of the project boundary line. The analysis of impacts on plant communities is based on the extent

of grading associated with the project, not necessarily just what is contained within the defined project

boundary line.

Response 5

The commenter stated that the plant communities identified do not use the series and association levels

commonly found in CDFG’s nomenclature and the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer & Keeler-Wolf

1995). Eight of the plant community descriptions used in the Draft EIR, including, Riversidian sage

scrub, coastal sage chaparral scrub, chamise chaparral, holly-leaf cherry, non-native grassland, southern

willow scrub, mulefat scrub, and southern riparian scrub, do indeed follow the nomenclature used in

CDFG’s List of Terrestrial Plant Communities (2003). As explained on p. 4.6-9 of the Revised Draft EIR
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Section 4.6, Biological Resources, some plant communities do not fit a defined plant community

classification or treatment and are, therefore, defined by their dominant species and/or obvious associate

species where two habitat types intergrade (e.g., mixed oak/grass). In some cases, the plant community

is best described by physiographic features, such as “planted sage scrub” or “developed with mixed

trees.”

Response 6

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to comprehensively include all of the sensitive species on

the September 2003 List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities. The plant communities described

in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, include all common and sensitive communities

observed and characterized on the site. No plant associations characteristic of Riversidian alluvial fan

sage scrub were found within the project site boundaries. The community described as holly-leaf cherry

(p. 4.6-14 of the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources) on the site is actually a type of

chaparral scrub, as indicated by the associate scrub species found in this community and the shrub-like

nature of the holly-leaf cherry plants, and is not characteristic of a “woodland” as stated by the

commenter.

Response 7

The commenter stated that because the Draft EIR does not reflect current community classification, there

is no classification available for “riverwash.” As described on p. 4.6-16 of the Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources, riverwash refers to the sparsely vegetated main channel of the Santa Clara River

characterized by sandy riverwash and gravel. The riverbed and channel is highly susceptible to scouring

during higher water flows; consequently, vegetation growth in the channel varies in species, density, and

extent depending upon the frequency and extent of water flows and periods of low water and/or

drought. Alluvial fan sage scrub and other scrub communities rarely occur in these areas due to the

dynamic nature of the channel system. No evidence of these or other scrub communities stated by the

commenter was found within the project site boundary.

Response 8

The commenter believes the mixed oak/grass to be of great biological significance because of the four oak

species found within 2.3 acres. The oak trees associated with the mixed oak/grass plant community are

described in detail in Revised Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-17. As explained, this
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community, as it occurs on the site, has not been characterized by CDFG as a sensitive habitat. However,

as pointed out by the Revised Draft EIR, the oak trees in this community are protected by City ordinance.

Response 9

The commenter requests that the location of temporary construction sites be shown on the Draft EIR to

comply with full disclosure of all impacts. The exact location and extent of temporary construction sites

and access roads are not known at this time. However, as explained in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-52, the locations of temporary construction sites and access roads will be

shown on maps submitted with the Verification Request Letter submitted to the ACOE and CDFG for

individual project approval. In addition, the construction plans will indicate the vegetation, if any, that

will be temporarily disturbed and the activities to facilitate natural revegetation of these areas.

Response 10

The commenter states that a common practice for facilitating regeneration of native plant communities is

appropriate salvage, storage, and re-distribution of topsoil. The mulching and distribution of native

vegetation over temporarily impacted areas is also a common practice in native plant community

regeneration. As stated on Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-52, disturbed areas

will be monitored for five years after construction to document colonization by native plants. The

Revised Draft EIR further states that if native plant cover does not reach 50 percent of the pre-

construction native plant cover within three years, the applicant shall revegetate the temporary

construction area in accordance with methods (more pro-active planting and revegetation techniques)

specified in later mitigation measures. In addition, annual monitoring reports on the status of the natural

recovery of temporarily disturbed areas shall be submitted to ACOE and CDFG. These agencies will

ultimately approve the methods and results of these revegetation efforts.

Response 11

The commenter finds that the 1:1 mitigation proposed for permanent removal is unacceptable. Revised

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-52–53 state that the 1:1 ratio only applies where

planting/revegetation/restoration of habitat occurs two years in advance of the removal of habitat at a

particular construction site. If replacement habitat cannot be installed two years in advance of the project,

higher ratios (including 3:1) would apply. In addition, Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Mitigation Measures h) and i), pp. 4.6-53–54 describe survival criteria and performance

standards that must be met for all restoration areas, as well as corrective measures to be taken in the
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event the survivorship criteria is not met. As further explained in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, replacement habitat shall be designed to replace the functions and values of the

habitats being removed. The ratios of replacement that are ultimately used are intended to meet this

functions and values replacement goal. In some cases, higher ratios may be necessary to achieve this

goal; in other cases, lower ratios may be appropriate. It is also important to note that the measures listed

in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-52–59, including the replacement ratios

within these measures, are taken from the NRMP that has been previously approved by ACOE and

CDFG.

Response 12

The commenter does not make clear what “wetlands mitigation” is specifically being requested to be

reviewed under CEQA. Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures a)

through k) on pp. 4.6-52–54 (and again on pp. 4.6-87–98) specifically address steps and procedures that

will be taken to mitigate for the loss of wetland and riparian habitats and provide specific performance

standards and criteria to be adequate under CEQA. While sites that are predominantly open floodplain

or areas created during the excavation of uplands for bank protection are not the only sites under

consideration for wetland/riparian habitat restoration, these sites would allow for a net increase in

wetland/riparian habitat to occur and would occur in areas not readily scoured by high water flows in

the river. As explained in Mitigation Measure e) on p. 4.6-53 of the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, creation of new riparian habitats will only occur at sites that contain “suitable

hydrological conditions and surrounding land uses to ensure a self-sustaining functioning riparian

habitat.” In addition, as further explained in this measure, all sites will be approved by ACOE and CDFG

as part of the Verification Request Letter submitted for individual projects or as part of the annual

mitigation status report.

Response 13

The commenter believes that until such time that the Santa Clara River watershed is systematically

treated from the head of the watershed downstream and when introduction is no longer an issue, the

suggestion of removing Arundo to mitigate for mature wetland extirpation is not equitable mitigation.

As stated in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-54, this Mitigation Measure (l)

refers to the removal of any number of exotic plant species and is not just limited to removal of Arundo.

In addition, the removal of exotic plant species as an alternative to the restoration of riparian habitat is

entirely at the discretion of the ACOE and CDFG and should only occur in areas where exotic removal

would be “strategic in a watershed approach to weed management.” Furthermore, this measure states
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that “weed removal sites shall be selected in a logical manner to ensure that the eradication of weeds

from specific sites will contribute to the overall control or exotics in the NRMP watercourses.” Native

riparian vegetation must become established in these areas and meet the revegetation plant cover goals

established by ACOE and CDFG.

Response 14

The commenter states that no evaluation is provided for the basis of planted coastal sage scrub. The sage

scrub areas planted along the Newhall Ranch Road corridor were not planted as mitigation for loss of this

plant community in connection with a prior project. They were planted as a part of native seed mix to

stabilize non-irrigated slopes previously cut and graded for the installation of water lines and slope

drains. See Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-10, and p 4.6-62–63. As further

noted there, the loss of these planted areas was not considered a significant impact. Therefore, no

mitigation is required.

Response 15

Contrary to the commenter’s statement, Riversidian sage scrub is not considered a sensitive plant

community by CDFG in their 2003 List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities. In addition, even

if it were listed as sensitive, the law (assumed here to be CEQA) does not require mitigation just because

a community is considered “sensitive.” Mitigation is required only for those resources on which impacts

have been determined to be significant pursuant to the significance thresholds identified under CEQA.

Response 16

The commenter believes that the holly-leaf cherry analysis is faulty because mature holly-leaf cherry are a

sensitive plant community. As explained in Response 6, above, the holly-leafed cherry vegetation on the

project site has been characterized as a chaparral type community and has been classified, pursuant to the

CDFG 2003 List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities, as holly-leafed cherry scrub. This specific

community is not considered “sensitive” by CDFG. Please refer to Response 15, above, regarding

mitigation requirements under CEQA.

Response 17

The commenter fails to see how, with 80 percent of the southern willow scrub impacted by the project,

how the mitigation proposed would offset the impact. While approximately 78.9 percent of the southern
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willow scrub vegetation on the site will be impacted by the project, this actual loss amounts to only 1.5

acres since relatively little of this community actually occurs on the site. Mitigation Measures a) through

k) on pp. 4.6-52–54 of the Revised Draft EIR discuss in detail the mitigation of riparian habitat that will be

impacted by the project. In particular, Mitigation Measure e) addresses creating riparian habitat in

suitable locations that do not currently support such habitat. Depending on the replacement ratio

utilized, this could result in a net increase of riparian habitat over what would be impacted by the project.

Response 18

The commenter fails to se how the preservation in perpetuity of part of the riparian scrub and

“riverwash” mitigates the impact to the 30 acres. While the proposed project will indeed preserve large

areas of intact riparian scrub and riverwash habitat, all riparian habitat that will be impacted by the

project will also be replaced. Mitigation Measures a) through k) on pp. 4.6-52–54 of the Draft EIR discuss

in detail the mitigation of riparian habitat, including the creation of additional habitat where none

currently exist, that will be impacted by the project.

Response 19

The commenter quested how many oak trees would be removed and how many would be retained in

open space (not landscaped). Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-71 discusses in

more detail the loss of oak trees as a result of project implementation. Final EIR Appendix C, Riverpark

Oak Tree Report, includes a discussion of the oak trees on the site and expected impacts to these trees.

The oak tree map in this appendix depicts the oak trees and species proposed to be removed, relocated

and/or preserved. Impacts on oaks were considered to be a significant impact. The mitigation of

impacts on oak trees is discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6 Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-100–104.

Response 20

The commenter states that the first sentence of the second paragraph on p. 4.6-68 contradicts itself and

adequate mitigation is required for the Southern California walnut. The first sentence of the second

paragraph under section (m) on pp. 4.6-68 of the Revised Draft EIR will be revised to read as follows:

“This area on the project site has a large component of non-native species and is not known to support

special-status plant or wildlife species, with the exception of California black walnut (a CNPS list 4

species).” Because impacts on this species are not considered significant (please see the discussion on p.

4.6-70 of the Revised Draft EIR for an explanation as to why impacts on CNPS list 4 species on the project

site are not considered significant), no mitigation is required.
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Response 21

The commenter stated that while three species are identified as CNPS list 4 species (California walnut,

Palmer’s grappling hook and Pierson’s morning glory) impacts for these species require full disclosure

and mitigation under CEQA. As indicated in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, (a)

Special-Status Plant Species, p. 4.6-70 explains why the loss of CNPS list 4 species on the project site are

not considered significant impacts under CEQA. Impacts to these species are fully disclosed in this

section.  Because these impacts are not considered significant, no mitigation is required.

Response 22

The commenter stated that the CNPS supports the salvage and retention of dead oaks as they can provide

niches for a variety of animals. The commenter requests that the two dead Heritage oak trees be retained

for their wildlife value. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue, no further response

can be provided.

Response 23

The commenter stated that the common practice for facilitating regeneration of native plant communities

and habitat is appropriate salvage, storage, and re-distribution of topsoil.  See Response 10, above.

Response 24

The commenter finds that the 1:1 mitigation proposed for permanent removal is unacceptable. See

Response 11, above.

Response 25

The commenter believes that until such time that the Santa Clara River watershed is systematically

treated from the head of the watershed downstream and when introduction is no longer an issue, the

suggestion of removing Arundo to mitigate for mature wetland extirpation is not equitable mitigation.

See Response 13, above.



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-297 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 26

The commenter requested an opportunity to provide public comment on the RMMP. Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures 4.6-2 a) through g), and Mitigation Measure 4.6-3

(pp. 4.6-98–99) and as revised in Response 20, Comment Letter 8 (CDFG), include an appropriate level of

detail of review by agencies as well as performance standards and criteria to be considered adequate

under CEQA.

