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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION MARCH 2, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter stated that he had sent the City a letter regarding the project, but no one responded to

him with regard to a survey being made without notifying him. 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 stated that his peoples should be the ones to determine these [archaeological] sites. He

understood that he was going to get a copy of the reports. Please see Response 1, above, with regard to

consultation.  Secondly the archaeological reports are located in Riverpark Draft EIR Appendix 4.18.

Response 3

The commenter stated that the Santa Clara River is a sensitive site for his people. He stated that the

destruction of these sites has to stop. 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 stated that they are losing sites every day, including one in Moreno 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.
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Response 5

The commenter stated that we have to go through this to make people realize that his peoples are here

and that they should have input. 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 6

The commenter stated that he opposed the project because he did not want to see any site destroyed.

None of the archaeological sites would be destroyed. One will be preserved in open space and one will

be salvaged.  Please see Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources.

Response 7

The commenter stated that there is a possibility that a burial site might be found on the site. He noted

that if a burial site were to be found he would be contacted, as he is listed with the Native American

Heritage Commission, and he would be deciding on what to do with the remains. In actuality, if a burial

site is found, there is a list maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission, which lists a

number of individuals that could be assigned to monitor the remains. The commission determines who

shall monitor the remains.

Response 8

The commenter was disturbed because the Planning Commission did not notify him of the [surveys], and

asked that the impact on the cultural sites be seriously reviewed. The cultural resources on the site are

addressed in detail in Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, and in the supporting technical report

(Draft EIR Appendix 4.18). The commenter stated that the banks of the river are sensitive. 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.

Response 9

The commenter stated that his ancestors were here and “little by little it’s being destroyed.” Developing

this site to him is similar to bulldozing a cemetery. This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically
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comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response is required. Nevertheless,

please see Response 8, above.

Response 10

The commenter highlighted previous park plans that were investigated for the project site. 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.

Response 11

The commenter stated that two of the best park sites have been wiped out in the North Valencia

Annexation projects. 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.

Response 12

The commenter believes that the best part of the river for a park site is right where Newhall Ranch Road

would be extended. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR, or raise any

other CEQA issue, 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 13

The commenter believes that the project has many problems because it is going to cut and fill everything

on the property and that the river would be impacted. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, acknowledge the project’s

potential impacts to Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) and associated riverine habitat (as identified by

the resource line). While riparian vegetation can be planted and enhanced along preserved portions of

the river, there will still be a net loss of 8.4 acres of SEA and associated riparian habitat and riverbed

(associated with the revised site plan) that ultimately cannot be replaced. In effect, while habitat types

similar to that impacted can be preserved, planted and/or restored elsewhere, no measures are available

that will mitigate a net loss of 8.4 acres of open space land (associated with the revised site plan) as a

result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net loss represents a significant

unavoidable impact. Nonetheless, large portions of the project site would not be developed, the 330.8
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acres of the Santa Clara River, the 29-acre active/passive park in the center of the site, and the area east of

Area B.

Response 14

The commenter noted that Newhall Ranch Road would go through the middle of the project. The

commenter is correct in that the extension of Newhall Ranch Road would go through the project site.

However, this extension is part of the City’s General Plan and is the City’s number one roadway priority,

and its construction will ultimately alleviate traffic congestion along Soledad Canyon Road, which is

currently performing at unacceptable Level of Service (LOS) levels. (See Draft EIR Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, and Appendix 4.3.) 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, no further response can be provided.

Response 15

The commenter stated that the proposed higher sound walls would not protect homes. Draft EIR Section

4.5, Noise, analyzes the potential noise impacts of the project and the reduction in noise levels that the

proposed sound walls would achieve. The City is uncertain as to what area the commenter is referring;

consequently, no more specific response can be prepared. This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response 16

The commenter criticized the project design as including two larger roads. However, the Newhall Ranch

Road extension is part of the City’s General Plan and is the City’s number one roadway priority, and its

construction will ultimately alleviate traffic congestion along Soledad Canyon Road, which is currently

performing at unacceptable LOS levels. (See Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, and Appendix 4.3.)

Additionally, Santa Clarita Parkway is a roadway planned in the City’s General Plan and is needed to

alleviate traffic congestion. 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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Response 17

The commenter suggested that the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge does not need to be

built and all of the money that would have been expended on that roadway should be allocated to buying

the project site to expand Central Park. Please see Responses 14 and 16, above. 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 18

The commenter stated that the project’s 29-acre park is perpendicular to the river and is no good.

However, the 29-acre active/passive park consists of an existing canyon with a significant number of oak

tress and a jurisdictional drainage and is, therefore, properly preserved. (See Draft EIR Section 4.12,

Parks and Recreation, and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources; see also Final EIR

Appendix C, Oak Tree Report, prepared by Tree Life Concern [May 2003].) The active component of the

park is located adjacent to the river and will provide the river-adjacent experience that the commenter

appears to believe is important. 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 19

The commenter stated that the open space proposed by the project is the river and you can’t do anything

with the river anyways, except block it to preserve the homes that are being built. To the extent the

comment can be interpreted as criticizing the amount of open space within the project, please see Draft

EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, which describes the private and public parks and trails within the

project, and analyzes the project’s contribution to parkland in the City, and which concludes that the

project provides more than its share of such uses. To the extent the comment can be interpreted as

objecting to the bank stabilization proposed, the potential impacts of the bank stabilization and the

project as a whole are analyzed in Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood, 4.8.1, Water Quality, and 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, and in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. 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, no further response can be provided.
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Response 20

The commenter stated that natural boundaries would be removed and habitat protection is compromised.

Please see Response 19, above. 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, no further response can be provided.

Response 21

The commenter stated that the Cross Valley Connector would just create more traffic. He suggested

eliminating the roads, reducing the density, putting in fewer houses, and just making the housing more

expensive so the profit would be the same. Please see Responses 14 and 16, above. 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, no further response can be

provided.

Response 22

The commenter stated that people were going to come and just talk about the project but he contends that

he has to do something about the 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 23

The commenter stated that the California Native Plant Society opposes the project because it would create

permanent impacts on the Santa Clara River floodplain. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, analyzes the project’s potential impacts on the floodplain, and concludes that the project

would not cause any unavoidable significant impacts due to floodplain modifications. The comment

does not raise any specific issue regarding that EIR 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.
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Response 24

The commenter stated that as of 1989 there had been a 98 percent reduction in wetlands and floodplains

in Southern California. 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 25

The comment suggests that wetlands and floodplains provide water quality and flood protection benefits.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that EIR analysis and, therefore, no more

specific response can be provided or 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 26

The commenter requested that the City remove development from the floodplain. Please see Response

23, above.

Response 27

The commenter stated that rare plant species are located on the project site. The Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR lists the rare plant species found on the site in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Table 4.6-1, p. 4.6-21.

Response 28

The commenter suggested that the City require the use of native species in landscaping, not exotic

vegetation, especially in those areas that interface with open space. Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, recommends the use of native species wherever possible.

Response 29

The commenter noted that her organization was publishing a gardener’s training pamphlet on the care of

native plants in conjunction with the Metropolitan Water District and the Rancho Santa Ana Botanic

garden. 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 30

The commenter requested that the brush clearings for fire safety be included within the footprint of the

proposed project and asked whether it would have any impacts to native vegetation. Brush clearance

was included in the area impacted as outlined in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources.  Impacts to native vegetation are discussed on pp. 4.6-60–72.

Response 31

The commenter stated that the California Native Plant Society urged conservation of California’s natural

resources. The project has been designed to preserve native species to the greatest extent feasible. (See

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.) 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 32

The commenter stated that she has brought up many illegal activities, such as off-road vehicles in the

Santa Clara River, with the City, Fish and Game, Fish and Wildlife, and Army Corps of Engineers which

continue to destroy the river, but that nothing has been done. Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, pp. 4.6-106–109, addresses such indirect impacts and proposes appropriate mitigation that will

reduce these impacts to a less than significant level (see Mitigation Measures 4.6-13–9-19). 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 33

The commenter asks how the City can possibly protect resources within the Riverpark project area. All

mitigation with regard to the success of mitigation measures relative to the Natural River Management

Plan (NRMP) is the jurisdiction of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and California Department of

Fish and Game (CDFG), and not 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
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comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. The City

of Santa Clarita will enforce all mitigation pursuant to the Mitigation Monitoring Plan adopted by the

City Council for this project.

Response 34

The commenter indicated that the western spadefoot toad was not discussed in the Draft EIR. Since the

time the Draft EIR was prepared and released the western spadefoot toad was found on the project site.

As a result of this finding, a Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, was prepared,

discussing potential impacts to this species. This revised Draft EIR Biological Resources section was

circulated for a 45-day review period.

Response 35

The commenter stated that the LA River will never support arroyo toads, stickleback fish and they are

lost. The commenter stated that you can’t just save the bottom of a river and protect this resource. The

Riverpark project incorporates buried bank stabilization for a majority of its flood protection. Section 1.0,

Project Description, p. 1.0-33 outlines with specificity how the project would provide for bank

stabilization:

“[b]ank stabilization and toe protection/erosion protection would be installed along the
Santa Clara River, as shown in Figure 1.0-12. It is the intent of the project applicant to
protect important biological resources present on the project site through the use of
buried bank stabilization at the riverbank’s edge, with the exception of the toe or erosion
protection adjacent to Area B and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge
abutment. It is also the intent of the project to minimize the amount of bank stabilization
necessary to protect development and property from erosion. Except for bank
stabilization and trails and encroachments in Planning Area A2 proposed development
has largely been set back from the Santa Clara River. About 3,000 linear feet of bank
stabilization would be necessary 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. Approximately 1,500
linear feet of toe or erosion protection would be installed adjacent to Area B.
Environmental impacts associated with bank stabilization on this site was analyzed in
the EIR/EIS prepared for the approved NRMP, but is further analyzed as part of this
project. Buried bank stabilization would extend from the western tract boundary
(adjacent to Area E) and terminate in the general area of the future Santa Clarita Parkway
Bridge adjacent to Areas A2 and B. Toe protection (AJacks or exposed soil cement) is
being proposed at the base of the bluff (approximately 1,500 feet in length) below
Planning Area B (please see Figure 1.0-11, Analyzed Roadway Improvements on Major
Thoroughfares). A combination of buried bank stabilization and concrete gunite would
be utilized in the area of Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. The area
between the end of the toe protection and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge abutment will not include bank stabilization. Most of the bank stabilization
would be buried and generally made of soil cement. Please see Figure 1.0-12, Bank
Stabilization, for an illustrative of bank stabilization techniques.”
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Moreover, after the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released to

the public, the project was revised to push the bank stabilization in the western portion of the project site

back to preserve mature riparian resources and further reduce potential impacts.

Response 36

The commenter requested that the City look at the Transit Mix Company mining project because the City

wants to protect the river at that site and yet the City has an entire arid plain portion of the Santa Clara

River that is being destroyed. The project would not destroy the river. Please see Responses 13, 19, and

23, above. 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 37

The commenter noted that she has a book on important bird areas that states that the Santa Clara River is

going to be completely destroyed and she suggests that the Planning Commission read it. The book talks

about the damage within LA County. 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 38

The commenter was concerned with having development walk hand-in-hand with existing residences.

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 39

The commenter noted that the project abuts her property. 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 40

The commenter requested that the variance to increase the height of the apartment units be disallowed.

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 41

The commenter stated that the hill would be cut to allow into her neighborhood the noise and smog from

Newhall Ranch Road. 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. Otherwise, for the analysis of potential

noise impacts, please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, and for potential air quality impacts, please see

Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, and Final EIR Appendix B.

Response 42

The commenter was concerned with regard to her quality of life if the project is developed and how

problems were going to be mitigated. The commenter did not provide any specificity as to exactly what

problems were not going to be mitigated, consequently no further response can be provided. 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 Response 41, above.

Response 43

The commenter was informed that no other habitat could be provided for the western spadefoot toad.

The project applicant has been actively working with the California Department of Fish and Game

(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 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
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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 and that could

equally support western spadefoot toads. Similar mitigation has been approved by FWS/CDFG in

Orange County, California.

Response 44

The commenter stated that there are rights of landowners, rights of the existing population, rights of the

inhabitant species, and cultural rights of the Native Americans. 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 is required.

Response 45

The commenter supported the project applicant’s decision not to remove the hill near 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 46

The commenter noted that he did not see one school on the project site. He indicated that Blue Mesa and

Plum Canyon are overcrowded at this point. He indicated that he City has been shortsighted in the

planning for schools and asked why aren’t they planned. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.10, Education,

which concludes that there will be no unavoidable significant impacts on schools, and Final EIR

Appendix F, for correspondence from both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based

upon development of the Riverpark project.

With regard to overall school planning, 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 is required.

Response 47

The commenter stated that the CEMEX project proposed half of the grading proposed by the project, and

considerable dollars have been spent by the City fighting that project. This comment is acknowledged
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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 is required.

Response 48

The commenter stated that he noted the concern that the City had with CEMEX dirt going up the canyon.

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 is required.

Response 49

The commenter wanted to know why the City would spend so much money over CEMEX when the

proposed project would grade 11 million cubic yards of dirt, which is twice the amount of grading.

However, the project proposes to site grade 5.5 million cubic yards of dirt (balanced on site) and another

3.6 million cubic yards of remedial grading, not 11 million cubic 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 is required.

Response 50

The commenter questioned the number of lanes proposed—if it was two lanes in each direction or two

lanes total. Full buildout of the project, combined with existing background traffic and projected growth,

necessitates the construction of the Newhall Ranch Road (full grading, four–six lanes), including the

Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge, from its current eastern terminus near Bouquet

Canyon Road to the Golden Valley Road/Soledad Canyon Road flyover. This road and this bridge

would be used by both project traffic and non-project related traffic.

Response 51

The commenter raised the question of increased traffic flow to Soledad Canyon Road and where all of the

traffic would go. As explained in 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
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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 (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 (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 (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 (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 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 (Appendix I).

Response 52

The commenter asked if any of the Planning Commissioners live in Canyon Country and if they get on

Sierra Highway in the morning because you just sit and stop. Please see Response 51, above. With

regard to where the Planning Commissioners live, 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 53

The commenter stated that the project is going to increase housing yet there is no overpass and no road

development to alleviate traffic congestion. With regard to roadway improvements and the proposed

project, please see Response 50, above.

Response 54

The commenter opposed the applicant’s proposal to reduce the front yard setbacks and driveway lengths

to 16 feet in that these setbacks allow cars parked in driveways to block sidewalks. The commenter

contended that this will increase housing and that cars are going to be parked on or over the sidewalk.

After the Draft EIR was circulated to the public, the project was revised to require 20-foot driveways even

where front yard setbacks are reduced to 16 feet. 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 55

The commenter indicated that the project traffic is hitting Bouquet Canyon Road. The commenter asked

if the project connects to Ermine Street. Please see Response 51, above, with regard to project impacts to

Bouquet Canyon Road.  The proposed project does not connect to Ermine Road.

Response 56

The commenter wanted a description of the private recreation areas. As discussed in Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, p. 25, “[t]he Unified Development Code allows for up to 30 percent

credit for private recreation areas. These facilities may include, but are not limited to: publicly or

privately owned playgrounds, tennis, basketball or other similar game court areas, swimming pools,

putting greens, and athletic fields.”1 The project includes a total of four private recreation areas.

Response 57

The commenter asked how the City could allow 9.1 million cubic yards of dirt to be moved. (Draft EIR

Section 1.0, Project Description, pp. 1.0-31, 33.) For analyses of potential impacts of this grading, please

1 City of Santa Clarita Unified Development Code, Chapter 16.15.
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see Draft EIR Section 4.1, Geotechnical Hazards, and Section 4.7, Land Use. The comment does not raise

any specific issue regarding that EIR 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 58

The commenter indicated that the EIR stated that homeowners were going to be notified of the existence

of the speedway and businesses in the area. The commenter wanted to know how homeowners were

going to be notified.  As indicated in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, Mitigation Measure 4.5-25,

“[p]rior to sale of any single-family residential lot within Riverpark, future homeowners
shall be informed via language in the disclosure documents the presence of the Saugus
Speedway facility, the types of events that can potentially occur at the speedway, the
expected frequency of their occurrence, and that noise from events at the speedway may
be intermittently audible at their properties during daytime, evening, and late night
hours.”

Response 59

The commenter wanted to know if the 7-foot sound walls were proposed for the riverside as well as

Newhall Ranch Road. The majority of sound walls are proposed for those lots adjacent to Santa Clarita

Parkway and Newhall Ranch Road. No sound walls are proposed along the river. Please see Riverpark

Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, Table 4.5-4 regarding the location of sound walls, and under heading 7,

Mitigation Measures Already Incorporated into the Project, pp. 4.5-32–33.

Response 60

The commenter stated that when she moved into Bridgeport she knew about the roadway connection but

not about the proposed project’s density. 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.
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Response 61

The commenter questioned the lack of schools. Please see Response 46, above, and Final EIR

Appendix F, for correspondence from both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based

upon development of the Riverpark project.

Response 62

The commenter noted that there is no pedestrian bridge for the kids to cross over Newhall Ranch Road.

Staff evaluated the Planning Commission’s request on whether or not a pedestrian bridge crossing is

warranted on Newhall Ranch Road through the City’s Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria

Study. The evaluation was based on locating a pedestrian bridge crossing approximately 300 feet west of

Santa Clarita Parkway on Newhall Ranch Road.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision-making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study, criteria

for determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby, affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time
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The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78; thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users

of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link, there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay

the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future likely when the

Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park in

Canyon Country. The pedestrian bridge location (and any potential linkage to the trail at Newhall Ranch

Road and Central Park) would be finalized during the Final Map process.

Response 63

The commenter stated that there was a report coming out tomorrow with regard to the freeway situation

and it is bad and part of the problem is the congestion create by homes. 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 64

The commenter suggested that the project applicant just create bigger lots so that would be less

congestion. 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 65

The commenter asked about wildlife corridors, if they are narrowed, truncated, or reduced. Revised

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, determines that upland portions of the site no longer function
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as a north/south wildlife corridor between the Santa Clara River and upland undeveloped areas largely

in part 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 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

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 LA DWP 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 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.

Response 66

The commenter agreed that the City should be looking at Native American sites and what has been lost

along the river. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, including the cumulative

impact discussion on p. 4.18-25.

Response 67

The commenter wanted to know more about the timing of construction of the Santa Clarita Parkway. The

Riverpark Traffic and Circulation Report (Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIR) included two long-range

alternative cumulative analyses related to a link of Santa Clarita Parkway, between Bouquet Canyon

Road and Soledad Canyon Road. The first alternative downgrades this portion of the roadway from a

six-lane major highway to a four-lane secondary highway. The second alternative removes this segment

of Santa Clarita Parkway, from Bouquet Canyon Road to Soledad Canyon Road, altogether.
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Deletion of this segment in the long-range analysis would have a significant effect on the surrounding

roadway system. The Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road, Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall

Ranch Road, and Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersections would all have a deficient LOS

E or worse as compared to a scenario where the roadway remained. More importantly, Average Daily

Trip (ADT) volumes with the deletion of this segment of the roadway would have a much greater effect

on surrounding roadways. Bouquet Canyon Road, north of Newhall Ranch Road, increases by 20,000

ADT. Bouquet Canyon Road, between Soledad Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch Road, increases by

11,000 ADT. The elimination of this segment also affects roadways outside of the immediate project area

with notable increases to McBean Parkway (4,000 ADT), Whites Canyon Road (2,000 ADT), and San

Fernando Road (3,000 ADT).

The Riverpark Traffic and Circulation Report (Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIR) included a long-range

alternative Santa Clarita Parkway analysis that downgraded a segment of the roadway (Bouquet Canyon

Road to Soledad Canyon Road) from a six-lane major highway to a four-lane secondary highway. The

analysis indicates that the downgrade to a four-lane roadway yields results similar to the baseline six-

lane roadway. It further indicates that this is to be expected since the forecasts based on a six-lane

roadway show a demand for this segment of Santa Clarita Parkway that can be accommodated by a four-

lane roadway. Some shifting of traffic patterns does occur during the peak hours. Overall, no

deficiencies occur and the LOS either remains the same or changes slightly. All intersections analyzed in

this long-range alternative remain at LOS D or better and ADT volumes for the surrounding roadways

are relatively unaffected by the change in designation. More specifically, ADTs on Bouquet Canyon Road

north of Newhall Ranch Road increases by 2,000 trips. ADT on Bouquet Canyon Road, between Newhall

Ranch Road and Soledad Canyon Road, increase by 1,000 trips. ADT on Soledad Canyon Road, east of

Bouquet Canyon Road, increases by 1,000 trips as well.

Response 68

The commenter indicated that they were unsure of what purpose the Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge and

the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge served. She also wanted to know the biological

impacts of the proposed bridges.

The Cross Valley Connector, which includes the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge, is a

roadway that will run from the Interstate 5 (I-5)/State Route 126 (SR-126) interchange at the northwestern

edge of the City to State Route 14 (SR-14) on the southeastern edge of the City. The roadway will connect

to various streets within the City and will result in more efficient travel within the City.
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There are several segments of the Cross Valley Connector that are either going through the

environmental process, that are approved, that are being constructed, or that are built. The following is a

list of the Cross Valley Connector segments starting at the I-5/SR-126 Interchange and ending at the

Golden Valley Road/SR-14 interchange.

• I-5/SR-126 interchange to the Newhall Ranch Road/Rye Canyon Road intersection is in the
environmental stage and is fully funded.  Construction is anticipated to commence in early 2005.

• Newhall Ranch Road/Rye Canyon Road intersection to the Newhall Ranch Road/Bouquet Canyon
Road intersection is built.

• Newhall Ranch Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersection to the Santa Clara River just north of the
Soledad Canyon Road “Flyover” is being analyzed in the Riverpark EIR and will also be analyzed in
a separate EIR/EIS being prepared independently of the Riverpark EIR.

• Area just south of the Santa Clara River to an area just south of Soledad Canyon Road (named the
Soledad Canyon Road/Golden Valley Road flyover which is a bridge over Soledad Canyon Road) is
approved and will start construction this month.

• From the terminus of the Soledad Canyon Road/Golden Valley Road flyover to the Golden Valley
Road/Sierra Highway intersection is built.

• Golden Valley Road/Sierra Highway intersection to SR-14 is currently under construction and is
anticipated to be open this summer.

One example of the significant benefits associated with the Cross Valley Connector includes a substantial

reduction in vehicle trips on Soledad Canyon Road. The Riverpark Draft EIR indicates that Soledad

Canyon Road, directly east of Bouquet Canyon Road, presently carries 57,000 vehicle trips 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 stretch of Soledad Canyon Road is significantly

reduced to a total of 36,000 vehicle trips per day. These reductions continue easterly along the Soledad

corridor and are all due to the Cross Valley Connector. Consequently, a reduced number of trips on the

Soledad arterial leads to improved intersection operation at the affected intersections.

Please see Response 67, above, with regard to the need for Santa Clarita Parkway and its bridge. The

project proposes to build only a portion of the Santa Clarita Parkway, and that portion would not include

the Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge or the connection to Soledad Canyon Road.

The potential biological impacts of the Cross Valley Connector including the Newhall Ranch

Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge are analyzed and addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, and in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Because the project

does not include the connection of the Santa Clarita Parkway to Soledad Canyon Road, the potential



March 2, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR1-22 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

biological impacts of the Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge were not analyzed in the Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR, but it was addressed in the cumulative biological analysis.

Response 69

The commenter indicated that the project applicant was asking for variance to the Unified Building Code

and he wanted to know of similar variances that had been granted in the City to see how they were

working. The project does not include a request for a variance. 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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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION APRIL 20, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter asks where the letters from the Saugus School District are located indicating that there

are no impacts on the school system. The letter from the Saugus School District can be found in Final EIR

Appendix F.

Response 2

Please see Response 1, above.

Response 3

The commenter is correct that, 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 4

The commenter suggests that the apartments in the project design will in time become a slum. 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. However, 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.

Response 5

The commenter voiced concerns that the three-story apartments would be too tall, that clotheslines and

trash cans would be visible and views of the hill/ridge blocked. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.16, Visual

Resources, analyzed the aesthetic impacts of the project, and concluded that the only unavoidable

significant impact would be caused from the conversion of the project site from an undeveloped to

developed condition. However, please see Response 3, above; the nose of the ridgeline between the
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Emblem neighborhood and the apartments in Area D of the project will not be graded. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided. Current policies within the City of Santa Clarita Development Code require

that trash facilities be enclosed. Proposed CC&Rs for the Riverpark project would preclude the use of

clotheslines and consequently there would be no such visual impacts from either trash containers or

clotheslines.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR’s 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 6

The commenter states that he does not know what will happen to the rattlesnakes in the area of the

project site. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-84, acknowledges,

“[i]mplementation of the proposed project would increase human and domestic animal presence in the

area. Increased recreational and other human activity around these habitats could (1) displace a number

of wildlife species….” While rattlesnakes are not a protected species, the Riverpark Draft EIR concludes

on p. 4.6-109:

“[t]he total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of
conversion of undeveloped property to developed. Though over 400 acres of the site will
remain as open space and some of the habitat can be restored and enhanced within
remaining open space areas of the site, there will still be a net loss of habitat for wildlife
and open space that cannot be replaced. In effect, while habitat types similar to that
impacted can be preserved, planted and/or restored elsewhere, no measures are
available that will mitigate a mathematical net loss of 280 acres of open space land as a
result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net loss represents a
significant unavoidable impact.”

Response 7

The commenter questions the conclusions of the Draft EIR with regard to student generation figures and

impacts to the school system. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.10, Education, p. 4.10-7–8, which

calculates the students generated by the project based upon the generation rate factors provided by both

the Saugus Union District and the William S. Hart Union High School District. Please see Final EIR

Appendix F, for correspondence from both Districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based

upon implementation of the Riverpark project.
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Response 8

The commenter requests clarification with regard to the Cross Valley Connector. As stated in the Draft

EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-18, the Cross Valley Connector is, “…the planned extension of

Newhall Ranch Road over the Santa Clara River to connect with the planned and substantially funded

extension of Golden Valley Road….Planned for completion in 2006/2007, the Cross Valley Connector will

provide a continuous route from the State Route 14 (SR-14) at Golden Valley Road to Interstate 5 (I-5) at

the State Route 126 (SR-126) interchange.”

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 in operation before

the project’s 501st occupancy. Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, illustrates the benefits to the 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 carried 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 B&T contribution, will result in the improvement of

traffic conditions in the Santa Clarita Valley (SC Valley), including emergency vehicle movement.

Response 9

The commenter questions when the flyover would be required. The extension of Golden Valley Road

(the “flyover”), from Soledad Canyon Road to a point approximately 900 feet north of Soledad Canyon

Road is covered under a separate approval issued by the City. Construction has commenced on this

improvement.

Response 10

The commenter requests information with regard to the circulation patterns within projects located to the

east of the Riverpark site. The project located to the east is currently undergoing review and can be

reviewed at the City of Santa Clarita Department of Building Services, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite

300, Santa Clarita, California, 91355. 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 11

The commenter questions the discrepancies between the grading figures mentioned at the March 2, 2004

public hearing and the grading quantities mentioned at the April 20, 2004 hearing. The March 2, 2004

Staff Report (Appendix I) indicated that the Riverpark project would move approximately 9.1 million

cubic yards of earth, which would be balanced on site, including 3.6 million cubic yards of remedial

grading. The April 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I) indicates that the “project site grading would

require the cut and fill of approximately 5.5 million cubic yards of earth, balanced on site. An additional

3.6 million cubic yards of remedial grading is also proposed.” The Riverpark Draft EIR correctly analyzes

the impacts of the movement of 5.5 million cubic yards of earth, balanced on site, with an additional 3.6

million cubic yards of remedial grading. See Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, pp. 1.0-31, 33, and

Section 4.1, Geotechnical Hazards.

Response 12

The commenter questions why the City would approve this project, but oppose a different project when

both would generate traffic. 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 13

The commenter discusses setbacks and associated visual 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.

Response 14

The commenter is correct in that, 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.
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Response 15

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.

Response 16

The comment suggests that existing traffic in the area, especially on Bouquet Canyon Road, will be worse

with development of the project. The project’s potential traffic and access impacts are analyzed in Draft

EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access. Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic.

Response 17

The commenter suggests the project site is the last remaining site in the City where the river adjoins the

floodplain, rolling hills and mountains. 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, the

potential project-level and cumulative impacts of the project on the river and its resources, the floodplain,

and views of the hillsides are analyzed and addressed in, respectively, Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources; and Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood; 4.8.1, Water Quality; 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications; and 4.16, Visual Resources. Finally, please see Responses 1 through 29 to Comment Letter

26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

Response 18

The commenter states that if the City adhered to the Hillside Ordinance, Oak Tree Ordinance and

protected SEA 23, this project would not be considered. The City of Santa Clarita is obligated by law to

review any application that has been submitted to the City with the payment of applicable application

fees––regardless of whether it meets code requirements. With regard to the Riverpark project, the City

Oak Tree Ordinance allows for the removal of trees subject to certain provisions, and the mitigation

recommended in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, is designed to ensure that

the project meets those requirements. The project applicant has also submitted documents that it believes

demonstrate that the project meets the requirements of the Hillside Ordinance. Additionally, with regard

to SEA impacts, Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, identifies areas of
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significant ecological value, including riparian areas on the project site and proposes to reduce impacts to

the SEA located on the site, thereby ensuring consistency with Policies 3.3 and 3.7 of the Open Space and

Conservation Element of the City of Santa Clarita General Plan. Moreover, since the Draft EIR and

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6 were released for public review, the project has been revised to push the

bank stabilization in the western portion of the project site farther back to retain mature riparian

resources, which reduces the project’s impacts to that extent. Finally, please see Responses 1 through 29

to Comment Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

Response 19

The commenter suggests that the City deny the project and use the site as a park. 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 20

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the draft

environmental documentation. See, for example, Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-33–42;

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-26–27, 4.6-54–55, 4.6-73–74, 4.6-83–86, 4.6-91–92 (Mitigation

Measure 4.6-1(n)–(r)), 4.6-96 (Mitigation Measure 4.6-1(kk)), and 4.6-105 (Mitigation Measure 4.6-8(d));

and Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims. Finally, please see Responses

1 through 29 to Comment Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

In addition, the comment refers to statements made by a biologist with the U.S. Forest Service relating to

the damaging effects on unarmored threespine stickleback purportedly due to “overdraft of the river and

drought, but does not provide the referenced draft report, nor any other statements or documents

supporting the comment.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that EIR 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.
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Response 21

The commenter states that the Riverpark project and every project within SEA 23 will impact stickleback

habitat and will push that species to extinction. As is stated in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-74,

“[t]he unarmored threespine stickleback is considered a federally listed Endangered
species and the loss, though unlikely, of these individuals, if present during construction,
could also be considered a substantial adverse effect on the population of these special-
status species and, therefore, would be a potentially significant impact. However, the
project design will incorporate NRMP measures (n) through (q), above. With these
measures incorporated into the project design no significant impacts will occur to these
special-status fish species.” Finally, please see Responses 1 through 29 to Comment
Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

Response 22

The commenter states that the project is home to several sensitive species and that continued habitat

destruction will push them to endangered status. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, pp. 4.6-72–75 discusses the potential impacts to special status wildlife species. Page 4.6-109,

concludes that after mitigation,

“[i]mpacts to western spadefoot toad. While mitigation measures can be implemented to
create habitat and relocate individuals observed on the project site, these measures are
not considered highly effective. It is expected that not all individual toads would be
captured and relocated and that the created habitat might not meet the specific
requirements for this species, thus, not supporting the relocated individuals. The loss of
those individuals that are not captured and relocated, and those that are not adaptable to
the created habitat, would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact.”

The Draft EIR does not conclude, nor necessarily agree with the commenter that this species will be

pushed to the status of endangered, given proposed mitigation. Finally, please see Responses 1 through

29 to Comment Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

Response 23

The commenter suggests that resources can be more cost effectively managed and how important the

project site is to 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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Response 24

The commenter asserts that the Federal Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act

(NAGPRA Act) is generally ignored, and generally that that Native American burial sites exist at the base

of oak trees. 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. Finally, please see Responses 1 through 54 to

Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 25

The commenter objected to the removal of an oak tree, not on the project site, and a possible burial site

associated with that tree. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers

for their consideration. Nevertheless, see Response 24, above. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 26

The commenter asserts that Native Americans have rights under the NAGPRA Act, which the City must

respect. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR’s analysis and, therefore, no

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. Nevertheless, the

Federal NAGPRA Act pertains to graves, grave goods, and sacred objects, understood to mean objects

used in religious rituals and ceremonies. 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. The NAGPRA Act, therefore, has no

factual relevance to the Riverpark project, and, in any event, is a federal act that does not apply to the

project. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources. Finally, please see Responses 1 through 54

to Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 27

The commenter alleges that impacts to the blunt-nosed lizard and the arroyo toad were ignored on the

Elsmere Canyon project site. 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.

Response 28

The commenter hopes that the City is doing water studies and asserts there is not enough water in

California. Water Resources received extensive analysis in the draft environmental documentation. See,

for example, Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service; and Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (Water Service Data).

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that EIR 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. In addition,

please see Topical Responses 1 through 4 of the Final EIR.

Response 29

The commenter is concerned with reducing the ridge adjacent to 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. In addition, please see Responses 1 through 5 to Comment Letter 31. (John Gonzalez,

2004)

Response 30

The commenter indicated that he was submitting a letter from Emblem Tract residents concerned with

the lowering of the ridgeline along Gavilan Drive.  Please see Response 29, above.

Response 31

The commenter is concerned with Emblem School over-crowding. Please see Response 7, above. In

addition, please see Responses 1 through 5 to Comment Letter 31.  (John Gonzalez, 2004)

Response 32

The commenter is concerned with the adequacy of roadways in the Emblem Tract. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR’s analysis and, therefore, no specific response can be

provided. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
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decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. In addition, please see Responses 1

through 5 to Comment Letter 31.  (John Gonzalez, 2004)

Response 33

The commenter is concerned with impacts to wildlife and asserts that they will be “obliterated.” Impacts

to wildlife are discussed in Response 6, above. Although the impacts to the loss of 280 acres of wildlife

habitat is considered significant, it must be noted that 330.8 acres (Santa Clara River) of the 695.4-acre

project will not be developed and would be preserved for open space/river use. The comment does not

raise any specific issue regarding the EIR’s 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. In addition, please see Responses 1

through 5 to Comment Letter 31.  (John Gonzalez, 2004)

Response 34

The commenter contends that nothing is being done to protect the western spadefoot toad or the

unarmored threespine stickleback, which the commenter believes are becoming extinct. Please see

Response 22, above, with regard to the spadefoot toad. Please see Response 21, above, with regard to the

unarmored threespine stickleback. The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

pp. 4.6-105–106 provides for and discusses mitigation measures aimed to protect the unarmored

threespine stickleback and spadefoot toad. (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.) In addition, please see Responses 1 through 11 to Comment

Letter 20.  (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004)

Response 35

The commenter contends that development in the Santa Clara River floodplain further impacts the

unarmored threespine stickleback and spadefoot toad. The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-123 states, “[p]otentially 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.” Page 4.6-124 further concludes that, “[b]ecause of the high biological value

of riparian and wetland habitats and because of the continued loss of these habitats throughout the
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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.” Therefore, the Draft EIR concludes that the project will contribute to the long-range

cumulative biological impacts to riparian and wetland habitats which support species such as the

unarmored threespine stickleback and spadefoot toad. Please see Responses 21, 22 and 34, above. In

addition, Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, concluded that no significant impacts on

unarmored threespine stickleback would occur due to floodplain modifications (see also Appendix 4.20,

ENTRIX report). Although the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, concluded that there

could be unavoidable significant impacts on western spadefoot toad, a special status species, the project is

implementing mitigation measures that have been found by acceptable to CDFG in other areas for

mitigation of such impacts.  Please see Final EIR Appendix C.

Response 36

Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act does not “mandate” that habitat of federally listed species be

protected; rather, it requires that any deposition of dredge or fill material into a wetland, stream, creek,

drainage, or other “waters of the U.S.” (as defined by the act) be authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers.

The western spadefoot toad is not listed as Threatened or Endangered pursuant to the Federal

Endangered Species Act (ESA); therefore, this particular species does not receive federal protection under

the ESA. As a federally listed Endangered species, the unarmored threespine stickleback does receive

protection under the ESA which regulates the “take” (harming, wounding, killing, capturing, etc.) of

listed species, including the destruction of habitat occupied by this species. However, the ESA does not

“mandate” that all such habitat be protected; habitat of a listed species can be removed or modified if an

approved “take” permit is obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Moreover, please see

Responses 21 and 35, above. The Draft EIR concludes there will be no significant impacts on unarmored

threespine stickleback.

Response 37

The comment suggests that a least damaging alternative and an adequate cumulative impacts analysis be

prepared for the project. 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
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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.

In addition, the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, contains extensive

analyses of the cumulative impacts of the project. Finally, please see Responses 1 through 11 to

Comment Letter 20.  (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004)

Response 38

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is inadequate as it fails to fully address cumulative impacts due

to loss of riparian and aquatic habitat, elimination of wildlife movement corridors, increased human

disturbance and loss of biological diversity and productivity. The City disagrees. The Riverpark Draft

EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, provides for a thorough and complete

analysis of cumulative biological impacts and provides a listing of known projects in the vicinity of the

project that could, in association with the Riverpark project, contribute to cumulative impacts. Please see

the complete discussion with regard to cumulative impacts beginning on pp. 4.6-108–124 of the Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. See also the cumulative impacts discussions in

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications; Section 4.2, Flood; and Section 4.8.1, Water Quality. In

addition, please see Responses 1 through 11 to Comment Letter 20.  (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004)

Response 39

The comment suggests that the project is not the least damaging practicable alternative and that the

applicant has not made very effort to avoid, minimize, and mitigate environmental impacts. Draft EIR

Section 6.0, Alternatives, contains an extensive analysis of alternatives to the project. Moreover, the Draft

EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, contain extensive mitigation measures to

mitigate to the greatest feasible extent the project’s impacts on resources. In addition, please see

Responses 1 through 11 to Comment Letter 20.  (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004)
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The commenter gives no specifics as to how the applicant has not made every effort to avoid, minimize,

and mitigate environmental impacts; therefore, no further response can be given. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response 40

The comment suggests that the Santa Clara River watershed cannot continue to be degraded, as the river

is the last and largest remaining wild river in Southern California. In addition, please see Responses 1

through 11 to Comment Letter 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004) and Responses 1 through 45 to

Comment Letter 25.  (Heal the Bay, May 2004)

Response 41

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that buried bank stabilization is not acceptable.

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 any specific issue regarding

the analysis found in the Draft EIR, no further response can be provided. However, as to the general

comment regarding buried bank stabilization, please refer to, for example, Draft EIR, Section 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20-36–37, 4.20-39 (Figure 4.20-6), 4.20-40 (Figure 4.20-7), 4.20-41–59, and

4.20-68. Additionally, please see Final EIR Appendix C, Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River

Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area – Summary (July 2004). In addition, please

see Responses 1 through 11 to Comment Letter 20.  (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004)

Response 42

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that removing non-native vegetation is not an

acceptable mitigation. The opinion is also not substantiated by reference to the Draft EIR or any other

documentation. 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

any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided. In

addition, please see Responses 1 through 11 to Comment Letter 20.  (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004)

Response 43

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the Santa Clarita watershed requires

protection. The opinion is also not substantiated by reference to the Draft EIR or any other
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documentation. 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

any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided.

Nevertheless, the Draft EIR discusses the extensive protections given to the watershed. Please see Draft

EIR Section 4.2, Flood; Section 4.8.1, Water Quality; and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications; and

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. In addition, please see Responses 1 through 11 to

Comment Letter 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), and Responses 1 through 45 to Comment Letter

25.  (Heal the Bay, May 2004)

Response 44

The comment asserts that the EIR is not acceptable for certification. The comment, however, does not

give specifics as to how the EIR is deficient and consequently could not be certified. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response 45

The commenter states that in their opinion the Riverpark project is not innovative. 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. In addition, please see Responses 1 through 63 to Comment Letter 22. (Sierra

Club, May 2004)

Response 46

The comment addresses the amount of grading for the project. Please see Response 11, above. In

addition, please see Responses 1 through 63 to Comment Letter 22.  (Sierra Club, May 2004)

Response 47

The comment addresses grading from the Riverpark project compared to the CEMEX project. The

comparison of grading permitted from the Riverpark project to another 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.

Nevertheless, please see Response 46, above.
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Response 48

The comment raises concern with respect to impacts from dust (PM10). Please see Topical Response 5:

Air Quality, to the Final EIR. In addition, please see Responses 1 through 63 to Comment Letter 22.

(Sierra Club, May 2004)

Response 49

The commenter questions the conclusions of the Draft EIR with regard to student generation figures and

impacts to the school system. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.10, Education, pp. 4.10-7–8 which

calculates the students generated by the project based upon the generation rate factors provided by both

the Saugus Union District and the William S. Hart Union School District. Please see Final EIR Appendix

F, for correspondence from both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based upon

implementation of the Riverpark project.

Response 50

The comment suggests that the river should not be credited as open space. 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 also be noted that the project will dedicate the river area to the City

as open space.

Response 51

The comment states the Draft EIR analyzes an alternative that deletes Santa Clarita Parkway. 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 52

The comment suggests an alternative that would have no parkway or flyover bridge. Please see

Response 37, above, with regard to the selection of alternatives in the Riverpark Draft EIR. Please see

also Topical Response 6: Traffic, to the Final EIR.
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Response 53

The comment suggests that the project site become a park. 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 54

The comment contends that the construction of the Cross Valley Connector will create greater circulation

impacts. Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, illustrates the benefits to the 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 carried 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 B&T contribution, will result in the improvement of traffic

conditions in the SC Valley.  Finally, please see Topical Response 6: Traffic, to the Final EIR.

Response 55

The comment states that with buildout conditions traffic conditions will be worse. To the contrary, Draft

EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, illustrates the benefits to the Valley’s roadway network. Please see

Response 54, above.

Response 56

The comment suggests that the reviewer look at the traffic numbers and reject the roads. With regard to

Cross Valley Connector traffic numbers, please see Response 54, above. The comment is acknowledged

with regard to rejection of the roads. 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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Response 57

The comment states that the EIR concludes that cumulative air quality impacts would be unavoidably

significant.  Please see Topical Response 5: Air Quality to the Final EIR.

Response 58

The comment states that there is no feasible mitigation for traffic impacts. Please see Topical Response 6:

Traffic, to the Final EIR.

Response 59

The comment states that a net loss of habitat and open space is occurring as a result of development. The

Riverpark Draft EIR concludes on p. 4.6-109:

“[t]he total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of
conversion of undeveloped property to developed. Though over 400 acres of the site will
remain as open space and some of the habitat can be restored and enhanced within
remaining open space areas of the site, there will still be a net loss of habitat for wildlife
and open space that cannot be replaced. In effect, while habitat types similar to that
impacted can be preserved, planted and/or restored elsewhere, no measures are
available that will mitigate a mathematical net loss of 280 acres of open space land as a
result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net loss represents a
significant unavoidable impact.”

In addition, please see Responses 1 through 8 to Comment Letter 29.  (Dr. Randy Martin, April 2004)

Response 60

The comment states that the loss of open space is a concern to those who moved to the City because of

open space. 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.  Please see Response 50, above.

Response 61

The comment notes that visual impacts from Bridgeport are obvious and that the conversion of open

space to development where the commenter now walks would be a major change. Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.16, Visual Resources, concludes that viewsheds would be significantly impacted because the
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conversion of the project site from an undeveloped to a developed condition would be an unavoidable

significant impact. In addition, please see Responses 1 through 8 to Comment Letter 29. (Dr. Randy

Martin, April 2004) The portion of the comment regarding removal of area that the commenter walks on

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 62

The commenter states the existing noises along Newhall Ranch Road often wake him and that one of his

neighbors has moved because of the noise. This is an existing condition that is beyond the scope of the

Riverpark EIR to address. However, Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, 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. In addition, please

see Responses 1 through 8 to Comment Letter 29.  (Dr. Randy Martin, April 2004)

The portion of the comment regarding neighbors moving because of the noise 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 63

The commenter states that the project would not be within acceptable noise standards and does not

understand how the City could allow a project that would create more noise impacts. It is true that

certain of the locations within the Riverpark site that are currently proposed for residential uses would be

exposed to outdoor noise levels that exceed the City’s normally-acceptable noise standards, resulting in a

significant noise impact unless mitigated. In addition, Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, 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.

In addition, please see Responses 1 through 8 to Comment Letter 29.  (Dr. Randy Martin, April 2004)
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Response 64

The commenter urges the Planning Commission not to accept the 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, no further response can be provided.

Response 65

The comment urges the Planning Commission to expand the noise element to show how the project will

impact Bridgeport residents.  Please see Response 62, above.

Response 66

The comment states that the Riverpark project will impact Bridgeport residents and urges the Planning

Commission not to accept the EIR. Please see Response 62, above, with regard to noise impacts to

Bridgeport residents. Secondly the commenter gives no specifics as to why the Planning Commission

should not accept the 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.

Response 67

The comment indicates that traffic was minimal and now he is afraid that it is going to end up like the

San Fernando 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 68

The commenter states that SCOPE won’t be criticized for stopping a school since there isn’t one proposed

for the project site. 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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Response 69

The comment that facts she believes to be true are frequently denied by made at Planning Commission

meetings and related them to historical events associated with Copernicus and Galileo with regard to

obvious facts that are omitted from reports from consultants representing special interest. The

commenter gives no specifics as to exactly what reports are deficient. 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.

Response 70

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the Santa Clara River is being “overdrafted.”

The opinion is also not substantiated by reference to the Draft EIR or any other documentation. 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 any specific issue regarding the

adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided. However, for information regarding

"overdraft" claims, please refer to, for example, Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-33–42, and

Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims. Finally, please see Responses 1

through 30 to Comment Letter 18 (SCOPE, May 2004) and Response 1 to Comment Letter 32. (Plambeck,

May 2004)

Response 71

Please see Response 70, above.

Response 72

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the majority of the SWP water that is

recharged is effluent from the treatment plants west of the I-5. As to general comments regarding

groundwater recharge by the introduction of imported SWP water to the SC Valley, please refer to the

Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-7–8, 4.8-14–15; Draft EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8,

Memorandum Prepared by CH2MHill, Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley,

February 22, 2004.
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Response 73

Please see Response 72, above. In addition, as to general comments regarding recharge and overdraft in

the eastern edges of the local groundwater subbasin, please see Topical Response 1: Groundwater

Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims, pp. 12–14, and Final EIR Appendix A, Technical Memorandum

Prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC, dated February 26, 2004.

Response 74

Please see Response 73, above.

Response 75

Please see Response 73, above.

Response 76

Please see Response 73, above.

Response 77

Please see Responses 72 and 73, above.

Response 78

The comment asserts that the water quality in the Santa Clara River has been degraded by an increase in

chlorides and other substances. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-37–38 and 4.8-

42–43, Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 4.8.1-1–99. In addition, information responsive to the water

quality of SWP supplies is found in DWR Memorandum, dated September 25, 2002, Quality of Non-

Project Groundwater Pump-Ins to the California Aqueduct and Effect on SWP Water Quality, 2001, which

is incorporated by reference and available for public inspection at the County of Los Angeles,

Department of Regional Planning, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012.

Please also refer to the Santa Clarita Valley 2002 Water Quality Report (CLWA 2002(b)) in Appendix A of

the Final EIR, which provides water quality information regarding CLWA's service of SWP supplies to

the SC Valley. In addition, CLWA recently published its Draft EIR relating to the Supplemental Water
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Project transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of SWP Table A Amount. In that Draft EIR (SCH No. 1998041127), at

pp. 3.15-8–10 (including Table 3.15-4), and pp. 3.15-22–26, CLWA provides extensive information about

the water quality of imported SWP supplies. Although the EIR is still in draft form, the information in

the document provides data responsive to the water quality concerns expressed in this comment. The

Draft EIR is incorporated by reference and available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet

Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 18

(SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), and 25.  (Heal the Bay, May 2004)

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR

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 79

The comment alleges that significant sites are being destroyed and that experts are determining that

actions are insignificant. The comment does not give specifics as to how the Riverpark project is

destroying significant sacred sites and, therefore, the City is unable to provide a further response.

However, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Nevertheless, please see Responses to Comment Letter 36. (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric

Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 80

The commenter hopes that the City respects all of the laws and regulations under CEQA, and work with

the agencies, including the Army Corps of Engineers, the Regional Water Quality Control Board and

California Department of Fish and Game and US Department of Fish and Wildlife as well as federally

recognized tribes, local tribe and local leaders. These agencies have all been given copies of the Draft EIR

for their comments. Of the above noted agencies, the Regional Water Quality Control Board and

California Department of Fish and Game have commented on the Draft EIR for the project. The Wishtoyo

Foundation has also commented on the Draft EIR. Please see Responses to Comment Letter 36

(Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004), especially with regard to the required notifications

and expert opinions on cultural resources.
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Response 81

The comment states that permits issued for water discharge need to address the Natural Historic

Preservation Act. CEQA, not the National Historic Preservation Act, provides legal authority for this

project. Section 106 is not applicable, because “[t]he project, activity, or program must be under the direct

or indirect jurisdiction of a federal agency….” The City of Santa Clarita holds jurisdiction for this project,

not the federal government. Nonetheless the CEQA review and the Federal Section 106 processes are

similar in terms of process and intent. We believe that the cultural resources studies are “sufficient to

meet CEQA and federal requirements regarding archaeological resources that are significant.” Finally,

please see Responses to Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 82

The commenter requests a third-party review of cultural reports prepared for the Riverpark site. The EIR

process itself, however, does serve as third-party review for any reports and studies prepared for a

project (W&S Consultants prepared the cultural reports for Riverpark whose credentials are attached). In

this example, the cultural resources reports prepared for the project were summarized into the Cultural

Resources section of the Riverpark Draft EIR by Impact Sciences. Upon completion of the Draft EIR, the

Draft EIR was distributed by the State Office of Planning & Research to State Agencies for review and

comment including, but not limited to, the Native American Heritage Commission, and State Lands,

Parks and Recreation. It is the responsibility of either of these agencies to report their concerns in written

form. Neither of these agencies submitted any written or oral comments to the City regarding the

adequacy of the cultural reports prepared for the project. Since we have not received any comments from

these agencies on this issue, the City can surmise that the reports are adequate. In addition, Charlie

Cook, a descendent of the Chumash/Fernandeno/Tataviam/Kitanemuk tribe, who is one of the four

Native Americans on the Native American Heritage Commission’s Most Likely Descendent List, was

present during the and Phase 2 work to monitor the surveys and conclusions of W&S Consultants.

Consequently, an independent third-party review would not be required. Finally, please see Responses

to Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 83

The comment requests that the Native American community be involved in the review process to

minimize impacts. The Native American community has been involved in the Riverpark process. Please

see Response 82, above. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 36. (Wishtoyo Foundation,

Eric Sanchez, August 2004)
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Response 84

The comment states that beads are not reliable indicators of sites and that they (Native Americans) want

their own independent contract to review sites. The Native American community has been involved in

the Riverpark process and has not concluded that the evidence of beads is an unreliable indicator of sites.

Please see Response 82, above. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 36. (Wishtoyo

Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 85

The comment concludes that the archaeologists that prepared the reports for the Riverpark project were

challenged on the Ahmanson Ranch project and inconsistencies were found. The comment challenges

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 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).

The principles of W&S Consultants have a combined total of over 60 years of archaeological experience in

this portion of southern California. They have published over a dozen books and 60 research articles on

archaeology. Additionally, 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. W&S Consultants have also received the Thomas King Award from the Society for California

Archaeology for Excellence in Cultural Resource Management. Furthermore, they have listed over 400

California archaeological sites on the National Register of Historic Places. W&S Consultants have served

on the State of California Historical Resources Commission and they currently serve as the Ventura

County Cultural Heritage Board’s anthropological and archaeological advisors. Finally, please see

Responses to Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 86

The comment provides a general comment on how [Native Americans] are not about archaeological sites

but about cultural sites and how they practice their traditions. 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 Responses to

Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)
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Response 87

The comment asserts that language is needed to protect burial sites. Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, of

the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4.18-3, which provides for the possibility of cultural resources

found during construction activities as follows:

“Although no other significant cultural resources were observed or recorded during the
surface field survey, all grading activities and surface modifications must be confined to
only those areas of absolute necessity to reduce any form of impact on unrecorded
(buried) cultural resources that may exist within the confines of the project area. In the
event that resources are found during construction, activity shall stop and a qualified
archaeologist shall be contacted to evaluate the resources. If the find is determined to be
a historical or unique archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment
sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation
should be available. Construction on other parts of the project will be subject to Public
Resources Code §21083.2(i).”

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 88

The comment generally addresses the commenter’s heritage in the SC 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. Nevertheless, it should be noted that Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural

Resources, concludes that site 351 is a significant cultural site. Finally, please see Responses to Comment

Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 89

The commenter notes that he worked with W&S Consultants on the project site. 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 90

The comment asserts that the site has not been properly assessed because the whole site should be

completely preserved. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, p. 4.18-24, one of the sites
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will be preserved in situ and impacts to another of the sites can be mitigated in accordance with the

CEQA Guidelines as follows:

“…archaeological site CA-LAN-3043 contains an intact subsurface deposit and artifacts
which holds the potential for contributing to our understanding of the prehistory of this
portion of California. Construction or development on this site, therefore, has the
potential to result in adverse impacts to significant cultural resources. Adverse impacts
to this site can be mitigated through salvaging of materials found at the site in a Phase III
data recovery program. Preservation of this site is infeasible as it would necessitate
realignment of Santa Clarita Parkway would could present engineering and design safety
issue. Additionally, if the roadway were to be realigned, additional remedial grading
would occur as well as a substantial loss of housing units which would be in conflict with
project objectives of providing a substantial number of new housing units to
accommodate regional growth in a location that is adjacent to existing and planned
infrastructure.”

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 36.  (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 91

The comment suggests that cultural genocide occurs as cultural sites are lost to 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 or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, and in

particular its cumulative impacts analysis, which concludes the project will not contribute to a cumulative

impact on cultural resources. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 36. (Wishtoyo

Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004)

Response 92

The comment suggests that the blue oak on the site be preserved. Please see the Revised Riverpark Draft

EIR Appendix 4.6, Biological Resources, which specifically denotes that the blue oak is not impacted by

development activities on the Riverpark site.

Response 93

The comment states that there are issues that need to be recovered for the community and native people.

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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Response 94

The comment states that Los Angeles County is required to reduce 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, no further response can be provided.

Response 95

The commenter is concerned with the safety of pedestrians crossing Bouquet Canyon Road and Newhall

Ranch Road at certain points, which she believes will be exacerbated with additional traffic. As a result

of this comment, staff evaluated the Planning Commission’s request on whether or not a pedestrian

bridge crossing is warranted on Newhall Ranch Road through the City’s Pedestrian Bridge Crossing

Evaluation Criteria Study. The evaluation was based on locating a pedestrian bridge crossing

approximately 300 feet west of Santa Clarita Parkway on Newhall Ranch Road.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision-making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study, criteria for

determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby, affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time
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The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78, thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users

of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay

the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future likely when the

Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park in

Canyon Country.

Response 96

The comment suggests the provision for a safety bridge over Newhall Ranch Road. Please see Response

95, above.

Response 97

The comment refers to disclosure of future projects in and near Valencia. 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.

Response 98

The comment is concerned with the project’s proposed reduction of setbacks, based on areas in the

commenter’s project—similar to those being asked for in the Riverpark project. However, after the Draft

EIR was released to the public and as a result of the public hearing process before the Planning

Commission, several conditions were placed on the front yard setback adjustment requested for the

project. In any event, 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 99

The comment mentions a concern with having to go through an appeal process, but does not reference in

what context the appeal process refers to; therefore, no specific response can be given. 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 100

The commenter questioned the criteria used to evaluate cultural resources sites. At the Planning

Commission hearing, W&S Consultants indicated that the specifications for sites are outlined in the

CEQA Guidelines, that essentially state what would be considered a significant site and what would not be

considered a significant site. W&S Consultants further explained that sites are significant if they have

religious values to Native Americans and/or if they have the potential to contribute to our understanding

of prehistory. As a general rule, if they have evidence for burials or other kinds of ritual remains then

they would be considered religiously important. Further, please see also Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural

Resources, and Appendix 4.18.

Response 101

The commenter questioned who decides whether sites have religious significance. W&S Consultants

indicated that as a general rule, if they have evidence for burials or other kinds of ritual remains then they

would be considered religiously important. Further, please see also Draft EIR Section 4.18, Cultural

Resources, and Appendix 4.18.

Response 102

The commenter further questioned how a site would be considered significant. W&S Consultants further

stated that the determination of significance is an empirical process. Further, please see also Draft EIR

Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, and Appendix 4.18.
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Response 103

The commenter requested additional information with regard to the slides on the project site. Draft EIR

Section 4.1, Geotechnical Hazards, p. 4.1-20, describes the landslides on the site as follows:

“Fourteen landslides have been mapped on the project site (see Figure 4.1-1). These
typically represent a translational type of failure within the Saugus Formation and
Terrace Deposits that failed along a low strength clay bed. The landslides typically
consist of highly fractured rock resting above a low strength slip surface. Voids created
by dilation of the bedrock (grabens) are commonly backfilled with rock debris and
colluvial material. Development within areas of the site affected by landslides would
result in a significant impact unless mitigated.

Debris flow hazard exists on Lot No. 524 within Planning Area D. Debris flow hazard is
designated (dfh) on the Figure 4.1-1. Unless mitigated, this debris flow hazard would
result in a significant geotechnical impact.”

The Draft EIR concludes, that with mitigation, impacts due to landslides are reduced to less than

significant. Mr. Eric Seward further emphasized that most of the slides are being removed and

buttressed, and explained other options.

Response 104

The commenter asked whether geologic issues are addressed by way of preparation of a report. Reports

are prepared which outline the geotechnical hazards at a site and the suggested mitigation measures that

would reduce potential impacts.  Please see Draft EIR Appendix 4.1.

Response 105

The commenter asked who reviews procedures recommended by geotechnical reports. The geotechnical

engineer of record for the project is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are implemented

during grading activities.
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TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter wanted to know the impacts of traffic associated with existing conditions, the project,

and regional growth. Existing intersection traffic conditions are presented in Draft EIR Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-11. Project build-out conditions are found in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access,

Table 4.3-14 on p. 4.3-37. Cumulative traffic conditions are found in Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access,

Tables 4.3-23 and 4.3-24, p. 4.3-58. Please also see Topical Response 6: Traffic and April 29, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 22–24, 70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 2

The commenter asked what would regional traffic conditions be like without the project. The conditions

at the significantly impacted intersections would be worse. Table 4.3-23 of Draft EIR Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, indicates that without the project, there would be an additional 68,297 trips allowed with

buildout of the General Plan. Please also see Topical Response 6: Traffic and April 29, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 22–25, 70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 3

The commenter questioned whether intersections would be impacted greater than or less than if the

project was not built. 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 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 carried 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 Santa Clarita Valley (SC Valley), including emergency vehicle movement. Please also
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see Topical Response 6: Traffic and April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 22–26,

70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 4

The commenter clarified that although the project would create a significant impact on certain

traffic/access conditions, if the project were not built, impacts to area roadways would be even more

severe. This is a correct statement. Please see Response 3, above. Please also see April 29, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript pp. 70–73.

Response 5

The commenter questions the thresholds that are used to determine significance in terms of traffic. Draft

EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, Table 4.3-7, p. 4.3-24, outlines the significance criteria used for arterial

intersections as follows:

Table 4.3-7
Arterial Intersection Performance Criteria

ICU Calculation Methodology
Level of Service to be based on peak hour ICU values calculated using the following assumptions:

Saturation Flow Rate: 1,750 vehicles/hour/lane
Clearance Interval: .10
RTOR Allowed: Yes*
RTOR Saturation Factor: .75
No minimum volume/capacity assumed

Performance Standard
LOS D
Impact Criteria

Impacts due to the project shall be considered when any of the following conditions are met:
With-Project ICU Project Increment
.81-.90 (LOS D)  .02
.91 or more (LOS E or F)  .01

Mitigation must be identified that results in an ICU less than or equal to pre-project conditions.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, correspondence to City of Santa Clarita, October 2003, and City of Santa Clarita Traffic Impact
Report Guidelines and December 1997 City of Santa Clarita General Plan Circulation Element and the City Transportation and
Engineering Services Department.
*“ De facto” right-turn lane is used in the ICU calculation if 19 feet from edge of pavement to inside of through-lane exists and

parking is prohibited during peak hours.
Abbreviations: ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization; RTOR = Right Turn On Red; LOS = Level of Service

Please also see Topical Response 6: Traffic and April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

pp. 22–27, 70–73, in the Final EIR.
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Response 6

The commenter wants to know what existing conditions are with regards to Bouquet Canyon Road.

Bouquet Canyon Road currently operates at a Level of Service (LOS) F. Bouquet Canyon Road and

Newhall Ranch Road has a LOS D. Please also see Topical Response 6: Traffic and April 29, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 27, 70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 7

The commenter requested clarification as to whether the 68,297 trips saved as a result of not building out

the General Plan were an annual figure. The 68,297 trips are a daily savings figure. Please also see April

29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 27–28, in the Final EIR.

Response 8

The commenter wanted to know the average daily trips per day at buildout. Draft EIR Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, Table 4.3-23, indicates that the project will create 13,274 trips at buildout. Please also see

April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 28, 70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 9

The commenter wants to know the comparative difference of the project traffic at buildout when

compared to the General Plan at buildout. Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, Table 4.3-23, indicates

that the project will create 13,274 trips at buildout and the General Plan would generate 81,571 trips;

therefore, implementation of the project would reduce the cumulative number of trips by 68,297 when

compared to the General Plan. Please also see and April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 28, 70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 10

The commenter questioned why different population generation figures are used in the traffic section and

the population/housing/employment sections of the Draft EIR. The joint City/County traffic model was

used to develop the projections used in the Traffic/Circulation section of the Draft EIR. The joint traffic

model is based on the roadway network and land use contained in the City's and County’s General Plan,

and was used, in part, in development of the General Plan. There is not a specific horizon period or year

assigned to buildout of the SC Valley, as described in the General Plan. It has been the policy of the City,
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however, that the growth detailed in the General Plan represents a period of between 20 and 25 years

(depending on market conditions). The traffic model forecasts, therefore, could be assumed to represent

the roadway conditions expected around year 2025 to year 2030 which are consistent with the forecasts

used in the Population/Housing/Employment section of the Draft EIR.

In addition, the SC Valley has specific locations at which it connects to the Los Angeles Basin, Ventura

County, the Antelope Valley, and unincorporated Los Angeles County areas to the north. These include

Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 14 (SR-14) to the south, I-5 and SR-14 to the north, Sierra Highway to the

north and south, and Bouquet Canyon Road to the north. These same connection points are represented

in the joint traffic model and utilize 2025/2030 traffic volume projections directly from the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG) regional forecast model; thus, insuring complete

consistency with SCAG.

Response 11

The commenter asks how the figure of 29,000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) trips from non-project traffic

was generated. For interim year conditions, without the proposed Riverpark project, 29,000 ADT trips

are forecast to use the segment of the Cross Valley Connector between Bouquet Canyon Road and

Soledad Canyon Road. The vast majority of these trips would otherwise be using Soledad Canyon Road

and would be similar in characteristics to the traffic utilizing Soledad Canyon Road today. The 29,000

vehicle trips consist of existing vehicle trips plus projected ambient growth. In addition, please see

Response 10, above.

Response 12

The commenter asks what the 29,000 trips figure on the Cross Valley Connector is based on. Please see

Response 11, above.

Response 13

The commenter requests a schedule of improvements for Bouquet Bridge. Construction of the Bouquet

Bridge widening project has commenced. This project will add an additional travel lane in each direction

(four lanes each direction total) to Bouquet Canyon Road from the northern abutment of the Bouquet

Canyon Road Bridge over the Santa Clara River southerly to directly south of the intersection of Bouquet

Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road.
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Response 14

The commenter asks how it was determined that 90 percent of trips stay in the Valley. The distribution of

project-generated traffic is from the Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Traffic Model (SCVCTM), which is

a traffic forecasting model jointly maintained by the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles.

The SCVCTM calculates a distribution pattern for a specific area based on the trip generation

characteristics of the proposed land use and of the geographical location of all the various types of land

uses within the Valley.

For example, a single-family residence generates on the average approximately 10 vehicle trips per day

and a multi-family residence generates on the average approximately 8 vehicle trips per day according to

the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 6th Edition, a source widely used by many

jurisdictions to establish trip generation rates. The majority of the residential daily trip generation

associated with a single-family home and a multi-family residence would be non-worked based (grocery

store, school, etc.) with work trips accounting for only 2 to 4 of the average 10 (single-family residence)

and 8 (multi-family residence) daily trips. Due to a substantial employment base locally, some of these

work associated trips would remain in the Valley with most of the remaining work trips moving south,

out of the Valley and towards the LA Basin on I-5 or SR-14.

Response 15

The commenter asks if this portion of the Cross Valley Connector would be built with or without the

Riverpark project. The short answer is yes, though the timing of this needed improvement would likely

be significantly delayed. The Riverpark project, in staff’s opinion, accelerates the City’s ability to

complete the Cross Valley Connector through its dedication of needed right-of-way and its substantial

B&T contribution. 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.
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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.

Please also see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript pp. 70–73.

Response 16

The commenter asks if traffic impacts would be the same without the project but with Cross Valley

Connector. The Cross Valley Connector is needed today and it is one of the City Council’s highest

priorities. The Cross Valley Connector is needed to accommodate existing traffic trips as well as

projected growth. Although there would be fewer cars on the roadway network if the Riverpark project

were not developed, this reduction would not be significant and the planned roadway improvements in

the Valley would still be needed. Please also see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 31–32, 70–73, in the Final EIR.

Response 17

The commenter asks if there would be the same level of impact without the Riverpark project but with

the Cross Valley Connector built.  Please see Response 16, above.
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Response 18

The commenter asks where are the trips coming from at the intersections where there is no mitigation

available to reduce the significant impacts. The vast majority of these trips at the affected intersections

are existing and already utilizing the Valley’s roadway network.

Response 19

The commenter asks what the impacts would be on the unavoidably significantly impacted intersections

if Santa Clarita Parkway were eliminated. The Riverpark Traffic and Circulation Report (Appendix 4.3 of

the Draft EIR) included two long-range alternative cumulative analyses related to a link of Santa Clarita

Parkway, between Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road. The first alternative downgrades

this portion of the roadway from a six-lane major highway to a four-lane secondary highway. The second

alternative removes this segment of Santa Clarita Parkway, from Bouquet Canyon Road to Soledad

Canyon Road, altogether.

Deletion of this segment in the long-range analysis would have a significant effect on the surrounding

roadway system. The Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road, Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall

Ranch Road, and Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersections would all have a deficient LOS

E or worse as compared to a scenario where the roadway remained. More importantly, ADT volumes

with the deletion of this segment of the roadway would have a much greater effect on surrounding

roadways. Bouquet Canyon Road, north of Newhall Ranch Road, increases by 20,000 ADT. Bouquet

Canyon Road, between Soledad Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch Road, increases by 11,000 ADT. The

elimination of this segment also affects roadways outside of the immediate project area with notable

increases to McBean Parkway (4,000 ADT), Whites Canyon Road (2,000 ADT), and San Fernando Road

(3,000 ADT). Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 34–35, in the Final

EIR.

Response 20

The commenter asks if the elimination of Santa Clarita Parkway has any impact on the overall traffic

condition.  Please see Response 19, above.
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Response 21

The commenter asks for confirmation of the statement that unless Santa Clarita Parkway were

constructed per the General Plan connecting to Soledad Canyon Road, unless that occurs, then it would

have no significant positive impacts on the problems that are generated to the other intersections that

have been analyzed.  This is a correct statement.

Response 22

The commenter wanted to know how much of the air pollutants come from the project, how much from

Greater Santa Clarita and how much from outside of Santa Clarita. 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, “[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. Please see Topical

Response 5: Air Quality in the Final EIR, and Appendix B to the Final EIR. (Environ International

Corporation study)

Response 23

The commenter asks if a project contributes one iota of a pollutant in the SC Valley, the impact would be

considered significant. A project’s air quality impact would be considered significant if it exceeded air

quality thresholds established by the SCAQMD for CO (550 ppm), VOC (75 ppm), NOx (100 ppm), SOx

(150 ppm) and PM10 (150 ppm). Please also see Topical Response 5: Air Quality in the Final EIR, and

Appendix B to the Final EIR.  (Environ International Corporation study)

Response 24

The commenter asked if the Riverpark project were a particularly “dirty” project. The answer is no.

Generally speaking, most development projects that require an EIR in Southern California have air

quality impacts. Riverpark is no different than other similar residential projects. For example, for

projects within the SC Valley, the North Valencia No. 1 and II, Tesoro Del Valle, Fair Oaks Ranch, Bee

Canyon, Tick Canyon, Tract 42670, Whittaker-Bermite (formerly Porta Bella) are all similar residential
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type projects which had significant air quality impacts. Consequently, the Riverpark project is not a

particularly “dirty” project. Please see Topical Response 5: Air Quality in the Final EIR and Appendix B

to the Final EIR.  (Environ International study)

Response 25

The commenter asked if there were any way to differentiate between Cross Valley Connector air quality

construction impacts and that portion of Riverpark that is constructing Newhall Ranch Road. At this

time, the air quality analysis for the Cross Valley Connector is being refined and finalized and as such no

specific numbers can be provided. However, preliminary construction impact results indicate that

mostly likely oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and particulate matter (10 micron) (PM10) will exceed state

standards similar to Riverpark. As the Planning Commission will recall, the Riverpark project would

exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District air quality standards for carbon monoxide, (CO),

volatile organic compounds (VOC) in addition to NOx and PM10. As is the case with the Riverpark

project, air quality impacts associated with the construction of the road will likely be significant even

after the application of mitigation.