Response 27

The commenter stated that the CNPS does not consider additional surveys as mitigation to decrease

impacts to sensitive plant species. As is explained in Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 of the Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-99, additional surveys are proposed to identify the locations of

populations of these special-status plant species that may be impacted at the grading/construction plan

level of operation. As stated in this measure, once plants/populations are identified that will be

impacted, seeds will be collected and sown in appropriate habitats, and bulbs will be harvested and

transplanted to areas of appropriate habitat prior to the impacts on these plants occurring. As is also

stated in the measure, the goal of this program will be to produce replacement populations of in-kind

plants reaching maturity, at a ratio of 1:1 with respect to the number and density of plants estimated to be

lost. The successful implementation of this measure will replace that which was lost, thus resulting in no

net loss of the species.

While the City agrees that transplanting for some species is experimental, similar transplantation plans

drafted in part by Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens that include the transplantation of bulbs of

Calachortus sp. have been recently approved by Los Angeles County. As identified in Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-99, adaptive management and contingency actions will be

incorporated into the Revised Mitigation and Monitoring Plan that specify what actions will be taken in

the event the transplantation is not successful.

Response 28

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not clearly present how the project avoided impacts “to the

greatest extent practicable” and that she requests that the project be re-evaluated further for additional

ways to reduce impacts to biological resources. Beginning on p. 4.6-87 of the Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources, measures from the NRMP are presented that have been incorporated into the

project that will minimize impacts on biological resources. In addition, p. 4.6-59 includes discussion of
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other measures that have been taken to minimize such impacts, including pulling bank stabilization back

further away from the river’s edge than permitted under the NRMP, and removing bank stabilization

(originally permitted by the NRMP) from the eastern terminus of the “toe protection” to the western

bridge abutment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge.

The project has been redesigned to pull back from the river even further when compared to the proposed

project. This “pull back” results in less impact to biological resources (e.g., the proposed project would

have resulted in approximately 25 acres of SEA impacts and the redesigned project results in about 8

acres of SEA). In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara

River, May 2004), 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May

2004), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara

River, March 2004) in the Final EIR. Please also see Final EIR Appendix C, Functional Assessment of the

Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area – Summary (URS, July

2004).

Additionally, Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, recommends the use of native species

wherever possible.

Consequently, the Draft EIR and revision to the project site plan demonstrate a clear willingness to

mitigate and modify the project to the “greatest extent practicable.”
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46. LETTER RECEIVED FROM KAREN PEARSON, DATED APRIL 20, 2004

Response 1

The commenter stated her concern with regard to the proposed transplanting of three Heritage oaks.

Please see Final EIR, Appendix C for the Riverpark Oak Tree Report (Wallace) and the Oak Tree Survey

(Johnson). Given the findings of these two reports, it is expected that the transplanting of the Heritage

oak trees would be successful.

Response 2

The commenter voiced concern with regard to Areas C and D having a three-story height limit. Finally,

since the Draft EIR was prepared and released for public review, the project has been revised to reduce

the total number of residential units from 1,183 to 1,123, including, without limitation, converting

Planning Area C from apartments to condominiums for a total of 419 single-family dwelling units, 324

apartments and 380 townhomes/condominiums. Nonetheless both Planning Areas C and D propose

three-story structures. However, because the commentator does not specifically comment on the Draft

EIR, or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response is required. However, the comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 3

The commenter noted that she was concerned about project viewshed impacts on her property in the

Emblem neighborhood. In response to concerns voiced by neighbors in the Emblem Tract, the project

applicant has revised the project in several respects. First, the nose of the ridgeline between the Emblem

neighborhood and Area D will not be graded, and the development in Area D will be moved further

away from that ridge. Second, a wall and landscaping will be built between the nose of the ridgeline and

the commercial wall behind Von’s (off the project site), to block the “window” through which Emblem

residents are experiencing noise impacts from the existing Bouquet commercial center, and through

which they would be able to view the structures in Area D. The wall would be constructed with

decorative stone and would have adjacent landscaping. Finally, the project applicant has indicated a

willingness to dedicate building rights on a portion of the ridge to ensure that the nose of the ridgeline

will not be developed in the future. Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

pp. 37–38, 43–44, 57, 71–72, and August 31, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 67.



Impact Sciences, Inc. RTC-300 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 4

The commenter offered to the Planning Commission the opportunity to visit her home to gain a sense of

how the project would affect her quality of life. Please see Response 3, above, which discusses project

modifications, which would reduce visual impacts to her residence. Because the commentator does not

specifically comment on the Draft EIR, or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response is required.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The commenter considered the proposal to shave back or cut down the height of the hill behind her home

on Gavilan Drive unacceptable.  Please see Response 3, above.

Response 6

The commenter noted that in addition to the aesthetic contribution, the hillside also provides a buffer for

air and noise pollution. The Riverpark Draft EIR concludes that there would be significant and

unavoidable impacts with regard to visual resources, noise and air quality. Please also see Response 3,

above.

Response 7

The commenter expressed concern with the planning of the existing Bouquet Center. A wall and

landscaping will be built between the nose of the ridgeline and the commercial wall behind Von’s (off the

project site), to block the “window” through which Emblem residents are experiencing noise impacts

from the existing Bouquet commercial center, and through which they would be able to view the

structures in Area D. The wall would be constructed with decorative stone and would have adjacent

landscaping. Finally, the project applicant has indicated a willingness to dedicate building rights on a

portion of the ridge to ensure that the nose of the ridgeline will not be developed in the future. Please see

July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 37–38, 43–44, 57, 71–72, and August 31, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 67.
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Response 8

The commenter expressed concern with the height limit of the apartment building that she believes

would destroy her viewshed but add greater air, noise, and light pollution than she is currently subjected.

Please see Responses 3, 6, and 7, above, with regard to viewshed impacts and air and noise pollution.

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Visual Resources, acknowledges that visual impacts from the overall development

of the project site, including light and glare are considered to be significant and unavoidable. However

Mitigation Measures 4.16-2, 3, and 4, as outlined in the Draft EIR, are proposed to mitigate light and glare

impacts to the greatest extent practicable.
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47. LETTER RECEIVED FROM ADRIAN AND JANE ADAMS,

DATED JANUARY 13, 2005

Response 1

The commenter requested that the City Council not approve the proposed project. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter stated that the river must be given its floodplain, as demonstrated by the rains that the

area is currently experiencing. Please see Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.8.1, Water Quality; and 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, which conclude the project will not cause project-level or cumulative

significant hydrology or water impacts. In addition, please see Final EIR Appendix G, Additional

Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project, GeoSyntec (October 2004) and Functional

Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area –

Summary (July 2004).

Response 3

The commenter stated that the water supply must be saved. The City does not concur that the Santa

Clarita Valley is experiencing water supply problems. The City has determined, based on the entire

record, that the projected water supplies will be sufficient to satisfy the demands of the Riverpark project,

in addition to existing and planned future uses in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 4

The commenter suggested that the City should stop the burden of excessive traffic and keep air from

becoming any dirtier and unsafe to breathe. (The commenter stated that no one from AQMD spoke to the

issue of air quality pertaining to the Santa Clarita Valley, and that there was no discussion of the Santa

Clarita Valley’s largest problem, poor air quality. Please see Topical Response 5: Air Quality and

Appendix B (Environ International Corporation report) in the Final EIR and Response 2, above.

Additionally, although the SCAQMD was not asked to speak to the Planning Commission, the SCAQMD

did comment to the Draft EIR, and responses were prepared and are located in the Final EIR.
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An article in the Daily News, Santa Clarita Edition, September 22, 2003, indicated that there were two

other regions with worse air quality conditions than Santa Clarita-Crestline and Redlands. Moreover,

please see Topical Response 5: Air Quality and Final EIR Appendix B (Environ International

Corporation report).
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48. LETTER RECEIVED FROM THE FRIENDS OF THE SANTA

CLARA RIVER, DATED JANUARY 19, 2005

Response 1

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the merits of the project and

does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the Draft EIR, or any environmental issue

regarding the proposed project. However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, it should be

noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR

and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.  Please see Response 2, below.

Response 2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of growth in the Santa

Clara watershed over the last few decades. As such, the comment does not raise any issue with respect to

the contents of the Draft EIR, or any environmental issue regarding the proposed project. However, this

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because

the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

It should be noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in

the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-123–124:

“[t]he above analysis indicates that potentially significant cumulative impacts could
occur to various environmental biological resources due to the combined impacts of the
proposed project and following nearby projects: Santa Clarita Parkway extension, Tesoro
del Valle, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, West Creek, North Valencia II Specific Plan,
Valencia Commerce Center, and Curtis Sand and Gravel Mine Expansion. These
resources include upland habitats such as coastal sage scrub, oak trees, riparian habitat
associated with Santa Clara River, wildlife movement corridors, special-status species
(including unarmored three-spine stickleback, western spadefoot toad, and arroyo toad),
resources within SEA 23, and increased use of sensitive riparian resources by human and
domestic animals. Potentially significant cumulative impacts include loss of riparian
habitat, disturbance of riparian wildlife habitat due to nearby urban development, and
effects on habitat for the unarmored three-spine stickleback, least Bell's vireo, western
spadefoot toad, and the arroyo toad, when present. While most of these projects include
the implementation of measures that will mitigate specific biological impacts, most will
still result in a net loss of biological resources, particularly natural habitat areas.
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Because of the high biological value of riparian and wetland habitats and because of the
continued loss of these habitats throughout the region, the proposed Riverpark project’s
contribution to this loss, although relatively small, is considered a significant cumulative
impact, both to the vegetation community itself, as well as to its value to the riparian
ecosystem. Because of the time it takes for oak trees to reach maturity and contribute
biological values equal to that currently occurring on the site, and due to continued loss
of these trees in the region, the project’s contribution to this loss is considered a
significant cumulative impact without mitigation. Continued development in the area
also cumulatively contributes to the increase of humans and domestic animals. Because
of the substantial amount of disturbance to sensitive resource areas posed by this
increase, the project’s contribution to this increase is also considered cumulatively
significant. Although the proposed project minimizes impacts to the biological resources
within the SEA, the net loss of habitat within the SEA, combined with net losses of SEA
habitats from other projects, effectively reduces the overall size of the SEA and is
considered a significant cumulative impact.

When the potential cumulative effects of the above-mentioned projects are viewed from a
regional wildlife movement perspective, the major movement corridors between the
Santa Clara River Valley and the Santa Susana Mountains and Los Padres/Angeles
National Forest lands would still be preserved. Therefore, no significant cumulative
impacts would occur with respect to regional wildlife movement.

The project would result in unavoidable significant impact to the net loss of wildlife
habitat/natural open space; loss of SEA and associated riparian habitat and riverbed and
impacts to adjacent upland habitat within 100 feet of the riparian source line. All other
impacts (e.g., oak trees) will be mitigated to less than significant.”