A direct comparative analysis cannot be prepared with regard to the operational impacts of the Riverpark

and Cross Valley Connector projects. This is because the Cross Valley Connector is a roadway, and

roadways themselves do not generate traffic trips. Existing development, as well as other projects in

Santa Clarita and the surrounding area, generates traffic trips that will use the Cross Valley Connector.

Because of its residential and commercial uses proposed, and as the Planning Commission is aware, the

Riverpark project generates traffic trips.

Response 26

The commenter asked what agency would be responsible for determining if feasible air quality mitigation

measures are implemented. The South Coast Air Quality Management District has reviewed the Draft

EIR and has provided comment on the document, including on mitigation measures, and did not

disagree on the Draft EIR’s feasibility conclusions. The City of Santa Clarita is responsible for ensuring

that all mitigation adopted for the project is implemented. The City of Santa Clarita monitors all

mitigation through the mitigation monitoring program prepared for the project.
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Response 27

The commenter asks what leverage the City has if the project developer does not follow the mitigation

measures. The City of Santa Clarita enforces the implementation of mitigation. The City would,

therefore, have the prerogative to stop project development activities if mitigation measures were not

being implemented as adopted. Additionally, some mitigation measures are addressed by outside

agencies such as the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). In those instances, these outside

agencies would have final discretion on the implementation of mitigation. Please see April 29, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 39–40, in the Final EIR.

Response 28

The commenter asks if there is a specific schedule for when the mitigation measure is to be implemented

and for monitoring. The mitigation monitoring plan that would be approved for the project specifically

includes each and every mitigation measure, what action that need to be taken to implement the

mitigation measure, who is responsible for implementing the mitigation measures and when the

mitigation measure should be accomplished (timing). Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript, pp. 40–41, in the Final EIR.

Response 29

The commenter asked should the City be asking agencies (such as the CDFG) in advance for mitigation

that they would be requiring as a part of the EIR discussion to ensure that mitigation is part of the

mitigation schedule. Throughout the preparation of the EIR, the City (and its consultants) are in

communication with various agencies. As an example, with regard to the spadefoot toad relocation

proposal, the City’s consultants weighed their suggestions with the CDFG prior to finalization of the

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Also as an example, the CDFG submitted

both a comment in response to the Notices of Preparation that were distributed for the project as well as

comments to the Draft EIR. Additionally, the City’s consultant who is preparing the EIR will often call

agencies (e.g., SCAQMD) for discussion on proposed mitigation prior to finalization of the EIR section.

In summary, the City/its consultants have a very familiar working relationship with many responsible

agencies.  Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 42–43, in the Final EIR.
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Response 30

The commenter asks why have noise impacts never been much of an issue until now. Generally

speaking, noise models have become more sophisticated, and are now better at measuring actual noise

levels. For example now, as compared to seven years ago, a modeler can now differentiate traffic noise

more specifically than what could be done previously. Before, it was just a “vehicle,” now it’s a type of

vehicle and trucks—and they all behave differently from a noise perspective. In the past, that level of

sensitivity could not be taken into consideration. Now, with respect to noise, differences in topography

can be analyzed that could have been taken into consideration previously. In some cases (as with the

Riverpark project) these differentials make a very large difference in noise results and subsequent

impacts. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, and April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 43–46, 47–52, 73–77, in the Final EIR.

Response 31

The commenter asks where the changes with regard to noise calculations have taken place. Not only has

the modeling been changed (see Response 30, above) but also noise meters are more sophisticated and

sensitive than what they were in years past. Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 43–46, 47–52, 73–77, in the Final EIR.

Response 32

The commenter asked if the project site were particularly noisier than other locations. There is nothing

about the project site that is particularly unique from a noise perspective. However, it is located in the

center of the City of Santa Clarita, and is surrounded by major streets with high to unacceptably high

noise levels currently. Other sites similarly adjacent to or near major streets or highways experience

similar high levels of noise. Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp.

52–53, 73–77, in the Final EIR.

Response 33

The commenter asks if the residential units were removed from the site, would there still be a noise

impacts. Although the noise would be audible, there would no longer be an impact because the

residential units would no longer be impacted. Please see Draft EIR Section 6.0, Alternatives, at pp.6.0-

21–30, and April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 53–54, 73–77, in the Final EIR.
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Response 34

The commenter asks if there would be a significant noise impact if the impacted residential units were

moved to another part of the project site that was not impacted by noise (albeit increasing the density).

There would be no noise impacts from increasing density by relocating the currently impacted residential

units to areas without significant noise impacts because the noise that is generating significant impacts is

caused by traffic along Cross Valley Connector/Newhall Ranch Road. Therefore, the noise impacts are

primarily tied to the traffic traversing the Cross Valley Connector/Newhall Ranch Road. Please also see

April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 73–77, in the Final EIR.

Response 35

The commenter addressed the Level of Service along Newhall Ranch Road, Santa Clarita Parkway,

Soledad Canyon Road, and Bouquet Canyon Road and noted that, with more congestion slowing down

the traffic, noise levels generally become lower.  That is a correct statement.

Response 36

The commenter asks if the Cross Valley Connector is constructed, then would the Level of Service

improve. As explained in 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 (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 (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,
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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 (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 (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 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
(Appendix I).

Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic and April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp.

73–77, in the Final EIR.

Response 37

The commenter requested clarification on the traffic vehicle mix used in the traffic study. Peak hour

vehicle mix in the project study area is assumed to be 2 percent heavy trucks, 8 percent medium trucks,

and 90 percent passenger vehicles. These percentages come from the Federal Highway Administration

Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000), a source that is utilized by jurisdictions in the region. A vast

majority of these truck trips are expected be local serving, similar to the truck trips found elsewhere on

similar roadways within the Valley’s roadway network.

Response 38

The commenter requested clarification on what makes up traffic noise. Traffic noise mostly comes out of

a pipe, specifically the end of a tailpipe. The same would hold true for trucks. That has an impact on

how noise is measured. For example, the end of an exhaust pipe for a diesel truck is approximately 8 feet

tall, so a 6-foot wall may have little or no usefulness if the problem is caused by a diesel truck.

Automobiles noise is measured at about 1 foot above the ground. Therefore, in addition to exhaust pipe

noise (where most of the noise comes from), a second source of noise is tire vibration. Accessory noise

sources, such a loud car stereos most likely have a negligible influence. Please see April 29, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 58, in the Final EIR.

Response 39

The commenter asks if new technology to road, tire, and engine design are increasing or decreasing noise

levels. The answer is, both. Currently, investigations are underway on different roadway surfaces. Some
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have rubber built into the roads and are being tested to see if they have an appreciable reduction or

influence on roadway noise and vibration. If a smooth asphalt surface is used as opposed to concrete,

which has ridges built in it for drainage/grip, a slightly lower level of noise would be generated.

However, how much noise reduction can be achieved depends on factors such as how many lanes of

traffic there are and how fast the vehicles are traveling. Many factors need to be taken into consideration

to determine for different surface materials used the amount of noise reduction realized. Please see April

29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 59, in the Final EIR.

Response 40

The commenter asks if the Riverpark EIR calculated noise impacts using today’s technology and not what

may or may not be used in the future. The Riverpark EIR used the technology that is available today to

determine impacts. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, pp. 4.5-7–9, for noise methodology and

procedures used in the Riverpark analysis.

Response 41

The commenter asks how a noise profile of a site is done. Roadway generated noise is the noise related

issue on the Riverpark site. In summary, noise readings are taken to establish an existing condition for

the project and then are utilized, along with future traffic volumes and site design, as part of a modeling

process. The result would be a 24-hour CNEL average which is compared to applicable City standards.

Please see Response 40, above.

Response 42

The commenter questioned how noise is measured. Please Response 41, above, and see April 29, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 61, in the Final EIR.

Response 43

The commenter asked for a breakdown of open space, park and trail acreage.

Total Active Neighborhood Public Park 5.7 acres

Total Open Space (City-Owned) 392.83 acres
Open Space Lots 23.75 acres
Santa Clara River Lots 336.16 acres
Passive Open Space Lots 32.92 acres
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River Trail (City-Owned) 8.35 acres

Total Open Space/Private Park (HOA) 104.37 acres
Area C 22.2 acres
Area D 26.4 acres
Area A1 10.25 acres
Area A2 30.78 acres
Area B 14.74 acres

Total LMD 10.35 acres

Water Quality Basin (HOA) 1.98 acres

Please also see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 62–63, in the Final EIR.

Response 44

The commenter asked if the Parks and Recreation Department oversees passive recreation use areas such

as trails. A representative from the Parks and Recreation Department stated that the parks would be

under the purview of the Parks and Recreation Department. The City will own and maintain that portion

of the river within the project boundary. Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 63–64, in the Final EIR.

Response 45

The commenter wanted to know if there were treatments available for bridge abutments that would make

them more aesthetically pleasing. The Planning Commission requested staff to research the possibility of

utilizing potential visual enhancement design alternatives to the concrete bridge abutments that are

necessary for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. Visibility to these abutments would

be limited, likely only from the Santa Clara River Trail. Additionally, the City would minimize, to the

extent possible, exposed concrete and would conversely maximize buried bank stabilization and other

more natural materials. After researching this request, staff has determined that available alternatives

feasible for inclusion on the proposed bridge abutments could include several types of visual

enhancements such as colored concrete, stamped concrete, manufactured stone veneers, and decorative

concrete indentions/impressions. The costs associated with these visual enhancements, however, would

increase the bridge cost if incorporated.



April 29, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR3-16 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 46

The commenter requested photo simulation from Soledad Canyon Road from approved uses along

Soledad Canyon Road in relationship to the Riverpark project and an aerial photograph. The Riverpark

Soledad Exhibit can be found in the Final EIR, Appendix H, Agency Requested Information.

Response 47

The commenter asked how much will the hill behind Gavilan Drive be graded. 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.

Please also see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 77–79, revised Vesting

Tentative Tract Map included as Appendix D to the Final EIR.

Response 48

The commenter asked that as the grading is reduced is Area D going to move out. The project applicant

has stated that although the ridgeline would remain in place, the units in Area D would not be affected

and the development pad area would get slightly smaller. Please also see April 29, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, p. 79, in the Final EIR and Response 47, above.

Response 49

The commenter asked how the Santa Clara River could be public if it is located on private land. And how

can this be used for General Plan analysis. The portions of the Santa Clara River within the project site

would be dedicated to the City prior to issuance of occupancy permits. Until such time that the Santa

Clara River is dedicated to the City, the property is private and public use is unauthorized. The

Riverpark EIR is obligated to analyze all of the applicable General Plan Goals and policies as a part of its

land use consistency analysis for the project, which in this case involves the transfer and dedicated of that

portion of the Santa Clara River to the City of Santa Clarita.

Response 50

The commenter asked if the Cross Valley Connector would have a bridge over Soledad Canyon and over

Sierra Highway. All of the cars would still pinch-point on Sierra Highway. As stated in Draft EIR

Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-18, the Cross Valley Connector is, “…the planned extension of Newhall

Ranch Road over the Santa Clara River to connect with the planned and substantially funded extension of
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Golden Valley Road….Planned for completion in 2006/2007, the Cross Valley Connector will provide a

continuous route from the SR-14 at Golden Valley Road to I-5 at the SR-126 interchange.”

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. Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, illustrates the benefits to the 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 carried 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 B&T contribution, will result in the improvement of

traffic conditions in the SC Valley, including emergency vehicle movement. Please also see Topical

Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 51

The commenter asks if the roads and bridges were required to be finished prior to the initiation of

construction. Please see Response 50, above, which discusses the timing of construction of the last

section of the Cross Valley Connector.

Response 52

The commenter states that the Cross Valley Connector is being dumped on the constituents in Canyon

Country. The Cross Valley Connector was discussed and approved by the City of Santa Clarita during

the update to the Circulation Element of the General Plan conducted in February 1997. The alignment of

this roadway has been in place for many years. This roadway configuration is contingent on the planned

extension of Newhall Ranch Road over the Santa Clara River to connect with the planned and

substantially funded extension of Golden Valley Road to I-5 at the SR-126 interchange. Development

patterns are already established throughout the community that would not allow for a redesign of the

roadway.



April 29, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR3-18 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 53

The commenter suggests that the Cross Valley Connector be realigned through Valencia or through the

mountains. The commenter also asked if any traffic analysis has been completed for this alignment. The

alignment of the Cross Valley Connector has been in place for many years. Portions of the Cross Valley

Connector are located in the community of Valencia. As discussed in Response 52, above, the Cross

Valley Connector was discussed and analyzed during the update to the Circulation Element of the

General Plan conducted in February 1997. A detailed traffic study was prepared for the Circulation

Element update, which considered the entire roadway length (and impacts) of all of the roadways within

the City of Santa Clarita, including the Cross Valley Connector. This roadway configuration is contingent

on the planned extension of Newhall Ranch Road over the Santa Clara River to connect with the planned

and substantially funded extension of Golden Valley Road to I-5 at the SR-126 interchange. Development

patterns are already established throughout the community that would not allow for a redesign of the

roadway.

Response 54

The commenter asked why pile drivers would be used, when friction piles or caissons could be used

which would produce less noise. At this time, the project applicant is not entirely certain as to what

machinery would be used to construct the bridge. Pile drivers were used in the noise analysis because

they could be used for bridge construction activities and that they are the worst-case noise generators.

The purpose of the noise analysis contained within the Riverpark EIR was to analyze noise impacts under

worst-case conditions, thereby, providing decision makers with the most impacting scenario.

Response 55

The commenter asks who is paying for the bridge and is it cheaper for the project applicant to use pile

drivers as opposed to other equipment. The Riverpark project, in staff’s opinion, accelerates the City’s

ability to complete the Cross Valley Connector through its dedication of needed right-of-way and its

substantial B&T contribution. 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.
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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.

The comment with regard to the use of cheaper equipment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration.

Response 56

The commenter asked if it was fair that the project applicant doesn’t want to pay money to use different

equipment than pile drivers if they create such high noise levels. Please see Response 54, above. 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 57

The commenter reminded the Planning Commissioners that they are responsible for the current residents

and not solely to create revenue for the City coffers. 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 58

The commenter questioned the inconsistency in the grading numbers used at the last public hearing. The

March 2, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I) indicated that the Riverpark project would move approximately

9.1 million cubic yards of earth, which would be balanced on site, with 3.6 million cubic yards of remedial

grading. The April 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I) correctly indicates that the “…project site grading

would require the cut and fill of approximately 5.5 million cubic yards of earth, balanced on site. An

additional 3.6 million cubic yards of remedial grading is also proposed.” The Riverpark Draft EIR

correctly analyzes the impacts of the movement of 5.5 million cubic yards of earth, balanced on site with

an additional 3.6 million cubic yards of remedial grading, for a total of 9.1 million cubic yards.

Response 59

The commenter asked if the City would stop the project if mitigation is not done correctly. Please see

Response 27, above.

Response 60

The commenter suggested that the discussion with regard to roadways in the project and the Cross

Valley Connector is confusing when discussed together. Please see Responses 1, 2, 3, and 4, above, and

Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 61

The commenter stated that the City of Santa Clarita has the worst air pollution in the United States. This

statement is incorrect. 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. In addition, as the Environ International Corporation study indicates, Santa Clarita’s air

quality problems are primarily caused by sources in other parts of the South Coast Air Basin, outside the

SC Valley area.  Please see Final EIR Appendix B.  (Environ International Corporation study)

Response 62

The commenter noted that this project was going to add pollution, traffic, cars, and ozone. Draft EIR

Sections 4.4, Air Quality, and 4.3, Traffic/Access, acknowledge that there would be an increase and

significant impacts to air quality and traffic/access. Please see Topical Response 5: Air Quality and

Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.
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Response 63

The commenter states that unless these conditions are met then this project cannot be considered.

Additionally the commenter noted that people are going to have cancer of the lung due to the pollution

of the air. 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 64

The commenter states his opinion that the Newhall Land and Farming Company is truly only interested

in selling land and making money and this is going to have an impact on health. Please see Responses 62

and 63, above. 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 65

The commenter indicated concern regarding the plan to grade the ridge behind Gavilan Drive creating

visual, noise, aesthetic, and air pollution impacts on her property. Please see Response 47, above, with

respect to Gavilan Drive ridge concerns. The Riverpark Draft EIR concludes that there would be

significant and unavoidable impacts with regard to visual resources, noise and air quality.

Response 66

The commenter‘s statements focused upon the correlation between increasing air pollution and

corresponding/subsequent cancer/disease rates, and asked the Planning Commission to contact the

American Lung Association on that subject. 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 67

The commenter suggested that the City stop the CEMEX proposal because that proposal connects to

Newhall Ranch conveniently. 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’s

analyses or the project or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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Response 68

The commenter submitted a petition from residents on his street requesting that the ridge along Gavilan

Drive not be graded. 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 Responses 47 and 48, above.

Response 69

The commenter requested clarification that although the ridge might be modified on the other side [not

facing Gavilan Drive], the viewshed facing Gavilan Drive would not be modified. As discussed in

Response 68, above, the ridge would not be modified adjacent to the homes along Gavilan Drive.

Response 70

The commenter felt that the Cross Valley Connector would bring truck traffic to his home and school and

that they need buffers to protect from noise and pollution. Draft EIR Section 4.4, Noise, p. 4.5-22,

indicates that construction noise would result in temporary significant impacts to those residents in the

Emblem Tract. During operational periods the apartments located in Area D will buffer noise from

Newhall Ranch Road to the Emblem Tract (p. 4.5-30). The general comment regarding impacts from

pollution is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because

the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR’s analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 71

The commenter does not see the need for the Cross Valley Connector. The Cross Valley Connector is a

roadway that will run from the I-5/SR-126 interchange at the northwestern edge of the City to SR-14 on

the southeastern edge of the City. The roadway will connect to various streets within the City and will

result in more efficient travel within the City.

There are several segments of the Cross Valley Connector that are either going through the

environmental process, that are approved, that are being constructed, or that are built. The following is a
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list of the Cross Valley Connector segments starting at the I-5/SR-126 interchange and ending at the

Golden Valley Road/SR-14 interchange.

• Interstate 5/126 interchange to the Newhall Ranch Road/Rye Canyon Road intersection is in the
environmental stage and is fully funded.  Construction is anticipated to commence in early 2005.

• Newhall Ranch Road/Rye Canyon Road intersection to the Newhall Ranch Road/Bouquet Canyon
Road intersection is built.

• Newhall Ranch Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersection to the Santa Clara River just north of the
Soledad Canyon Road “Flyover” is being analyzed in the Riverpark EIR and will also be analyzed in
a separate EIR/EIS being prepared independently of the Riverpark EIR.

• Area just south of the Santa Clara River to an area just south of Soledad Canyon Road (named the
Soledad Canyon Road/Golden Valley Road flyover which is a bridge over Soledad Canyon Road) is
approved and will start construction this month.

• From the terminus of the Soledad Canyon Road/Golden Valley Road flyover to the Golden Valley
Road/Sierra Highway intersection is built.

• Golden Valley Road/Sierra Highway intersection to SR-14 is currently under construction and is
anticipated to be open this summer.

One example of the significant benefits associated with the Cross Valley Connector includes a substantial

reduction in vehicle trips on Soledad Canyon Road. The Riverpark Draft EIR indicates that Soledad

Canyon Road, directly east of Bouquet Canyon Road, presently carries 57,000 vehicle trips 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 stretch of Soledad Canyon Road is significantly

reduced to a total of 36,000 vehicle trips per day. These reductions continue easterly along the Soledad

corridor and are all due to the Cross Valley Connector. Consequently, a reduced number of trips on the

Soledad arterial leads to improved intersection operation at the affected intersections.

Finally, please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 72

The commenter voiced concerns about air quality issues in Santa Clarita. The general comment

regarding air quality is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR’s analyses, no

further response can be provided.
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Response 73

The commenter discusses a road going in next to Soledad Canyon Road that will pass multiple homes,

schools parks and would consequently create air quality impacts and subsequent cancer rates. The City

is not clear as to which roadway the commenter is referring and, therefore, cannot provide a more

specific response. Nevertheless, please see Topical Response 5: Air Quality in the Final EIR. The

comment also complains about her children playing soccer in 105-degree heat, and suggests that

information be obtained from the American Lung Association. 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 74

The commenter voiced concern that the City was not monitoring the NRMP adequately. The commenter

indicated that they had spoken to Fish and Game, the Sheriffs Department, and Fish and Wildlife, and no

one will address these issues. In summary, CDFG and ACOE monitor the requirements of the NRMP.

Please see Responses 1 through 29 to Comment Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

Response 75

The commenter’s opinions regarding Impact Sciences are acknowledged. These comments reflect only

the opinion of the commenter 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 commenter voiced concern that spadefoot toads were not found

initially on the project site. The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, 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.1 Therefore, the species is not entitled to legal

protection and a project redesign to preserve existing habitat is not required. Please see Responses 1

through 29 to Comment Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

1 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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Response 76

The commenter states that given that they cannot trust any of the information in the EIR. These

comments reflect only the opinion of the commenter 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. Please see Responses 1 through 29 to Comment

Letter 26.  (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004)

Response 77

The commenter suggests that the City needs help with monitoring of the Santa Clara River because of

activities that are happening in the river. The general comment regarding monitoring of the Santa Clara

River is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR’s analyses, no further response can be

provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses 1 through 29 to Comment Letter 26. (Teresa Savaikie,

May 2004)

Response 78

The commenter stated that as elected officials, the City of Santa Clarita has a responsibility to the

residents of the mobile home park. The comment regarding protection of the mobile home park is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR’s analyses or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 79

The commenter stated that there could be liquefaction problems associated with the Riverpark

development in an earthquake given its location to the Santa Clara River. Draft EIR Section 4.1, Geologic

Resources, of the Riverpark Draft EIR concludes that liquefaction can be mitigated to a level of less than

significant.

Response 80

The comment addresses concerns about the sufficiency of the water supply to handle the current

population of the state, and asks where water will be found for the future. Please see Draft EIR Section
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4.8, Water Resources, pp. 4.8-1–118; and EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (Water Supply and Demand Data).

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR’s analyses 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 81

The comment states that trucking in water will be expensive. However, Riverpark Draft EIR does not

propose "trucking in" water. The balance of 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 any specific issue

regarding the adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 82

The commenter indicated that she moved from Santa Clarita because of the taxes and stressed listening

and paying attention to the public’s concerns. 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 83

The commenter suggested using colored concrete—so that walls in the river wouldn’t have a washed

look. The Planning Commission requested staff to research the possibility of utilizing potential visual

enhancement design alternatives to the concrete bridge abutments that are necessary for the Newhall

Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. Visibility to these abutments would be limited, likely only

from the Santa Clara River Trail. Additionally, the City would minimize, to the extent possible, exposed

concrete and would conversely maximize buried bank stabilization and other more natural materials.

After researching this request, staff has determined that available alternatives feasible for inclusion on the

proposed bridge abutments could include several types of visual enhancements such as colored concrete,

stamped concrete, manufactured stone veneers, and decorative concrete indentions/impressions. The

costs associated with these visual enhancements, however, would increase the bridge cost if incorporated.
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Response 84

The commenter discussed how many apartments were built in the community and indicated that she felt

that the community had enough apartments. 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Final EIR Response 1

to Comment Letter 33.  (Stacy Kelleher, July 2004)

Response 85

The comment stressed the need to stay positive and suggested brainstorming to provide solutions. 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’s analyses or raise any other CEQA issue,

no further response can be provided.

Response 86

The commenter feels that having to go to a higher density makes the project less valuable. The

commenter suggested that the site be used for high-end, 13- or 9-million dollar homes. 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’s analyses or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 87

The commenter asked why the project includes apartments as opposed to owner occupied units. At

several meetings the Planning Commission has expressed a concern in the number of apartment units

proposed with the project. The applicant has agreed to convert Area C from apartments to townhomes/

condominiums, which would be individually owned (for sale).

Response 88

The commenter asked if there was a deficiency of apartments in Santa Clarita or if Santa Clarita was on

par with the provision of apartments when compared to other communities. Please see Response 87,

above. 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 89

The commenter questioned the economic mix of housing units on the project site. The original project

included the development of the site with a total of 1,183 residential units, including 439 single-family

homes and 744 apartments. The Planning Commission has since revised the project to include a total of

419 single-family homes, 324 apartments, and 380 townhomes/condominiums.

Response 90

The commenter suggested that in order to reduce air quality and associated traffic impacts, a mix of

affordable housing units should be included on the site.  Please see Response 89, above.

Response 91

Commissioner Trautman asked if the apartment rents were going to be comparable to other rents such as

the Prado in the City. The project applicant answered that no, the rents would not be that high because

the location is not equivalent. Please see April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 105,

in the Final EIR.
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION MAY 13, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter asked if an alternative were investigated that downgraded Santa Clarita Parkway from a

major to a secondary highway instead of eliminating it. The Riverpark Draft EIR addressed five

alternative scenarios to the proposed project. In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA

Guidelines, “An 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. Nevertheless, during hearings, the Planning Commission determined to reduce

Santa Clarita Parkway to two lanes, rather than six, but to retain the right-of-way and require the

applicant to plant enhanced landscaping in the right-of-way.

Response 2

Please see May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 20–22. In addition to the

information provided by Tom Worthington of Impact Sciences, Inc. (Impact Sciences), each municipality

must ensure that there are adequate water supplies to meet demand. The purpose of the Riverpark Draft

EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, is to assess the adequacy of the water supplies to meet demand in the

Santa Clarita Valley (SC Valley).

Response 3

As stated in response to this comment by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 20–23), the calculations found in the Riverpark Draft EIR

water supply analysis (Section 4.8, Water Services) were based on information and technical studies

provided by the Department of Water Resources (DWR), Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), and the
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local retail water purveyors in the SC Valley. In addition, water resource specialists with expertise in

water resource management were consulted regarding the water supply and demand analysis used in the

Draft EIR. Those experts included, among others, Richard C. Slade, of Richard C. Slade & Associates LLC

(consulting groundwater geologists) and Joseph C. Scalmanini, of Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting

Engineers. In addition, please see May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 4–44

(CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), the June 29, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 61–95 (DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR), Topical

Responses 1–4 to the Final EIR, each dealing with an aspect of Water Resources, and Final EIR Appendix

A.  Finally, please see Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18, 22, 23, 24, 28, 30, and 32.

Response 4

In addition to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 22–23), the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, at

p. 4.8-82, discusses the groundwater banking program of the Semitropic Water Storage District. This

section provides further responsive information. Finally, please see the May 18, 2004 Planning

Commission transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of

CLWA), the June 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 61–95 (DWR presentation by

Katherine Kelly of DWR), Topical Responses 1 and 2 in the Final EIR, Final EIR Appendix A, and Final

EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18, 22, 23, 24, 28, 30, 32, and 44.

Response 5

The Semitropic groundwater banking program is the subject of separate environmental analysis and

review conducted by the Semitropic Water Storage District in a Program EIR prepared in 1994, and a

supplement to the 1994 EIR, which Semitropic certified in January 2000. The Semitropic 1994 EIR and the

2000 Supplemental EIR are incorporated by reference and are available for public inspection at Valencia

Water Company, 24631 Avenue Rockefeller, Valencia, California 91355.

The Semitropic groundwater banking program operates primarily on an in-lieu recharge basis. Water,

which is surplus to the needs of Semitropic's banking partners, typically SWP water, is delivered to

existing Semitropic Water Storage District farmers who use such water “in lieu” of historic groundwater

pumping. This process is referred to as the "put" operation (i.e., storing water in the underground bank

for later use, which is more apt to occur in wet years). The stored water is later recovered when needed,

typically during dry years, and delivered to Semitropic's banking partners. This process is referred to as

the "take" operation. The take operation may occur in two ways. Stored water can be returned either by
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pumping water from the Semitropic groundwater basin in the California Aqueduct for delivery to a

banking partner (i.e., direct pump back), or, perhaps more likely, by simply leaving the Semitropic Water

Storage District's SWP water in the aqueduct for delivery to a banking partner (i.e., entitlement

exchange). Regardless of the method, over the long-term, the Semitropic groundwater banking program

produces higher groundwater levels and in that basin and reduces pumping costs for district farmers in

that area, and provides Semitropic banking partners with a means by which to conserve their water

supplies (e.g., SWP water) for use during dry years.

Finally, please see the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by

Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), the June 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 61–95 (DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR), Topical Responses 1 and 2 to the

Final EIR, Final EIR Appendix A, and Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18, 22, 23, 24, 28, 30, 32,

and 44.

Response 6

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 24–25), water demand is increased by

approximately 10 percent in dry years. This is to account for the fact that initially more water is used in

the first year of a drought, because users have not yet begun to conserve water supplies until there are

announcements of a drought. In addition, please see the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission transcript,

pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), the June 29, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 61–95 (DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR),

Final EIR Appendix A, and Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18, 22, 23, 24, 28, 30, 32, and 44.

Response 7

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 25), the water-related technical studies are

generally prepared by DWR, Richard C. Slade of Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC (Consulting

Groundwater Geologist), CH2MHill, a consulting firm, and Joseph C. Scalmanini of Luhdorff &

Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Resources, and Appendix 4.8;

also, please see Final EIR Appendix A, and Topical Responses 1 and 2 of the Final EIR.
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Response 8

CLWA contracted with Richard C. Slade of Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC and Joseph C. Scalmanini

of Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers for technical memoranda used in assessing groundwater

supplies in the SC Valley. CLWA and other local retail water purveyors contracted with Mr. Slade to

allow him to significantly update his technical analysis of both the Saugus Formation and Alluvial

aquifer (see Riverpark Final EIR Appendix A [Slade 2001 Update Report]). In addition, please see the

May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 26.

Response 9

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 26–28), for a discussion of the scope and extent of

the cumulative water analysis for the SC Valley, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water

Services, pp. 4.8-103–118.

Response 10

Please see Response 9, above.

Response 11

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences and the City

Attorney (May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 28–29), the lead agency

must make an independent analysis of the adequacy of the water supplies to meet the demand for this

project, in conjunction with other development in the SC Valley. This determination can be based on the

information presented in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services; EIR Volume IV, Appendix

4.8 (Water Service Data); and the Final EIR Appendix A, which contains additional water-related

technical reports, studies and memoranda, including, without limitation, Santa Clarita Water Division’s

November 2004 supplement to its SB 610 report. Based on this data, the EIR found that the reported

water supplies exceed demand for both the Riverpark project and all cumulative development in the SC

Valley. Finally, please see the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA

presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), the June 29, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript, pp. 61–95 (DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR), and Final EIR Responses

to Comment Letters 18, 22, 23, 24, 28, 30, 32, and 44.
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Response 12

In further response to the information provided by the City Attorney (May 13, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 30–31), please see Response 11, above.

Response 13

In further response to the information provided by the City Attorney (May 13, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 30–31), please see Response 11, above.

Response 14

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 32–35), the Riverpark Draft EIR contains a

discussion of water demand in the SC Valley. Please see the Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp.

4.8-92–98. This water demand analysis assessed historical and existing water demand in the SC Valley

from 1990 through 2002. This analysis also assessed projected water demand using the County's

Development Monitoring System (DMS) through 2015. Finally, the analysis projected water demand in

the SC Valley up to 2025 over normal/average years, a single dry year, and multiple dry years. In

addition, please see attachment to the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript

(Commissioner Trautman’s written questions and written responses to those questions).

Response 15

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 36–39), according to the 2003 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Report, a significant accomplishment in 2003 was the storing of over 30,000 acre-feet of SWP Table

A water by CLWA in the Semitropic Water Storage District's groundwater banking program. This

interim groundwater bank account will be used as an additional supply for the SC Valley during a dry

period, and supplements the 24,000 acre-feet of SWP water banked in the same program by CLWA in

calendar year 2002. Please see in addition Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18, 22, 23, 24, 28, 30,

32, and 44, Topical Responses 1 and 2 to the Final EIR, Appendix A to the Final EIR, and attachment to

the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript (Commissioner Trautman’s written questions

and written responses to those questions).
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Response 16

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 36–39), please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-31–98. This section contains information responsive to this

comment. In addition, please see the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 4–44

(CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), attachment to the May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript (Commissioner Trautman’s written questions and written

responses to those questions), the June 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 61–95

(DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR), Topical Responses 1 and 2 to the Final EIR, Final EIR

Appendix A, and Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 22 (Ventura

Coastkeeper, May 2004), 23 (California Water Impact Network, May 2004), 24 (Rossman & Moore, May

2004), 28 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 30 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 32 (Lynne Plambeck,

May 2004) and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004).

Response 17

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 39–40), information responsive to the treatment

capacity of the existing water treatment plants in the SC Valley is provided in the Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.21, Wastewater Disposal, at pp. 4.21-1–4. In addition, please see the May 18, 2004 Planning

Commission transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of

CLWA), and attachment to the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript (Commissioner

Trautman’s written questions and written responses to those questions).

Response 18

The comment raises a question regarding operations of the existing Saugus wastewater treatment facility.

No information was obtained to confirm whether existing operations at that facility adversely impacted

cottonwoods in the river. Nevertheless, please see Response 17, above.

Response 19

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 41–42), the Riverpark Final EIR Appendix A,

includes an updated report prepared by Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC. The Slade 2001 Update
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Report assesses the condition of both the Saugus Formation and Alluvial aquifer. The report also includes

projections about the amount of water to be used from the local groundwater sub-basin. Those

projections are supported by the technical analysis provided by Slade, a groundwater geologist with

substantial experience in connection with the local groundwater sub-basin. In addition, please see the

May 18, 2004 Planning Commission transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and

Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), attachment to the May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript

(Commissioner Trautman’s written questions and written responses to those questions), Topical

Responses 1 and 2 to the Final EIR, and Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004),

22 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 23 (California Water Impact Network, May 2004), 24 (Rossman &

Moore, May 2004), 28 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 30 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 32 (Lynne

Plambeck, May 2004) and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004).

Response 20

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 41–42), projections for the use of the Saugus

Formation are supported by the Slade 2001 Update Report, a copy of which is provided in the Riverpark

Final EIR Appendix A.  Please see Response 19, above.

Response 21

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 42–46), please refer to Topical Response 2: Groundwater

Supplies and Perchlorate, in the Final EIR. In addition, according to CLWA, treatment of the

perchlorate-contaminated groundwater in the impacted wells is expected to commence within two years,

which, in combination with the drilling of two to three replacement wells—one of which is already in

operation—will effectively constitute full restoration of Saugus Formation well capacity. For a copy of

the letter from CLWA to Ken Pulskamp, City Manager, City of Santa Clarita, dated October 13, 2004,

please refer to Appendix A of the Riverpark Final EIR. In addition, please see Responses to Comment

Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 22 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 28 (Sierra

Club, May 2004), and 32 (Lynne Plambeck, May 2004).