Furthermore, Section 4.2, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20-68 and 69 states that

“…the proposed project in combination with the construction of Santa Clarita Parkway
across the Santa Clara River and project site and other development in the Santa Clarita
Valley, would further modify the floodplain by installing an additional bridge across the
river (see Figure 4.20-7, Bank Stabilization and Bridge Locations). This action would
further alter flows in the river; however, as with the proposed project, the effects would
only be observed during infrequent flood events that reach the buried banks (e.g., 50-
year and 100-year flood events). As indicated above, the proposed project would cause
an increase in flows, water velocities, water depth, and changes in the flooded areas.
However, these hydraulic effects would be very minor in magnitude and extent…
velocity changes in the river near the Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge would result in a
very localized increase in velocity of five percent during the 2-year event that would
dissipate approximately 200 feet downstream and 100 feet upstream of the bridge.
Figures 4.20-12a–g, Santa Clara River Cumulative Conditions, show that the land area
inundated by various flood events in the cumulative would also not vary significantly
from existing and post-project conditions. When the construction of Santa Clarita
Parkway across the river and project site is considered, the effects would still be
insufficient to significantly alter the amount, location, and nature of aquatic and riparian
habitats in the project area and downstream. Under the project with Santa Clarita
Parkway Bridge, the river would still retain sufficient width to allow natural fluvial
processes to continue. Hence, the mosaic of habitats in the river that support various
Sensitive species would be maintained, and the populations of the species within and
adjacent to the river corridor would not be significantly affected.”
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Section 4.4, Air Quality, pp. 4.4-73 and 74 explicitly state the cumulative impacts of the proposed project

to air quality as follows:

“…implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce summertime
CO emissions by 4.6 percent, VOC emissions by 17.7 percent, NOx emissions by 9.3
percent, and PM10 emissions by 4.2 percent. The measures would reduce wintertime CO
emissions by 75.3 percent, VOC emissions by 91.6 percent, NOx emissions by 29.5
percent, and PM10 emissions by 85.3 percent. Since these represent emission reductions
on a daily basis, they would be reduced by at least the summertime percentages on an
annual basis, thereby exceeding the SCAQMD’s performance standard for annual
emissions reductions. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook does not identify any reduction
efficiencies for emissions of SOx. It should be assumed, however, that these measures
would reduce emissions of SOx by a minimum of one percent given that the minimum
reduction for other mobile emissions is 4.2 percent. Therefore, the project would meet
the annual emission reduction target of one percent and would not be considered
cumulatively significant pursuant to the SCAQMD’s recommended approach.

Although this method is not included in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook as a way to
assess cumulative air quality impacts, it is determined the project is within growth
forecasts contained in the Growth Management Chapter of SCAG’s RCPG, which forms
the basis for the land use and transportation control portions of the 2003 AQMP.
Therefore, it would be consistent with the 2003 AQMP, indicating that it would not
jeopardize attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards in the Basin.
Even though the project shows at least a one percent per year reduction in project
emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, and PM10, and likely a similar reduction in SOx emissions,
and even though the project is consistent with 2003 AQMP, as a conservative and “worst-
case” approach, the project is considered to result in a significant adverse cumulative air
quality impact and feasible mitigation is required.”

Additionally, Section 4.16, Visual Resources, pp. 34 and 35 concludes that cumulative impacts to visual

resources will be significant as follows:

“[c]umulative impacts would include the conversion of vacant land to urban or suburban
uses. Additionally, there would be a cumulative visual impact relative to the loss of
vacant undeveloped land as viewed from the public roadways. The amount of visible
natural vegetation would also decrease overall. Nighttime illumination and daytime glare
would increase in the project site and the surrounding area as a result of cumulative
project development.

Development of the proposed project is currently planned to build out over a period of
five years. As noted above, this development would occur within a generally urban and
urbanizing area. The project’s visible development areas, in combination with other
development expected to occur within the project area before or during project buildout,
would largely be compatible with the aesthetic character that currently exists, a visual
character that is becoming more urbanized over time.

In summary, the project and other proposed or on-going projects occur within infill
development area within the Santa Clarita Valley. Development will result in changes to
the appearance of the landscape as viewed from public roads. Proposed cumulative
development will also contribute to cumulative night lighting and daytime glare and
reflective impacts.  Thus, cumulative impacts are considered significant.”
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Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-61 concludes that the proposed project would not create cumulative

impacts subject to the implementation of mitigation measures   as follows:

”[w]ithin the Santa Clarita Valley, the County and the City have established B&T
Districts to manage the many significant infrastructure improvements planned to occur
within the valley. The project site is located within the Bouquet Canyon District and the
project will pay fees or construct eligible improvements.

The Bouquet Canyon B&T District has recently been updated and is considered a full
improvement district. The implication of this is that the B&T fees collected within the
district have been calculated to cover all the anticipated improvements necessary to build
out the arterial roadway network as outlined in the City’s General Plan Circulation
Element.”

Section 4.2, Flood, and Section 4.8-1, Water Quality, concludes that the project would not create

significant cumulative flood and water quality impacts with the following summation:

“[i]t has been estimated that approximately 4 percent of that portion of the Santa Clara
River watershed found in Los Angeles County would be developed and approximately
2.5 percent of the portion of the watershed found in Ventura County would be

developed.1 Each development project in the Santa Clara River watershed (1,634 square
miles) will be of varying character and size, will have its own unique topographic and
geologic characteristics, will have flood and water quality impacts that will be unique to
the geologic/soil conditions of the site, to the tributary watershed in which it is located,
and to the reach of the Santa Clara River to which it drains, either directly or indirectly,
and will be subject to the development criteria of the jurisdiction in which it is located.

All development within the portion of the watershed of the Santa Clara River located in
Los Angeles County, including that within the City of Santa Clarita, is required to
comply with the LACDPW Q-cap requirements to ensure that upstream or downstream
flooding does not occur and to ensure that downstream erosion and sedimentation do
not occur. Compliance with these requirements ensures consistency with the County’s
Q-cap model. Pursuant to LACDPW requirements, all drainage systems in
developments that carry runoff from developed areas must be designed for the 25-year
Urban Design Storm, while storm drains under major and secondary highways, open
channels (main channels), debris carrying systems, and sumps must be designed for the
50-year Capital Flood Storm. LACDPW also prohibits significant increases in off-site
post-development storm flows and significant increases in storm flow velocities.
Development in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed must also comply with
LACDPW design criteria. As a result of compliance, overall storm runoff discharge
quantities from the watershed under post-development runoff conditions would be less
than or equal to existing conditions largely because the runoff would be free of the debris
that is typical of undeveloped watersheds and flow velocities would not increase
significantly. Because on-site facilities would already have been built for burned and
bulked flows from undeveloped areas, they would have more than adequate capacity to
accommodate off-site flows as the off-site portions of the drainage areas develop.

Further, all development within the portion of the watershed of the Santa Clara River
located within the jurisdiction of the RWQCB, including that within the City of Santa
Clarita, is required to comply with the orders and regulations issued by the RWQCB, as

1 Alex Sheydayi, Deputy Director, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Flood Control Department, statement
made at the Santa Clara River Enhancement and Management Plan Steering Committee Meeting, May 30, 1995.
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well as those issued by the SWRCB, the NPDES, the County of Los Angeles, and the City
of Santa Clarita and federal law during both construction and operation of the project.
Further, each current and future development in the Santa Clarita Valley will also be
required to meet all of those requirements to control storm water discharges of pollutants
of concern for each such development.

As the analysis of project development demonstrates, development in minor drainage
courses within Reach 7 of the Santa Clara River in compliance with these requirements
would result in less than significant impacts. Additionally, as a policy, both the City of
Santa Clarita and the LACDPW prohibit significant increases in flow velocity from a
project site; therefore, adherence to this policy would result in no significant cumulative
increases in velocity or erosion/sedimentation impacts along that portion of the Santa
Clara River, which drains to this watershed.

Other projects within the City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County would be subject
not only to the same general requirements as the proposed Riverpark project, but also to
such other requirements as the City of Santa Clarita (as applicable), the LACDPW and
the RWQCB may specifically identify for them based on their unique characteristics.

The analysis of project conditions, above, demonstrates that project development, which
must comply with all of these City, County, state and federal requirements, would not
create any significant impacts. Compliance with the Basin Plan, the General MS4 Permit
and the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit controls pollutants in runoff
from the project, and thus runoff from the project causes no incremental increase in the
cumulative impact of watershed-wide development.

Because the cumulative project storm water quality improvements in the City of Santa
Clarita and Los Angeles County would be required to conform to all of the above-
referenced requirements, no potentially significant cumulative project flooding impacts
are expected to occur from the incremental impacts of the project. These water quality
standards will ensure that no potentially significant cumulative impacts will occur.

a. Water Quality

If not properly controlled, the cumulative effects on water quality from future
development within the Santa Clara River watershed could be adverse and potentially
significant. The nature of the land uses involved, the manner in which runoff is
controlled prior to discharge pursuant to the requirements of the controlling jurisdictions
(i.e., LACDPW, City of Santa Clarita, Ventura County Flood Control District, SWRCB
and RWQCB), and the manner in which urban wastes are managed and prevented from
becoming part of the storm water runoff would all affect the significance of such
cumulative water quality impacts by lessening them.

Overall, the project would be expected to improve surface water quality conditions in the
watershed, as compared to existing conditions. The project would increase storm water
runoff volumes in the watershed by increasing impervious surfaces at the site; however,
as discussed in Section 4.2, Flood, overall storm water runoff will decrease. Moreover, as
discussed above, in certain respects, water quality of the runoff from the site would be
expected generally to improve over the existing conditions, particularly over the
conditions in the agricultural areas. Those constituents whose concentrations and/or
loading in runoff may increase with the proposed development are not expected to create
significant adverse impacts and are anticipated to be controlled effectively through the
use of project-specific BMPs (PDFs). Dry weather flows are expected to be adequately
treated, and are unlikely to leave the site.

Regional plans and programs, including, without limitation, the Basin Plan and the
General MS4 Permit are designed to preserve and enhance water quality and protect the
beneficial uses of all regional waters within Region 4. The Basin Plan and the General
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MS4 Permit include narrative and numerical water quality objectives and parameters
that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses of Reach 7
of the Santa Clara River. Through such means, the RWQCB regulates water quality in
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, including the Santa Clara River watershed, and it is
the responsibility of the local jurisdictions (i.e., the City of Santa Clarita, LACDPW
Watershed Management Division, the Ventura County Flood Control District and the
RWQCB) to ensure that future development within the watershed would comply with
the same or similar types of water quality requirements as the proposed project.
Therefore, with these requirements in place, no cumulative water quality impacts are
anticipated.”

The Riverpark Draft EIR concludes with respect to noise that the proposed project would result in

significant and unavoidable noise impacts to existing sensitive receptors and that because landfill

resources are finite that the project would contribute to significant cumulative impacts to solid waste

disposal Furthermore with respect to Section 4.1, Geological Resources; 4.7, Land Use; 4.8, Water Service;

4.10, Education; 4.11, Library Services; 4.12, Parks and Recreation; 4.13, Fire Services; 4.14, Sheriff

Services; 4.15, Human Made Hazards; 4.17 Population/Housing/Employment would not result in

significant cumulative impacts. Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.19, Agricultural Resources concludes that

the conversion of prime agricultural uses to prime farmland is a significant cumulative impact.

Response 3

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of encroachment

of development into the Santa Clara River floodplain over the last few decades, and cites to articles that

are not attached to the comment letter. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzes the

proposed project’s potential project-level and cumulative impacts to biological resources, including,

without limitation, to the Santa Clara River and adjacent upland habitat throughout section (1) starting

on p. 4.6-60, and section (5) starting on p. 4.6-75. Additionally, Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications,

concludes that the Riverpark project would not result in the decline of species for the following reasons:

“[t]he long term historical record for the river indicates it has always been relatively dry
in the site area and restoration to previous conditions should not be aimed at developing
permanent water flows in this area. However, continued development in the drainage
could result in more wastewater discharge that could increase the extent of surface flow
and potentially improve conditions for stickleback and other native aquatic forms. As
indicated below, no significant impacts to the three sensitive aquatic species addressed
would occur as a result of the project implementation. This is generally due to the fact
that no substantial change to the aquatic habitats that support Sensitive species would
occur (for conclusions related to the more general biological impacts of the proposed
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project, please see EIR Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources). Specific reasons for the
lack of significant impacts to these sensitive aquatic species are provided below.

Unarmored Threespine Stickleback

Occurrence of unarmored threespine stickleback on the project site is predicted to be very
sporadic due to occasional strong storms or above average rainy seasons that may flush
fish downstream from known established populations upstream. Site Nos. 1-3 (Areas of
Standing Water) and proposed storm drain outlets provide possible areas that could
maintain fish for temporary periods depending on the permanence of surface flow in the
river and from these tributaries/storm drains. The implementation of project-related
improvements are unlikely to affect stickleback from using the Santa Clara River on the
project site.
The Flood Technical Report for Riverpark (PSOMAS, February 2004) prepared for the
Riverpark project concludes that there would be no significant increase in water surface
elevation, velocity, or sedimentation downstream of the project site as a result of project
improvements. Based upon these facts, no impacts to downstream populations of UTS
are expected.

Arroyo Toad

Occurrence of Arroyo Toad on the project site is unlikely, as the project site does not
contain the habitat characteristics necessary for the permanent habitation of the species,
primarily the lack of overflow pool habitat. Site No. 3 (Areas of Standing Water)
contained associated damp substrata with willow and cattail patches, but not vegetated
sandbars and overflow pool habitat parallel to the main channel. The other sites (Areas
of Standing Water) and on-site drainages are not large enough to form overflow pools
and, therefore, are not considered habitat.

The Flood Technical Report for Riverpark (PSOMAS, February 2004) prepared for the
Riverpark project concludes that there would be no significant increase in water surface
elevation, velocity, or sedimentation downstream of the project site as a result of project
improvements. Based these facts, no impacts to downstream populations of Arroyo
Toad are expected.

California Red-Legged Frog

California red-legged frogs occur rarely if at all in the Santa Clara River channel within
or near the project site. The site lacks the appropriate spawning pools that are the
ecologically central component of the California red-legged frog habitat.

The proposed project would modify the floodplain by placing bank stabilization along
selected portions of the river, developing the floodplain areas behind the bank
stabilization, and installing a bridge across the river. These actions would alter flows in
the river; however, the effects would only be observed during infrequent flood events
that reach the buried banks (e.g., 50-year and 100-year flood events). The proposed
project would cause an increase in flows, water velocities, water depth; and changes in
the flooded areas. However, these hydraulic effects would be minor in magnitude and
extent. These effects would be insufficient to alter the amount, location, and nature of
aquatic and riparian habitats in the project area and downstream. Under the project, the
river would still retain sufficient width to allow natural fluvial processes to continue.
Hence, the mosaic of habitats in the river that support various Sensitive species would be
maintained, and the populations of the species within and adjacent to the river corridor
would not be significantly affected.”

Additionally, since the Draft EIR and its Revised Biological Resources section were released for public

review, the project has been revised to push the proposed bank stabilization along the river from the park
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in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west further

back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of the river. (Please see Additional

Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, Figure 1, prepared by

GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix G), which depicts the previous project bank

stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing an increased setback.) The mature resource

edge along this portion of the project site will now be preserved and the buffer increased beyond that

provided by the NRMP. Finally, the potential cumulative impacts of the project as a whole have been

thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources.

Response 4

The comment expresses only the opinions of the commenter with respect to the effects of continued filling

and channelization of the Santa Clara River over the last few decades; the commenter asserts

unsubstantiated claims that continued filling and channelization of the river has altered and is altering

the hydrology of the watershed, has increased storm runoff and decreased water quality, and that the

river is now impaired for ammonia, chloride, coliform, nitrate/nitrite, and organic enrichment. This

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration, but no

further response is required since the comments are not addressed to the sufficiency of the Draft EIR or

Revised Draft EIR or its analyses.

Even so, it should be noted that Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.8.1, Water Quality; and

4.20, Floodplain Modifications, fully analyze the proposed project’s potential project-level and

cumulative impacts referred to by the commenter. It should also be noted, that the project does not

propose to fill or channelize the Santa Clara River, and that the reach of the river along which the

proposed project site is located is impaired only for fecal coliform. As concluded in the Draft EIR Section

4.8.1, Water Quality, the proposed project will not create any project-level or cumulative impacts to the

water quality in the river, either to the reach adjacent to the proposed project or in downstream reaches,

as concluded in Sections 4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain Modifications.

As described in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-1, and Draft EIR Section 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, the applicant has proposed to minimize impacts of project development,

including river-related improvements, on the water quality and biological resources of the river by

complying with and/or improving upon the development areas, mitigation measures, and other

conditions of the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP). The NRMP is a long-term management plan,

prepared at the request of the ACOE and approved by ACOE, the CDFG, and the LARWQCB as
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discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, at p. 4.6-2(a). The NRMP and the NRMP

EIS/EIR reviewed proposed development envelopes, and evaluated the river-related facilities that would

be associated with development in the envelopes, including bank protection, bridges, and floodplain

changes. In those documents, the agencies and the public assessed the need for buffers between

development and the river, to protect the biological and water quality resources provided by the river

from indirect impacts. The documents also fully analyzed the impacts of river-related facilities associated

with development, and imposed conditions, design restrictions, and mitigation measures related to

buffers and construction and operation of river-related improvements associated with development.

Based on implementation of the NRMP, ACOE, CDFG, and LARWQCB have approved and permitted

river-related improvements associated with development of the Riverpark project.

The project has been designed in accordance with the requirements and conditions of the NRMP, as

described in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, and in certain areas pulls back from the NRMP-permitted development. Pursuant to the

NRMP, the project will not channelize the river. In fact, the vast majority of the river adjacent to the 695-

acre development site, consisting of approximately 330 acres, will remain in its natural state, as noted in

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, p. 4.20-36. Pursuant to the NRMP, only the following

natural river management techniques, which have already been approved by ACOE, CDFG, and

RWQCB, will be implemented to control flow. These techniques are described in the Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications:

(1) Naturalized bank stabilization consisting of buried layers of soil cement (a mixture of soil and
Portland cement), which are buried under native soils and revegetated with native plants to
create a natural, but protected bank;

(2) Naturalized toe protection – consisting of ungrouted rip-rap, A-jacks™, or unburied soil cement.

(3) Hardened gunite (the material used for channelization) is used only to reinforce the Newhall
Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge abutments, and, for the entire project, affects less than
40,000 square feet of the river.

These innovative techniques minimize the adverse affects of flood control protection. As discussed in

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6 and Draft EIR Section 4.20, the alterations resulting from both development

and naturalized stabilization and flood control techniques do not adversely affect the channel stability,

sensitive habitats, or functions and value of the river. Further, as discussed in the URS analysis entitled,

A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan,

July 20, 2004 prepared by URS (Final EIR Appendix C), the prior implementation of NRMP-approved

flood control and stabilization within Reach 7 and downstream reaches has not adversely affected, but

rather has enhanced functions and values for the river. The NRMP predicts that compliance with its
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terms and requirements will actually result in an increase of approximately 69 aces of natural riverbed

and enhancement of habitat within the riverbed. (NRMP Section 3.0 at p. 5) As a result of compliance

with the NRMP, channelization of the river and associated adverse impacts are avoided. This prediction

has in fact been confirmed.  (Final EIR Appendix C)

Additionally, as acknowledged in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, at pp. 17–18, the reach of the

river adjacent to the project site and receiving runoff from the project site is impaired only for high

coliform count. This reach is not impaired for ammonia, chloride, coliform, nitrate/nitrite, and organic

enrichment. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, at Section 3(a), during the

majority of the year, the reach of the river receiving storm runoff from the proposed project site does not

exhibit surface flows that are tributary to the impaired reaches of the river. This is so because the flow in

the receiving reach of the river is largely and naturally ephemeral, with only intermittent areas being

created by nuisance runoff. In addition, as indicated in Draft EIR Section 4.8.1-3(a), there are intervening

sources of the pollutants impairing downstream reaches, which are discharging those pollutants

downstream of the proposed project, including wastewater treatment plant discharges. As a result,

runoff from the project area will only rarely be conveyed to the downstream, impaired reaches of the

river, and the runoff will mix with wastewater treatment plant discharges and other discharges in those

downstream reaches.

The reaches downstream from the project site are impaired for coliform, chloride, ammonia, nitrite, and

organic enrichment. The RWQCBLAR has determined that historical rural and mining land uses and

sewage treatment plants are actually the primary cause of these downstream water quality impairments

to the river today, rather than the fill and channelization of the river as asserted by the commenter. As

stated in the RWQCBLAR summary fact sheet for the Santa Clara River Watershed “[t]here are a number

of 303(d)-listed impairments in the watershed which are primarily attributable to these existing rural and

sewage treatment activities.” See http://www.swrcb.ca.gov /rwqcb4/html/programs/

regional_program/ws_santaclara.html.

Finally, and most importantly, to the extent that the project might otherwise contribute to any existing

water quality impairment in the receiving or downstream reaches of the river, the project has

incorporated site planning, source control, and treatment BMPs. As explained in the Draft EIR Section

4.8.1, Water Quality, at pp. 4.8.1-37–45 and 4.8.1-70–96, runoff from the project with BMPs would

adequately meet the receiving water quality standards (see Table 4.8.1-6, pp. 4.8.1-37–45), which include

both water quality and hydrologic objectives. The in-depth quantitative and qualitative analyses in the

Draft EIR conclude that the proposed development, including natural river management techniques,
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would not significantly impact the river with respect to Basin Plan water quality objectives, Section 303-d

listed pollutants, CTR criteria, or other water quality regulations. With respect to each of the pollutants

of concern listed by the commenter, the Draft EIR, Table 4.8.1-6, shows that runoff discharged from the

project site will not cause a violation of Basin Plan standards, TMDLs, or CTR criteria.

Response 5

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 6

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that cumulative impacts over the last few decades

mentioned in earlier comments have not been addressed in the Draft EIR. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Even so, it should be noted that the potential cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly

analyzed in the Draft EIR and further in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. A

summary of cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project appears in Responses 2 and 4,

above.

Response 7

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that cumulative impacts over the last few decades

mentioned in earlier comments have not been adequately addressed in the EIRs for projects other than

the proposed project this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses 2, 4, and 6,

above.

Response 8

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that continued failure to address and act on

cumulative impacts due to development is turning a large section of the river in and around the City of

Santa Clarita into a “dead zone.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision
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makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses 2,

3, 4, and 6, above.

Response 9

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the Santa Clara River, and, without

substantiation, purports to report a general conclusion reached by the USFWS regarding the loss of

riparian communities in general. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

It should be noted that, as discussed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, the

project would preserve the vast majority of the riparian resources associated with the Santa Clara River

and would transfer those resources to the City of Santa Clarita for future management as natural open

space. Additionally, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Biological Resources section were released for

public review, the project has been revised to push the proposed bank stabilization along the river, from

the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west,

further back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of the river, and to dedicate

additional portions of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to the City. (Please see Additional Hydrology

and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec,

dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix G) which depicts the previous project bank stabilization

location compared to the revised plan showing an increased setback.) These revisions would result in

preservation of over 330 acres on site, and an increase in the buffer. Additionally, A Functional Assessment

of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004 prepared by

URS (Final EIR Appendix C) both characterizes and evaluates the quality of wetland and riparian

habitats within selected areas of the Natural River Management Plan on the Santa Clara River. The

report concludes that when bank stabilization is placed upland from the active channel (buried bank

stabilization), floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had less

of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. The URS report also

concluded that bank stabilization that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer (such

as that proposed by the Riverpark project). The report states that the buffer also protects the river from

sediment erosion. One example of how buried bank stabilization with (such as that proposed by the
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Riverpark project) affected the quality of the riparian habitats within the reach sited in the report is the

Jefferson Apartment complex.

“[t]he downstream-most site is located east of I-5, between the Jefferson Apartments on
the south bank and a commercial complex to the north. The north bank of the site is
partially lined with exposed gunite, and buried soil cement bank stabilization is in place
along the southern bank. The vegetation communities within this reach are best
described as cottonwood/willow riparian forest, with southern willow scrub
interspersed. This was the highest-scoring site (HFA Total Score = .88), largely due to the
presence of a wide buffer between the river corridor and surrounding development.
Even along the portion of the north bank where exposed gunite is in place, the channel
width has not been excessively constrained and a riparian corridor is present between the
active channel and developed uplands.“ A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River
Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004, p. 2 (Final EIR
Appendix C).