Response 22

Please see Response 21, above.
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Response 23

Please see responses provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences at pp. 46–51, and 51–52 of the May

13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript.

Response 24

The commenter requested additional information with regard to the conclusion that the increase in

impervious surfaces would not substantially increase velocity in the river. Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.20, Floodplain Modifications, concludes, “[t]he 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.” (Draft EIR Appendix 4.8) Please see also May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 52–54.

Response 25

The commenter asked if all of the referenced calculations and the number of catch and retention basins

are included for reference. The answer is, yes. The hydrology/flood report prepared for the project and

the conceptual drainage plans are included the in Riverpark Draft EIR Appendix 4.2, Volume II.

Response 26

The commenter noted that some of the streams/drainages are considered ephemeral, and asked if it

would be possible to leave them in their natural state. The project applicant is proposing to remove these

drainages and replace them with dirt and land uses. Please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 55–56, and Final EIR

Appendix C, Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark. (Glenn Lukos Associates, October 2004) Please

see in addition Responses to Comment Letters 17, 20, 22, and 25 in the Final EIR.

Response 27

The commenter asked if the homes within a certain portion of the plan fall within the 100-year flood

plain. The only homes that fall within the existing 100-year FEMA floodplain are generally those homes

closest to the river in Planning Area A2.
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Response 28

The commenter asked if bank stabilization is effective in dealing with the velocity at the Area A2 location.

Bank stabilization is specifically designed to prevent changes in velocity from being significant so that the

velocity of the flows is not erosive and does not result in additional deposition of sediment downstream

on another property. Although there would be changes in velocity, the changes would not be large

enough to be considered significant. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, Section 4.8.1, Water Quality,

and Appendices 4.2 and 4.8.1, Final EIR May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp.

46–51, 57, and 75–80, and Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark

Project. (GeoSyntec, October 2004) Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 25. (Heal the Bay,

May 2004)

Response 29

The commenter asked if there were plans to adjust velocities coming down from the burned/bulked area

that is not protected to protect the bridge. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, 4.2-23–4.2-33 describes

that runoff from the project site would be controlled through storm drains, open channels, low flow pipes

and outlets, catch basins, debris basins, energy dissipators and bank stabilization. All of the proposed

drainage features outlined above, would protect the bridge from debris impacts. Please see Draft EIR

Appendix 4.2, Flood Technical Report and conceptual drainage plans, and Final EIR Appendix G,

Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project. (GeoSyntec, October 2004)

Response 30

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences (May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19, 46–51, 59–61), please refer to the Riverpark Draft

EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (CH2MHill Memorandum, Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the

Santa Clarita Valley, dated February 22, 2004). Please also see Topical Response 1 to the Final EIR,

Appendix A to the Final EIR, and Responses to Comment Letter 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004) in the Final

EIR. Finally, please see Final EIR Appendix C, Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark. (Glenn Lukos

Associates, October 2004)

Response 31

In further response to the information provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences, please refer to

Response 30, above.
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Response 32

Please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (CH2MHill Memorandum, Effect of

Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, dated February 22, 2004). Please also see

Response 30, above.

Response 33

Please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (CH2MHill Memorandum, Effect of

Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, dated February 22, 2004). In addition, please

see Response 30, above.

Response 34

Please see specific responses provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences at pp. 62–65 of transcript

dated May 13, 2004. See generally May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 10–19,

Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Resources and Appendix 4.8, Final EIR Appendix C, and Topical Response

1.

Response 35

Please see responses provided by Mr. Worthington of Impact Sciences at pp. 62–65 of transcript dated

May 13, 2004.  In addition, please see Response 34, above.

Response 36

The commenter asked what criteria determine whether the species is truly migratory or is a resident that

migrates elsewhere and returns. All of the bird data used for the site was based on surveys conducted by

Dan Guthrie continuously since 1993. Mr. Guthrie has made notes of all of the various breeding periods

and nesting periods of the various species that could nest there and, to this date, he has not documented

the summer tanager as a resident species. Also, Audubon records, California Department of Fish and

Game (CDFG) databases, and other records have been reviewed to determine if there has been a history

of nesting on the site. In particular, these birds are only known to occur in the area during the summer

nesting season and then head south during the fall. See Draft EIR Appendix 4.6 and May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 81.
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Response 37

The commenter asked whether the lack of CDFG jurisdiction precludes the City’s ability to protect these

species in some way or to take some other action. The basic assumption made with regard to habitat is

that a vegetative community in and of itself generally has less value as compared to taking all vegetative

communities together and looking at the whole from a wildlife habitat perspective. A number of plant

species, special status plant species and a number of wildlife species do not necessarily depend on one

habitat type, and in fact depend on a variety of habitat types. Therefore, while the loss of one particular

habitat may, in and of itself, not be significant, a variety of habitat types are evaluated and the conclusion

in the case of the Riverpark project was that the net loss of 280 acres of combined habitat for plant and

wildlife species is a significant impact. Additionally, three species unarmored threespine stickleback,

arroyo toad and California red-legged frog were higher on the level of sensitivity with CDFG, and had

there been a loss of those species themselves it would have been considered a significant impact. Please

see May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 82–83.

Response 38

Please see responses provided by Mr. Worthington and Mr. Babcock of Impact Sciences at pp. 83–86 of

May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript and generally pp. 10–19, 46–51, 59–61

(Worthington). In addition, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (CH2MHill

Memorandum entitled, Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, dated February

22, 2004). In addition, please see Response 30, above, and Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of

the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004) and 25

(Heal the Bay, May 2004).

Response 39

The commenter stated that the project would create unmitigable impacts to water quality and aquatic

habitat. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, which concludes that implementation of Best

Management Practices and mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant. In

addition, see Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, which concludes that the project would

not create significant impacts on the floodplain. For supporting information and documents, please see

Draft EIR Appendices 4.2, 4.8.1 and 4.20, and Final EIR Appendix C, Hybrid Functional Assessment for

Riverpark (Glenn Lukos Associates, October 2004) and Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water

Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project. (GeoSyntec, October 2004)
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Response 40

The commenter suggests that Chapter One of the Draft EIR should clarify that 330 acres to be preserved

as open space is riverbed of the Santa Clara River and should not be calculated as part of open space.

Please see Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-4, which specifically calls out the Santa Clara River as

330.8 acres of open space. Therefore, the Draft EIR already distinguishes river open space as suggested.

Secondly, Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, p. 4.12-25 calculates that under the Quimby Act the project

would be required to provide 10.72 acres of parkland.  Page 4.12-26 of this section concludes:

“A large system of open space, parkland and trails is proposed as part of the project. All
totaled, such features would occupy approximately 440 acres (or 64 percent of the project
site). Each of these features meeting the UDC parkland requirements may be considered
for partial parkland dedication credits. Fees, in-lieu of the dedicated parkland, may also
be used to satisfy parkland requirements.

Credits toward meeting City Ordinance park requirements are determined by the City of
Santa Clarita Department of Parks, Recreation and Community Service, and are based
upon several criteria (e.g., access, improvements, topography, etc.) and the Ordinance
requirements. Street area (either public or private) does not constitute parkland acreage
toward the satisfaction of Quimby requirements because street area is not active
parkland and, therefore, does not mitigate active parkland impacts.

Project park requirements would be met based on the City Ordinance and Quimby Act
standards through a combination of the methods/project features described above.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant impact on parks, recreation,
or trails. This is not to say project residents would not use off-site facilities, but that park
facilities are being provided to serve projected needs. As indicated previously, the
proposed project also includes the creation of a system of open space of substantial size,
which is referred to as the Santa Clara River Area. Included in this area are the Santa
Clara River and the areas adjacent to the river referred to as the ‘upland preserve zone’.
All totaled, these features occupy approximately 339 acres, or 49 percent of the project
site. This feature of the project is considered to be an important local and regional
recreational and scenic amenity of the project. In fact, because the project proposes active
park facilities, which will serve more than local residents, it would help alleviate the
existing Citywide shortage of parkland. Consequently, impacts to local parks would be
considered beneficial.”

Response 41

The commenter suggests that the elimination of the seven drainages on site requires mitigation and does

not know why the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) does not claim jurisdiction over the other five

drainages. The impacts to these jurisdictional drainages have been analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Additionally, a report entitled Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark (included in Final EIR Appendix

C), prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates, has been prepared to evaluate the habitat quality of these

impacted drainages. This report concludes that, with the project’s restoration of Drainage 1 and the

establishment and enhancement of riparian and transitional habitat along the Santa Clara River, the
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project would result in a significant increase in the function of on-site aquatic function as compared to the

existing condition. The mitigation measure in the 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. The ACOE reviewed all drainages and claimed jurisdiction

on two. Please see also Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004),

20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004), and 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004) in the

Final EIR.

Response 42

The commenter stated that streams should be described in terms of linear feet rather than acreages. 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. 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.

Please see Response 41, above.

Response 43

The commenter stated that the impacts of burying streams goes well beyond their aerial measurements

and includes complex effects on nutrients and sediment cycling and mitigation should go beyond a one

to one replacement ratio.  Please see Response 41, above.

Response 44

The commenter stated that there should be a minimum buffer of at least 100 feet between the river and

the project. The commenter further notes that the project impinges on the 100-year flood plain and all

development should remain outside of the buffer setback. The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-51–52 includes a thresholds of significance standard by which the project is

critiqued using a 100-year setback:

“However, the characteristics, quality, and extent of upland habitat that is necessary to
protect the diversity of wildlife species dependent upon riparian habitat may differ
depending on the geographic region and the particular requirements of the riparian
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species to be protected. Previous studies have recommended preserving (and restoring,
if necessary) a minimum of at least 100 feet of high quality upland habitat (upland
preserve zone), as measured from the outer edge of the riparian habitat associated with
the Santa Clara River (“resource line”), to adequately provide for the foraging and
breeding habitat requirements of riparian-associated wildlife and to maintain species
diversity within the riparian ecosystem, inclusive of the riparian/upland ecotone (Impact
Sciences 1997). No development or recreational uses would be appropriate in this
upland habitat. Because most of the upland habitat currently adjacent to the riparian
edge is comprised of agricultural and disturbed/ruderal fields and is, therefore,
considered of relatively low biological value, the applicant would need to revegetate
these areas with appropriate native upland habitat (i.e., Great Basin sage scrub, coastal
sage scrub, or scrub/grassland mix) that either historically occurred in the area or that
would be of higher biological value to riparian and upland wildlife species.

Consequently, the following additional threshold has been established for this project:

• Preservation of less than 100 feet of high quality upland vegetation (after planting),
as measured from the outer edge of the riparian resource associated with the Santa
Clara River to adjacent urban development, will be presumed to be a significant
impact on the riparian ecosystem associated with the Santa Clara River.”

In addition, please see Responses to Comments Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004),

18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004), and 25 (Heal the

Bay, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 45

The commenter indicated that increased imperviousness can lead to increased velocities and she did not

see justification in the EIR that demonstrates the many factors were accounted for in the stream flow and

bank stabilization analysis. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, and Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, and

Appendices 4.2 and 4.8.1, and Final EIR Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for

the Riverpark Project. (GeoSyntec, October 2004) Finally, please see Response 44, above. The commenter

is not clear in precisely what factors were not taken into consideration in the stream flow and bank

stabilization analysis; therefore, no further specific response can be provided.

Response 46

The commenter stated that the mitigation for the NRMP is not working. The City disagrees. Please see

Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), and 26

(Teresa Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR, and 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)
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Response 47

The commenter indicated that planted cottonwood trees were dying between Bouquet Canyon and

McBean Parkway.  Please see Response 46, above.

Response 48

The commenter noted that massive off-road vehicle use continues in the Santa Clara River and has been

reported on numerous occasions.  Please see Response 46, above.

Response 49

The commenter stated that inadequate monitoring, including ignoring a stranded dying stickleback in a

location downstream from the project site, was occurring in the Santa Clara River and the NRMP said

that this situation would not happen.  Please see Response 46, above.

Response 50

The commenter stated that on numerous occasions she had seen children with pellet guns in unspecified

locations, and that she understands that drug dealing kids are in the Santa Clara River. The commenter

stated that human encroachment on the river must be brought down to less than significant. Please see

Response 46, above. In addition, please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, regarding the analysis of increased human presence in the river. Finally, please see Response

46, above.

Response 51

The commenter was of the opinion that the NRMP was only a document used by Newhall Land and

Farming to support their development without any real regard to the environment. The City disagrees.

Please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, May 13, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 86–88, and 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)

Even so, this opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration.
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Response 52

The commenter offered to walk and point out issues associated with the NRMP and the natural habitat

that occurs in the Santa Clara River.  Please see Response 46, above.

Response 53

The commenter stated that the loss of open space would displace native species, and the area would

become overrun with non-native starlings, sparrows, and more ravens and crows. Conversion of

approximately 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space was considered by the Draft EIR as a

significant unavoidable impact of the project. In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letters 18

(SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), and 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final

EIR.

Response 54

The commenter stated that the declining spadefoot toad still resides in the river area. Revised 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 Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-109. Specifically with respect to the

western spadefoot toad, please see Final EIR Appendix C. In addition, please see Response 53, above,

and Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), and 26

(Teresa Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 55

The commenter noted the declining black-tailed jackrabbit still breeds in the hills and along the river

without the threat of others. 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 4.6-1(v), as incorporated into the Draft EIR

from the NRMP, stipulates 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
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protected status and is on the state and federal “watch list” only. In addition, please see Response 53,

above, and Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004),

and 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 56

The commenter stated that cumulative impacts due to continued encroachments to the river floodplain

have not been adequately addressed in the subject EIR or for other EIRs in the Santa Clara River

watershed. 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 Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, pp. 4.6-123–124:

“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
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.
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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 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20-68–69 states,

“…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. 4.4-73–74 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 PM

10
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,
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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. 4.16-34–35, 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
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.1 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

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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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.

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
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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.”

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. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.19, Agricultural Resources, concludes that

the conversion of prime agricultural uses to prime farmland is a significant cumulative impact.



May 13, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR4-22 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 18

(SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 26 (Teresa

Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 57

The commenter indicated that damage primarily occurs because the river is being channelized by

hardening its banks.

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. As explained in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-3, the installation of bank stabilization in this part of the river was

previously approved in the Natural River Management Plan (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. Additionally, as discussed in the Draft EIR and 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. Finally, as noted above, since the Draft EIR and the Revised

Riverpark Draft EIR Biological Resources section 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, and to dedicate additional portions of the South

Fork of the Santa Clara River to the City.

Finally, please see Response 56, above.

Response 58

The commenter stated that terrace habitats have been lost and fragmented. Please see Response 56,

above.

Response 59

The commenter stated that urban edge affects the grade riparian values.  Please see Response 56, above.
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Response 60

The commenter states that adequate buffer zones have not been provided. The commenter did not state

what an “adequate” buffer zone might be. Nonetheless, the 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. In particular, the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR references a previous

study that was 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.

Further, as discussed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-78, 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. For the reasons discussed there, the

project was found to have significant and unavoidable impacts based on this threshold (pp. 4.6-78 and

4.6-109).

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 18

(SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 26 (Teresa

Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 61

The commenter submit the first of 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.  Please see Response 60, above.

Response 62

The commenter submits the second of two scientific studies addressing edge effects and buffer zones in

riparian systems which the commenter characterizes as supporting “…the statement that urban
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development degrades adjacent biological resources.” This comment is acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.  Please see Response 60, above.

Response 63

The commenter suggested that the only way to provide an adequate buffer was to have a floodplain

terrace avoidance alternative. The comment suggests that the City develop an additional alternative to

the project, which the commenter labels the “Floodplain/Terrace Avoidance Alternative,” but does not

describe further. It is assumed for the purpose of this response that the commenter is referring to an

alternative that would not include any development within the Santa Clara River floodplain or terrace

areas.

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).
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Moreover, after the Draft EIR and the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR 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. The mature resource edge along this portion of the project site will now be preserved and an

adjacent upland buffer of 100 feet would also be provided. 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.

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 18

(SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 26 (Teresa

Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 64

The commenter suggests that Alternative 2 is a step in the direction of what they are suggesting as an

Alternative but it only addresses the Q50 instead of the entire flood plain.  Please see Response 63, above.

Response 65

The commenter stated that besides larger buffer areas, establishing the east terminus of the river trail at

the Santa Clarita Parkway would help protect riparian resources. 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 Revised Riverpark Draft EIR 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.

Even so, the trail’s placement, easterly of Area B, in close 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, as discussed in the Draft EIR. (Id. at pp. 4.6-79, 4.6-84–85.) However, with
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the imposition of Mitigation Measures 4.6-13 through 4.6-18, such impacts would be reduced to a less

than significant level.

In addition, since the Draft EIR and the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR 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 project modification will reduce the potential impacts on

riparian resources with which this commenter is concerned.  Finally, please see Response 63, above.

Response 66

The commenter stated that the reason why the NRMP was put into place was not because ACOE or

CDFG wanted or even needed to have fewer situations where they had to issue permits, rather it was

because Newhall Land and Farming wanted to simplify the process and wanted to avoid violations

(illegal channelization, McBean Bridge widening, investigation of spineflower). This opinion 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.

However, please see Response 51, above.

Response 67

The commenter stated that it is the role of the City of Santa Clara to inform everyone that the Santa Clara

River is the last wild river in Southern California. 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 68

The commenter indicated that she was going to read a letter from the California Native Plant Society.

This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR’s analyses, no further response

can be provided.

Response 69

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) indicated that they could not support the project because of

significant unmitigable impacts on unique vegetative resources. This comment is acknowledged and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Please see March 2, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript and Responses to Comments 23 through 31 (CNPS) in the Final EIR.

Please see Response to Letter 45.  (CNPS)

Response 70

The commenter indicated that the document has failed to fully evaluate the impacts to plants and

communities as described in the CNPS comment letter.  Please see Response to Letter 45.  (CNPS)

Response 71

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to address many issues to minimize and mitigate for

impacts. CNPS felt that the Draft EIR did not take into consideration the impacts of fire regulations and

clearance activities. Except for the “impacts of fire regulations and clearance activities” the commenter

does not give example of the failure of the Draft EIR to address the “many issues” that they have with the

document; therefore, on this issue no further response can be made. However, Draft EIR Section 4.13-3

indeed does address the potential impacts of fuel modification activities imposed by the fire department

with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.13-3:

“[t]he 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.”  Please see Response 69, above.



May 13, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR4-28 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 72

The commenter noted that the issue of fuel modification is particularly important with the clustered

housing which is often required which would further degrade the biological resources. Please see

Response 71, above.

Response 73

The commenter stated that the hazing machines should be strictly forbidden on the project site. The

project does not propose any hazing machine mitigation.

Response 74

The commenter stated that this project would wipe out a whole community of animals including

raccoons, hawks, snakes, possums, toads, and rabbits. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-84 acknowledges, “[i]mplementation of the proposed project would increase human and

domestic animal presence in the area. Increased recreational and other human activity around these

habitats could (1) displace a number of wildlife species….” While the generalized species are not a

protected species, the Riverpark Revised Draft EIR concludes on p. 4.6-109,

“[t]he total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of
conversion of undeveloped property to developed. Though over 400 acres of the site will
remain as open space and some of the habitat can be restored and enhanced within
remaining open space areas of the site, there will still be a net loss of habitat for wildlife
and open space that cannot be replaced. In effect, while habitat types similar to that
impacted can be preserved, planted and/or restored elsewhere, no measures are
available that will mitigate a mathematical net loss of 280 acres of open space land as a
result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net loss represents a
significant unavoidable impact.”

With regard to the arroyo toad, Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-123,

states, “[p]otentially 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.”

Page 4.6-124 further concludes, “[b]ecause 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.” Therefore, the
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Draft EIR concludes that the project will contribute to the long-range cumulative biological impacts to

riparian and wetland habitats.

Response 75

The commenter is of the opinion that 4,000-square-foot lots would create visual pollution. It should be

noted that during the public hearing process, the Planning Commission directed the project applicant to

modify the site plan to provide for minimum lot sizes of 5,000 square feet for single-family lots. The

Draft EIR Section 4.16, Visual Resources, concludes that the project’s conversion of the site from an

essentially undeveloped to a developed condition would create an unavoidable significant impact. In

addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 31 in the Final EIR. With regard to the height of the

apartment units, 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 76

The commenter states that he did not think that the project was providing for affordable housing. 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’s analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 77

The commenter questions the conclusions of the Draft EIR with regard to student generation figures and

impacts to the school system. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.10, Education, pp. 4.10-7–8, which

calculates the students generated by the project based upon the generation rate factors provided by both

the Saugus Union District and the William S. Hart Union High School District. Please see Final EIR

Appendix F, for correspondence from both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based

upon implementation of the Riverpark project. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 31 in

the Final EIR.

Response 78

The commenter stated that it is time to stop grading hills, pulling trees and eradicating wildlife. 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’s analyses, no further response is

provided.

Response 79

The commenter spoke about the Sierra Club’s Santa Clara River Greenway campaign, which proposes

preserving the Santa Clara River 500-year 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.

Response 80

For information responsive to perchlorate and its impact on the local groundwater sub-basin, please see,

for example, Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate. In addition, please see

Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May

2004), 28 (Sierra Club, May 2004), and 32 (Lynne Plambeck, May 2004) in the Final EIR, and May 13, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 42–46.

Response 81

Please see Responses 21 and 80, above.

Response 82

For information responsive to this comment, please see, for example, Topical Response 1: Groundwater

Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims, Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate, and

Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.  Please also see Response 81, above.

Response 83

The commenter stated that she represented the river project, which is based in Studio City and addresses

watershed issues in Los Angeles County. 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 84

The commenter stated that in other areas they wish that they had 100-year floodplain setbacks because of

impacts to water quality, water supply, and habitat. 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 commenter also stated that the City is not taking advantage of new technologies and is only relying

upon the old. This opinion 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 85

The commenter stated that her organization recommends developing behind the 100-year floodplain and

suggests that the project could replace the units lost by building multi-family units. 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), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara

River, March 2004).

With regard to increasing the number of multi-family units, 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 86

The commenter noted that she understands that the ACOE is internally frustrated that because

delineating their jurisdiction by a high-water mark is not appropriate for southwestern streams. 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 87

The commenter stated that the engineering proposed for this project would increase velocities and

support higher volumes and bank stabilization would be in the traditional form. Riverpark Draft EIR
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Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.20-68–69, disagrees with the commenter’s conclusions in

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.”

The comment that the project only uses traditional methods for bank stabilization is not true. The

Rivepark project incorporates buried bank stabilization whenever possible. Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project

Description, p. 1.0-33, outlines with specificity how the project would provide for bank stabilization:

“Bank stabilization and toe protection/erosion protection would be installed along the
Santa Clara River, as shown in Figure 1.0-12. It is the intent of the project applicant to
protect important biological resources present on the project site through the use of
buried bank stabilization at the riverbank’s edge, with the exception of the toe or erosion
protection adjacent to Area B and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge
abutment. It is also the intent of the project to minimize the amount of bank stabilization
necessary to protect development and property from erosion. Except for bank
stabilization and trails and encroachments in Planning Area A2 proposed development
has largely been set back from the Santa Clara River. About 3,000 linear feet of bank
stabilization would be necessary 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. Approximately 1,500
linear feet of toe or erosion protection would be installed adjacent to Area B.
Environmental impacts associated with bank stabilization on this site was analyzed in
the EIR/EIS prepared for the approved NRMP, but is further analyzed as part of this
project. Buried bank stabilization would extend from the western tract boundary
(adjacent to Area E) and terminate in the general area of the future Santa Clarita Parkway
bridge adjacent to Areas A2 and B. Toe protection (AJacks or exposed soil cement) is
being proposed at the base of the bluff (approximately 1,500 feet in length) below
Planning Area B (please see Figure 1.0-11, Analyzed Roadway Improvements on Major
Thoroughfares). A combination of buried bank stabilization and concrete gunite would
be utilized in the area of Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. The area
between the end of the toe protection and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road
Bridge abutment will not include bank stabilization. Most of the bank stabilization
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would be buried and generally made of soil cement. Please see Figure 1.0-12, Bank
Stabilization, for an illustrative of bank stabilization techniques.”

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), 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of

the Santa Clara River, March 2004).

Response 88

The commenter stated that concrete was going to decrease water quality. Please see Response 87, above.

Again, the majority of the bank stabilization will be buried bank stabilization. Please see Draft EIR

Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, which concludes that implementation of Best Management Practices and

mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

Response 89

The commenter stated that a TMDL has been established for nutrients and you are already out of

compliance with it. Please see Response 88, above. Please see in addition Responses to Comment Letter

25.  (Heal the Bay, May 2004)

Response 90

The commenter noted that the project would exacerbate nutrients alone, not to mention several other

TMDLs, especially when you have concrete rather than natural riverbank. Please see Response 89,

above.  The commenter gives no specifics as to what TMDLs are being referred to.

Response 91

The commenter suggested using bio-engineered bank stabilization also known as soil bank stabilization.

The City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles will not allow bio-engineered bank stabilization

also known as soil bank stabilization for flood protection purposes.

Response 92

The commenter noted that CDFG has approved bio-engineered bank stabilization also known as soil

bank stabilization and it can be done at the project site without losing habitat, flood protection, or water

quality.  Please see Response 91, above.
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Response 93

CLWA is neither owned nor operated by The Newhall Land and Farming Company. The Santa Clarita

Water Company is a division of CLWA. It is the separate retail water division. The balance of 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 any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR

analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 94

The comment asserts that there is currently an insufficient water supply, as the Newhall County Water

District has asserted. To the contrary, please see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Resources, and Appendix

4.8, Final EIR Appendix A, Topical Responses 1 through 4 in the Final EIR, and Responses 1 through 22,

above. The comment also generally refers to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which is a project located

in unincorporated County territory. The balance of 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

any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 95

For information responsive to this comment, please see, for example, Response 21, above, and Topical

Responses 1 and 2. In addition, please see Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Resources and Appendix 4.8, and

Appendix A to the Final EIR for analyses regarding drought year supplies.

Response 96

Richard C. Slade has conducted extensive assessments of the hydrogeological characteristics, conditions

and capabilities of the SC 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 full-time in the

groundwater field in both the public and private sector since 1967.
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The balance of 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 any specific issue regarding the

adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 97

The water supply and demand issues in the SC Valley have been fully assessed in, for example, the

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services. Please see Response 95, above. The balance of 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 any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR

analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 98

The commenter stated that noise from the project would create a significant impact to residents and

people who live near Newhall Ranch Road. The Riverpark Draft EIR concludes that the project would

result in certain significant and unavoidable construction and operational noise impacts; please see Draft

EIR Section 4.5, Noise. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Dr. Martin, May 2004) in the

Final EIR.

Response 99

The commenter requested that noise study be conducted to address various noise levels along Newhall

Ranch Road throughout the day and in Bridgeport. This study should address the impacts of large tucks

and motorcycles, since these types of vehicles currently do not use this roadway. 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.

Please see Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Dr. Martin, May 2004) in the Final EIR. As stated in

Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Dr. Martin, May 2004) in the Final EIR, the increase in noise levels
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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 outdoor 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 mitigated. 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.

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 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.

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 Draft EIR 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 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL),2 which is

2 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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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 Responses to

Comment Letter 29 (Dr. Martin, May 2004) in the Final EIR, above, a significant cumulative noise impact

would occur at the multi-family residences west of Bouquet Canyon Road.

Response 100

The commenter noted that people use Bridgeport for cut-throughs and children play in the street. 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.”

The commenter complains that motorists in the City use the Bridgeport development streets as a “cut-

through” 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. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Dr.

Martin, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 101

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
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private property, if current City residents are using the project site for birding and hiking without the

applicant’s permission, then they are trespassing. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 29

(Dr. Martin, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 102

The commenter noted that he represented the San Fernando Audubon Society and stated that the EIR

was much better that most that he has seen but he has some suggestions. The commenter noted that he

disagrees with the EIR’s definition of resident and migratory birds. Please see Response 36, above.

Please also note that with regard to the summer tanager, there was no indication from all of the surveys

that have been conducted to date that this particular bird nests on the project site.

Response 103

The commenter stated he found it hard to believe that there were no nesting species on the project site.

Please also note that with regard to the summer tanager there was no indication from all of the surveys

that have been conducted to date that this particular bird nests on the project site.

Response 104

The commenter noted that the Draft EIR contained a list of organizations that were contacted with regard

to preparation of the Draft EIR and no non-governmental organizations were contacted including the

Audubon Society that would have demonstrated that there were breeding birds along the river. Please

see Responses 36 and 102, above.

Response 105

The commenter stated that there was an emphasis on mitigation and that was very uninspired and

wondered why mitigation can’t be accomplished by planting trees along the public-right-of-ways.

The comment regarding planting trees along the public right-of-way 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 106

The commenter suggested providing a water dripping system on the project site. The Planning

Commission is recommending that the project be required to provide two guzzlers within the Santa Clara

River corridor within the Riverpark project site. As this portion of the river is void of surface water for

much of the year, the installation of “guzzlers” in strategically located areas would enhance the value of

the corridor and support resident wildlife.

Response 107

The commenter stated that once the buried bank stabilization becomes unburied then there would be

smooth concrete. The project requires some kind of bank stabilization. The City believes that buried

bank stabilization is the most effective mechanism currently available today that would create the least

amount of impacts to biological resources.  Please see Response 87, above.

Response 108

The commenter stated that the Draft EIR does not analyze the downstream impacts. This statement is

incorrect. 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 Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.]
Specific reasons for the lack of significant impacts to these sensitive aquatic species are
provided below.

Unarmored Three-Spine Stickleback

Occurrence of unarmored three-spine 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.”

In addition, please see Draft EIR Appendix 4.20 (Entrix report), and Responses to Comment Letters 20

(Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004) and 27 (Haglund, undated) in the Final EIR.

Response 109

The commenter identified that horned lizard habitat is identified on the project but no surveys were

made for them. The possibility of observing this reptile specie 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 were observed

during site surveys, suitable habitat for each of these species occurs on the site and, therefore, for the

purposes of the Riverpark Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, these species were

assumed to occur on the site. Mitigation to reduce significant impacts to these species has been

incorporated into the Draft EIR.

Response 110

The commenter stated that the meaning of a significance determination can vary depending upon the

particular impact. He stated that he does not see this distinction in this EIR. The significance criteria,

based upon thresholds and jurisdiction by federal or state governments, are discussed throughout the

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. The City believes that the EIR’s thresholds

and significance determinations are appropriate.

Response 111

The commenter stated that no one has addressed the biological value of the drainages that are proposed

to be removed.  This analysis has been conducted.  Please see Responses 26 and 41, above.

Response 112

The commenter states that 4.6 acres is insignificant in the entirety of a project but the commenter ties this

figure to drinking glasses of water and subsequent lack of water and asks if it is significant. The City is

unable to discern the reasoned connection between 4.6 acres and water impacts. This comment is
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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 113

The commenter requested additional information with regard to the development of the Cross Valley

Connector, specifically with regard to Bridge and Thoroughfare Fees (B&T) and what would be the cost

to the City if the project were not developed.

The Riverpark project, in staff’s opinion, accelerates the City’s ability to complete the Cross Valley

Connector through its dedication of needed right-of-way and its substantial B&T contribution. 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 114

The commenter wanted to know where in the EIR it is stated that there are no nesting species. The Draft

EIR did not state that there were no nesting species on the project site but that none were located for the

summer tanager. With all of the surveys conducted to date there is no indication for that particular bird

species that it has nested on the site. Please see Draft EIR Appendix 4.6, and Revised Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources.
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION MAY 18, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of Castaic Lake Water Agency

(CLWA). See May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 9–10. Because the comment

does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand

analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 11–12. Because the comment does not raise any specific

issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response

can be provided or can be provided.

Response 3

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 12–13. Because the comment does not raise any specific

issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response

can be provided.

Response 4

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 13–14. Because the comment does not raise any specific

issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response

can be provided.

Response 5

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 14–15. Because the comment does not raise any specific
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issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response

can be provided.

Response 6

The comment was responded to by Ms. Mary Lou Cotton, Water Resource Manager of CLWA. See May

18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 15. Because the comment does not raise any

specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further

response can be provided.

Response 7

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 15–16. Because the comment does not raise any specific

issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response

can be provided.

Response 8

The comment was responded to by both Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA, and Mary Lou

Cotton, Water Resource Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

p. 16. Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's

water supply and demand analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 9

The comment was responded to by both Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA, and Mary Lou

Cotton, Water Resource Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

p. 17. Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's

water supply and demand analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 10

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 18–20. Because the comment does not raise any specific
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issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response

can be provided.

Response 11

The comment suggests that prepared questions would be submitted for further response. In fact, written

responses to the Planning Commissioners' questions have been presented and have been made part of the

record. See attachment to May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript (Commissioner

Trautman’s written questions and CLWA’s written responses).

Response 12

The comment suggests that prepared questions would be submitted for further response. In fact, written

responses to the Planning Commissioners' questions have been presented and, have been made part of

the record. See Response 11, above. In general, moreover, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.8, Water Service, pp. 4.8-38–42, for information regarding the Saugus Formation.

Response 13

The comment was responded to by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA. See May 18, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 22. Because the comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis, no further response can be

provided. In general, however, please refer to the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service, pp. 4.8-

56–80, for information regarding SWP supplies and the Monterey Agreement/Amendments.

Response 14

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter on a matter of Commission procedure unrelated

to the Draft EIR or the project. 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

any specific issue regarding the analysis found in the Riverpark Draft EIR, no further response can be

provided.
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Response 15

The comment responds to information presented by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA.

Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water

supply and demand analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 16

The comment responds to information presented by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA.

Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water

supply and demand analysis, no further response can be provided. In general, however, please refer to

Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Resources, and Appendix 4.8; also, please see Final EIR Appendix A and

Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution for information responsive to this

comment.

Response 17

The comment responds to information presented by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA.

Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water

supply and demand analysis, no further response can be provided.  Please see Response 16, above.

Response 18

The comment responds to information presented by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager of CLWA.

Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR's water

supply and demand analysis, no further response can be provided. Please see Response 16, above.

However, for responsive information, please see Appendix A to the Riverpark Final EIR, which contains

a complete copy of the Department of Water Resources, State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report

(DWR SWP Report), 2002.

Response 19

The comment references Newhall County Water District Resolution 2004-3. For information responsive

to this document, please refer to Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.
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Response 20

The commenter asked if there was going to be a special pedestrian crossing from the passive

park/Newhall Ranch Road to the CLWA property. Staff evaluated the Planning Commission’s request

on whether or not a pedestrian bridge crossing is warranted on Newhall Ranch Road through the City’s

Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study. The evaluation was based on locating a pedestrian

bridge crossing approximately 300 feet west of Santa Clarita Parkway on Newhall Ranch Road.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study, criteria for

determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time

The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78, thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users
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of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link, there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay

the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future, likely when

the Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park

in Canyon Country. The pedestrian bridge location (and any potential linkage to the trail at Newhall

Ranch Road and Central Park) would be finalized during the City Council hearing process.