Response 10

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the Santa Clara River due to bank stabilization, which the commenter erroneously refers to as

“channelizing.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, but no further response can be provided.

Again, the project does not propose to channelize the river, but only to install bank stabilization along a

portion of the north side of the river within the project site. (See Response 4, above.) As Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6 explains, the installation of bank stabilization in this part of the river was

previously approved in the NRMP promulgated by the CDFG and the ACOE. As the Draft EIR further

explains, the project as proposed and analyzed in the Draft EIR proposes modifications to the bank

stabilization approved in the NRMP to move the bank stabilization further back from the river in certain

locations. Additionally, as discussed in the Draft EIR and in Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

the project would preserve the vast majority of the riparian resources associated with the Santa Clara

River and would transfer those resources to the City of Santa Clarita for future management as natural

open space. Finally, as noted above, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Biological Resources section

were released for public review, the project has been revised to push the proposed bank stabilization

along the river from the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly

commercial parcel in the west further back to preserve the mature riparian resources along this edge of

the river, and to dedicate additional portions of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River (off the project

site) to the City. (Please see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project

Technical Report, Figure 1, prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix G)
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which depicts the previous project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing an

increased setback.)

Further, as discussed in Response 9, above, the report prepared by URS entitled, A Functional Assessment

of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan, July 20, 2004, (Final EIR

Appendix C) concludes that when bank stabilization is placed upland from the active channel (buried

bank stabilization), floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization had

less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. The URS report also

concluded that buried bank stabilization that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer

and beneficial effects (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project). The report states that the buffer

also protects the river from sediment erosion.

Response 11

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the riparian and terrace habitats associated with the Santa Clara River. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

The project’s potential project-level and cumulative impacts on biological resources and the Santa Clara

River floodplain are fully analyzed in Sections 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and in Revised Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR. Potential impacts on biota throughout a much larger portion of the

river, from the eastern Riverpark boundary to the west at Castaic Creek, including, without limitation,

the reach of the river within the project site, were also analyzed previously in the EIR/EIS for the NRMP,

incorporated into the Draft EIR by reference (CEQA Guidelines § 15150; see e.g., Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-3; Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-3). Additionally, the report prepared

by URS entitled, A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River

Management Plan, July 20, 2004, (Final EIR Appendix C) concludes that when bank stabilization is placed

upland from the active channel (buried bank stabilization), floodplain, and terrace geomorphological

units of the river, the bank stabilization had less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions

of the riparian system. The URS report also concluded that buried bank stabilization that includes native

plant restoration allows for increased buffer and beneficial effects (such as that proposed by the

Riverpark project). The report further concludes that the buffer also protects the river from sediment

erosion.
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Moreover, since the Draft EIR was released for public comment, the project has been revised by moving

the bank stabilization in the area from the park in the central portion of the project site in the east to the

easterly commercial parcel in the west further back from the river. As compared to the project design

analyzed in the Draft EIR, this change would result preservation of mature riparian resources along the

river in this location and in an increased buffer.

Response 12

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the Santa Clara River due to “urban edge effects, including illegal ORV use” which the commenter

asserts “degrade riparian biological values.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

The project’s potential project-level and cumulative impacts on biological resources and the Santa Clara

River floodplain are fully analyzed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Draft EIR

Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications. Urban edge effects are specifically discussed in Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6,Biological Resources at pp. 4.6-83–86 and are mitigated to a less than significant level by

Mitigation Measures 4.6-13–19. In addition, as discussed in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, potential impacts on biota throughout a much larger portion of the river, from the eastern

boundary of the Riverpark site to the western boundary at Castaic Creek, including, without limitation,

the reach of the river within the project site, as well as impacts from placing development within the

floodplain and the SEA, were also analyzed previously in the EIR/EIS for the NRMP, incorporated into

the Draft EIR by reference (CEQA Guidelines § 15150; see Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-

3). The NRMP permits development along the Santa Clara River, including, without limitation, the

project site, along a development line it established, subject to certain mitigation measures. Subsequently,

the beneficial effects of the NRMP provisions have been confirmed by a report prepared by URS entitled,

A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan,

July 20, 2004, (Final EIR Appendix C); that report concludes that when bank stabilization (buried bank

stabilization) is placed upland from the active channel, floodplain, and terrace geomorphological units of

the river, the bank stabilization had less of an impact on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the

riparian system. The URS report also concludes that buried bank stabilization (such as that proposed by

the Riverpark project) that includes native plant restoration allows for increased buffer and beneficial

effects.  The report further concludes that the buffer also protects the river from sediment erosion.
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The proposed project was designed to comply with the NRMP and it incorporates all applicable

mitigation measures. (See Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.) The project design also

further improves upon the NRMP-permitted development. Revised Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-80, states that

“[a]s part of the Riverpark project, the applicant has elected to move certain components
of the project further away from the river, and has eliminated bank stabilization in
certain areas, than what was permitted by the NRMP, thereby, reducing the amount of
riparian area impacted by development when compared with the riparian area that could
be developed under the NRMP. As shown in Figure 4.6-7, a total of 13.2 net acres of
riparian area that could be developed under the NRMP-related permits would no longer
be developed if the Riverpark project were developed as proposed.”

Additionally, the Riverpark project eliminates NRMP-approved bank stabilization from the eastern

terminus of the “toe protection” to the western bridge abutment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden

Valley Road Bridge (roughly half of the Riverpark site that is adjacent to the river).

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-51, discusses the need for setbacks,

or buffer zones, between riparian ecosystems and adjacent development. Several studies are referenced

in that Section that address the home range requirements of riparian-dependent wildlife and the need for

adjacent upland habitats to be included in these home ranges. North Valencia Annexation Buffer Study

April 1997, conducted along the Santa Clara River that found that a minimum of 100 feet of high quality

upland habitat, as measured from the edge of the riparian canopy, was necessary to provide for the

foraging and breeding habitat requirements of riparian wildlife and to maintain species diversity within

the riparian ecosystem. This distance is consistent with that recommended by several resource agencies

and professional biologists familiar with the biological resources along the Santa Clara River. As a result,

one of the thresholds used for determining whether the project had potentially significant impacts was

whether or not it maintains a 100-foot buffer from the riparian resource edge (p. 4.6-78). For the reasons

discussed there, the project was found to have significant and unavoidable impacts based on this

threshold (pp. 4.6-78, 109). As Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, explains, there are two

small areas where the proposed project encroaches within the approved development line as established

by the NRMP and do not adhere to the 100-foot buffer standard. One such area encroaches

approximately 80 feet in order to preserve a Heritage oak tree. The other encroachment of approximately

200 feet is at the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge, due to the realignment of Newhall

Ranch Road. The remaining portions of the project that would not adhere to the 100-foot buffer standard

(but do comply with the NRMP development line) consist of lower value habitat adjacent to areas that

have historically been disturbed by agricultural operations (Area A2) and areas characterized by high

bluffs (portions of Area B) which limit the use of this upland zone by riparian species. Finally, the

remaining encroachments within the 100-foot upland preserve occur due to the Santa Clara River
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Regional Trail (primarily on the eastern portion of the project site where topography necessitates its

location along the river).

However, after the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for

public comment (in March 2004), the project was revised in two respects. First, to preserve even more of

the river and its mature riparian resources and create an increased buffer, the project has been revised by

relocating the proposed bank stabilization along the river from the park in the central portion of the

project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west further back from the river. (Please

see Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report, Figure 1,

prepared by GeoSyntec, dated October 13, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix G) which depicts the previous

project bank stabilization location compared to the revised plan showing a deeper setback.) Second, the

project applicant has agreed to dedicate approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara

River to the City to be preserved as open space.

Response 13

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding purported previously created impacts

on the Santa Clara River due to purported failures to provide adequate buffer zones protecting the

riparian corridor but does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged

and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration, but no further response can be

provided. Nevertheless, adequate buffer zone to protect the riparian corridor are fully analyzed in

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6.  Please see Responses 12, above, and Response 17, below.

Response 14

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the project will eliminate the function of the

Santa Clara River terrace area as wildlife habitat or wildlife corridors, but does not specifically comment

on the contents of the Draft EIR. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration, but no further response can be provided. Even so, Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6 analyzes potential impacts on wildlife corridors. In addition, please see Response 12, above,

and Response 17, below.

Please note further that NRMP measures a) through rr) have been incorporated into the project design,

many of which will minimize the impacts to riparian vegetation and replace any vegetation temporarily

or permanently removed. (Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-87–98.)

Therefore, the riparian vegetation that will be removed as a result of project implementation will not
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substantially affect the ability of resident and non-resident species to use the river as a movement

corridor. The project will also preserve and restore various amounts of upland habitat adjacent to the

river system that will allow some species, especially larger mammals, to use those adjacent upland areas

as movement corridors.

As the Draft EIR also explains (Revised Section 4.6, p. 4.6-8.), the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley

Road Bridge will afford the opportunity for wildlife, particularly large mammals, to move down the river

corridor, as there will be adequate vertical and horizontal spacing, a natural (dirt, sand, vegetation)

substrate on which to travel under the bridge structure, and an openness effect that will allow such

wildlife to detect light, open space and habitat at the exiting end of the structure.

Response 15

The comment submits two scientific studies addressing edge effects and buffer zones in riparian systems

which the commenter characterizes as supporting “the statement that urban development degrades

adjacent biological resources,” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Notwithstanding this, staff reviewed the two articles submitted by Friends of the Santa Clara River

dealing with the design of buffers to determine if the articles apply to the project site. The first article,

Predicting the Impacts of Urbanization on Riparian Bird Communities, was a study of three relatively narrow

creeks in the San Francisco Bay area. The creeks were less than 45 feet wide, with a riparian corridor

width of less than 240 feet. In contrast, the Santa Clara River riparian corridor and buffers are four to ten

times wider. The study did not evaluate the direct effects of habitat alteration, but instead “focused on

the ways in which intact remnants of riparian habitat have been affected by urbanization on adjacent

lands [i.e., where no buffers currently exist].” The study also did not identify a minimum buffer width

required for the maintenance of the integrity of riparian bird communities, but suggests that broader

buffers better maintain riparian bird species richness. The study noted that species richness and density

were negatively related to the abundance and proximity of bridges either because the bridges hindered

free movement across gaps between sections of riparian habitat or because they were simply an indicator

of the overall degree of adjacent urbanization.  The study also stated that

“[s]ome of the detrimental effects of urbanization 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
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between developed areas and riparian habitats. Habitat restoration efforts, particularly
those that broaden riparian corridors and link fragments of riparian habitat, would
augment habitat 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 communities (e.g., by restricting access to riparian
habitats) and replace exotic plants with native species would also benefit riparian bird
communities.”

Based on the City’s biological consultant’s review, this article is not directly applicable to the conditions

found on the project site. For example, unlike the areas in the article, the project design (a) includes a

bridge crossing, which was not found to cause significant impacts to riparian habitat; and (b) includes

upland buffers between the river and proposed development. Furthermore, the Santa Clara River

corridor through the project area is itself a very wide, long, and continuous wildlife corridor and habitat

area that is larger than any addressed in the article.

The second article submitted by the commenter was also reviewed by City staff. The article is entitled,

“Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in California: Replacing Guesswork with Science.” This article is

an informative review of buffer issues, which was generated from issues related to the design of reserves

of the kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan in Riverside County. The article describes several

approaches to quantifying edge effects in order to design buffer zones for nature reserves. The study

suggests developing a buffering protocol that identifies the external forces likely to impact the sensitive

species in question, determining the extent to which external forces are likely to penetrate the reserve

boundary, and ranking those forces in terms of likely negative impact in order to produce a prioritized

list of buffering requirements. As stated, the article studied the kangaroo rat reserve and did not specify

a buffer distance for a riparian corridor, such as the Santa Clara River SEA 23. As a result, City staff

believes that the only available and applicable evidence in directly assessing the "adequacy" of a buffer

area for this riparian corridor is found in the site-specific studies and analyses that already have been

performed along the river corridor within the project area.  Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6.