Response 21

The commenter stated that if the canyon were to become a trail connection it should accommodate both

the wildlife corridor and pedestrians. 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 in part 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 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

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 LA DWP 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 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.
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Response 22

The commenter stated that the City needs to look at a pedestrian crossing that would serve Emblem

School as well as pedestrians in general.  Please see Response 20, above.

Response 23

The commenter was concerned about the timing of signals when people are trying to cross streets, and

whether signal timing would affect traffic flow, noise and air quality. The traffic signal programming

will be done according to the standard City practice, which allows a pedestrian to cross the street during

the time that the signal light is green. Signal timing at intersections of major thoroughfares takes into

account a lengthier crossing time, due to increased street width. Though a handicapped or elderly person

may take longer to cross than the average person, these crossings are infrequent and, therefore, would

not have a substantial effect upon the operation of the roadway, or on resulting noise levels and air

pollution.  Signal timing has little or no impact on air quality or noise.

Response 24

The commenter felt that it would be advantageous to have another opinion regarding the archaeological

findings on the project site. The Environmental Impact Report process itself, however, does serve as

third-party review for any reports and studies prepared for a project (W&S Consultants prepared the

cultural reports for Riverpark whose credentials are attached in Appendix 4.18). In this example, the

cultural resources reports prepared for the project were summarized into the cultural resources section of

the Riverpark Draft EIR by Impact Sciences. Upon completion, the Draft EIR was distributed by the State

Office of Planning & Research to state agencies for review and comment, including but not limited to, the

Native American Heritage Commission, and State Lands, Parks and Recreation. It is the responsibility of

either of these agencies to report their concerns in written form. Neither of these agencies submitted any

written or oral comments to the City regarding the adequacy of the cultural reports prepared for the

project. Since we have not received any comments from these agencies on this issue, the City can surmise

that the reports are adequate. In addition, Charlie Cook, a descendent of the

Chumash/Fernandeno/Tataviam/Kitanemuk tribe, who is one of the four Native Americans on the

Native American Heritage Commission’s Most Likely Descendent List, was present during the and Phase

2 work to monitor the surveys and conclusions of W&S Consultants. Consequently, an independent

third-party review would not be required.
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Response 25

The commenter requested to see an overlay on what is lost (with an overlay and in square feet) regarding

the floodplain and similarly with wildlife. Please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Figure 4.6-7, Riverpark Bank Lining, which illustrates the impacted area of floodplain when

compared to the NRMP. 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. Further, since the Draft EIR and Revised Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released to the public, the project has been revised to pull the bank

stabilization in the western portion of the project site back further to preserve mature riparian resources;

please see Final EIR Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses (GeoSyntec, October

2004), and especially Figure A-1. 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. Because wildlife moves it is not possible to provide an overlay demonstrating wildlife

impacts. However, impacts to wildlife are discussed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-72–125.

Response 26

The commenter wanted to know if there were tax benefits to the City with owners occupied dwellings

when compared to rental units, and how the City’s ratio of rental units to owner-occupied units compares

to other cities. 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 EIR or raise any other

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 27

The comment asks what effect moving the drainage in the active/passive park area would have on

adjacent habitat, on wildlife and on the river and recharge. The drainage associated with the canyon has

previously been substantially modified and altered by the on-site construction company that operates

from this location and by previous agricultural activities that have taken place on the project site. Even

with the project as originally proposed and analyzed in the Draft EIR, the drainage would have been

relocated and enhanced. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzed and

addressed all wildlife and habitat impacts associated with the project, including without limitation, all
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biological issues that would be associated with the modification of the drainage. The amount of water

that would drain into the river with the project as proposed would change due to the modifications

suggested by the Parks and Recreation Commission. Any wildlife associated with the canyon stream

would not be affected by the minor movement of the drainage area. Additionally, the proposed

modification would not add any additional hardscape that would impact recharge in addition to project

impacts discussed in the Riverpark Draft EIR.

Response 28

The comment raises questions regarding recharge of the aquifer system in light of changes to the on-site

drainages resulting from the proposed project. As to general comments regarding groundwater recharge

since the introduction of imported SWP water to the Santa Clarita Valley (SC Valley), please refer to the

Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-7–8 and 4.8-14–15. In addition, the Draft EIR includes a

technical memorandum addressing the effects of urbanization in the SC Valley on recharge of the aquifer

system. Please see Final EIR Appendix A (Memorandum Prepared by CH2MHill entitled, Effect of

Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, February 22, 2004). Finally, in answer to the

inquiry regarding alteration of the drainages, please see Final EIR Appendix C, Hybrid Functional

Assessment for Riverpark. (GeoSyntec, October 2004) This report concludes that, with the project’s

restoration of Drainage 1 and the establishment and enhancement of riparian and transitional habitat

along the Santa Clara River, the project would result in a significant increase in the function of on-site

aquatic function as compared to the existing condition.

Response 29

The commenter wanted to look at the innovative approaches suggested by the commenter from the Los

Angeles River 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 30

The comment raises questions about the relationship of two plans (identified as the Santa Clara River

Project Study and the Urban Water Management Plan). No action has been taken on the Santa Clara River

Project Study. The comment does not raise any specific issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR's water

supply and demand analysis; therefore, no further response can be provided in the context of this EIR.
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Response 31

The commenter had concerns with regard to congestion and traffic that might be created by the transition

from eight lanes to six lanes on Newhall Ranch Road and then to four lanes on the Newhall Ranch

Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. Interim year forecasts indicate that a six-lane road/four-lane bridge

on this portion of Newhall Ranch Road can adequately accommodate the projected traffic. Please see

Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR. Long-range traffic forecasts do indicate that the Newhall Ranch

Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge over the Santa Clara River would need to be expanded to six lanes,

similar to most of the designated major highways within the SC Valley.

Finally, the City’s General Plan Circulation Element has identified segments of certain roadways

(Newhall Ranch Road, Valencia Boulevard, Magic Mountain Parkway, Bouquet Canyon Road) that need

to be eight lanes to accommodate projected traffic. The portion of Newhall Ranch Road through the

Riverpark site is not designated for eight lanes and can accommodate projected traffic within six lanes.

Response 32

The commenter wanted to know about the process of the Parks and Recreation Commission. The Parks

and Recreation looked at the project site plan and focused upon park design and park safety. (See May

18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 39.)

Response 33

The commenter asked if the Parks and Recreation Commission were happy with the size of the park and

if there is enough active parkland. The Parks and Recreation Commission conducted a total of three

meetings on the park plan, including one field trip to the site. Several modifications were made to the

park plan at the request of the Parks and Recreation Commission. In light of those modifications the

Parks and Recreation Commission is recommending approval of the park design as shown on the VTTM

53425.

Additionally, as discussed in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.15, Parks and Recreation:

“Based on specific population estimates, the preliminary parkland dedication
requirements for the proposed project have been calculated and are shown on Table 4.12-
5, Parkland Dedication Requirements for the Riverpark project. Applying the City of
Santa Clarita household size multipliers for individual residential land use categories to
the number of dwelling units proposed, results in an on-site population estimate of
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approximately 3,573 people. Applying the City Quimby Ordinance1 requirement of 3
acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 persons of population, the
parkland requirement for the Riverpark project is approximately 10.72 acres.

Table 4.12-5
Parkland Dedication Requirements for the Riverpark Project

Residential
Land Use Units

Assessment
Factor Population

Obligation In
Acres 1

Single-Family 439 3.02 1,326 3.98
Multi-Family 744 3.02 2,247 6.74

Totals 1,183 3,573 10.72

1 Acre per capita (equivalent to 3 acres per 1,000 population) per Quimby Act and City of Santa
Clarita standards.

The City Ordinance identifies several types of park and recreation facilities, which may
satisfy projected needs and are eligible for Quimby credit. The Unified Development
Code allows for up to 30 percent credit for private recreation areas. These facilities may
include, but are not limited to: publicly or privately owned playgrounds, tennis,
basketball or other similar game court areas, swimming pools, putting greens, and
athletic fields.2 Traditionally, Quimby credit is given for active parkland and not open
space. The park requirement for the project is proposed to be fulfilled through the
dedication of the following categories of recreational area:

• Active park and

• Private recreational facilities.

A large system of open space, parkland and trails is proposed as part of the project. All
totaled, such features would occupy approximately 440 acres (or 64 percent of the project
site). Each of these features meeting the UDC parkland requirements may be considered
for partial parkland dedication credits. Fees, in-lieu of the dedicated parkland, may also
be used to satisfy parkland requirements.

Credits toward meeting City Ordinance park requirements are determined by the City of
Santa Clarita Department of Parks, Recreation and Community Service, and are based
upon several criteria (e.g., access, improvements, topography, etc.) and the Ordinance
requirements. Street area (either public or private) does not constitute parkland acreage
toward the satisfaction of Quimby requirements because street area is not active
parkland and, therefore, does not mitigate active parkland impacts.

Project park requirements would be met based on the City Ordinance and Quimby Act
standards through a combination of the methods/project features described above.
Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant impact on parks, recreation,
or trails. This is not to say project residents would not use off-site facilities, but that park
facilities are being provided to serve projected needs. As indicated previously, the
proposed project also includes the creation of a system of open space of substantial size,
which is referred to as the Santa Clara River Area. Included in this area are the Santa
Clara River and the areas adjacent to the river referred to as the “upland preserve zone.”
All totaled, these features occupy approximately 339 acres, or 49 percent of the project

1 City of Santa Clarita Unified Development Code, Chapter 16.15.
2 City of Santa Clarita Unified Development Code, Chapter 16.15.
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site. This feature of the project is considered to be an important local and regional
recreational and scenic amenity of the project. In fact, because the project proposes active
park facilities, which will serve more than local residents, it would help alleviate the
existing Citywide shortage of parkland. Consequently, impacts to local parks would be
considered beneficial.”

Response 34

The commenter requested clarification as to whether or not the designated parkland acres under the

Quimby Act needed to improved park space or active/passive open space type park space. Please see

Response 33, above.

Response 35

The commenter further asked if the project applicant dedicated the full 11 acres, would the City then have

to pay to develop the site. Please see Response 33, above. Also, please see May 18, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, p. 42.

Response 36

The commenter asked if the project applicant is proposing less acreage for the parkland area but is paying

in addition to create a fully improved park.  This synopsis of the proposed project is correct.

Response 37

The commenter wanted to know the disposition of the Parks and Recreation Department’s further

review. The Parks and Recreation Commission will make a final recommendation and then the Planning

Commission will re-evaluate any suggested site plan changes. Also, please see May 18, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 43 and 51.

Response 38

The comment references comments made by Mr. Dan Masnada, General Manager, CLWA, which

compared water availability in SC Valley to other municipalities. Consistent with Mr. Masnada's

statement, City staff concurs that SC Valley compares well to other municipal areas in southern

California, because CLWA and the local retail water purveyors are capable of drawing upon more than

one source for the valley's water supplies. The sources of available water supplies include imported SWP

water supplies, groundwater from the local two-aquifer system, the initiation of recycled water use, and
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conjunctive water use programs, such as water banking by CLWA with the Semitropic Water Storage

District.  Other jurisdictions rely almost solely on imported SWP supplies (e.g., San Diego County).

Response 39

The commenter suggested that an “innovative” application should offer benefits to more than just the

project, and wanted to see if land was available from the project applicant that was not developable but

may be used for open space uses to be dedicated to the 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.

However, it should be noted that the project was subsequently modified in response to this request to

dedicate approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to the City.

Response 40

The commenter wanted to be certain that there was access to the trails in many places. 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 41

The commenter indicated that water is necessary for wildlife to survive, and asked if an artificial source

of water could be provided on site. City staff is recommending that the project be required to provide

two guzzlers within the Santa Clara River corridor within the Riverpark project site. As this portion of

the river is void of surface water for much of the year, the installation of “guzzlers” in strategically

located areas would enhance the value of the corridor and support resident wildlife. As indicated

previously in the report, the applicant has agreed to this recommended requirement.

Response 42

The commenter requested that as an alternative the Santa Clarita Parkway should be downsized to a

normal sized roadway (keeping full rights-of-way). The Riverpark Traffic and Circulation Report

(Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIR) included two long-range alternative cumulative analyses related to a link

of Santa Clarita Parkway, between Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road. The first

alternative downgrades this portion of the roadway from a six-lane major highway to a four-lane
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secondary highway. The second alternative removes this segment of Santa Clarita Parkway, from

Bouquet Canyon Road to Soledad Canyon Road, altogether.

The Riverpark Traffic and Circulation Report (Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIR) included a long-range

alternative Santa Clarita Parkway analysis that downgraded a segment of the roadway (Bouquet Canyon

Road to Soledad Canyon Road) from a six-lane major highway to a four-lane secondary highway. The

analysis indicates that the downgrade to a four-lane roadway yields results similar to the baseline six-

lane roadway. It further indicates that this is to be expected since the forecasts based on a six-lane

roadway show a demand for this segment of Santa Clarita Parkway that can be accommodated by a four-

lane roadway. Some shifting of traffic patterns does occur during the peak hours. Overall, no

deficiencies occur and the level of service (LOS) either remains the same or changes slightly. All

intersections analyzed in this long-range alternative remain at LOS D or better and average daily trip

(ADT) volumes for the surrounding roadways are relatively unaffected by the change in designation.

More specifically, ADTs on Bouquet Canyon Road north of Newhall Ranch Road increases by 2,000 trips.

ADT on Bouquet Canyon Road, between Newhall Ranch Road and Soledad Canyon Road, increase by

1,000 trips. ADT, on Soledad Canyon Road, east of Bouquet Canyon Road, increases by 1,000 trips as

well.

It should be noted that the Planning Commission has determined that Santa Clarita Parkway within the

project site should be reduced to two lanes, while retaining the right-of-way.

Response 43

The commenter wanted to know the status of the Blue oak tree. The blue oak tree would be preserved

according to the development plan for the site. (May 18, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

pp. 50–51.)  Also, please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.

Response 44

The commenter wanted to know the results of the sound study of off-site locations then being prepared

by the project applicant. The Riverpark Draft EIR includes a detailed discussion on the noise impacts of

the project. The April 29, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I) contained a detailed summary of the Noise

section of the Draft EIR. In summary, the Draft EIR found that the on-site residential uses adjacent to

Newhall Ranch Road, Santa Clarita Parkway, and the future Golden Valley Road extension would be

exposed to outdoor traffic noise levels in excess of the normally acceptable outdoor noise levels in the

City’s guidelines. The Draft EIR, in its analysis, assumes vehicle trip generation on these roadways
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reflective of a SC Valley buildout or the worst-case condition. Initially, the residents in the affected lots

will likely not be exposed to noise levels in excess of the City’s guidelines.

At the project’s April 29 Commission meeting, information was presented and illustrated that the traffic-

related noise impacts expected to occur on residential outdoor areas on the Riverpark site were not

unique to the project and are, or will be, occurring at many residential areas along major roadway

corridors throughout the City. The Riverpark project would meet the City’s noise guidelines for both

single- and multi-family indoor areas.  See April 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript.

Table 1, attached to the April 29, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I), lists five locations within the City where

residential uses are in close proximity to major roadway corridors. Twenty-four hour noise monitoring

was completed at the five locations to determine an average CNEL (db) in accordance with California

Department of Transportation guidelines. The five locations include (1) McBean Parkway, near the

intersection of Rockwell Canyon Road; (2) Whites Canyon Road, north of Soledad Canyon Road; (3)

Wiley Canyon Road, near the intersection of Tournament Drive; (4) Bouquet Canyon Road, near the

intersection of Urbandale Avenue; and, (5) Orchard Village Drive, near the intersection of McBean

Parkway. These existing locations were selected because of the location of the residential uses (single-

family homes and/or multi-family residences) next to roadway corridors, which is similar to what

Riverpark is proposing. As indicated in Table 1 and illustrated on the contour exhibits in and attached to

the April 29, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I), residential uses along these roadway corridors are presently

exposed to noise levels in excess of the City’s guidelines. Future modeled noise levels along these road

corridors increase as future traffic volumes increase. Similar to Riverpark, outdoor areas associated with

single-family homes or multi-family developments directly adjacent to these roadways exceed the City’s

guidelines.

It should be noted that, since the Draft EIR and this additional noise study were prepared, the project has

been revised through the Planning Commission process. First, the number of residential units has been

reduced from 1,183 to 1,123 and the commercial area has been reduced from approximately 40,000 square

feet to approximately 16,000 square feet. These changes would reduce project-generated traffic trips, and

resulting noise and air quality impacts. Second, the paved portion of Santa Clarita Parkway has been

temporarily reduced from six lanes to two lanes. This change would temporarily reduce the amount of

traffic along this roadway, and resulting noise levels.
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Response 45

The commenter requested information on the downstream effects of the project. Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, pp. 4.20-68–69 states,

“…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.”

In addition, please see Final EIR Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for

Riverpark (GeoSyntec, October 2004), and Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood; and 4.8.1, Water Quality.

Response 46

The commenter wanted to ensure that the proposed project did not violate the provisions of FEMA. 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. In addition, please see Final EIR Appendix G,

Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for Riverpark.  (GeoSyntec, October 2004)

Response 47

The commenter provides comments with regard to rental versus ownership type product. This comment

is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the
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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 noted that a previous planning document for the site intended for a park to be located on

the project site. 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 49

The commenter made a suggestion to dedicate a large portion of the project site to the City to connect to

Central Park, and suggested not building any of the 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.

Response 50

The commenter stated that the Quimby requirement should be 5 acres/1,000 people as noted in the

General Plan as opposed to 3 acres/1,000. The applicant’s parkland dedication (Quimby) requirements

for the project have been calculated at approximately 10.72 acres, based on 3 acres per 1,000 persons,

which has been established as a maximum standard by the City’s Unified Development Code.

Dedication of parkland, fees in-lieu of the dedicated parkland, and/or construction of amenities on

dedicated parkland or a combination these are all considered to satisfy the requirement. The applicant is

proposing to satisfy their Quimby requirement by (1) providing and constructing improvements to on-

site private recreational areas; (2) dedicating to the City, with the revised neighborhood park plan, an

approximately 5.7-acre active park; and (3) constructing improvements to the park at a value up to the

project’s requirement.

The City’s General Plan discusses the goal of establishing a standard requiring 5 acres of parkland

dedication per 1,000 persons for development projects within the City of Santa Clarita. Currently, the

State of California Government Code allows a maximum of 3 acres per 1,000 persons which shall not be

exceeded until the developed parkland in the City reaches that standard. Once that standard is met, a

City can establish a 5-acre per 1,000-person requirement. Under this requirement, City would need 488

acres of developed parkland to be able to establish the higher maximum standard of 5 acres per 1,000

persons. Presently, the City has 217 acres of developed park area with another 111 undeveloped acres
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under City ownership (not including Riverpark’s proposed dedication) that will be developed in the

future.

Response 51

The commenter stated that once the property is built you can’t get it back in the future. 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 52

The commenter stated that there should be mitigation for the lack of schools. 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 53

The commenter suggested that a benefit of requiring the applicant to dedicate part of the project site to

the City for connection to Central Park would be to reduce the amount of grading and resulting air

pollution. 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. However, generally speaking, most development

projects that require an EIR in Southern California have air quality impacts. Riverpark is no different

than other similar residential projects. For example, for projects within the SC Valley, the North Valencia

Nos. 1 and II, Tesoro Del Valle, Fair Oaks Ranch, Bee Canyon, Tick Canyon, Tract 42670, Whittaker-

Bermite (formerly Porta Bella) are all similar residential type projects which had significant air quality

impacts.  Consequently, the Riverpark project is not a particularly unusual.

Response 54

The commenter stated that no one seems to care about the amount of dirt that is proposed to be moved.

The amounts of dirt proposed to be moved have been discussed in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0,

Project Description, and analyzed in applicable Draft EIR sections (e.g., Section 4.4, Air Quality; and 4.5,

Noise).
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Response 55

The commenter stated that the Planning Commission should be trimming the project and trying to take

away claims regarding the roadways and preserving the site as a wildlife corridor for deer and other

animals. 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 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. Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis found in the Draft

EIR, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, 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), 30 (Friends of the

Santa Clara River, May 2004), 32 (Plambeck, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March

2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 57

The commenter noted that there is a cumulative loss of floodplain, blue line streams, major tributaries,

and site drainages. Impacts to floodplain (both project and cumulative) are discussed in detail in Section

4.20, Floodplain Modifications, of the Draft EIR. Impacts to blue line streams, major tributaries, and

drainages are discussed in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Also, please see

Final EIR Appendix C, Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark (Glenn Lukos Associates, October 2004)

and Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan

Area – Summary (URS July 2004), and Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the

Riverpark Project.  (GeoSyntec, October 2004)  Finally, please see Response 56, above.

Response 58

The commenter presented a list of cumulative projects that should be taken into consideration with the

proposed project. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 3.0, Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology,

for a discussion with regard to cumulative analysis and the projects that were taken into consideration

with this analysis.
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Response 59

The commenter indicated her opinion that if all of the projects listed are allowed to be developed the only

thing left will be a biological sink of a thin sliver of the river bottom. 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 60

The commenter noted that at the last meeting the project applicant indicated that Fish and Wildlife was

“okay” with the bank stabilization and impacts to arroyo toads. 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 Draft EIR describes the approvals issued through the NRMP,

jointly created by ACOE and CDFG, and the more recent biological opinion issued by Fish and Wildlife

regarding the arroyo toad. See e.g., Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources; Final EIR

Appendices A and C and Response 56, above.

Response 61

The commenter stated that the City disagrees with Fish and Wildlife on the CEMEX Mining Area project.

The commenter stated that she believed that Fish and Wildlife was wrong to write off the river and is

wrong to write off the river on behalf of the project applicant. The commenter shared comments

purportedly made by Fish and Wildlife officials with regard to how progress should be defined. 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 62

The commenter stated that the City should do better than Fish and Wildlife. The commenter stated that

while the agency might not publicly admit that these projects are killing the river they may provide

information on an individual basis. 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 63

The commenter stated that she was outraged that oak trees would be removed to create a park. 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 Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

regarding mitigation for removal of oak trees, and Final EIR Appendix C (Oak Tree Report). Finally,

please see the Final EIR Responses to Comment Letter 21.  (Oak Conservancy, May 2004)

Response 64

The commenter showed a pamphlet created by the oak conservancy. 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 65

The commenter stated that the Planning Commission needed to realize how much CO2 that oak trees

absorb. 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 66

The commenter quoted from a publication produced by the California Oak Foundation. 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 to Comment Letter 21 (Oak Tree

Conservancy, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 67

The commenter discussed the possibility of sudden oak death and that it is moving south and City staff

should investigate. 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
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other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see Responses to

Comment Letter 21 (Oak Tree Conservancy, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 68

The commenter suggested an independent review of the Native American Indian sites. T h e

Environmental Impact Report process itself, however, does serve as third-party review for any reports

and studies prepared for a project (W&S Consultants prepared the cultural reports for Riverpark whose

credentials are attached). In this example, the cultural resources reports prepared for the project were

summarized into the Cultural Resources section of the Riverpark Draft EIR by Impact Sciences. Upon

completion, the EIR was distributed by the State Office of Planning & Research to State Agencies for

review and comment, including but not limited to, the Native American Heritage Commission, and State

Lands, Parks and Recreation. It is the responsibility of either of these agencies to report their concerns in

written form. Neither of these agencies submitted any written or oral comments to the City regarding the

adequacy of the cultural reports prepared for the project. Since we have not received any comments from

these agencies on this issue, the City can surmise that the reports are adequate. In addition, Charlie

Cook, a descendent of the Chumash/Fernandeno/Tataviam/Kitanemuk tribe, who is one of the four

Native Americans on the Native American Heritage Commission’s Most Likely Descendent List, was

present during the and Phase 2 work to monitor the surveys and conclusions of W&S Consultants.

Consequently, an independent third-party review would not be required. In addition, please see

Responses to Comment Letter 36 (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004) to the Final EIR.

Response 69

The comment references the "SB 610" law, and suggests that the 41,000 acre-feet of Table A SWP supplies

are not "firm." For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: SWP

Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer and Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies

and Perchlorate and, specifically, at pp. TR2-30–32 under the heading, SB 610 Issue. In addition, please

see May 18, 2004 Planning Commission transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and

Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), and the June 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 61–95

(DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR), and Final EIR Appendix A. Finally, please see Final EIR

Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 23 (California Water

Impact Network, May 2004), 24 (Rossman & Moore, May 2004), 28 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 30 (Friends of

the Santa Clara River, August 2004), and 32 (Plambeck, May 2004).



May 18, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR5-23 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 70

The comment references the Monterey Settlement Agreement, as it relates to CLWA's 41,000 AFY transfer

of SWP Table A water. For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 3:

SWP Supplies – Reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer. In addition, please see Response 69,

above.

Response 71

Please see Response 70, above.

Response 72

Please see Response 70, above. In addition, please see Topical Responses 2: Groundwater Supplies and

Perchlorate and 4: Newhall County Water District. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 17

(Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004) in the Final EIR, and May 13, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript.

Response 73

For information responsive to this comment, please see Response 72, above.

Response 74

The commenter suggested that project be cancelled if the pedestrian bridge isn’t on the project site and

wouldn’t make the project safer. 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 Response 75,

below, and Responses to Comment Letter 37 (Kelleher, undated) in the Final EIR.

Response 75

The commenter noted that hazards of pedestrians using the roadways. Staff evaluated the Planning

Commission’s request on whether or not a pedestrian bridge crossing is warranted on Newhall Ranch

Road through the City’s Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study. The evaluation was based on
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locating a pedestrian bridge crossing approximately 300 feet west of Santa Clarita Parkway on Newhall

Ranch Road.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision-making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study, criteria for

determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time

The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78, thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users

of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link, there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay
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the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future likely when the

Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park in

Canyon Country. The pedestrian bridge location (and any potential linkage to the trail at Newhall Ranch

Road and Central Park) would be finalized during the City Council hearing process.

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 37 (Kelleher, undated) in the Final EIR.

Response 76

The commenter stated that the community does not need more apartments. 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. 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.

Response 77

The commenter noted the proposed reduction of setbacks and that she was not in favor of the proposed

reductions. 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 78

The commenter stated that the proposed project and the mining projects should be tabled because they

have the same environmental 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.

Response 79

The comment requests a presentation from Newhall County Water District. Such a request will be

pursued at the City staff level; however, the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the
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adequacy of the Draft EIR's water supply and demand analysis. Therefore, no further response can be

provided in the context of this EIR.
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION JUNE 15, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter noted that she felt that the apartments would have an effect on her viewshed and

quietude of her backyard. 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. The commenter will not be able to see

the proposed apartment units. With regard to construction noise Riverpark Draft EIR Section, 4.5 Noise,

p. 20, states,

“[n]oise from grading and construction activities would also be audible to off-site
residents of the mobile home park to the southwest and to the residents of the Emblem
Tract to the north of Area D. Construction activities could cause normally acceptable
noise levels of the Noise Element Guidelines to be intermittently exceeded at the existing
mobile home park for the duration of the construction in Areas A2, B, and C. The mobile
home units to the south and southeast of these areas would be approximately 1,125 feet
from the proposed development area at its closest point, and approximately 1,875 feet
from the proposed Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge. The loudest piece of construction
equipment at 96 dB(A) at 50 feet would have an audible noise level between 65 and 70
dB(A) at the mobile home park during grading of the development area and construction
of nearby bank stabilization assuming a 7.5 dB(A) drop off rate for the soft, sandy,
vegetated riverbed. These temporary construction noise impacts would be significant
unless mitigated. Construction of the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge
would involve pile driving, which would intermittently generate noise levels at
approximately 105 dB(A) over a relatively short period of time. Pile driving during
construction of the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge would cause noise
levels to exceed 80 dB(A) at the closest mobile homes. Mobile homes located further
away from the proposed development would experience less noise due to the greater
distance from the construction, as well as to the shielding effect of intervening mobile
homes (see Figure 4.5-1 for an illustration of the noise-attenuating effects of intervening
barriers). Therefore, pile driving noise impacts would also be significant for the duration
of the pile driving unless mitigated.

Residents at the Emblem Tract would be exposed to noise from grading operations along
the minor ridgeline to the north of Area D. The greatest noise levels would be audible to
the residents during grading of the northern slopes of the ridge that face towards the
Emblem Tract. The on-site ridgeline that separates the Emblem Tract and Area D
represents an approximate 50- to 150-foot elevational difference between the
development portion of Area D and the top of the ridge. There is an approximate 50-foot
“window” along the western boundary of Area D where Emblem Tract elevations are
similar to those proposed in Area D and where there is no distinct topographic barrier
between the two tracts. This location has the greatest potential for construction noise
generated in Area D and noise from the construction of Newhall Ranch Road to be
audible at Emblem Tract. Elsewhere, the Emblem Tract is separated from Area D by both
horizontal distance and the ridgeline, both of which would attenuate construction noise
levels at the tract. Nonetheless, there is potential for the residents of the Emblem Tract to
intermittently perceive noise levels in excess of 65 dB(A) during construction, which
would result in a significant, temporary noise impact.
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In order to reduce the potential impacts associated with construction activities, Section
11.44.080 of the City’s Noise Ordinance restricts construction work requiring a building
permit to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday, and to
between 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM on Saturday. The Noise Ordinance also precludes
construction activities on Sundays and major holidays. These restrictions do not,
however, mitigate the impact of construction noise that would be in excess of normally
acceptable noise levels of the Noise Element Guidelines for residents of the Emblem Tract
or the mobile home park, or for those who may be early residents of Riverpark during
construction elsewhere on the site. Therefore, the temporary project construction noise
levels would be significant.

With regard to operational noise, p. 30 of the Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, states,

“[r]esidents in the Emblem Tract to the north would experience traffic noise along
Newhall Ranch Road. As previously mentioned, there is an approximate 50-foot-wide
“window” between Area D and the Emblem Tract to the north. This window is in the
northwestern corner of Area D and approximately 800 feet from the proposed Newhall
Ranch Road extension. Noise levels at the southwestern corner of Area D would be 64
dB(A) at 150 feet from the centerline of Newhall Ranch Road. Because sound generated
by a line source typically attenuates at a rate of 3.0 dB(A) per doubling of distance from
the source to the receptor for hard sites, Newhall Ranch Road noise would attenuate to
59 to 60 dB(A) CNEL by the time it reaches the boundary of the Emblem Tract. These

noise levels are less than existing ambient noise levels in that tract.1 Newhall Ranch
Road traffic noise would attenuate even further as a result of structures that would be
located between Newhall Ranch Road and the “window” into the Emblem Tract, thereby
breaking the line of sight into the Emblem Tract to the north.”

In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 34 (Pearson, August 2004) in the Final EIR. Finally,

the project has now been revised to include a decorative wall and landscaping from the existing Bouquet

shopping center wall to the nose of the ridge, to assist in further buffering those homes. Please see Final

EIR Appendix D, revised Vesting Tentative Tract Map.

Response 2

The commenter had concerns with regard to the Bouquet Center, which is not a part of the Riverpark

project site. 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

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless,

please see Response 1, above.

Response 3

The commenter was concerned that the apartments were going to cause noise. Please see Response 1,

above.

1 Noise levels at the intersection of Espuella and Berino Drives were at 57.5 dB(A) Leq average (see Appendix 4.5 of
the Draft EIR for the noise measurements). This would correlate to approximately 60.3 dB(A) CNEL when
adjusted for evening and nighttime noise sensitivities.



June 15, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR6-3 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 4

The commenter stated that she bought her house because it had a view of nature and that she has spent

hours to save Whitney and Elsmere and she doesn’t like it being eroded. 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 Response 1, above.

Response 5

The commenter stated that those residents on the west side of Gavilan Drive would be exposed to the

funneling of noise and air pollution. Please see Response 1, above. In addition, please see Draft EIR

Section 4.4, Air Quality, for analysis of potential impacts. Since this comment provides no more specific

information, no further response can be provided. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded

to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response 6

The commenter asked if there were 439 units and 744 multi-units proposed. With revisions made to the

site plan during the course of the Planning Commission public hearings, there are now 419 single-family

dwellings, 324 apartments, and 380 townhomes proposed for the project site.

Response 7

The commenter stated that she observed that there are two oak trees that cannot remain. The project

proposed that a total of 15 of the 87 oak trees on site would be removed due to project implementation.

Twelve of these trees would be transplanted to other locations on the project site. Due to suggested site

plan modification by the Parks and Recreation Commission an additional two oaks trees would be

removed and transplanted to another location on site. Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, Final EIR Appendix C, Oak Tree Report and Addendums (Tree Life Concern), and May 18,

2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript regarding Parks and Recreation Commission revisions to

the project’s proposed active/passive park.
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Response 8

The commenter indicated that they came for the trees and they came for nature and the 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.

Response 9

The commenter stated that parks need to be provided around developments and they should not be

overbuilt. It should be noted that Riverpark includes a 29-acre active/passive public park that will be

dedicated to 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.

Response 10

The commenter indicated that there were no schools on the site and that the project is just crunching in

more units and that she opposes the project. 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. The commenter’s statements with regard to crunching more units and her opposition to 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 11

The commenter stated he is opposed to the project and felt that the City was already overdeveloped. 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 12

The commenter stated that the City has some of the worst air pollution in the nation and that most of the

air pollution comes from traffic although some is caused by geographical factors. The regional air quality

analysis prepared by Environ International Corporation is presented in Appendix C to the Final EIR. The
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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 SC Valley area emissions, as opposed to emissions that have been transported into the SC Valley

area 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.

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.

Response 13

The comment expresses concern over a sufficient water supply. Generally, please see, for example, Draft

EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, and Appendix 4.8, and Final EIR Appendix A. In addition, please see

Topical Responses 1–4 to the Final EIR. In addition, please see May 13, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript (especially pp. 10–42), May 18, 2004 Planning Commission transcript, pp. 4–44

(CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton of CLWA), and the June 29, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 61–95 (DWR presentation by Katherine Kelly of DWR). Finally,

please see Final EIR Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 18

(SCOPE, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 23 (California Water Impact Network, May 2004), 24

(Rossman & Moore, May 2004), 28 (Sierra Club, May 2004), 30 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, August

2004), and 32 (Plambeck, May 2004). The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR's

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 14

Please see Response 13, above.

Response 15

The commenter stated that the river is the heart of the desert and that is the last place that anything

should be built. It should be noted that the project is proposing to dedicate to the City of Santa Clarita

the vast majority of the Santa Clara River running through the site. This comment is acknowledged and
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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 16

The commenter stated that schools are overcrowded now and that developers have not paid their fair

share. 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 17

The commenter stated that schools should be built at 120–130 percent of projected student increase before

any housing is built. 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 EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 18

The commenter stated that he believed that the entire local government is funded by campaign financing

from developers and businesses which have their own agenda. 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 19

Please see Response 13, above.