To the extent that the comment could be read to imply that the project contains inadequate buffers, please

see Response 12, above, and Response 17, below.

Response 16

The comment asserts that “more studies are definitely needed on the impacts of development on riparian

ecosystems” and that development along the Santa Clara River “is an experiment on a large scale with

the fate of the river ecosystem in the balance,” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to
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the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue,

no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, the City has concluded that sufficient studies have

been conducted and prepared to provide substantial evidence of the impacts of the project on riparian

habitats, both project-specific and cumulative.  Please see Response 12, above, and Response 17, below.

In addition to the Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River

Management Plan, July 20, 2004, (Final EIR Appendix C), numerous studies and research have been

conducted on the Santa Clara River riparian ecosystems (including the Riverpark project) as is

acknowledged in Revised Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-2–4:

“In order to use published information to preliminarily identify special-status plant and
animal species (those species considered Rare, Threatened, Endangered, or otherwise
sensitive by various state and federal resource agencies) that have been known to
historically occur in the vicinity of the project site, the 2002 update of the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) as well as the 2002 California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) electronic data base, for the Newhall and Mint Canyon California USGS 7.5-
minute quadrangle maps were reviewed. Other data sources reviewed included: (1) the
Federal Register listing package for each federally listed Endangered or Threatened
species potentially occurring on the project site or in the project vicinity; (2) literature
from scientific sources pertaining to habitat requirements of special-status species
potentially occurring on the project site; (3) other environmental or biological
documentation of the project site (if available on the particular subject) or properties in
the immediate vicinity; and (4) distributional information contained in Hall (1981) and
Williams (1986) to determine the potential for common and special-status mammals to
occur on the project site; Grinnel and Miller (1984) and Garrett and Dunn (1981) for
common bird occurrences; Stebbins (1985) for reptiles and amphibians; California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 2003), Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf (1995), Holland (1986)
and Munz (1974) for plant community descriptions occurring within the project vicinity;
and Pavlik (1992) and Skinner and Pavlik (1994) for oak tree information.

Sources used to determine the sensitivity status of biological resources are: Plants – U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1993 and 1996), California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG 2003), CNDDB 2002, and (CNPS) (Skinner and Pavlik 1994-1999); Wildlife –
USFWS (1994 and 1996), CDFG (2003), CNDDB (2002), Williams (1986), and Remsen
(1978); Habitats – California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG 2003) (pers. comm.
Keeler-Wolf) and Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf (1995).

(1) Background

On November 30, 1998, the ACOE, CDFG, and the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) approved the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP) for the
Santa Clara River. The NRMP is a long-term, master plan that provides for the
construction of various infrastructure improvements on lands adjacent to the Santa Clara
River and portions of two of its tributaries. More specifically, the NRMP governs a
portion of the main-stem of the Santa Clara River from Castaic Creek to one-half mile
east of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Aqueduct and portions of San
Francisquito Creek and the Santa Clara River South Fork, Los Angeles County,
California. The project site is located within the portion of the river now governed by the
NRMP.
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In connection with this approval, the following permits were issued by the following
agencies:

• Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) – Permit No. 94-00504-BAH under Section 404 of
the Federal Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act allows for
certain activities that result in the discharge of fill or dredged materials into “Waters
of the U.S.” or in this case the Santa Clara River. Prior to issuing this permit, the
ACOE had completed an endangered species consultation (pursuant to Section 7 of
the Federal Endangered Species Act) with the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service.

• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) – 1603 Streambed Alteration
Agreement No. 5-502-97 and Incidental Take Permit No. 2081-1998-49-5. In
summary, the Streambed Alteration Agreement allows for activities that alter the
“…natural flow or change the bed, channel or bank of the river…” The Incidental
Take Permit applies to all state listed species pursuant to Fish and Game Code
Section 2081(b).

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Region) – Order No.
99-104 related to waste discharge associated with the improvements included in the
NRMP.

The NRMP was prepared in response to an ACOE request to prepare a long-range
management plan for projects and activities potentially affecting the Santa Clara River
and San Francisquito Creek. More specifically, the NRMP, and its certified EIS/EIR
(NRMP EIS/EIR), analyze impacts associated with the implementation of various
infrastructure improvements (bank stabilization, bridges, utility crossings, storm drain
outlets, etc.) along and within portions of the Santa Clara River adjacent to Newhall Land
properties, including the Riverpark project site. The NRMP, and its EIR/EIS, are
available at the City of Santa Clarita, Planning and Building Services Department, 23920
Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita, California, and are incorporated in this EIR
by reference.

Due to the discovery in 2001 of a southwestern arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) within the
NRMP boundaries (in a location west of the confluence of San Francisquito Creek and the
Santa Clara River, approximately 1.5 miles west of the Riverpark project site), additional
Section 7 (of the Endangered Species Act) consultation between the ACOE and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated. Prior to initiating this consultation, the ACOE
and CDFG had removed certain stretches of the Santa Clara River and San Francisquito
Creek from the consultation area as these areas lacked the necessary habitat requirements
for the arroyo toad. The areas covered by the NRMP but designated as “no may effect”
included the Santa Clara River 1,000 feet upstream of the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge
(including most of the Riverpark site), San Francisquito Creek north of the Newhall
Ranch Road Bridge and the South Fork of the Santa Clara River south of the Valencia
Boulevard Bridge. This consultation, along with the preparation of a Biological Opinion
(dated November 15, 2002) (Appendix 4.6), resulted in the issuance of a modification to
the 1998 ACOE Section 404 Permit (issued June 23, 2003) (Appendix 4.6) that includes
provisions for the protection of the arroyo toad in the affected NRMP area. (The
Biological Opinion and the Section 404 modification are incorporated in this EIR and are
also available at the City of Santa Clarita, Planning and Building Services Department,
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita, California.)”

As demonstrated above, substantial and sufficient research has been conducted on the ecology and the

effects of development on the Santa Clara River, particularly with the EIR/EIS prepared for the NRMP

and with the Riverpark EIR requiring no further study with regard to the proposed project.
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Response 17

The comment expresses the general opinions of the commenter that “creating larger buffer zones to

conserve more of the riparian community is a must.” This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. To the

extent this comment could be interpreted as suggesting that the project include a wider buffer zone,

please see Response 12, above.

Response 18

The comment quotes from a paper relating to riparian bird communities submitted with the comment

letter expressing the author’s belief in the importance of “maintaining broad buffers of undeveloped land

between developed areas and riparian habitats.” This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded

to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on

the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. To the extent that the

comment could be interpreted as suggesting that the project include a wider buffer zone, please see

Response 12, above.

Response 19

This comment implies that the project does not create an “adequate buffer zone,” that the project is,

therefore, not consistent with Policy 5.3 under Goal 5 of the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan,

and that only if the project created an “adequate buffer zone” could this policy of the City’s General Plan

be effectively implemented. The City disagrees with this comment. First, the City does not agree that

there is only one method by which a development project within an SEA can be consistent with Policy 5.3

under Goal 5 of the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan. Had the City intended to limit the

means and methods of implementing Policy 5.3 solely to provision of an “adequate buffer zone,” it would

have so provided in Policy 5.3. Instead, Policy 5.3 calls for consistency through “creative site planning

techniques” (the comment omits the reference to site planning) to avoid and minimize, not simply avoid,

disturbances in SEA areas. This policy can be achieved in many different ways, depending upon the

circumstances of each development project and each development site.

Second, the City analyzed the project’s consistency with the City’s General Plan, and found it to be

consistent. (Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use.) Based on the analyses contained in the Draft EIR,

including, without limitation in the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, the City specifically
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concluded that the project is consistent with Policy 5.3. (Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use, pp. 4.7-67–68.)

In turn, the Draft EIR’s Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, contains the City’s analyses with respect

to the project’s potential impacts on the Santa Clara River SEA (Id. pp. 4.6-81 and 4.6-83). Although

approximately 90 percent of the habitat within the SEA will be preserved, the Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR (p. 4.6-125) concludes that the net loss of 29 acres of habitat within the SEA as a result of project

implementation is a significant impact under CEQA that cannot be fully mitigated. However, after the

Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public comment, the project

was revised in two respects. First, to preserve even more of the river and its mature riparian resources,

the project has been revised by relocating the bank stabilization from the park in the central portion of the

project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west. Second, the project applicant has

agreed to dedicate approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to the City to be

preserved as open space.

Response 20

The comment suggests that the City develop an additional alternative to the project, which the

commenter labels the “Floodplain/Terrace Avoidance Alternative,” but it does not describe further.

The Draft EIR does in fact address the commenter’s concerns that alternatives look at floodplain and

terrace avoidance. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR provides a

reasonable range of alternatives, including Alternative 2, Santa Clara River Reduced bank Stabilization

Alternative. This alternative addresses the option of setbacks not only from the 50-year Q-cap line, but

also from the upland preserve and buffer, as suggested by the comment. This alternative would

implement a setback of the Q-cap 50-year line or the upland preserve/buffer setback from the resource

line—whichever is more restrictive—in order to preserve the entire river corridor.

As analyzed and discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR (pp. 6.0-3–13), however, this

alternative, although environmentally superior to the proposed project on the basis of environmental

impacts, alone, would provide fewer housing opportunities to meet the anticipated demand for housing

expected in the Santa Clarita area. Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in a loss of

approximately 54 single-family dwelling units from Planning Area A-1, 24 single-family units from

Planning Area A-2, 1 acre of commercial property, 4 acres of active parkland, and 1 additional oak tree.

(Id., p. 6.0-3.) Therefore, as the Draft EIR concludes (pp. 6.0-12–13), this alternative would too narrowly

limit the housing opportunities on the site and thus would fail to meet the project objective of providing a

substantial number of new housing units to accommodate projected regional growth in a location which

is adjacent to existing and planned infrastructure, urban services, public transit, transportation corridors,
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and major employment areas. (See Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-13 of the Draft EIR.) In order to

meet that project objective, the alternative would have to provide for greater or more dense development

in other areas; such intensified development would, in turn, likely create the same impacts as those

created by the proposed project (if not more, due to the increased density and intensity).

Moreover, after the Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project was revised in three respects. First, to preserve even more of the river and its

mature riparian resources, the project has been revised by relocating the bank stabilization from the park

in the central portion of the project site in the east to the easterly commercial parcel in the west. The

mature resource edge along this portion of the project site will now be preserved and an adjacent upland

buffer of 100 feet will also be provided. Second, the project applicant has agreed to dedicate

approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River (off the project site) to the City to be

preserved as open space. Third, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of

the river bottom and away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the

western bridge abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and

Recreation, Figure 4.12-4, Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the

multi-purpose trail and will cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (Final

EIR Appendix D, Revised Tentative Tract Maps) Concomitantly, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be

widened from 20–25 feet, which will provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large enough

to accommodate all trail users. This project modification will reduce the potential impacts on riparian

resources with which this commenter is concerned.

Finally, as compared to the proposed project as revised, Alternative 2 would not lessen any potential

impacts on either the arroyo toad or western spadefoot toad. The Draft EIR concludes that it is unlikely

that impacts would occur to individual arroyo toads, due to the lack of suitable habitat in and adjacent to

the Santa Clara River within the project site. (Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-28, 74.)

Because western spadefoot toads inhabit shallow, temporary seasonal rainpools and vernal pools in

upland areas. (Please see Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Appendix Results of Focused

Western Spadefoot Toad Surveys for discussion with regard to the toad’s characteristics.) Alternative 2’s

configuration would not affect this species’ habitat.  (Id., pp. 4.6-28, 74)

Response 21

The commenter’s request to redesign the eastern terminus of the proposed project trail system to end at

Santa Clarita Parkway is noted. The design of the project trail system as proposed is consistent with the

City of Santa Clarita General Plan. Moreover, proposed Santa Clarita Parkway will divide Planning Area
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A-2 to the west and Planning Area B to the east. As explained in the Draft EIR Revised Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, at p. 4.6-79, when discussing potential impacts of the trail system, the majority of

Planning Area B is located on a bluff overlooking the Santa Clara River. Because the bluff is immediately

adjacent to the river, the 100-foot upland preserve zone is located on top of the bluff and, therefore, any

impacts to the 100-foot upland preserve zone within Planning Area B would occur on top of the bluff.