Response 20

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the draft

environmental documentation. See, for example, Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-37–38; and

pp. 4.8-42–52, and Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate. Please see in addition,

May 13, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript (especially p. 42, et seq.), and May 18, 2004

Planning Commission transcript, pp. 4–44 (CLWA presentation by Dan Masnada and Mary Lou Cotton

of CLWA).
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Response 21

Please see Response 20, above.

Response 22

The commenter discusses the second newspaper article and asked if 439 single-family and 747

apartments make a park. 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 Planning Commission has since revised

the project to include a total of 419 single-family homes, 324 apartments, and 380

townhomes/condominiums.

Response 23

The commenter asked if two people can’t have different points and that they need to have speakers who

are objective. 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 24

The commenter stated his concern about the health effects, including the risk of contracting Valley Fever,

on Emblem schoolchildren from grading five million cubic yards of dirt. The project would grade 9.1

cubic yards of dirt over the entire site—not solely by Emblem School. Secondly, Valley Fever is a spore

found in certain soil types generally not found in the SC Valley and are found in the high desert and Kern

County.

Response 25

The commenter stated his concern about air quality impacts on children, many of whom have asthma,

created by grading activities and equipment including the diesel fumes from graders. Riverpark Draft

EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 75, concludes that “[a]lthough the recommended mitigation measures, if

feasible, would reduce the magnitude of construction-related and operation-related emissions to some

extent, no feasible mitigation exists that would reduce all of these emissions to below the SCAQMD’s

recommended thresholds of significance. The project’s construction-related emissions of VOC, NOx, and
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PM10, and operation-related emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx are considered unavoidably significant.”

However, these impacts would be temporary. In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 31

(Gonzalez, undated) in the Final EIR.

Response 26

The commenter stated that he did not believe the student generation figures and that he estimated that

they would be double (EIR estimated figures) and that a school should be located on the site. Please see

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.10, Education, p. 4.10-7–8 which calculates the students generated by the

project based upon the generation rate factors provided by both the Saugus Union District and the

William S. Hart Union High School District. Please see Final EIR Appendix F, for correspondence from

both districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based upon implementation of the Riverpark

project.  In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 31 (Gonzalez, undated) in the Final EIR.

Response 27

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 any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the

EIR analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 28

Please see Response 27, above. In addition, for responsive information, please refer to Topical Response

4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.

Response 29

Please see Response 28, above. The cost of landscape removal, if ever required, is beyond the scope of

the issues presented in this 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.
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Response 30

In times of drought, people generally cut back their water use by 10 to 20 percent. Please see Response

28, above.

Response 31

The comment provides general information regarding water supplies, which are beyond the scope of the

information presented in the Riverpark 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.

Response 32

Please see Response 31, above.

Response 33

The commenter thanked the Planning Commission for listening to both sides of the issue. 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 34

The commenter commented on what she perceived to be conflicts of interest with regard to Planning

Commissioners supporting the election efforts of council persons. The commenter suggested that the

project applicant is contributing $25 million to get the Cross Valley Connector approved. This opinion 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 the Planning Commission asked for a master plan for a car wash and there

isn’t one being called for with this project or the Synergy project. This comment is acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not
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specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 36

The commenter stated that there was an issue with theater parking and that there was extensive traffic

with the car wash—but this traffic cannot be compared to what would be generated by the proposed

project and very little attention seems to be paid to the project traffic. The City disagrees that little

attention has been given to potential traffic impacts. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access,

discusses potential traffic impacts in detail. Also, please see Topical Response 6: Traffic. 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 37

The commenter stated that he believed that this project relies on the Cross Valley Connector and that he

hasn’t heard that this roadway was going to be five to six lanes. The Cross Valley Connector

improvement is described in Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, and in Section 4.3, Traffic/Access.

It 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 SC Valley’s roadway network. Also, Please

See Topical Response 6: Traffic.

Finally, the Cross Valley Connector was discussed and approved by the City of Santa Clarita during the

update to the Circulation Element of the General Plan conducted in February 1997. The alignment of this

roadway has been in place for many years.

Response 38

The commenter stated his concern that there would be trucks using the Cross Valley Connector and that,

as a result, this roadway would not ease traffic congestion at all. However, as the Draft EIR explains

(Section 4.3, Traffic/Access), one example of the significant benefits associated with the Cross Valley

Connector includes a substantial reduction in vehicle trips on Soledad Canyon Road. The Riverpark

Draft EIR indicates that Soledad Canyon Road, directly east of Bouquet Canyon Road, presently carries

57,000 vehicle trips 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 stretch of
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Soledad Canyon Road is significantly reduced to a total of 36,000 vehicle trips per day. These reductions

continue easterly along the Soledad corridor and are all due to the Cross Valley Connector.

Consequently, a reduced number of trips on the Soledad arterial leads to improved intersection operation

at the affected intersections.  Also, see Topical Response 6: Traffic.

Response 39

The commenter asked if future truck traffic noise from the Cross Valley Connector had been taken into

consideration in the noise analysis and not just cars. 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, of the Draft EIR.

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),2 which is measured over a 24-hour time 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 time 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.

Response 40

The commenter asked if the Planning Commission had been to Golden Valley and Sierra Highway

during traffic congestion times. The commenter asked where is all of the traffic going to go. Please see

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, which discusses in detail traffic distribution. Also, see

Topical Response 6: Traffic.

Response 41

The commenter wanted to know if the Planning Commissioners truly believed that the students were

going to be absorbed into the existing schools. 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

2 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.



June 15, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR6-12 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Responses to Comment Letter 31 (Gonzalez undated) to the Final EIR, and Final EIR Appendix F (school

district letters).

Response 42

The commenter believed that if the Planning Commission placed as many restrictions on the proposed

project as they did the car wash, this project would be canceled. This opinion 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 43

The commenter made comments relating to an off-site car wash. The commenter stated that he believed

that the road is a requirement for getting the project, and that the Cross Valley Connection will not be a

benefit. 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 Response 38, above.

Response 44

The commenter stated his opinions that the conclusion that construction of the Cross Valley Connector

would reduce trips on Soledad is nonsense and that once the Santa Clarita Parkway crosses over and the

flyover is built, traffic would be more jammed than ever. The City disagrees. Please see Response 38,

above, Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, and Topical Response 6: Traffic.

Response 45

The commenter would like to see a real traffic analysis of the project. The commenter is directed to the

Riverpark Draft EIR Appendix 4.3, Traffic/Access, for the traffic analysis that was prepared for the

project.  Also, see Topical Response 6: Traffic.

Response 46

The commenter stated that, in his opinion, at buildout that the traffic is going to be worse. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided. Nonetheless, Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-61, states,

“[n]onetheless, the proposed plan results in a substantial reduction of traffic volume on the City’s
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roadways, s compared to the City’s General Plan designations for the site and the long-range uses

identified in the SCVCTM.”

Response 47

The commenter stated that 5 acres/1,000 parkland requirement should be used per the General Plan as

opposed to 3 acres/1,000. The applicant’s parkland dedication (Quimby) requirements for the project

have been calculated at approximately 10.72 acres based on 3 acres per 1,000 persons which has been

established as a maximum standard by the City’s Unified Development Code. Dedication of parkland,

fees in-lieu of the dedicated parkland, and/or construction of amenities on dedicated parkland or a

combination these are all considered to satisfy the requirement. The applicant is proposing to satisfy

their Quimby requirement by (1) providing and constructing improvements to on-site private

recreational areas; (2) dedicating to the City, with the revised neighborhood park plan, an approximately

5.7-acre active park; and (3) constructing improvements to the park at a value up to the project’s

requirement.

The City’s General Plan discusses the goal of establishing a standard requiring 5 acres of parkland

dedication per 1,000 persons for development projects within the City of Santa Clarita. Currently, the

State of California Government Code allows a maximum of 3 acres per 1,000 persons which shall not be

exceeded until the developed parkland in the City reaches that standard. Once that standard is met, a

City can establish a 5-acre per 1,000-person requirement. Under this requirement, City would need 488

acres of developed parkland to be able to establish the higher maximum standard of 5 acres per 1,000

persons. Presently, the City has 217 acres of developed park area with another 111 undeveloped acres

under City ownership (not including Riverpark’s proposed dedication) that will be developed in the

future.

Response 48

The balance of 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 any specific issue regarding the

adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided or can be provided.
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Response 49

The commenter was looking forward to speaking on the pedestrian bridge issue and she is disappointed

that the issue was not going to be discussed and she wanted to know when it was going to be discussed.

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 50

The commenter wanted to know if airplane noise was included in the noise report. Noise measurements

were taken for the noise study and are included in Appendix 4.5 of the Riverpark Draft EIR. The noise

measurements were taken on June 23, 2003 during calm weather and air traffic noise, if any, would have

been taken into account.

Response 51

The commenter believes that it is hypocritical for the City to be against the mining project and to be in

favor of the proposed project because the same amount of dirt is being moved. This opinion 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 52

The commenter noted that the City’s safety standing is now eight, and it used to be 3rd in 2001. 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 53

The commenter states that she opposes apartments because she believes they increase crime. The

commenter has not provided any information that the project will result in an increase in crime in the

area. The Sheriff’s Department was given a copy of the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion of

the Draft EIR, and previously copies of the two Notices of Preparation, and has reviewed the proposed

project and has not indicated that the proposed apartment uses would bring an element of crime to the
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area. Even so, the Planning Commission has modified the project to replace the 420 apartments in

Planning Area C with 380 condominiums.

Response 54

The commenter wanted to know when the issue of bridges was going to be addressed and offered

potential locations for the pedestrian bridge to be located. 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 55

The commenter discussed a project recently conducted on the Los Angeles River. 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 EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Response 56

The commenter stated that developments are often named after what they displace and Riverpark would

replace toads, butterflies, and hummingbirds. 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 57

The commenter requested information with regard to the archeologist’s recommendations with respect to

excavation of the one site and the arguments for preservation. With respect to the one significant site that

the project would not preserve in situ, the archaeological study prepared for the site recommends

mitigation by avoidance and preservation. However, if that is infeasible, it is recommended that a phase

three recovery (which is a salvage excavation) be conducted on the site. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.18,

Cultural Resources, and Appendix 4.18.

Response 58

The commenter asked if one site was more significant than another. The archaeology study considered

both sites to be significant.  Please see Response 57, above.
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Response 59

The commenter asked if the site located in the path of Santa Clarita Parkway were to be preserved what

would happen to Santa Clarita Parkway—would it be reduced to two lanes? The reduction of the

roadway to two lanes would not avoid the site. The alignment of Santa Clarita Parkway is fixed and

cannot be modified due to traffic engineering considerations. Please see June 15, 2004 Planning

Commission transcript, pp. 65–67.

Response 60

The commenter suggested with regard to Santa Clarita Parkway that all of the right-of-way be retained,

but only build to two lanes—thereby, retaining the ability of the roadway to get larger if necessary. 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. However, it should be noted that the project has now been revised to pave

only two lanes of this roadway initially, but retain and landscape the entire remaining right-of-way.

Response 61

The commenter concurred with the previous commenter with regard to Santa Clarita Parkway and that

all of the right-of-way be retained but only build to two lanes—thereby, retaining the ability of the

roadway to get larger if necessary. 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 62

The commenter wanted to know what would happen to the roadway if it were downgraded to two lanes.

City staff researched the feasibility of the Planning Commission’s request and believes that currently, the

third vehicle lane as shown in the City’s Circulation Element is not warranted at this time and two paved

vehicle lanes in each direction would accommodate the short-term needs for this roadway. The Planning

Commission has since modified the Santa Clarita Parkway roadway section within Riverpark to include

only one vehicle lane in each direction.  In addition, please see Response 60, above.
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Response 63

The commenter was concerned that the City not repeat itself with regard to traffic noise issues and its

relationship to major roadways and suggests that it would be better to have a buffer by reducing Santa

Clarita Parkway to two lanes and landscaping the remainder of the right-of-way until the City decides to

build that roadway out.  Please see Response 62, above.

Response 64

The commenter stated her opinion that having two bridges over the river so close together would be

detrimental, and would in any event be unnecessary. However, potential impacts to biological resources

(including the impacts from the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge) and potential

hydrology impacts were analyzed in the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, and 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications. 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

conditions, and that, in many instances, velocities would be unchanged or would decrease. (Floodplain

Modifications, pp. 4.20–42, 59.) 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 concluded that the hydraulic changes created by the project would

cause no significant biological impacts (pp. 4.20-60 and 63–64, and no significant impacts on sensitive
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species, including, without limitation, to unarmored threespine stickleback, arroyo toad, or California

red-legged frogs (pp. 4.20-64, 67–68), either within or downstream from the project site.

Response 65

The commenter did not see the need for two bridges and suggested downgrading Santa Clarita parkway

significantly. Please see Response 62, above. 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 66

The commenter asked if the City’s staff had reviewed its traffic model to determine if prior forecasts have

been accurate. The traffic model is updated every two years and City staff considers the model to be up-

to-date and accurate.  Please see June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 71–72.

Response 67

The commenter asked that since a recent update was taking place on the traffic model that traffic

numbers could change on the Riverpark traffic analysis. The traffic model revisions are more

enhancements and fine tuning, there would not be significant changes to the Riverpark project. Please

see June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 72.

Response 68

The commenter questioned whether the number of trips remaining within the SC Valley should be

expressed as a range, be between 10–25 percent. City staff has indicated that the range is more likely 10

percent to 15 percent. Based upon industry-wide standards, if both adults commute, of the trips

associated with a single-family home, approximately 20–40 of trips are work trips. The other 60-80

percent are non-work trips which would likely stay in the Valley. At least 50 percent of the people who

reside in the SC Valley work in the SC Valley consequently 90 percent of the trips stay in the Valley.

Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 72–73.
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Response 69

The commenter asked if Santa Clarita Parkway is scheduled to bridge over Soledad or would it connect at

the current grade. The design of the bridge has not yet been determined, but would likely include an at-

grade intersection with Soledad Canyon Road. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript, p. 74.

Response 70

The commenter wanted to know how the larger roadways accommodate handicapped or the elderly who

need to cross them. 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’s analyses,

no further response is provided. The traffic signal programming will be coordinated according to the

standard City practice, which allows a pedestrian to cross the street during the time that the signal light is

green. Signal timing at intersections of major thoroughfares takes into account a lengthier crossing time,

due to increased street width. Though a handicapped or elderly person may take longer to cross than the

average person, these crossings are infrequent and, therefore, would not have a substantial effect upon

the operation of the roadway.

Response 71

The commenter asked if the County is currently utilizing the unused and unbuilt capacity of Santa Clarita

Parkway to approve development past Bouquet Canyon. 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 the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 75.

Response 72

The commenter asked what the effects would be of permanently downgrading Santa Clarita Parkway

from six lanes to four lanes. The Riverpark Traffic and Circulation Report (Appendix 4.3 of the Draft EIR)

included a long-range alternative Santa Clarita Parkway analysis that downgraded a segment of the

roadway (Bouquet Canyon Road to Soledad Canyon Road) from a six-lane major highway to a four-lane

secondary highway. The analysis indicates that the downgrade to a four-lane roadway yields results

similar to the baseline six-lane roadway. It further indicates that this is to be expected since the forecasts

based on a six-lane roadway show a demand for this segment of Santa Clarita Parkway that can be

accommodated by a four-lane roadway. Some shifting of traffic patterns does occur during the peak
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hours. Overall, no deficiencies occur and the level of service (LOS) either remains the same or changes

slightly. All intersections analyzed in this long-range alternative remain at LOS D or better and Average

Daily Trip (ADT) volumes for the surrounding roadways are relatively unaffected by the change in

designation. More specifically, ADTs on Bouquet Canyon Road north of Newhall Ranch Road increases

by 2,000 trips. ADT on Bouquet Canyon Road, between Newhall Ranch Road and Soledad Canyon Road,

increase by 1,000 trips. ADT on Soledad Canyon Road, east of Bouquet Canyon Road, increases by 1,000

trips as well. In addition, please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp.

75–76.

Response 73

The commenter asked how the Golden Valley Parkway north of the project comes into play and has the

extension been taken into consideration for long-range planning purposes. It is expected that at some

point the roadway would extend beyond the terminus as shown on the project site plan and this roadway

has been considered for long-range planning purposes. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, p. 77. 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 74

The commenter asked if roadway limitations have inhibited growth outside of City boundaries in the

past. 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 75

The commenter suggested that Santa Clarita Parkway not be downgraded, but that it be paved to a

smaller size with a landscaped buffer in the remaining portion of the right-of-way, if it could be

completed economically. City staff concluded that the approximate cost to construct the third vehicle

lane in each direction is estimated at a total cost of $500,000 to $600,000 or more specifically $10–$12 per

square foot. The installation of landscaping (including CLWA connection fees) would also be in the

$500,000 to $600,000 range or more specifically $10–$12 per square foot. Therefore, there is no significant

cost difference in the two scenarios. It should be noted that the project has been revised to pave only two
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lanes of Santa Clarita Parkway, and install enhanced landscaping in the remaining portion of the right-of-

way to help buffer roadway noise; however, Santa Clarita Parkway has not been downgraded.

Response 76

The commenter suggested that a buffer should be included [at Santa Clarita Parkway] to buffer noise.

Please see Response 75, above.

Response 77

The commenter asked if the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge would ultimately become

six lanes at a future date. This bridge will at some point become six lanes. Please see the June 15, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 79.

Response 78

The commenter asked if the cross Valley Connector is designated as a truck route. Pursuant to the City of

Santa Clarita Circulation Element, the City does not have designated truck routes. However, major and

secondary roadways are truck routes. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, p. 80.

Response 79

The commenter asked about the movement through the City of trucks coming down Interstate 5 (I-5) and

connection with State Route 14 (SR-14). 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

the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 80–81.

Response 80

The commenter requested clarification with regard to figures used in the Draft EIR Section 4.17,

Population/Housing/Employment, and Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, analysis. The joint City/County

traffic model was used to develop the projections used in Section 4.3, Traffic/Circulation, of the EIR. The

joint traffic model is based on the roadway network and land use contained in the City's and County’s

General Plan, and was used, in part, in development of the General Plan. There is not a specific horizon

period or year assigned to buildout of the SC Valley, as described in the General Plan. It has been the
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policy of the City, however, that the growth detailed in the General Plan represents a period of between

20 and 25 years (depending on market conditions). The traffic model forecasts, therefore, could be

assumed to represent the roadway conditions expected around year 2025 to year 2030 which are

consistent with the forecasts used in Section 4.17, Population/Housing/Employment, of the Draft EIR.

In addition, the SC Valley has specific locations at which it connects to the Los Angeles Basin, Ventura

County, the Antelope Valley, and unincorporated Los Angeles County areas to the north. These include

I-5 and SR-14 to the south, I-5 and SR-14 to the north, Sierra Highway to the north and south, and

Bouquet Canyon Road to the north. These same connection points are represented in the joint traffic

model and utilize 2025/2030 traffic volume projections directly from the Southern California Association

of Governments (SCAG) regional forecast model, thus insuring complete consistency with SCAG.

Finally, please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 81–82.

Response 81

The commenter requested information with regard to the cost of enhancing the bridge abutments. City

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 to $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 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, “[t]he Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge

and bridge abutments shall be subject to the City’s Cross Valley Connector Aesthetics’ Guideline Book.”

Response 82

The commenter requested clarification with regard to noise exhibits prepared for off-site locations and if

the contours indicated that the City would need to take private property sometime in the future. The

noise exhibits were prepared to demonstrate that the noise impacts expected to occur on the Riverpark

project are currently occurring at other similar locations within the City. The contours are shown on the

map only to demonstrate existing noise impacts. The City has no intention of condemning property

because of existing noise impacts. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

pp. 83–84 and 93–96.
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Response 83

The commenter stated that simply because there are noise impacts at other locations within the

community she does not feel that the problem should be duplicated elsewhere. The commenter asked

what distance would be needed for a buffer to reduce the noise levels along Newhall Ranch Road. City

staff recommended that the commenter review Draft EIR Section 6.0, Alternatives, which evaluates a

condition whereby the project would incur no noise impacts. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 84–85.

Response 84

The commenter wanted to know where the 60 db(A) limit came from. The 60db level comes from the

City of Santa Clarita General Plan Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Guidelines, Exhibit N-2. Please

see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 86–90.

Response 85

The commenter asked for other areas of the state or county that have a similar ordinance, do they have

broader roads, does their housing have 10-inch thick walls—is there anything different. There have been

some instances where, in order to provide a noise buffer, roadways have been built wider, but this is rare.

With regard to residential uses primarily built fairly close to the road, one might see walls and a limited

number of windows at the roadway elevation because noise can enter through the windows. However,

over time, most communities have used, and are using double-paned windows and added insulation are

all methods used by communities to buffer noise impacts. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 90–91.

Response 86

The commenter wanted to know if other communities are faced with the same choices of possibly

eliminating housing in order to meet the 60dB level. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript, pp. 91–92. 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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Response 87

The commenter thought that the City was having to deal with the consequences of having higher decibel

readings because of new modeling or new measurements. Generally speaking, noise models have

become more sophisticated. For example now, as compared to seven years ago, a modeler can now

differentiate traffic type more specifically than what could be done previously. Before, it was just a

“vehicle,” now it’s a type of vehicle and trucks—and they all behave differently from a noise perspective.

In the past, that level of sensitivity could not be taken into consideration. Now, with respect to noise,

differences in topography can be analyzed that could not have been taken into consideration previously.

In some cases (as with the Riverpark project), these differentials make a very large difference in noise

results and subsequent impacts. Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

pp. 92–93.

Response 88

The commenter asked where the five homes that must be moved to accommodate the changes to the

active/passive park were being relocated. The homes are being relocated on the south side of the

roadway.

Response 89

The commenter asked whether the drainage to be reestablished in the park would be concrete. The

drainage is proposed to be enhanced with native vegetation and would be separated from the active

parkland.  Please see the June 15, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 99.

Response 90

The commenter wanted to know if there was other mitigation for the movement of oak trees—is there a

certain period of time for maintenance. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

Mitigation Measures 4.6-6 and 4.6-7 outline the maintenance provisions for relocated oak trees. Please

also see Final EIR Appendix C, Oak Tree Report, and Addendums (Tree Life Concern). The relocated

heritage oak trees will be maintained for seven years and the remaining relocated oak trees will be

maintained for five years.
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Response 91

The commenter suggests that the City consider whether it would be better off accepting the parkland

acreage in full without improvement as opposed to accepting smaller improved parks. This opinion 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, see the discussion of this issue at June 15, 2004 Planning

Commission hearing transcript, pp. 101–104.

Response 92

The commenter asked how many acres of parkland are currently unimproved within the City. Riverpark

Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, Table 4.12-1, p. 4.12-7 indicates that 171.85 acres of parkland

are currently undeveloped in the City of Santa Clarita.

Response 93

The commenter asked if the unimproved parkland included trails. This opinion is acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the comment does not

specifically address the Draft EIR’s analyses, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, trail

improvements are not included in the 171.85 acres of unimproved parkland area within the City of Santa

Clarita. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, pp. 4.12-11–16 for a discussion

of trails within the community.

Response 94

The commenter requested to see a wildlife corridor overlay. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, Figure 4.6-5, depicts wildlife movement corridors.

Response 95

The commenter wanted to know the status of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reconsidering

approval of the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP) in relation to designated habitat for the arroyo

toad. The City is not aware of any such indication by USFWS, which is only a consulting agency for the

NRMP, not an approving agency. The Service has issued proposed critical habitat for the arroyo toad

which includes portions of the Santa Clara River; however, this is only a proposed designation and it

should be noted that this proposed critical habitat area ends at the westerly edge of the Bouquet Canyon
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Bridge and is not on the project site. Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources

regarding the “may affect” area for arroyo toads (p. 4.6-74) and Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications, and Appendix 4.20 (Entrix report).

Response 96

The commenter wanted to know if mixed use was ever considered for the proposed project to generate

revenue for the City. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. It should be noted that the project does include a mixture of uses—residential,

commercial, and recreation. 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 June 15, 2004

Planning Commission transcript, pp. 106–107.

Response 97

The commenter suggested that it would be helpful to look at mixed use. 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 Response 96, above.

Response 98

The commenter clarified that the main idea suggested for Santa Clarita Parkway was to pave a smaller

area of the roadway but still keep the right-of-way. 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.

Response 99

The commenter requested the wildlife corridor overlay.  Please see Response 94, above.

Response 100

The commenter requested additional information with regard to the pedestrian bridge. Staff evaluated

the Planning Commission’s request on whether or not a pedestrian bridge crossing is warranted on

Newhall Ranch Road through the City’s Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study. The

evaluation was based on locating a pedestrian bridge crossing approximately 300 feet west of Santa
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Clarita Parkway on Newhall Ranch Road. Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript and Staff Report.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study, criteria for

determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time

The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78, thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users

of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link, there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay
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the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future likely when the

Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park in

Canyon Country.



Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR7-1 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION JUNE 29, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter requested a qualified explanation in terms of the amount of groundwater that is available

to other communities when compared to the Santa Clarita Valley (SC Valley). With regard to water

supply, Santa Barbara and the Callegus Water District are similar to the SC Valley with regard to a

diversified supply of sources consisting of recycled water, imported State Water Project water, local

groundwater and conservation and recycled water.

Response 2

The commenter requested confirmation that saltwater intrusion is not a problem in the SC Valley. Given

that the SC Valley in not in close proximity to the coast, saltwater intrusion is not a problem.

Response 3

The commenter asked if groundwater is drawn upon in an area that is adjacent to wells that there is more

than seasonal fluctuations that occur to the groundwater. With regard to the eastern part of the SC Valley

is true that the storage capacity is less because the aquifer is not as deep.

Response 4

The commenter wanted to know if wells in the eastern portion of the SC Valley that are producing water

for the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) also secure water from the wells that are being used by

private owners. If the private wells are in the same area as CLWA wells then water is being secured from

the groundwater used by private wells.

Response 5

The commenter asked whether existing water users pay for capital improvements by a one percent

property tax. The commenter is correct in that existing water users do not pay for capital improvements

to the water system.
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Response 6

The commenter asked if water connections are paid by residents of projects such as Pamplico Park.

Water connection fees are development fees paid for by the project developer for private projects. Water

connections for public projects such as Pamplico Park are paid for with General Fund monies.

Response 7

The commenter questioned if the developer is the City then consequently the residents are paying for the

water connection fee. Typically, the City does not pay a water connection fee for private developments.

That connection fee is the responsibility of the project developer, as in the case of the Riverpark project.

As stated above in Response 6, the City would be responsible for the payment of water connection fees

for public projects (such as a public park) that would require water.

Response 8

The commenter asked what information supports the statement that Saugus wells are not expected to

affect the spread of perchlorate in the aquifer and if this investigation is ongoing as a result of federal

funding.  Please see Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

Response 9

The commenter was appreciative of the presentation from PCL and of Diane Trautman’s efforts to get

speakers to discuss the water issue. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft

EIR, or raise any other CEQA issue, 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

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter that the project would destroy 37 acres of the 100-

year floodplain, fill in six or more drainages, and result in a loss of water recharge. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR’s 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. Nevertheless, please

see the CH2MHill report (Draft EIR Appendix 4.8), and Topical Response 1, Appendix C (Hybrid
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Functional Assessment for Riverpark (Glenn Lukos Associates, October 2004), and Responses to Comment

Letters 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004) and 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 11

Please see Response 10, above.

Response 12

The comment expresses opinions regarding the adequacy of the adopted Natural River Management Plan

(NRMP) and claims that the project “depends” upon the NRMP. The comment does not question any

aspect of the EIR 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. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the project does not “depend”

upon the NRMP, but is a separate project separately analyzed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May

2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa

Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 13

The comment generally requests protection of water supplies and the integrity of the Santa Clara River.

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 Responses 10 and 12, above.

Response 14

The comment expresses opinions/commentary regarding the environmental consultant selected to

prepare the Riverpark Draft EIR. The comment will be included in the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 15

The comment questions the amount of water stored in the Saugus Formation. This comment addresses a

general subject area, which received extensive analysis in the draft environmental documentation. Please

see, for example, Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-38–42, and Appendix 4.8; please
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also see Final EIR Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims; and Topical

Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution.  Finally, please see Responses 10 and 12, above.

Response 16

Please see Response 15, above.

Response 17

The comment questions the perchlorate containment plan, which consists of pumping from two

production wells that have not operated in several years because of elevated concentrations of

perchlorate in the groundwater. The plan calls for pumping to be performed at sufficiently high rates to

allow perchlorate that is migrating in groundwater from the nearby former Whittaker-Bermite site to be

captured by these wells, thereby controlling its movement toward other portions of the aquifer, where

additional water supplies could otherwise be impacted. The containment evaluation for the impacted

Saugus Formation production wells was performed by CH2MHill using the regional groundwater flow

model for the SC Valley. The model's construction and calibration are discussed in detail in a report

entitled, Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley: Model Development and Calibration,

prepared by CH2MHill in April 2004. The report is incorporated by this reference and is available for

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

In addition, CLWA prepared a second draft report setting forth its perchlorate containment plan. This

report is entitled, Analysis of Perchlorate Contaminant in Groundwater Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property,

Santa Clarita, California, dated September 2004. As stated, the report is the second of two reports that are

part of an analysis for the strategy of containing perchlorate from the former Whittaker-Bermite site, as

contemplated in the Environmental Oversight Agreement with DTSC. The report presents an analysis of the

perchlorate containment plan for the Saugus Formation.

Returning the impacted wells to service with treatment requires issuance of a permit by the California

Department of Health Services (DHS) before the water can serve as a potable water supply. The studies

needed for the permitting effort are currently in preparation. The report is incorporated by reference and

available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350-

2173.

According to CLWA, based on the substantial amount of technical data gathered regarding perchlorate

remediation since 1999–2000 (Final EIR Appendix A), CLWA and the local retail purveyors remain
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capable of meeting existing and projected water demand for SC Valley. CLWA's determination is based

on its assessment that there are sufficient water supplies from the State Water Project, in combination

with available groundwater from non-contaminated portions of the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus

Formation, along with other available dry-year supplies, as reported in the 2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water

Report.

CLWA recently confirmed this determination in a letter to the City of Santa Clarita, dated October 13,

2004. This letter acknowledges a recent court decision setting aside the 2000 Urban Water Management

Plan (2000 UWMP) due to the UWMP's discussion of perchlorate contamination. However, despite the

perchlorate contamination impacting five municipal-supply wells in the valley, CLWA has stated:

"[d]ue to the number and distribution of wells in the SCV and the availability of State
Water Project (SWP) water acquired in 1999 for future growth—some of which is
currently surplus—sufficient water supplies are available to meet current and near-term
SCV water demands during both normal and dry years….

During normal years, groundwater production from existing wells not impacted by
perchlorate in combination with SWP water deliveries easily provide over 100,000 acre-
feet per year (AFY), or just under the level of 2020 demand analysis used in the 2000
UWMP.  Current Santa Clarita Valley water demand is less than 85,000 AFY.

During dry years, shortfalls in the above supplies will be supplemented by 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 the SCV water supply for the next 9±
years. Prior to the expiration of the Semitropic interim banking arrangements, CLWA
will implement long-term reliability enhancement programs described in the 2000
UWMP. CLWA recently executed Memorandums of Understanding with two banking
partners—i.e., other water agencies—that are, in effect, the initial steps in implementing
the long-term programs.

Since the actions to contain and treat the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater will be
in place well before 2010, the SCV water supply identified in the 2000 UWMP remains
viable in meeting increasing SCV water demand over time. Currently available SCV
water supplies are more than adequate to meeting ongoing and near-term SCV water
demands, and water supplies in the long-term will be available at the levels noted in the
2000 UWMP due to full restoration of Saugus Formation well capacity. Treatment of the
perchlorate-contaminated groundwater is expected to commence within two years
which, in combination with the drilling of two to three replacement wells, will effectively
constitute full restoration of Saugus Formation well capacity." (See Riverpark Final EIR,
Appendix A.)

Response 18

The comment refers to Department of Health Services (DHS) Policy Memorandum 97-005. The recently

prepared draft report by CH2MHill entitled, Analysis of Perchlorate Contaminant in Groundwater Near the

Whittaker-Bermite Property, Santa Clarita, California, dated September 2004, discusses this policy
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memorandum in the context of returning the impacted municipal-supply wells to service utilizing proven

treatment technology.

Returning these wells to potable water service requires issuance of a permit by DHS. Before issuing a

permit, DHS requires that studies and engineering work be performed to demonstrate that pumping

these wells and treating the water will be protective of human health for the users of the water. To obtain

a permit, the water purveyors must perform a detailed evaluation of the effects of returning the wells to

service. The process for conducting the evaluation is called the 97-005 process, named after the policy

memorandum that describes the process. (DHS Policy Memorandum 97-005) This memorandum also

discusses the basic tenets under which the DHS drinking water program evaluates proposals, establishes

appropriate permit conditions, and approves returning an impacted well to service for direct potable

water use. The CH2MHill report was prepared to support the assessment and permitting process that

CLWA and the water purveyors are performing under DHS Policy Memorandum 97-005.

Response 19

The comment refers to municipal-supply wells in the Saugus Formation and the five wells impacted by

perchlorate contamination. For responsive information, please see, for example, Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-38–51; and Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and

Perchlorate.

Response 20

The comment addresses pumping from municipal-supply wells in the Alluvial aquifer. For responsive

information, please see, for example, Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-33–38;

Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims; and Topical Response 2:

Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.

Response 21

The commenter wanted to be certain that both speakers recommendations should be taken into

considerations and that the implications of cutbacks should be understood. 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 22

The commenter suggested getting Prop 50 funds to buy this project instead of building 1,100 homes in the

floodplain. This comment regarding Prop 50 funds 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, the

commenter’s statement is only partially correct with regard to development in the floodplain. The project

encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood hazard area primarily with residential lots 338 through 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. 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), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 23

The comment generally references pumping of groundwater from municipal-supply wells in the Alluvial

aquifer. For responsive information, please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp.

4.8-33–38; please also see Topical Response 1: Groundwater Supplies and "Overdraft" Claims; Topical

Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate, and Appendix A in the Final EIR.

Response 24

The comment expresses opinions regarding increased costs for water supplies. 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 any specific issue regarding the

adequacy of the EIR analysis, no further response can be provided.

Response 25

The comment references Richard C. Slade's studies regarding the Saugus Formation, and the capacity of

the Saugus Formation. For responsive information, please see, for example, Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-38–42; also see Draft EIR Appendix 4.8 and Final EIR Appendix A.
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Response 26

Please see Response 25, above.

Response 27

The commenter stated that the wide sidewalk configuration is not preferable from a bicycle safety point.

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.”

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letter 19 (Los Angeles County Bike Coalition, May 2004) in

the Final EIR.
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Response 28

The commenter stated that the key issue is intersections and the yield to horses and pedestrian signs and

has never seen anyone stop and walk their bikes.  Please see Response 27, above.