The position of this upland zone at the top of the bluff’s steep cliffs already limits the use of this upland

area by riparian species such as small animals and some birds and, therefore, potential impacts to such

species would also be limited.

Farther east, the trail’s placement in proximity to the Santa Clara River would also allow humans and

domestic animals greater access to sensitive areas, and such access could cause potentially significant

impacts, which impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR. (Id. at pp. 4.6-79, 84–85) However, with the

imposition of Mitigation Measures 4.6-13–18, such impacts would be reduced to a less than significant

level.

In addition, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of the river bottom and

away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the western bridge

abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, Figure 4.12-4,

Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the multi-purpose trail and will

cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (Final EIR Appendix D, Revised

Tentative Tract Maps) Additionally, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be widened from 20 to 25 feet,

which will provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large enough to accommodate all trail

users. This project modification will reduce the potential impacts on riparian resources with which this

commenter is concerned.

Response 22

The commenter suggests that terminating the trail at Santa Clarita Parkway would avoid negative

impacts to the eastern portion of the project area due to increased disturbance by humans, domestic

animals, and ORVs. Please see Response 21, above. As discussed above, Revised Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, of the Riverpark Draft EIR identifies an increase of disturbances caused by human impacts,

ORV, and domestic animals in section (1) on p. 4.6-84 as a significant impact. Mitigation Measures 4.6-

13–18 starting on p. 4.6-106 mitigate these impacts to a less than significant level.
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In addition, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

comment, the project has been revised to move the equestrian trail north, outside of the river bottom and

away from the river. Rather than separating from the multi-purpose trail before the western bridge

abutment for the pedestrian/bike bridge (see Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, Figure 4.12-4,

Recreation and Trails Plan), the equestrian trail will now remain within the multi-purpose trail and will

cross over the Los Angeles Aqueduct on the pedestrian/bike bridge. (Final EIR Appendix D, Revised

Tentative Tract Maps) Concomitantly, the pedestrian/bike bridge will be widened from 20 to 25 feet,

which will provide a minimum clearance of 20 feet on the bridge, large enough to accommodate all trail

users. This project modification will reduce the potential impacts on riparian resources with which this

commenter is concerned.
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49. LETTER RECEIVED FROM MARY INDERMILL, DATED

JANUARY 25, 2005

Response 1

The commenter opposes development of the floodplain as described for aesthetic, environmental

protection and because the floodplain is vulnerable to floods. The project encroaches upon the existing

FEMA flood hazard area primarily with residential Lots 338–352 along the southern site boundary. This

potentially significant impact would be mitigated by the installation of the buried bank stabilization that

would protect the above-noted residential units from floodwaters and subsequent impacts, and

consequently would remove these units from the potential for flooding. Furthermore, on January 12,

2005 FEMA issued a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) (see, Appendix J) conditionally

approving a revision to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) removing the flood hazard, upon

construction of floodway improvements, from the above-referenced lots. This letter is attached. Please

see Responses to Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, April 2004), 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20

(Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 44

(Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 2

The commenter stated that the City of Santa Clarita and its representatives could be liable to life and

property loss due to flooding as a result of the project.  Please see Response 1, above.
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50. LETTER RECEIVED FROM MARC FLORES, DATED JANUARY

25, 2005

Response 1

The commenter had a concern with quality of life issues, that adding another housing development is

short-sighted and values only the short-term influx of revenues from the developers. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter stated that Santa Clarita Valley has enough problems with population density and

increasing the density before the City has achieved equilibrium will complicate and increase problems.

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the project’s density and

intensity are substantially less than that permitted by the City’s General Plan and the project site’s current

zoning, which would have permitted (considering slope density) development of 3,461 dwelling units,

1,898,903 square feet of Community Commercial floor area, 8,344,092 of Commercial Office floor area,

and 767,881 square feet of Industrial Commercial floor area. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use, p.

4.7-7.

Response 3

The commenter stated that it was his opinion that if residents were allowed to vote on the project and all

of the speakers and correspondence received against the project it would indicate that the people would

vote against Riverpark. The commenter further asked if quality of life should be preserved or if open

space should be filled with development and the subsequent consequences. The commenter also

suggested a re-designed City logo to describe in his opinion what the City is becoming. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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51. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JOHN GONZALEZ, DATED

JANUARY 25, 2005

Response 1

The commenter stated that the proposed project has the potential to become another La Conchita and

referred to an article in the Daily News, Santa Clarita edition, dated January 24, 2005, which discussed

impacts of recent floods and development that is situated too close to the Santa Clara River. The project

encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood hazard area primarily with residential Lots 338–352 along the

southern site boundary. This potentially significant impact would be mitigated by the installation of the

buried bank stabilization that would protect the above-noted residential units from floodwaters and

subsequent impacts, and consequently would remove these units from the potential for flooding.

Furthermore, on January 12, 2005 FEMA issued a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR)

conditionally approving a revision to the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) removing the flood hazard,

upon construction of floodway improvements, from the above-referenced lots. This letter is attached to

this Final EIR (see, Appendix J). Please see Responses to Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River,

April 2004), 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 25

(Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR.

The article also discussed potential water quality impacts. Section 4.2, Flood, and Section 4.8-1, Water

Quality, concludes that the project would not create significant cumulative flood and water quality

impacts with the following summation:

“It has been estimated that approximately 4 percent of that portion of the Santa Clara
River watershed found in Los Angeles County would be developed and approximately
2.5 percent of the portion of the watershed found in Ventura County would be

developed.2 Each development project in the Santa Clara River watershed (1,634 sq.
miles) will be of varying character and size, will have its own unique topographic and
geologic characteristics, will have flood and water quality impacts that will be unique to
the geologic/soil conditions of the site, to the tributary watershed in which it is located,
and to the reach of the Santa Clara River to which it drains, either directly or indirectly,
and will be subject to the development criteria of the jurisdiction in which it is located.

All development within the portion of the watershed of the Santa Clara River located in
Los Angeles County, including that within the City of Santa Clarita, is required to
comply with the LACDPW Q-cap requirements to ensure that upstream or downstream
flooding does not occur and to ensure that downstream erosion and sedimentation do
not occur. Compliance with these requirements ensures consistency with the County’s
Q-cap model. Pursuant to LACDPW requirements, all drainage systems in
developments that carry runoff from developed areas must be designed for the 25-year

2 Alex Sheydayi, Deputy Director, Ventura County Public Works Agency, Flood Control Department, statement
made at the Santa Clara River Enhancement and Management Plan Steering Committee Meeting, May 30, 1995.
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Urban Design Storm, while storm drains under major and secondary highways, open
channels (main channels), debris carrying systems, and sumps must be designed for the
50-year Capital Flood Storm. LACDPW also prohibits significant increases in off-site
post-development storm flows and significant increases in storm flow velocities.
Development in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed must also comply with
LACDPW design criteria. As a result of compliance, overall storm runoff discharge
quantities from the watershed under post-development runoff conditions would be less
than or equal to existing conditions largely because the runoff would be free of the debris
that is typical of undeveloped watersheds and flow velocities would not increase
significantly. Because on-site facilities would already have been built for burned and
bulked flows from undeveloped areas, they would have more than adequate capacity to
accommodate off-site flows as the off-site portions of the drainage areas develop.

Further, all development within the portion of the watershed of the Santa Clara River
located within the jurisdiction of the RWQCB, including that within the City of Santa
Clarita, is required to comply with the orders and regulations issued by the RWQCB, as
well as those issued by the SWRCB, the NPDES, the County of Los Angeles, and the City
of Santa Clarita and federal law during both construction and operation of the project.
Further, each current and future development in the Santa Clarita Valley will also be
required to meet all of those requirements to control storm water discharges of pollutants
of concern for each such development.

As the analysis of project development demonstrates, development in minor drainage
courses within Reach 7 of the Santa Clara River in compliance with these requirements
would result in less than significant impacts. Additionally, as a policy, both the City of
Santa Clarita and the LACDPW prohibit significant increases in flow velocity from a
project site; therefore, adherence to this policy would result in no significant cumulative
increases in velocity or erosion/sedimentation impacts along that portion of the Santa
Clara River, which drains to this watershed.

Other projects within the City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County would be subject
not only to the same general requirements as the proposed Riverpark project, but also to
such other requirements as the City of Santa Clarita (as applicable), the LACDPW and
the RWQCB may specifically identify for them based on their unique characteristics.

The analysis of project conditions, above, demonstrates that project development, which
must comply with all of these City, County, state and federal requirements, would not
create any significant impacts. Compliance with the Basin Plan, the General MS4 Permit
and the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit controls pollutants in runoff
from the project, and thus runoff from the project causes no incremental increase in the
cumulative impact of watershed-wide development.

Because the cumulative project storm water quality improvements in the City of Santa
Clarita and Los Angeles County would be required to conform to all of the above-
referenced requirements, no potentially significant cumulative project flooding impacts
are expected to occur from the incremental impacts of the project. These water quality
standards will ensure that no potentially significant cumulative impacts will occur.

a. Water Quality

If not properly controlled, the cumulative effects on water quality from future
development within the Santa Clara River watershed could be adverse and potentially
significant. The nature of the land uses involved, the manner in which runoff is
controlled prior to discharge pursuant to the requirements of the controlling jurisdictions
(i.e., LACDPW, City of Santa Clarita, Ventura County Flood Control District, SWRCB
and RWQCB), and the manner in which urban wastes are managed and prevented from
becoming part of the storm water runoff would all affect the significance of such
cumulative water quality impacts by lessening them.
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Overall, the project would be expected to improve surface water quality conditions in the
watershed, as compared to existing conditions. The project would increase storm water
runoff volumes in the watershed by increasing impervious surfaces at the site; however,
as discussed in Section 4.2, Flood, overall storm water runoff will decrease. Moreover, as
discussed above, in certain respects, water quality of the runoff from the site would be
expected generally to improve over the existing conditions, particularly over the
conditions in the agricultural areas. Those constituents whose concentrations and/or
loading in runoff may increase with the proposed development are not expected to create
significant adverse impacts and are anticipated to be controlled effectively through the
use of project-specific BMPs (PDFs). Dry weather flows are expected to be adequately
treated, and are unlikely to leave the site.

Regional plans and programs, including, without limitation, the Basin Plan and the
General MS4 Permit are designed to preserve and enhance water quality and protect the
beneficial uses of all regional waters within Region 4. The Basin Plan and the General
MS4 Permit include narrative and numerical water quality objectives and parameters
that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses of Reach 7
of the Santa Clara River. Through such means, the RWQCB regulates water quality in
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, including the Santa Clara River watershed, and it is
the responsibility of the local jurisdictions (i.e., the City of Santa Clarita, LACDPW
Watershed Management Division, the Ventura County Flood Control District and the
RWQCB) to ensure that future development within the watershed would comply with
the same or similar types of water quality requirements as the proposed project.
Therefore, with these requirements in place, no cumulative water quality impacts are
anticipated.”
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52. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JOSEPH ROBIDEAUX, DATED

JANUARY 25, 2005

Response 1

The commenter wanted to know who assumes liability for flood insurance in a flood plain. The private

property owner is responsible for flood insurance should they own property in a flood zone. It should be

pointed out that none of the future residential or commercial property owners within the Riverpark

project will be required to obtain flood insurance. This has been confirmed by FEMA’s approval of a

Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) dated January 12, 2005 (see, Appendix J). This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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53. LETTER RECEIVED FROM JOHN STEFFEN, DATED JANUARY

25, 2005

The commenter provided documentation with regard to truck exhaust and cancer causing toxins. Please

see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, particularly the discussion of potential health effects of

air quality pollutants at pp. 4.4-17–40, and Topical Response 5, Air Quality for additional air quality

information. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE MARCH 22, 2005

CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING

54. Written Comments received from Karen Pearson, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter submitted an agreement concerning Lot 526 and the hill behind Gavilan Drive.