Response 29

The commenter suggested that, even though the Draft EIR mentioned solar panels as not feasible, solar

panels be considered. The Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.7, Land Use, p. 23, discusses the solar panel

feasibility as follows:

“[a]ccess points to the site will be limited to Bouquet Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch
Road. Given the small size of the site and given that the commercial nature of the
potential uses at the site will want to orientate the buildings to these major roadways, lot
orientation and solar oriented building design may not be feasible that will reduce
dependency on air polluting energy sources. Therefore, Policies 6.4 and 6.5 are not
applicable to the proposed project.”

Response 30

The commenter stated that the Riverpark project was a negative. 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 31

The commenter stated that if the City approves the Riverpark project, then it will want to approve more

and the City will run out of land and have a less desirable lifestyle. 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 32

The commenter did not understand why the City would want to consider 1,183 units, which would add

3,615 more people to the already overcrowded and overdeveloped community. Section 1.0, Project

Description, p. 1.0-38 of the Draft EIR states that the proposed project would generate 3,576 persons. 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.

Response 33

The commenter argues that the project’s addition of 3,615 more residents is not minimal. Please see

Response 32, above. Additionally, Draft EIR Section 4.17, Population/Housing/Employment, considers

the proposed increase in population to not exceed growth expectations of the City of Santa Clarita,

because the proposed project proposes a considerably smaller project than what would be allowed under

the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and Zoning Code.

Response 34

The commenter felt that close to four thousand people is a great impact. Please see Response 33, above.

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 wanted to know why the City is willing to destroy more hillsides, which provide a

viewshed for the community. 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 4.16, Visual Resources, for an analysis of the project’s potential impacts on views of significant

ridgelines, and Section 4.7, Land Use, for an analysis of the project’s compliance with the City’s Hillside

Ordinance.

Response 36

The commenter is concerned with regard to the displacement of wildlife on the site, and noted that they

just won’t disappear because no one considers their plight. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-84, acknowledges that “[I]mplementation of the proposed project would

increase human and domestic animal presence in the area. Increased recreational and other human
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activity around these habitats could (1) displace a number of wildlife species….” While coyotes are not a

protected species, the Riverpark Draft EIR concludes on p. 4.6-109,

“[t]he total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of
conversion of undeveloped property to developed. Though over 400 acres of the site will
remain as open space and some of the habitat can be restored and enhanced within
remaining open space areas of the site, there will still be a net loss of habitat for wildlife
and open space that cannot be replaced. In effect, while habitat types similar to that
impacted can be preserved, planted and/or restored elsewhere, no measures are
available that will mitigate a mathematical net loss of 280 acres of open space land as a
result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net loss represents a
significant unavoidable impact.”

Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), 22 (Sierra Club,

May 2004), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the

Final EIR.

Response 37

The commenter stated that school children from this development will have nowhere to go because of

current schools are filled to capacity. Please see the Final EIR Appendix F for correspondence from both

districts indicating no impacts to the school systems based upon implementation of the Riverpark project.

Response 38

The commenter stated that the project would not help the amount of cars on the road because it would

add 4,000.  Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 39

The commenter felt that it was a shame that more people don’t come out to voice their opinions and they

urged the Planning Commission to say no to the 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 40

The comment refers to a code section from the Water Code and asks whether the analysis required by

that section is included in the draft environmental documentation for the Riverpark project. Please see

June 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 128–130 (response by Mary Lou Cotton,
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CLWA). The information required by the referenced code section is summarized in Topical Response 2:

Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate, under the heading SB 610 Issue. Please see Draft Riverpark EIR

Section 4.6, Water Resources, p. 4.8-15, Appendix 4.8, and letters from the Santa Clarita Water

District/CLWA found in Appendix A to the Final EIR.

Response 41

The commenter wanted to know bicycle standards in other communities. 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 42

The commenter wanted to know if there were industry standards on who regulates environmental

consulting firms. 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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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION JULY 20, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter asked if the City had reviewed the Environ International Corporation’s air quality report.

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 Santa Clarita Valley (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 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has

apparently prepared a similar study showing similar results, but has not yet released its full text.

Response 2

The commenter asked if the City had reviewed a preliminary regional air quality report prepared by the

SCAQMD. The SCAQMD has apparently prepared a similar study showing similar results to the

Environ International Corporation study discussed in Response 1, above, but has not yet released its full

text.

Response 3

The commenter asked if any of the revised site plan lot sizes would be below the City’s standard 5,000-

square-foot minimum lot size. 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. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the applicant is no longer seeking an adjustment

to reduce lot sizes.

Response 4

The commenter asked if there are special requirements that become applicable to a unit if they are

switched from apartments to condominiums. 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,



July 20, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR8-2 Riverpark FEIR
112 16 December 2004

because the comment does not raise a specific issue concerning the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR,

no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript, pp. 19–21.

Response 5

The commenter wanted to know how much of a buffer does the Federal Emergency Management

Administration (FEMA) line provide and how far back is the development from the National River

Management Plan (NRMP) line. The Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

indicates that some of the activities permitted through the NRMP on the Riverpark site have been scaled

back as part of the Riverpark project, and those improvements would now have less of an impact that

would have occurred if constructed as described in the NRMP. The following describes the differences

cited in the Draft EIR from NRMP approved improvements.

• In the area of A1, the “top of bank stabilization” has been set back from the main channel of the river
anywhere from 50-230 feet from where the NRMP permitted these improvements.

• The Riverpark project does not include bank stabilization from the eastern terminus of the erosion
protection adjacent to Area B to the western bridge abutment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden
Valley Road Bridge. Bank stabilization was permitted in this area under the NRMP. In summary, the
Riverpark project results in the elimination of approximately 3,100 linear feet of bank stabilization
permitted under the NRMP.

• The Riverpark project proposes two encroachments beyond the “top of bank stabilization” permitted
under the NRMP. The first encroachment, of approximately 80 feet, is necessary to save a Heritage
Oak Tree (Tree No. 74). The second encroachment, up to 230 feet, is necessary to accommodate a
change in the alignment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge and a trail
connection from the river trail to the Class 1 trail along Newhall Ranch Road.

In addition, please see the July 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I) and attached exhibits showing the

FEMA line and the NRMP line, and July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript pp. 4-8, 22.

Finally, please see Final EIR Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark

Project (GeoSyntec, October 2004), Figures A-1 and A-2.

Response 6

The commenter asked about the proposed critical habitat area released by the United States Fish and

Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the arroyo toad. The proposed arroyo toad critical habitat area ends at

Bouquet Bridge, west of the Riverpark site. Please see Final EIR Appendix C, Results Memo Regarding

Focused Arroyo Toad Surveys (Ecological Sciences, August 29, 2004). See also, generally, Final EIR
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Appendix C, Results Memo Regarding Focused Arroyo Toad Surveys (Ecological Sciences, August 23, 2003),

and Draft EIR Appendix 4.6.

Response 7

The commenter asked if there would be any impacts to arroyo toads downstream of the site. Riverpark

Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, concludes, “[t]he 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.” In the case of the arroyo toad, a “Biological Opinion” written by USFWS for the

NRMP states that it is unlikely for the species to occur from a point approximately 1,000 feet east of the

Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge due to a lack of suitable habitat. This conclusion, combined with the fact

that the species was not observed during focused surveys conducted on-site, make it unlikely that

impacts to the species would occur. With incorporation of NRMP measures into the project, no

significant impacts to the species would occur. Please see also Draft EIR Appendices 4.6 and 4.20, and

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Finally, please see in addition Final EIR Appendix C

(additional arroyo toad information) and Appendix G, Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for

the Riverpark Project (GeoSyntec, October 2004).

Response 8

The commenter asked that if the site were designed for the floods, would there be the same number of

lots. As discussed in the 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 primarily occurs with residential lots 338 through 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.

Because portions of the bank stabilization improvements, erosion protection, and the proposed Newhall

Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge also would be placed within the 100-year flood hazard area of

the Santa Clara River, a modification to the FEMA flood hazard boundary would be necessary to

correspond to the location of the bank stabilization improvements. As shown in the Draft EIR, their

locations and dimensions of these improvements are such that they would not impede or redirect flood
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flows within the river. As a result, project impacts to flood flows within the river would be less than

significant.

Response 9

The commenter wanted to know if buffers are established by regulation. FEMA establishes elevation and

setback requirements for floodways. Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript,

pp. 24–30, in the Final EIR and the July 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I).

Response 10

The commenter wanted to know that if the project could have the same lot layout if it were designed to

meet FEMA guidelines.  Please see Responses 8 and 9, above.

Response 11

The commenter asked that if with existing grading, you could change the criteria by changing the design.

Grading modifications would allow the project to meet FEMA floodplain requirements. The project

encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood hazard area primarily with residential lots 338 through 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

potential flooding and subsequent impacts.

Because portions of the bank stabilization improvements, erosion protection, and the proposed Newhall

Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge would be placed within the 100-year flood hazard area of the

Santa Clara River, a modification to the FEMA flood hazard boundary would also be necessary to

correspond to the location of the bank stabilization improvements. As shown in the Draft EIR, their

locations and dimensions of these improvements are such that they would not impede or redirect flood

flows within the river. As a result, project impacts to flood flows within the river would be less than

significant.

Finally, please see Response 10, above.
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Response 12

The commenter asked if the site plan under review was subject to the design criteria given to the project

applicant by the City and if the City would be adding to the criteria to provide additional requirements.

The City has given the project applicant certain parameters by which the design is predicated (e.g., FEMA

requirements). The City has also required that the project design incorporate buffer setbacks solely

predicated upon biological concerns. Please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, p. 4.6-51, and Response 10 above.

Response 13

The commenter asked if the project applicant has the option of raising the elevation and complying with

the criteria in the design process. The project applicant must comply with all FEMA design requirements

(which include raising the pads of lots in the floodway). The project encroaches upon the existing FEMA

flood hazard area primarily with residential lots 338 through 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.

Because portions of the bank stabilization improvements, erosion protection, and the proposed Newhall

Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge would be placed within the 100-year flood hazard area of the

Santa Clara River, a modification to the FEMA flood hazard boundary would be necessary to correspond

to the location of the bank stabilization improvements. As shown in the Draft EIR, their locations and

dimensions of these improvements are such that they would not impede or redirect flood flows within

the River.  As a result, project impacts to flood flows within the river would be less than significant.

Please see Response 10, above.

Response 14

The commenter asked if the resource line has been drawn to reflect the actual resources at the site. The

resource line has been revised, when compared to the NRMP, to reflect existing biological resources at the

site. The Draft EIR indicates that some of the activities permitted through the NRMP on the Riverpark

site have been scaled back as part of the Riverpark project, and those improvements would now have less
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of an impact that would have occurred if constructed as described in the NRMP. The following describes

the differences cited in the Draft EIR from NRMP approved improvements.

• In the area of A1, the “top of bank stabilization” has been set back from the main channel of the river
anywhere from 50-230 feet from where the NRMP permitted these improvements.

• The Riverpark project does not include bank stabilization from the eastern terminus of the erosion
protection adjacent to Area B to the western bridge abutment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden
Valley Road Bridge. Bank stabilization was permitted in this area under the NRMP. In summary, the
Riverpark project results in the elimination of approximately 3,100 linear feet of bank stabilization
permitted under the NRMP.

• The Riverpark project proposes two encroachments beyond the “top of bank stabilization” permitted
under the NRMP. The first encroachment, of approximately 80 feet, is necessary to save a Heritage
Oak Tree (Tree No. 74). The second encroachment, up to 230 feet, is necessary to accommodate a
change in the alignment for the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge and a trail
connection from the river trail to the Class 1 trail along Newhall Ranch Road.

Finally, please see Response 5, above, and July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp.

4–8, 28–29, 93–96, in the Final EIR and the July 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I) and exhibits.

Response 15

The commenter asked if flood control issues with regard to Q-Cap and FEMA would be addressed from

an engineering perspective. Flood control issues would be addressed in accordance with engineering

requirements.

Response 16

The commenter wanted to know how the resource line was established. The resource line is determined

as a result of field investigations and study (see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, pp. 4.6-9–39).  See Response 14, above.

Response 17

The commenter wanted to know if the resource line was established based upon existing research with

regard to a standard riparian area. Although each riparian resource is unique, there are standards

established by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and California Department of Fish and Game

(CDFG) with regard to wetland and riparian areas and are discussed in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-41–44.  See Response 14, above.
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Response 18

The commenter asked if the applicant, rather than the City, would be responsible for maintaining the

interior roads in the proposed gated communities on the project site. 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, the applicant or homeowners’ association would have that responsibility, not

the City.

Response 19

The commenter wanted to know if the City had conducted a study to determine how much gated

communities (with private roadways) was actually going to save the City except for Area A-2. 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 20

The commenter wanted to know if private roadways have different design standards than public

roadways within the 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’s

analyses, no further response is needed. Nevertheless, private and public roadways both have the same

design standards.

Response 21

The commenter requested information regarding the City’s liability with regard to private streets. 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 22

The commenter asked what would happen in the future if a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) were to

become insolvent and if the City would be required to provide maintenance to the private streets. 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.

Response 23

The commenter clarified that the project applicant was working with her (an Emblem neighborhood

resident) with regard to construction of a wall with landscaping to screen the view of the project from her

backyard. In response to concerns voiced by neighbors in the Emblem Tract, the project applicant has

revised the project to include this wall and landscaping. Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript, pp. 37–38, 43–44.

Response 24

The commenter voiced her opinions and concerns with breathing NOx, PM10, CO, VOC emissions in

excess of standards. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for

their consideration. Because the commenter voices their opinion, no further response can be provided.

Nevertheless, please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 55, Final EIR

Appendix B (CO Hotspots modeling), and Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality.

Response 25

The commenter stated that the Sierra Club requests that the 500-year flood plain be respected. The City

has adopted floodway standards established by the federal government (FEMA) and the County of Los

Angeles (Q-cap), which is not inclusive of a 500-year standard. The City is unaware of any 500-year flood

plain line standard. Further, please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 55. In

any event, this comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration.

Response 26

The commenter stated that the Sierra Club would likely support the Jonas Minton recommendation of

developing 1.5 feet above the floodplain, and noted that she did not the see the 500-year floodplain line

on exhibits. Mr. Minton’s suggested standards are those required by FEMA, whose standards have been

adopted by the City of Santa Clarita and would be incorporated into the Riverpark project. Please see

Response 25, above, with regard to the 500-year flood plan line. In any event, this comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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Response 27

The commenter noted that there was an encroachment into the Significant Ecological Area (SEA).

Additionally the commenter quoted a biologist who indicated that the Riverpark project and the Cross

Valley Connector would kill the Santa Clara River. Lastly the commenter discussed water percolation

concerns. As stated in Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, “[s]everal policies

within the City’s General Plan provide for the preservation and protection of sensitive habitat and

wildlife areas. In particular, Policy 5.3 of the General Plan provides for the utilization of creative site

planning to avoid and minimize disturbance to Significant Ecological Areas and other sensitive habitat.

Policy 3.5 of the Open Space and Conservation Element recommends that only passive and compatible

recreation uses be allowed within a SEA.” Furthermore, p. 4.6-81 states, “[a] total of 37.0 acres of habitat

within Santa Clara River SEA (representing approximately 10 percent of the total habitat within SEA

boundaries on the project site) will be disturbed or converted to urban development as a result of project

implementation resulting in permanent impact. Approximately 13.0 of those acres (4 percent of the SEA

total) will only be temporarily disturbed as a result of proposed bank stabilization activities and will be

replaced upon completion of the bank stabilization.”

The statements about the Riverpark project and the Cross Valley Connector "killing" the Santa Clara

River are simply opinions. No factual information was submitted with the comment to support this

opinion. 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.

As to comments regarding water percolation, for responsive information, please see the Riverpark Draft

EIR Volume IV, Appendix 4.8 (CH2MHill Memorandum entitled, Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge

in the Santa Clarita Valley, dated February 22, 2004).

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).

Finally, 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), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR, and July 20, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 56.
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Response 28

The comment states that both the City and County have been deferring the question of the adequacy of

the water supplies to the "water district." The City does not concur with this opinion. The City

recognizes its obligation to make an independent determination, based on the entire record, that there are

adequate water supplies to meet demand in the SC Valley for the Riverpark project, as well as other

planned development in the valley. The environmental documentation and water-related technical

studies support that determination. The City Council of the City of Santa Clarita will make the final

determination.  Finally, please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 56–57.

Response 29

The commenter stated that the Sierra Club wanted to protect the river’s edge and she would like for her

backyard to be protected. Please see Response 14, above, with respect to protection of the river’s edge.

Please see Response 23, above, with respect to preserving the commenter’s backyard.

Response 30

The commenter indicated that he is only now hearing about a wall to shield the Emblem Tract from

visual impacts, and he was not aware that the project applicant had changed the design plans. Please see

Response 23, above. The ridgeline will not be altered by the wall. Rather, the wall will be built between

the nose of the ridgeline and the commercial wall behind Von’s, to block the “window” through which

Emblem residents are experiencing noise impacts from the existing commercial center. The wall would

be constructed with decorative stone and would have adjacent landscaping. Please see July 20, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 57, 71–72.

Response 31

The commenter does not believe that schools (and the numbers generated) would not cause impacts.

Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.10, Education, pp. 4.10-7–8, which calculates the students

generated by the project based upon the generation rate factors provided by both the Saugus Union

District and the William S. Hart Union High School District. 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 32

The commenter believes that flooding would be a problem and cause damage. The City disagrees, based

on the analyses in the Draft EIR (Section 4.2, Flood, Appendix 4.2) and in the Final EIR (Appendix G,

Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project [GeoSyntec, October 2004]).

Please see Response 13, above.  The project would comply with City requirements.

Response 33

The commenter believes that there is a correlation between crime and apartments. The commenter has

not provided any information that the project will result in an increase in crime in the area. The Sheriffs

Department was given a copy of the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR, and

previously copies of the two Notices of Preparation, and 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.

Response 34

The commenter believes that this project is “sprawl.” The City disagrees, and considers this project to be

analogous to “in fill” as it is located in the center of the City and is surrounded by existing development.

The project has been designed to address the site’s constraints and to preserve the most important natural

resources. 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 believes that the project would destroy a whole community of wildlife. Although the

Riverpark Draft EIR concludes that there would be significant biological impacts, it does not conclude

that the project would destroy a whole community of wildlife. Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, p. 4.6-109 discusses the biological impacts associated with the project after

mitigation. Moreover, the main wildlife corridor on the site, the Santa Clara River, will be retained

virtually intact.
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Response 36

The commenter asserts that traffic will increase locally and that the main arteries would be more

congested at peak hours.  Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 37

The commenter indicated that population growth in general brings crime and gangs. 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 Response 33, above.

Response 38

The commenter is concerned that construction of the project would create diesel fuel emissions near the

Emblem school. 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 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 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 SCAQMD letter dated April 30, 2004,

Comments 4–6), concludes that local CO levels will be well below the health-based National and

California ambient air quality standards (see Final EIR, Appendix B).

Response 39

The commenter is of the opinion that Native American archaeological sites should be left alone. The

project has been designed so that site CA-LAN-351 will be preserved in open space, and the other

significant site will be salvaged, following the expert recommendations (see Draft EIR Section 4.18,
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Cultural Resources and Appendix 4.18, and Responses to Comment Letter 36 [Wishtoyo Foundation,

Eric Sanchez, August 2004] in the Final EIR). This opinion 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 stated that although he acknowledged that the Cross Valley Connector is a priority of the

City, he indicated that he has not spoken to anyone who likes the roadway. 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 41

The commenter believes that the project site and natural resources should not be compromised for the

profit of a small group of individuals. This opinion 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 is required.

Response 42

The commenter was concerned about a possible flood and how this could affect the pocketbook of the

citizens of Santa Clarita. Please see Response 13, above, which acknowledges that the City of Santa

Clarita requires that all developments meet the FEMA standards (including grading to 1.5 feet above the

existing floodplain).

Response 43

The commenter acknowledged that the project was preserving 440 acres but it was nonetheless impacting

approximately 300 acres, and when you impact the part you impact the whole. 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 44

The commenter indicated that the Planning Commission has been given an abundance evidence of

opposition to the project, and asks that the Planning Commission vote to preserve cultural and

environmental treasures and gifts. 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 45

The commenter discussed how she believed that the pedestrian bridge issue was supposed to have been

discussed during this meeting and that she had been speaking with persons who indicated, “…it was

fluff for her to come to the meeting.” 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 46

The commenter has concerns with comments made on a television show regarding the Cross Valley

Connector and truck traffic. 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 July 20, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 55.

Response 47

The commenter was concerned with the CEMEX project and the studies that had been prepared in

association with that document, and with noise from trucks from that project regarding her home in

Bridgeport. 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 requested that the Planning Commission consider the placement of a pedestrian bridge at

the site. Staff evaluated the Planning Commission’s request on whether or not a pedestrian bridge

crossing is warranted on Newhall Ranch Road through the City’s Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation



July 20, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR8-15 Riverpark FEIR
112 16 December 2004

Criteria Study. The evaluation was based on locating a pedestrian bridge crossing approximately 300 feet

west of Santa Clarita Parkway on Newhall Ranch Road.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Study, criteria for

determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time

The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78, thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users

of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link, there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay
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the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future likely when the

Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park in

Canyon Country.

Response 49

The commenter requested that the project applicant consider the provision of a pedestrian bridge. Please

see Response 48, above.

Response 50

The commenter made general comments on the development 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 51

The commenter noted that he was in opposition to the 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 52

The commenter stated that he and his neighbors are concerned about Newhall Ranch Road connecting to

SR-14 and becoming a virtual freeway for trucks. 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 4.3, Traffic/Access, and Final EIR Topical Response 6: Traffic for the analysis of the

project’s potential traffic impacts, including regarding the extension of Newhall Ranch Road. In addition,

please see Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Martin, April 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 53

The commenters noted that cut-through traffic from the Riverpark project through Bridgeport would be a

problem and create safety concerns for children who play in the street. First, children should not be using

streets in any neighborhood to play; to the extent that children cross streets, the customary safety
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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.”

The commenter complains that motorists in the City use the Bridgeport development streets as a “short-

cut” from Newhall Ranch Road to McBean Parkway, 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.

In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Martin, April 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 54

The commenter was concerned because of the additional noise and loud traffic that would traverse

roadways. As shown in Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, 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. In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 29 (Martin, April

2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 55

The commenter is concerned that his property values would be compromised because of the construction

of the project and the roadway that would be more like an expressway or freeway. 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 Response 52, above.
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Response 56

The commenter is concerned that his property values would be compromised and that many of his

neighbors are against the 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 57

The commenter requested that all of the apartment units in Area C to be for-sale units. The project

applicant has modified the project to replace the 420 apartments in Planning Area C with 380

condominiums.

Response 58

The commenter suggested that a pedestrian bridge would ultimately be required and a trail linkage could

be incorporated to connect to the trail for Central Park at Newhall Ranch Road. The pedestrian bridge

location (and any potential linkage to the trail at Newhall Ranch Road and Central Park) would be

finalized during the City Council hearing process.  Please also see Response 48, above.

Response 59

The commenter wanted to work with the project applicant to adopt as much of the resource line scenario

as possible, incorporating most of the commercial area and Area A-1. The project applicant has revised

the site plan, which now pulls back the bank stabilization along the western portion of the Riverpark site

along the resource line. The mature resource edge along this portion of the project site would now be

preserved and an adjacent upland buffer of 100 feet would also be provided. Please see July 20, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript attachments showing the resource line, and Final EIR

Appendices D (revised Vesting Tentative Tract Map) and G (Additional Hydrology and Water Quality

Analyses for the Riverpark Project, GeoSyntec, October 2004). It should be noted that the Planning

Commission adopted the resource line (July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp.

104–105, and that the project has now been revised to push the bank stabilization back along that line in

the western portion of the project site. (see Final EIR Appendix D, Vesting Tentative Tract Map).
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Response 60

The commenter expressed concern with the proposed lot sizes. 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 applicant is no longer seeking an adjustment to reduce lot sizes.

Response 61

The commenter asked what the impact would be to the project if all of the lots would be compliant with

the UDC standards. 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.  Please see Response 60, above.

Response 62

The commenter expressed concerns with what was being considered “innovative” aspects of the 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 July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 64–66.

Response 63

The commenter asked if the 30 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River proposed to be donated by

the project applicant would be beneficial to the 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.

Nevertheless, please see Response 62, above.

Response 64

The commenter wanted to know if the project applicant had other parcels of land that might be as usable

as the 30 acres that have been offered to the 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. Nevertheless, the

applicant has agreed to dedicate a total of approximately 130 acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara
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River to the City in connection with the project. Please see August 31, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript in the Final EIR and the August 31, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I).

Response 65

The commenter wanted to know if the project applicant had other parcels of land that might be available

other than the 30-acre site offered to the City by the project applicant. 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 Response 64, above.

Response 66

The commenter asked about the wall in the Emblem Tract and how that wall was devised. 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 23 and 30, above.

Response 67

The commenter asked whether there would be cost savings from reducing Santa Clarita Parkway from

six lanes to four lanes. 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 August 31, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript in the Final EIR and the August 31, 2004 Staff Report

(Appendix I).

Response 68

The commenter wanted clarification on whether Santa Clarita Parkway would be reduced to two lanes.

Staff researched the feasibility of the Planning Commission’s request and believes that the third vehicle

lane as shown in the City’s Circulation Element is not warranted and two paved vehicle lanes in each

direction would accommodate the project’s vehicle trips. Therefore, the cross section for Santa Clarita

Parkway on each side will include approximately a landscape berm/sound wall, 16 feet for a Class I trail

(on west side only), 5-foot side walk, 8 feet of additional landscaping outside of right-of-way, an 11-foot

graded landscaped area, two vehicle lanes (24 feet), and a 14-foot landscaped median in the center. When
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warranted the 11-foot graded landscaped area would be paved for the third additional lane in each

direction. However, the Planning Commission has determined that only two lanes of Santa Clarita

Parkway should be paved, with the remainder of the right-of-way landscaped until such time as the land

is needed to expand the roadway. Please see August 31, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript

in the Final EIR and the August 31, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I).

Response 69

The commenter requested clarification on the right-of-way and landscaping for the Santa Clarita

Parkway. 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 Response 68, above.

Response 70

The commenter asked what the logic was behind having the Santa Clarita Parkway having four lanes

(when two additional lanes could be put aside for landscaping). 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 Response 68, above, and July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 73–75.

Response 71

The commenter asked what the likelihood was of Santa Clarita Parkway ever requiring the full four lanes.

The City’s General Plan Circulation Element provides that the roadway would need six lanes.

Nevertheless, please see Response 68, above.

Response 72

The commenter wanted to know if the resource line in the Draft EIR is the same resource line as

evaluated in the resource line scenario in the July 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I). The resource line

scenario is the same as that in the Draft EIR for the affected portions of the project with the exception the

Newhall Ranch Road encroachment. As indicated at the July 20, 2004 Planning Commission meeting, the

alignment for Newhall Ranch Road is fixed, as it is constructed directly west of this area, and could not

be adjusted or relocated.
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Response 73

The commenter asked if the resource line was similar or the same to that in the Draft EIR. Please see

Response 72, above.

Response 74

The commenter expressed that she prefers the FEMA boundary because CDFG prefers this option

because it will save substantial riparian resources. It should be noted that the Resource Line Scenario

addresses the CDFG comment to preserve riparian resources along this portion of the project. This

opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Response 75

The commenter asked if the City had expected horses in the project area. City staff acknowledged that

horses have been considered for this area. Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing

transcript, pp. 78–83 (Jessica Humphries, representative of the Parks and Recreation Department

responding).

Response 76

The commenter asked if the City had considered horses in this side of the 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.  Nevertheless, please see Response 75, above.

Response 77

The commenter indicated that the City has been working diligently to complete an equestrian trail

system. 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 78

The commenter asked if horse trails coming from the eastern part of the Valley were contemplated by the

City. 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.  Nevertheless, please see Response 75, above.

Response 79

The commenter asked if horses would use the pedestrian trail or would they have other alternatives.

Given biological concerns voiced by CDFG with the horses using the river as a trail, the project has been

revised to enable horses to use the pedestrian trail.  Please see Response 75, above.

Response 80

The commenter asked if Castaic Water Agency had been contacted with regard to using its land for trail

purposes. 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 Response 75, above.

Response 81

The commenter asked if the City is considering putting a trail along Bouquet Creek, although residents

may have originally turned it down several years ago. 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 Response 75, above.

Response 82

The commenter asked if a house were built along the NRMP line and there was a 100-year flood, would

the house be lost or would a mortgage be lost. The City Engineering Division representative indicated

that the FEMA line is the line established for flood insurance purposes. And what is required for people

to have flood insurance in those areas is that their home has to be built at the level of the 100-year flood,

plus 1 foot, and in some situations 2 feet above that. Therefore, any building that takes place within the

FEMA flood line must be above the 100-year flood line, and theoretically there would not be damage to

the home built there during a 100-year storm. When the City meets the FEMA flood insurance

requirements, and if there are damages form flooding, then FEMA assistance would become available.

Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 84–89.
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Response 83

The commenter asked what flood level would these houses be designed for. The houses would be

designed for a 100-year flood event.  Please see Response 82, above.

Response 84

The commenter asked what the effect would be if the project were allowed to use the NRMP line. Please

see Response 82, above.

Response 85

The commenter asked what the project would be like with the design grade as proposed. When the

NRMP line is used, that’s the total slope and it’s pulling the top of the banks back a little bit farther than

the 100-year flood plain. The difference is that they would be allowed to have the building pads at the

limits of the 100-year flood plain.  Please see Response 82, above.

Response 86

The commenter asked what would happen if the project were built at the NRMP line, what would

happen with a 100-year flood. Regardless of what development line is used, the City would require that

the pads of the homes within the floodplain be built to 100-year floodplain requirements. Please see

Response 82, above.

Response 87

The commenter asked if the NRMP line were used, would the houses outside of the FEMA line also be

graded to the FEMA level grade. If homes were built between the NRMP line and the FEMA line, those

homes would have to be raised to a level that would get them above the 100-year flood plain. Please see

Response 82, above.

Response 88

The commenter asked if one is raising the pad level, then there would be more verses less grading. All of

the impacts associated with grading of the site (including that associated with raising the building pads

of lots within the FEMA boundary) have been analyzed in total in the Draft Riverpark EIR. Please see

Response 82, above.
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Response 89

The commenter asked how development could be allowed within the Q-Cap line. If the Q-Cap

requirements are met, which are more restrictive than FEMA standards, then development could occur.

Please see Response 82, above.

Response 90

The commenter wanted to know how many lots would be below the UDC lot size standard of 5,000

square feet. No lots are proposed to be less than 5,000 square feet. 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 applicant is no longer seeking an adjustment to

reduce lot sizes.

Response 91

The commenter wanted to know how much study went into the resource line. The resource line is

determined as a result of field investigations and study (see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-9–39).  In addition, please see Responses 14 and 16, above.

Response 92

With regard to the resource line, the commenter asked how much of a difference is there between the

Draft EIR resource line and ACOE/CDFG resource line. The Draft EIR remained fairly consistent with

what the ACOE and CDFG concluded with in the preparation of the NRMP resource line. However, the

river changes from year to year. The Draft EIR maintained the mature vegetation associated with

cottonwoods, which is there because there has not been a lot of scouring of the riverbed for the past

several years. Therefore, the outer edge of any mature vegetation would have a very high degree of

confidence if that was where the riparian edge was because of the lack of scouring. In areas where the

river has been scoured, that line may move somewhat. However, in those situations, the Draft EIR

focused back to the direction provided by the ACOE/CDFG lines in the NRMP. In addition, please see

Responses 14 and 16, above.
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Response 93

The commenter wanted to know if the Santa Clara River meanders much in the same way that the

Mississippi River does. 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 94

The commenter wanted to know roughly how much variation there is [between previously prepared

lines NRMP] and the Draft EIR. In some circumstances where there was mature vegetation, there might

be a difference of several feet. Where there was not mature vegetation, there might be 15–20 feet of

difference.  In addition, please see Responses 14 and 16, above.

Response 95

The commenter asked if native landscaping stabilization could be used as a substitute for buried bank

stabilization. The County of Los Angeles Public Works Department would not accept this suggested

bank stabilization.  Please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 98–100.

Response 96

The commenter wanted to have the project include an under-crossing for the wildlife corridor. Page 4.6-

44 of the 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 in part 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 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

migration and genetic dispersion corridor for many wildlife species occurring in the region.
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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 LA DWP 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 would 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.

Response 97

The commenter wanted to know the cost saving of four lanes verses six for the Santa Clarita Parkway.

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 August 31, 2004 Planning Commission

hearing transcript in the Final EIR and the August 31, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I).
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TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter indicated support for 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 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter noted that the Riverpark proposal not only addresses a vital roadway but includes bank

stabilization to protect the river as well. 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 highlighted project aspects and compared the project to what would have been 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 her 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.

Response 5

The commenter stated that he was in favor 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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Response 6

The commenter stated that as a commercial real estate broker, employers ask him all the time if there will

be housing for their employees. Commercial and industrial complexes are, therefore, dependent upon

housing rich projects such as Riverpark. 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 7

The commenter noted that the project would complete a critical portion 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.

Response 8

The commenter believes that the Riverpark development is of the exceptional community design that this

developer has consistently given to the City over the years. 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 EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 9

The commenter is excited that the Cross Valley Connector as a final link is finally completed. 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 applauded the project applicant for not following the General Plan designations that

would have allowed 3,000 dwelling units on the project site. 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 11

The commenter indicated that he was a neighbor of this 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 12

The commenter noted 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.

Response 13

The commenter believed that the project applicant had tried to be sensitive to the river and as to how the

project treats the ridgelines. 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 14

The commenter also noted that the project does not propose the density allowed on the site by the

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 15

The commenter stated that the Planning Commission has no idea of what planning is all about and

addressed other previously approved projects, not the project site. 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 16

The commenter noted that the Riverpark project requires a General Plan Amendment. As stated in

Riverpark Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 8,

“[a] General Plan Amendment has been requested by the project applicant to change the
land use designation of the project site to the Residential Moderate (RM) and Community
Commercial (CC) designations with SEA and VCC Overlays and to define the specific
alignments for Santa Clarita Parkway and Newhall Ranch Road. The SEA Overlay
would correspond to the top of bank stabilization or toe/erosion protection (where there
is no bank stabilization) to the southernmost project boundary of the River Trail.”

Response 17

The commenter does not understand how the project would allow 3,000 units on the site, unless the river

was graded. The existing general plan designations would allow approximately 3,000,000 to 13,000,000

square feet of commercial square footage (with some of that square footage allocated for the Industrial

Commercial designation) and roughly 3,000 to 15,000 dwelling units without considering an of the on-site

constraints. The existing zoning designations using the Hillside Ordinance’s average cross slope density

calculations (average cross slope of the entire project site is 14.8 percent) would allow approximately

3,023 dwelling units, 3,400,000 commercial square feet, and 500,000 industrial square feet.