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final

EIR analyses, no further response can be provided.
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55. Written Comments received from Petition Signers, dated March 22, 2005

1. The petition addressed the establishment of landscape maintenance district for Lot 526,

maintenance of the hillside behind Gavilan Drive and those certain residents of the Emblem

Tract.  Please see Written Response 54, above.
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56. Written Comments received from Diana Shaw, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that her neighborhood didn’t need to become traffic central. The

commenter stated that she is not against low density (1,100) but flattening the hill is ungodly and

egregious because of the floodplain. The project applicant has revised the project and will not be

reducing the height of that portion of the ridge adjacent to the homes along Gavilan Drive in the

Emblem neighborhood. We are unsure of the commenter’s intent to associate flattening of the hill

to the floodplain; therefore, no further response can be prepared. The commenter’s statements

regarding traffic issues and not being against low density are acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR analyses, or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.
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57. Written Comments received from John Gonzalez, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter believes that the City is planning too many houses. He further stated that over-

population is not helping the community. Regional housing needs are addressed in the Final

EIR, including, without limitation, in Draft EIR Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory

Setting, Section 4.7, Land Use, and Section 4.17, Population/Housing/Employment, which

concludes, among other things, that housing proposed by the project is consistent with the City’s

General Plan land use designations for the site and does not represent substantial growth or

concentrations of population. This opinion/comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to

the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can

be provided.

Furthermore, the commenter stated that all of the problems have been voiced and for the City

Council to please listen. This opinion/comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment

on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.
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58. Written Comments received from Richard Squires, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter wanted to know when it would become apparent that the City is already

overdeveloped. The commenter stated that traffic is horrible and open space is being lost on a

monthly basis. This opinion/comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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59. Written Comments received from Phil Althouse, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that 1,100 units behind Vons and so close to the floodplain is foolishness.

Growth is good, but overbuilding is destructive. This opinion/comment is acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does

not specifically comment on the Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can

be provided.

The commenter further stated that Bouquet Canyon Road is overcrowded. As explained in the

Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, at pp. 4.3-18–19, a method in which to model the

improvement of surrounding intersections due to the implementation of the Cross Valley

Connector involves the comparison of two scenarios: Scenario 1 – Interim Year/No Riverpark

project and No Cross Valley Connector (Riverpark portion); and Scenario 2 – Interim

Year/Riverpark project and Cross Valley Connector (portion through Riverpark). The interim

year is generally 10 years into the future and would include additional traffic generated by

projected ambient growth during that time frame.

The respective intersections and the comparison are as follows:

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, the intersection of
Bouquet/Soledad would operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak
hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection would operate at an LOS C in the AM peak hour and
LOS E in the PM peak hour, a marked improvement over operating conditions in Scenario 1.
Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark Staff Report, June 15, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix I).

• McBean Parkway/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at
LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the respective
LOS in the AM and PM peak hour remain at the same grade (LOS D), with minor
improvement. Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark Staff Report, June 15, 2004 (Final
EIR Appendix I).

• Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate
at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, the LOS
would improve, though remain at LOS D in the AM peak and improve in the PM peak hour
to LOS D. Overall, intersection operations would improve in Scenario 2 as compared to
Scenario 1. Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark Staff Report, June 15, 2004 (Final EIR
Appendix I).

• Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at
LOS E in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection
would remain at LOS E in the AM peak hour but would improve significantly to LOS D in
the PM peak hour. Please see City of Santa Clarita Riverpark Staff Report, June 15, 2004
(Final EIR Appendix I).

• Valley Center Drive/Soledad Canyon Road – In Scenario 1, this intersection would operate at
LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS D in the PM peak hour. In Scenario 2, this intersection
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would operate at LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour, again a
significant improvement as compared to Scenario 1. Please see City of Santa Clarita
Riverpark Staff Report, June 15, 2004 (Final EIR Appendix I).
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60. Written Comments received from Joyce Evans, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter was concerned with the destruction of wildlife habitat, increased traffic, and loss

of hillsides. These comments are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or

Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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61. Written Comments received from Valerie Johnson, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter indicated that she opposed the project recommendations. These comments are

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA

issue, no further response can be provided.
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62. Written Comments received from Mary Herr, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter would like to see the project become a park with a nature center where field trips

with school children could occur to learn about river ecology. The commenter further stated that

a nature center in the middle of town would make it easier for families to hike and experience

nature. These comments are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or

Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

2. The commenter believes that preserving the river should be a top priority as it is beautiful to

drive by, hike, bike and walk along, it’s free and requires little upkeep. These comments are

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA

issue, no further response can be provided.

3. The commenter requested that the Newhall Ranch Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersection not

become as bad as the Valencia Boulevard/Bouquet Canyon Road intersection. Please see Written

Response 59, above.



Responses to Written Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. RTWC-11 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

63. Written Comments received from Judith McClure, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter requested that the City Council reconsider project recommendations. The

commenter was concerned with development allowed by Los Angeles County in addition to the

air pollution and building in the floodplain. With respect to the reconsideration of project

recommendations, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft

and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

With regard to air quality, although the Final EIR (concludes that the project would have

significant and unavoidable air quality impacts due to mobile source emissions, which are under

the control of the State of California, not the City of Santa Clarita, the regional study prepared by

Environ International Corporation (see Final EIR Appendix B) concluded that the majority of the

ozone and particulate matter air pollution in the Santa Clarita Valley is caused by transport of

those pollutants into the Santa Clarita Valley from other parts of the South Coast Air Basin by

weather conditions, and that the uses in the Santa Clarita Valley generate a relatively small

portion of the Santa Clarita Valley’s ozone and particulate matter pollution. The conclusions of

this study have been confirmed, overall, by the study recently released by the South Coast Air

Quality Management District entitled, Santa Clarita Valley Subregional Analysis (November 2004)

located in Final EIR Appendix B. In addition, it should be noted that State and federal agencies

are imposing new standards and regulations and instituting voluntary programs to help reduce

emissions from diesel-powered on- and off-road vehicles, which, in turn, will help reduce ozone

and particulate matter levels. Since the adoption of the Clean Air Act in 1970, air quality across

the nation, and in the Los Angeles area (from which air pollution is transported to the Santa

Clarita Valley), has improved and recently, in particular, violations of federal standards for

ground-level ozone are down in California, according to air quality data compiled by the

California Air Resources Board. See, for example, the air quality articles and information

contained in Final EIR Appendix K, Project Revisions and Additional Information.

On or about January 12, 2005, FEMA issued a Conditional Letter of Map Revision to the City for

the Riverpark project, by which FEMA conditionally approved revising the Flood Insurance Rate

Map to acknowledge the flood protection that the project would provide. Based on the flood

control improvements associated with the project, FEMA has determined that the proposed

Riverpark project meets the minimum floodplain management criteria for the National Flood

Insurance Program. For a copy of this letter, please see Final EIR Appendix J, Hydrology.

Consequently, once the project is built, and the bank stabilization installed, FEMA will make a
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final determination to revise the Flood Insurance Rate Map to exclude the proposed 15 residential

units from the FEMA floodplain. Flood hazards (including 100-year flood) concerning the

proposed project were address in detail in Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Flood, and in the hydrology

technical reports in Draft EIR, Appendix 4.2, and Final EIR Appendix G.

2. The commenter stated that 1,000 new homes are too many in the heart of the City and that the

project should be re-thought. These comments are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment

on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.
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64. Written Comments received from Louise Hartwell, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that she was a resident of the Emblem Tract and the project would bring

more traffic to the gridlocked Bouquet Canyon Road. Please see the Written Response 59, above.

2. The commenter stated that she does not want the hill to be cut down or lowered. The project

applicant has revised the project and will not be reducing the height of that portion of the ridge

adjacent to the homes along Gavilan Drive in the Emblem neighborhood.

3. The comment addresses the adequacy of roadways in the Emblem Tract. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or EIR or raise any other CEQA

issue, no further response can be provided.

Additionally, the City of Santa Clarita has received letters from the Saugus Union School District

and the William S. Hart Union High School District, each of which affirms that the School

Facilities Agreement entered into between each District, respectively, and the Newhall Land and

Farming Company would mitigate all impacts to school facilities, and that no further mitigation

is required (see Final EIR Appendix F).
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65. Written Comments received from Frank Ford, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that he opposed the project as it is presently proposed. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR raise any other CEQA

issue, no further response can be provided.

2. The commenter requested that the project be taken out of the floodplain. Please see Written

Response 63, above.

3. The commenter requested that the project should allow for a wildlife corridor to the Santa Clara

River. The revised project includes the installation of the two guzzlers along the river to provide

permanent water sources for wildlife will, together with the other project modifications,

discussed above, enhance the use of the Santa Clara River as a wildlife movement corridor.

(Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-44–47.) Enhancement of the

aqueduct corridor under Newhall Ranch Road (where the road bridges over the aqueduct) will

offer another potential wildlife movement corridor leading to the corridor in the river.
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66. Written Comments received from Lucy Bats and Ed Fellon, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that there are no creeks or rivers left and no space left for natural river

ecology and asked the question when is development over development? This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR and/or Final EIR raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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67. Written Comments received from Roger McClure, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter was concerned with development allowed by Los Angeles County in addition to

building in the floodplain and urged reconsideration of the City Council’s decision. Regarding

development in the floodplain, please see Written Response 63, above. With respect to the

reconsideration of project recommendations, this comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.
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68. Written Comments received from Carol Winkler, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that the project would destroy natural habitat and cause unbearable traffic

and pollution. This comment/opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision

makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

2. The commenter stated that at the very least move the homes back from the floodplain. Regarding

development in the floodplain, please see Written Response 63, above.
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69. Written Comments received from Barbara Wampole, Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated

March 22, 2005

1. The commenter attached a letter dated January 19, 2005 from the Friends of the Santa Clara River.

Responses to this letter were previously prepared and can be found in responses to Letter 48.
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70. Written Comments received from Marc Flores, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter noted that although the project would bring “quick cash” and short–term

revenues, it would also bring long-term expenses in the form of a decreased quality of life that

would affect neighborhoods including Bouquet Canyon and all of Santa Clarita Valley. This

comment/opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final

EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

2. The commenter stated that living in the Santa Clarita Valley is great but it is becoming more

crowded and more unpleasant with additional new housing development. The commenter

further noted that the residential, commercial and life quality equilibrium is in danger of being

disrupted by the Riverpark development and urged denial of the entire project. Lastly, the

commenter stated that even though adding new residents increases the tax base and revenue, the

expense and bureaucracy needed to support the increased population cancels tax revenue

increase. This comment/opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft

and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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71. Written Comments received from Bruce McFarland, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that enough was enough and urged the City Council to try and say no,

and God will thank them. This comment/opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment

on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.
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72. Written Comments received from Ken Johnson, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter indicated that he opposed the project recommendations. These comments are

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA

issue, no further response can be provided.
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73. Written Comments received from Julian Krainin, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that since moving to the Santa Clarita Valley over a year ago, he has begun

to see the area decline in quality because of overbuilding, increased density and pollution. These

comments are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final

EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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74. Written Comments received from Katherine Squires, dated March 22, 2005

1. The commenter stated that she could not believe that the City Council was considering placing

this development in the heart of the City. These comments are acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft and/or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided. The commenter stated that traffic would be worse and schools would

be overcrowded. With regard to traffic, not all traffic would be worse when compared to existing

conditions, please see Written Response 59, above. With regard to schools, please see Written

Response 64, above.