Response 18

The commenter listed the discretionary permits requested for the proposed project and concluded that if

a project needed all of the requested permits, then it should not be approved. This opinion 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 19

The commenter questioned why the project’s extension of the Cross Valley Connector is a benefit, and

whether the project would be approved on a “pay for play” basis. The project applicant is only funding

its “fair share” of the Cross Valley Connector—not the entire roadway linkage. However, this opinion 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 20

The commenter claimed that most of the previous speakers did not live in the City and alleged that the

Planning Commission is not listening to the community. 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 EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 21

The commenter noted that Santa Clarita has the worst air quality. This statement is incorrect. 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 Appendix B (Environ International Corporation report) in the Final

EIR.

Response 22

The commenter indicated that the community has overcrowded schools. Please see Final EIR Appendix

F, for correspondence from both districts indicating no project-level or cumulative impacts to the school

systems based upon development of the Riverpark project.

Response 23

The comment stated that we have contaminated water. For information responsive to this comment,

please see, for example, Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate and Topical

Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution in the Final EIR.

Response 24

The commenter stated that this project is not solving any traffic problems. The City disagrees. Table 4.3-

23 of Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, of the Draft EIR indicates that without the project there would be an

additional 68,297 trips allowed with buildout of the General Plan. Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic

in the Final EIR.
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Response 25

The commenter noted that there were many people at the hearing and in front of City Hall demonstrating

against this 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 26

The commenter handed out and discussed generally a Sierra Club publication on highway health

hazards. Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, pp. 4.4-17–39, discusses the health impacts of

criteria pollutants. The commenter indicated that the project would require overriding considerations

with regard to air quality and that Santa Clarita has the worst ozone levels in the nation. The commenter

is correct in that the Draft Riverpark Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 75, concludes,

“[a]lthough the recommended mitigation measures, if feasible, would reduce the
magnitude of construction-related and operation-related emissions to some extent, no
feasible mitigation exists that would reduce all of these emissions to below the
SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance. The project’s construction-related
emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10, and operation-related emissions of CO, VOC, and
NOx are considered unavoidably significant.”  Please see Response 21, above.

This statement is incorrect. 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.

Response 27

The commenter read a sample of the headlines included in the Sierra Club publication on highway health

hazards and noted that school children would be near the Cross Valley Connector roadway and that

roadways such as this create health hazards. Please see Response 26, above, with respect to the

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, which addresses the project’s potential impact on air quality,

including, without limitation, potential health effects associated with criteria pollutants.

Response 28

The commenter commended the Planning Commission for agreeing to a study session on bike issues

because bike trails should be considered as alternative transportation in the Santa Clarita Valley (SC

Valley). The Riverpark project includes Class I bike trails, Santa Clara River multipurpose trails (that
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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. Please also see Responses to Comment Letter 19 (Los

Angeles County Bike Coalition, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 29

The comment refers to a draft study on the perchlorate contamination prepared by the U.S. Army Corps

of Engineers (ACOE). The comment does not specify the title or date of the study. The comment also

does not provide a copy of the unspecified study. However, based on independent analysis, the City

believes that the comment is referring to the Draft Final Eastern Santa Clara Subbasin Groundwater Study,

Santa Clarita, California, Conceptual Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum, prepared for the ACOE by

CH2MHill, dated October 5, 2004 ("Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum").

The ACOE Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum presents the data and findings obtained between

October 2002 and April 2004 as part of the site characterization phase of SC Valley's local groundwater

subbasin. The study area includes the former Whittaker-Bermite site and adjacent areas of the SC Valley.

The former Whittaker-Bermite site is the source of the perchlorate contamination. The former Whittaker-

Bermite site was previously divided into seven operable units (OUs). Groundwater impacted by site

operations was grouped into a single OU and designated as OU7. Characterization efforts by the ACOE

have focused on assessing the nature and extent of impacted groundwater in the study area, which

includes OU7 groundwater.

Results from the Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum are intended to support the on-going OU7

remedial investigation by Whittaker Corporation, and the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) response

activities for the five impacted municipal-supply wells. Whittaker Corporation is currently conducting

various remedial investigations on site and off site under an Order issued by the State Department of

Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), dated November 22, 2002. CLWA is the non-federal cost-sharing

sponsor, and is conducting various work under a voluntary Environmental Oversight Agreement,

entered into with DTSC. Under that agreement, DTSC is providing review and oversight of the response

activities being taken by CLWA related to the detection of perchlorate at the five impacted municipal-

supply wells.
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The purpose of the Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum is to present the conceptual hydrogeology of

the study area, which provides the fundamental framework for on-going work in the SC Valley. It

summarizes and evaluates the results of site characterization efforts completed by ACOE between

October 2002 and April 2004, focusing on the regional extent of impacted groundwater and potential

contaminant migration pathways.

The data contained in the Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum will assist in the effort to determine a

treatment strategy for removing the perchlorate from the five impacted water supply wells and

containing further migration of perchlorate-contaminated groundwater. In fact, CLWA is concurrently

preparing groundwater modeling and additional well characterization studies to support response

activities for treatment of the perchlorate contaminated municipal-supply wells and for containing

migration of perchlorate-contaminated water in the local subbasin.

The Hydrogeology Technical Memorandum is available for review and public comment at the Canyon

Country Library, 18601 Soledad Canyon Road, Canyon Country, California 91351, (661) 251-2720, and the

Valencia County Library, 23743 W. Valencia Boulevard, Valencia, California 91355, (661) 249-8942. After

45 days from approximately October 7, 2004, the ACOE will finalize the report. This report is

incorporated by reference.

In addition, CH2MHill has completed the draft report entitled, Analysis of Perchlorate Contaminant in

Groundwater Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property, Santa Clarita, California, dated September 2004 ("the

CH2MHill Report"). The CH2MHill Report is the second of two reports that are part of an analysis for

the strategy of containing perchlorate from the former Whittaker-Bermite site, as contemplated in the

Environmental Oversight Agreement with DTSC. The report presents an analysis of the perchlorate

containment plan for the Saugus Formation. The containment plan consists of pumping from two

production wells that have not operated in several years because of elevated perchlorate concentrations

in groundwater. Pumping will be performed at sufficiently high rates to allow perchlorate to be captured

by these wells, thereby controlling its movement toward other portions of the Saugus aquifer.

Returning the impacted wells to service with treatment requires issuance of a permit by the California

Department of Health Services (DHS) before the water can serve as a potable water supply. The studies

needed for the permitting effort are currently in preparation. The CH2MHill 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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According to CLWA, based on the substantial amount of technical data gathered regarding perchlorate

remediation since 1999-2000, CLWA and the local retail purveyors remain capable of meeting existing

and projected water demand for SC Valley. CLWA's determination is based on its assessment that there

are sufficient water supplies from the State Water Project, in combination with available groundwater

from non-contaminated portions of the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation, along with other

available dry year supplies, as reported in the 2003 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (Appendix A of the

Final EIR).

CLWA recently confirmed this determination in a letter to the City of Santa Clarita, dated October 13,

2004. This letter acknowledges a recent court decision setting aside the 2000 Urban Water Management

Plan (2000 UWMP) due to the UWMP's discussion of perchlorate contamination. However, despite the

perchlorate contamination impacting five municipal-supply wells in the SC Valley, CLWA has stated:

"[d]ue to the number and distribution of wells in the SCV and the availability of State
Water Project (SWP) water acquired in 1999 for future growth—some of which is
currently surplus—sufficient water supplies are available to meet current and near-term
SCV water demands during both normal and dry years.…

During normal years, groundwater production from existing wells not impacted by
perchlorate in combination with SWP water deliveries easily provide over 100,000 acre-
feet per year (AFY), or just under the level of 2020 demand analysis used in the 2000
UWMP.  Current Santa Clarita Valley water demand is less than 85,000 AFY.

During dry years, shortfalls in the above supplies will be supplemented by 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 the SCV water supply for the next 9±
years. Prior to the expiration of the Semitropic interim banking arrangements, CLWA
will implement long-term reliability enhancement programs described in the 2000
UWMP. CLWA recently executed Memorandums of Understanding with two banking
partners—i.e., other water agencies—that are, in effect, the initial steps in implementing
the long-term programs.

Since the actions to contain and treat the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater will be
in place well before 2010, the SCV water supply identified in the 2000 UWMP remains
viable in meeting increasing SCV water demand over time. Currently available SCV
water supplies are more than adequate to meeting ongoing and near-term SCV water
demands, and water supplies in the long-term will be available at the levels noted in the
2000 UWMP due to full restoration of Saugus Formation well capacity. Treatment of the
perchlorate-contaminated groundwater is expected to commence within two year which,
in combination with the drilling of two to three replacement wells, will effectively
constitute full restoration of Saugus Formation well capacity." (See Riverpark Final EIR
Appendix A.)

Response 30

Please see Response 29, above, and Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate.
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Response 31

Please see Response 29, above, and Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate. In

addition, according to CLWA, treatment of the perchlorate-contaminated groundwater in the impacted

wells is expected to commence within two years, which, in combination with the drilling of two to three

replacement wells—one of which is already in operation—will effectively constitute full restoration of

Saugus Formation well capacity. For a copy of the letter from CLWA to Ken Pulskamp, City Manager,

City of Santa Clarita, dated October 13, 2004, please refer to the Riverpark Final EIR Appendix A.

Response 32

The commenter indicated that the region has worsening air pollution. The general comment regarding

air quality 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 Topical Response 5: Air Quality in the Final

EIR and Final EIR Appendix B, Environ International Corporation study.

Response 33

The commenter stated that there is worsening traffic. Although this comment is generalized, it should be

noted that Table 4.3-23 of Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, of the Draft EIR indicates that without the project

there would be an additional 68,297 trips allowed with buildout of the General Plan. Please see Topical

Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 34

The comment states that there is "…an ongoing drought in the Santa Clarita Valley." The comment

expresses the commenter's opinion only. There is no documentation presented to support the existence

of an "ongoing drought" in the SC Valley. Drought conditions were assessed in the Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.8, Water Services, at pp. 4.8-12–14. In addition, water supplies and demand were assessed for a

range of years, including average/normal years, a dry year, and multiple dry years. See, for example,

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-89–98.



August 31, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR9-11 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Response 35

The commenter noted that she represents the Center for Biological Diversity and that the project relies

upon the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP). The City disagrees. The project does not “rely”

upon the NRMP, but is a separate project separately analyzed in the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources. The project does, however, include within its design mitigation

measures imposed by the NRMP. The commenter also claimed that it has been substantiated that the

project’s consultants are incompetent, lack honesty or integrity and have consistently overlooked

significant resources. The City disagrees, and believes that its consultants’ work on the project has been

fully competent and comprehensive. Nevertheless, 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 36

The commenter makes claims with respect to loss of habitat due to the North Valencia II project along the

San Francisquito Creek for which no mitigation was provided in the NRMP. 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 City, as the lead agency for the North

Valencia II EIR disagrees with this comment.

Response 37

Please see Response 36, above.

Response 38

The commenter contends that the project applicant had firsthand knowledge that arroyo toads were

present within the NRMP area since 1994, and that environmental groups had to hire a consultant to find

arroyo toad in that area. 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’s

analyses, no further response is provided.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the Draft EIR (Section 4.20, pp. 4.20–33, 34) and Revised Draft EIR

Section 4.6, Biological Resources (4.6-74), disclose that the project site does not contain spawning habitat
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for arroyo toads, that focused surveys conducted in 2003 for arroyo toad on the project site did not locate

any individuals, and that currently there is no information or evidence to suggest that adult arroyo toads

occur within the site. (In addition, see Draft EIR Appendices 4.6, Results Memo Regarding Focused Arroyo

Toad Surveys [Ecological Sciences August 23, 2003], and 4.20 [Entrix report].) Focused surveys done in

2004 also failed to locate any individuals on the project site. (Final EIR Appendix C (Results Memo

Regarding Focused Arroyo Toad Surveys [Ecological Sciences August 29, 2004].) Additionally, information

regarding the presence of arroyo toads in areas of the Santa Clara River to the east and to the west of the

project site is disclosed in the Draft EIR. (See e.g., Draft EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, pp.

4.20-33, 34 and Appendix 4.20, and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-74.)

Moreover, as disclosed in the Draft EIR (4.20-33, 67) and Revised Draft EIR (4.6-74), a Biological Opinion

issued in 2002 conducted by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the NRMP stated that it is

unlikely for arroyo toad to occur from a point approximately 1,000 feet east of the Bouquet Canyon

Bridge due to the lack of suitable habitat, and that the implementation of NRMP improvements

(including bank stabilization and bridge crossings) are unlikely to damage the Santa Clara River arroyo

toad populations where they exist downstream. Critical habitat for the arroyo toad was proposed (April

2004) after the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released for public

review and comment; the eastern boundary of the proposed critical habitat ends at the Bouquet Canyon

Bridge. (Final EIR Appendix C, Results Memo Regarding Focused Arroyo Toad Surveys [Ecological Sciences,

August 29, 2004].) Finally, please see Responses to Comment Letters 18 (SCOPE, May 2004) and 26

(Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and, generally, 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, 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 39

Please see Response 38, above. Further, Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act does not “mandate”

that habitat of federally listed species be protected; rather, it requires that any deposition of dredge or fill

material into a wetland, stream, creek, drainage, or other “waters of the U.S.” (as defined by the Act) be

authorized by the ACOE.

Response 40

The commenter states that the City has objected to the USFWS not adequately addressing unarmored

threespine stickleback (UTS) or arroyo toad in another project, and yet the City depends on this agency to

ensure protection on the Riverpark project. The commenter further contends that no agencies have been
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able to enforce the mitigation measures of the NRMP. 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.

Nevertheless, please see Response 38, above. In addition, please see Responses to Comment Letter 27

(Haglund, undated) in the Final EIR regarding UTS. Further, USFWS is not an approving agency of the

NRMP. Finally, please see Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, which provides

for mitigation for the UTS within the incorporated NRMP measures, pp. 4.6-87–98, and Section 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, pp. 31–32 and 64, 67, which concludes that UTS are not likely to inhabit the

project site on a permanent basis, but only on a temporary basis during a large storm event, and that

there would be no impacts to downstream populations of UTS.

Response 41

The commenter indicates that she has witnessed illegal and ecologically harmful activities in the Santa

Clara River in the NRMP area and asks how mitigation would be enforced for this project. The City of

Santa Clarita is responsible for ensuring that all mitigation adopted for a project is implemented. The

City of Santa Clarita monitors all mitigation through the mitigation monitoring program prepared for the

project. With respect to the commenter’s claims regarding the NRMP area, please see Responses to

Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004), 18 (SCOPE, May 2004), 20 (Ventura

Coastkeeper, May 2004), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March

2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 42

The comment generally refers to cumulative impacts to the watershed. This topic was addressed in the

Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications,

of the Draft EIR. Due to the generality of the comment, no further response can be provided.

Nevertheless, 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.
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Response 43

The commenter noted that it was nice that the project applicant had agreed to modifications to 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 44

The commenter noted that the Draft Riverpark EIR acknowledges that some project impacts would be

significant and unavoidable and this is unacceptable to him and he urges denial of the project. 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 45

The commenter noted that she was concerned about project 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.

Response 46

The commenter noted that she welcomed a solution for her concerns. 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 Response 45, above.
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Response 47

The commenter noted that she would be inhaling more pollution because of the Cross Valley Connector

and associated dust from construction activities. The commenter is correct in that the Riverpark Draft

EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 75, concludes, “[a]lthough the recommended mitigation measures, if

feasible, would reduce the magnitude of construction-related and operation-related emissions to some

extent, no feasible mitigation exists that would reduce all of these emissions to below the SCAQMD’s

recommended thresholds of significance. The project’s construction-related emissions of CO, VOC, NOx,

and PM10 [dust], and operation-related emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx are considered unavoidably

significant.” (In addition, see Final EIR Revised Draft EIR Pages.) In addition, please see July 20, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, p. 55, Final EIR Appendix B (Atmospheric Dynamics report),

and Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality.

Response 48

The commenter was concerned with noise in connection with the apartments. The Riverpark Draft EIR

Section 4.4, Noise, p. 4.5-22 indicates that construction noise would result in temporary significant

impacts to those residents in the Emblem Tract. However, during operational periods, the apartments

located in Area D will buffer noise from Newhall Ranch Road to the Emblem Tract (p. 4.5-30). Noise

impacts on adjacent off-site residents due to operation of the residential areas of the project, including the

apartments in Area D, would be less than significant. (Draft EIR Section 4.5, Noise, p. 4.5-30) The general

comment regarding impacts from pollution 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 49

The commenter stated that her quality of life has diminished since 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 50

The commenter noted that Newhall Land has been very cooperative and had expressed possible planting

cedar trees along the Bouquet Center. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the
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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

Response 45, above.

Response 51

The commenter stated that the Santa Clara River flows through Agua Dulce and through 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.

Response 52

The comment stated that the Santa Clara River “…will be impacted severely, especially with the water”

due to the project. Potential impacts on the river and surrounding areas were addressed extensively in

the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood; Section 4.8.1, Water Quality; and Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modifications; and in the Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Due to the generality of the

comment, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, 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.

Response 53

The commenter states that the statistics are inaccurate regarding apartments, development approved but

not built and mining trucks on the Cross Valley Connector. The commenter fails to state exactly what

statistics are inaccurate. 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 3.0,

Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology, and Section 4.3, Traffic/Access.

Response 54

The commenter states that research had been requested at the May 18th hearing about Bouquet and

Newhall Ranch Road as being one of the four most impacted intersections. Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.3, Traffic/Access, Bouquet Canyon Road currently operates at a level of service (LOS) F. Bouquet
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Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch Road has a LOS D. The level of service indicates that they are

currently heavily traveled roadways. The Riverpark Draft EIR does not identify this intersection as being

one of the four most impacted intersections. The Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, does,

however, conclude that project development would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at the

Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road intersection. Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the

Final EIR.

Response 55

The commenter was concerned that statistics are not correct. The commenter fails to state exactly what

statistics are inaccurate. 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 Response 53, above.

Response 56

The commenter indicated that she is most concerned with pedestrian bridges and wanted an analysis of

where the bridge might be located, but that the only statistical analysis conducted “was for the middle of

the trail.” Staff evaluated the Planning Commission’s request on whether or not a pedestrian bridge

crossing is warranted on Newhall Ranch Road through the City’s Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation

Criteria Study. The evaluation was based on locating a pedestrian bridge crossing approximately 300 feet

west of Santa Clarita Parkway on Newhall Ranch Road.

The City adopted criteria to determine if new grade separated bicycle and pedestrian crossing structures

are warranted in selected locations. The Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study created an

objective method to evaluate candidate grade separated crossings against various objective criteria. The

results of the evaluation were designed to assist decision makers in making an informed and sound

determination for each site.

The study should be used as a tool to evaluate the pros and cons of proposed crossings. It is intended to

be advisory in nature by providing necessary evaluation tools to assist decision makers by providing

responses to the relevant factors in the decision making process. Decision makers will have ultimate

approval authority in the determination of the need for each crossing.

Based on the information contained in the Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Evaluation Criteria Study, criteria for

determining the necessity of a grade-separated pedestrian crossing is weighted due to its importance.



August 31, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR9-18 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

Weighting is provided to allow beneficial attributes to be valued higher than others, thereby affecting the

out come of the evaluation.  Survey results are scored as follows:

Points Recommendation

75–100 Consider grade separation

50–74 Marginal/further study required

0–49 No grade separation at this time

The evaluation, studying a pedestrian bridge crossing over Newhall Ranch Road, scored 78, thus,

requiring the City to consider a grade separated crossing at this location. An important factor in

elevating this grade separated crossing from “marginal/further study required” level to “consider grade

separation” level was the understanding that this proposed pedestrian bridge would provide a regional

trail link from Central Park to the Santa Clara River Regional Trail. Trail patrons generated from the

Riverpark project alone would not necessitate this pedestrian bridge crossing. Most of the projected users

of this link would not reside in the Riverpark community and would use this regional trail to access

Central Park via the river trail and vice versa.

Because this pedestrian crossing would be a regional trail link, there is no nexus to legally require the

applicant to construct and pay the entire cost of the bridge unless the applicant agrees too. The applicant

has agreed to pay up to 25 percent of the cost of the crossing. The City would then have to build and pay

the remaining costs associated with the pedestrian crossing when warranted in the future likely when the

Santa Clara River Regional Trail is extended east from the Riverpark site to the future Discovery Park in

Canyon Country. The pedestrian bridge location (and any potential linkage to the trail at Newhall Ranch

Road and Central Park) would be finalized during the City Council hearing process.

Finally, please see July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 11–12, 107–108, in the

Final EIR and the July 20, 2004 Staff Report (Appendix I).

Response 57

The commenter believes that the City should have a plan for the placement of several pedestrian bridges

and it upsets her that there isn’t a 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.
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Response 58

The commenter stated that she has problems with the construction of her home in the existing Bridgeport

development including with respect to noise. 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 59

The commenter states that “…in your owns things you send out you say that the Connector will increase

ambulance traffic, fire traffic, fire truck traffic.” It is unclear as to what correspondence the commenter is

speaking. The Draft Riverpark EIR made no such conclusions. 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 60

The commenter noted that there is noise from the Van Nuys Airport over Bridgeport, and that she can

hear airplanes if she is outdoors. 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 61

The commenter is bothered by the fact that whenever she reads about Riverpark the primary point of the

article is that the project will finish 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.

Response 62

The commenter noted the congestion at Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road. Please see

Topical Response 6: Traffic, and Responses to Comment Letter 14 (Hartwell, April 2004) in the Final

EIR.
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Response 63

The commenter noted all of the cars associated with the Cross Valley Connector would add to the air

pollution. As discussed in Draft Riverpark EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, pp. 1.0-29–30: “While the

Newhall Ranch Road extension, including the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge, is

undergoing separate environmental review and documentation by the City of Santa Clarita, the impacts

of that project are also being analyzed in this document.” Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p.

75, concludes,

“[a]lthough the recommended mitigation measures, if feasible, would reduce the
magnitude of construction-related and operation-related emissions to some extent, no
feasible mitigation exists that would reduce all of these emissions to below the
SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance. The project’s construction-related
emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 [dust], and operation-related emissions of CO, VOC,
and NOx are considered unavoidably significant.” See, generally, Topical Response 5:
Air Quality and Responses to Comment Letter 14 (Hartwell, April 2004) in the Final
EIR.

Response 64

The commenter indicated that if any roads were to be built, they should run north and south to get

people out of the SC Valley. The commenter’s opinions 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 65

The commenter voiced his concern with regard to the project’s air quality, water quality, and traffic

impacts, but did not provide specifics as to what his concerns were or how they related to the Draft

Riverpark 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. Nevertheless, please see Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air

Quality; Section 4.8.1, Water Quality; and Section 4.3, Traffic/Access; and Final EIR Appendices B, C, and

G.

Response 66

The commenter asked why all of the open spaces in the SC Valley needed to be filled up. This comment

is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the
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commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further

response can be provided.

Response 67

The commenter indicated that Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, of the Draft Riverpark EIR is inadequate.

The City does not concur that this section is insufficient for reasons outlined in Responses 68–71, below.

Response 68

The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to grasp the distinction between resources as cultural and

resources as archaeological, especially cultural resources that are determined by a tribe. “Archaeological

resources,” by definition and by widespread usage, are “cultural resources.” Please see Responses to

Comment Letter 36 (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 69

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR is inadequate because of its failure to consult with any

members of the Tatavium community or with the Native American Heritage Commission, as required by

federal and state law. Federal laws governing tribal consultation only pertain to federally recognized

tribes. The Tataviam community is not a federally recognized tribe. Under federal law the Tataviam are,

therefore, not entitled to consultation. Furthermore, these federal laws are not applicable to this project,

as state law provides authority for this permitting process. Even so, the developer and project

archaeologists consulted with the local Native American community, including the Tataviam community,

of which Charlie Cooke is a widely recognized member. Further, please see Responses to Comment

Letter 36 (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 70

The commenter further contends that the Draft EIR is deficient because it fails to consider and plan for

the event that more resources may be unearthed during the development process. The Draft EIR includes

provisions allowing for the identification and protection of any additional cultural resources during

project grading and construction (Mitigation Measure 4.18-3). Further, please see Responses to

Comment Letter 36 (Wishtoyo Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004) in the Final EIR.
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Response 71

The commenter indicated that, like the Playa Vista project, there is the potential for hundreds of bodies to

be found. With regard to archaeological resources found during the construction process, please see

Response 70, above.

Response 72

The commenter decried the number of cultural and religious sites that have been lost over the years and

how fairness must be added to an equation that remains inequitable and unjust. This opinion 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 to Comment Letter 36 (Wishtoyo

Foundation, Eric Sanchez, August 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 73

The comment generally claims that the cumulative impacts of urbanization along the river are

devastating from a water quality and habitat perspective. Both water quality and habitat issues were

addressed extensively in the Riverpark Draft EIR. See, for example, Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section

4.6, Biological Resources, and Draft EIR Section 4.8.1, Water Quality. 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. Due to the generality of the comment,

no further response can be provided or can be provided.

Response 74

The commenter stated the definition of a cumulative impact under NEPA. The Riverpark project is

subject to CEQA and not NEPA. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(1) provides the definition of

cumulative impact under CEQA. As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact

which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other

projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the

project evaluated in the EIR.”
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Response 75

The commenter states that implementation of the project would result in significant cumulative impacts

on the ecosystem, especially on habitat areas and water quality. It should be noted that the potential

project-specific and cumulative impacts of the project have been thoroughly analyzed in the Draft EIR

and further in the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. 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.

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).

Response 76

The commenter alleges that the Draft Riverpark EIR does not provide a proper cumulative analysis of this

project in conjunction with other projects.  The City disagrees.  Please see Response 75, above.

Response 77

The commenter asserts that replicating an ecosystem cannot be accomplished and that replacement

habitat as mitigation does not work. State and federal agencies disagree with the commenter’s conclusion

that replacement habitats are not viable. In fact, CDFG and USFWS recommended in commenting upon

the Northern Sphere Area General Plan Amendment and Zone Change in Irvine, California, that western

spadefoot toad habitat affected by that project be replaced at a 1:1 ration. Additionally, a Streambed

Alteration Agreement was recently approved (2004) by the California Department of Fish and Game that

specifically allows for the relocation and mitigation monitoring for the Plummer’s mariposa lily

(Appendix C of the Final EIR). The executed agreement providing for mitigation of the Plummer’s

mariposa lily indicates that CDFG has supported the support the relocation of Rare, Threatened, or

Endangered species as mitigation. 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).
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Response 78

The commenter states that hardening the riverbanks with concrete, rip-rap, gunite or buried concrete is

damaging to the natural flows of the river. The Riverpark project incorporates buried bank stabilization

whenever possible. The Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-33, outlines with

specificity how the project would provide for bank stabilization:

“…and toe protection/erosion protection would be installed along the Santa Clara River,
as shown in Figure 1.0-12. It is the intent of the project applicant to protect important
biological resources present on the project site through the use of buried bank
stabilization at the riverbank’s edge, with the exception of the toe or erosion protection
adjacent to Area B and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge abutment.
It is also the intent of the project to minimize the amount of bank stabilization necessary
to protect development and property from erosion. Except for bank stabilization and
trails and encroachments in Planning Area A2 proposed development has largely been
set back from the Santa Clara River. About 3,000 linear feet of bank stabilization would
be necessary 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. Approximately 1,500 linear feet of toe or
erosion protection would be installed adjacent to Area B. Environmental impacts
associated with bank stabilization on this site was analyzed in the EIR/EIS prepared for
the approved NRMP, but is further analyzed as part of this project. Buried bank
stabilization would extend from the western tract boundary (adjacent to Area E) and
terminate in the general area of the future Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge adjacent to
Areas A2 and B. Toe protection (AJacks or exposed soil cement) is being proposed at the
base of the bluff (approximately 1,500 feet in length) below Planning Area B (please see
Figure 1.0-11, Analyzed Roadway Improvements on Major Thoroughfares). A
combination of buried bank stabilization and concrete gunite would be utilized in the
area of Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. The area between the end of
the toe protection and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge abutment
will not include bank stabilization. Most of the bank stabilization would be buried and
generally made of soil cement. Please see Figure 1.0-12, Bank Stabilization, for an
illustrative of bank stabilization techniques.”

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).
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Response 79

The commenter stated that bank stabilization increases flow velocities, exacerbating erosion leading to

altered ecosystems and serve to eliminate habitat. Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.20, Floodplain

Modification, pp. 4.20-68–69 disagrees with the commenter’s conclusions in 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.”

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).

Response 80

The commenter states that for the reasons stated above in Response 79, the Draft Riverpark EIR is not

ready for approval or certification. 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.
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Response 81

The commenter stated that a comprehensive approach needs to be taken for this 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 to Comment Letter 20 (Ventura

Coastkeeper, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 82

The commenter indicated that the proposed Riverpark project cannot avoid having significant and

degrading impacts on the environment. The significant and unavoidable affects of the project on the

environment are outlined in Draft Riverpark EIR Section 5.0, Unavoidable Significant Impacts.

Response 83

The commenter stated the importance of 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.

Nevertheless, 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 Rive Within and

Upstream of the Natural River Management Plan Area – Summary (URS, July 2004).

Response 84

The commenter notes that the Santa Clara River is primarily in a natural state but is receiving damage to

it as a result of river channelization, loss of riparian and terrace habitats, illegal off-road vehicles (ORVs)

and inadequate buffer zones. The function of the rivers terrace as wildlife habitat or corridors is

eliminated. The project will not “channelize” the river; please see Response 78, above, with regard to

bank stabilization. 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
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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.

With regard to adequacy of buffers the Revised Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

references a previous study that was 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. The comment regarding illegal ORVs 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.

Finally, 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).

Response 85

The commenter reiterated that the function of the river’s terrace as wildlife habitat or wildlife corridors is

eliminated.  Please see Response 84, above.

Response 86

The comment claims that “unprecedented growth” in the Santa Clara River watershed has caused an

array of cumulative impacts on biota, air quality, water quality, aesthetics, traffic and every other

category of impact addressed by CEQA. These general subject areas received extensive analysis in the

Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources. Please see, for example, Riverpark

Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access; Section 4.4, Air Quality; Section 4.8.1, Water Quality; Section 4.16,

Visual Resources; and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications; and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,
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Biological Resources. Please also 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) and Hybrid

Functional Assessment for Riverpark (Glenn Lukos Associates October 2004), and Appendix G, Additional

Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project (GeoSyntec, October 2004). The comment

does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR 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 87

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 specifically comment on the Draft EIR or

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.” As stated in

prior responses to comments, the 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 relevant 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 Responses to

Comment Letter 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 88

The commenter submitted and quoted from one scientific studies that highlighting the importance of

adequate buffers. Please see Response 87, above.
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Response 89

The comment generally refers to water quality issues in the Castaic Val Verde area. The comment

mentions a newspaper article regarding unacceptable contaminant levels in SWP water supplies. The

newspaper article was not provided.  No other supporting information was provided.

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the draft

environmental documentation. Please see, for example, Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Services, pp. 4.8-

37–38 and 4.8-42–43; and Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pp. 4.8.1-1–99. In addition, information responsive

to the water quality of SWP supplies is found in 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 incorporated by reference and available for public inspection at the City of Santa Clarita,

Department of Planning and Building Services, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita,

California 91355.

Please also refer to the 2002 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (CLWA 2002(b)) (Appendix A to the Final

EIR), which provides water quality information regarding CLWA's service of SWP supplies to the SC

Valley. This report is incorporated by reference and is available for public inspection at CLWA, 27234

Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350. In addition, CLWA recently published its Draft

EIR Relating to the Supplemental Water Project Transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of SWP Table A Amount. In

that Draft EIR (SCH No. 1998041127), at pp. 3.15-8–10 (including Table 3.15-4), and pp. 3.15-22–26, CLWA

provides extensive information about the water quality of imported SWP supplies. Although the EIR is

still in draft form, the information in the document provides data responsive to the water quality

concerns expressed in this comment. The Draft EIR is incorporated by reference and available for public

inspection at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 91350.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the Riverpark Draft EIR

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 90

The commenter asked why the project was being built as it has a serious impact on the Santa Clara River.

The commenter gives no specifics on how he concluded that the project caused serious impacts to the

Santa Clara River; therefore, no further response can be given. This comment is acknowledged and will
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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 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).

Response 91

The commenter contends that the only benefit the project will bring is the Cross Valley Connector, but

that the claim that it will make traffic better is nonsense. The City disagrees with the commenter. The

Cross Valley Connector 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 carried 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 (B&T) contribution, will result

in the improvement of traffic conditions in the SC Valley, including emergency vehicle movement. Please

see Topical Response 6: Traffic and Responses to Comment Letter 22 (Sierra Club, May 2004) in the

Final EIR.

Response 92

The commenter wanted to know how much money the federal government was contributing to the

building of the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. 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 93

The commenter contended that the bridge would only make the developers happy, and no one else

happy. This opinion 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 is required.

Response 94

The commenter stated that the Cross Valley Connector was not going to speed things up, it would only

slow things down. The commenter provides no factual documentation to support this conclusion. In

fact, the conclusions of the Riverpark traffic study differ with the commenter’s conclusions. Please see

Response 91, above.

Response 95

The commenter suggested that the City devise a traffic model to demonstrate that the project would

alleviate traffic.  Please see Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, p. 4.3-3:

“[t]raffic forecast data for this traffic impact analysis were derived from the Santa Clarita
Valley Consolidated Traffic Model (SCVCTM). The SCVCTM is a traffic planning
computer model and the principal tool for transportation planning in the Santa Clarita
Valley. It was developed jointly by the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los
Angeles Public Works Department to provide traffic forecasts for transportation planning

in the Valley.1 Specifically, the model analyzes expected or possible projects based on
actual development applications and general plan provisions, and predicts traffic
impacts based on various assumptions for different time periods as the Valley builds out.
The model is regularly updated (2003) to include any City or County General Plan
Amendments in the Valley that may alter build-out numbers. Therefore, for any given
Future Land Use Scenario for the Santa Clarita Valley area, the model can forecast future
traffic volumes on the future roadways in the area under evaluation. For instance, the
traffic forecasts used in the cumulative impact analysis for this EIR section are for a long-
range time frame and assume buildout of the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and the
County of Los Angeles Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (including active pending General
Plan Amendments for urban development).

Furthermore, the SCVCTM is developed from regional models prepared by the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and it also forecasts traffic in a regional
context. This means that not only are trips to and from the Santa Clarita Valley included
in the forecasts, but also trips that pass through the Valley are also included.”

1 The Santa Clarita Valley extends from the Ventura County line east to where the Antelope Freeway (State Route
14 [SR-14]) passes out of the Santa Clarita Valley near Vasquez Rocks Park. Its northern boundary is the
Grapevine area north of Castaic and its southern boundary extends to the confluence of the I-5 and SR-14
freeways south of Newhall Pass (this is the area that is the subject of the County’s Santa Clarita Valley Area
Plan).
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Response 96

The commenter suggested that the City Council and Planning Commission should “kill the road” and

“kill the bridge.” 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 is required.

Response 97

The commenter suggested that the City, after killing the road and bridge take the $25,000,000 that the

project applicant would have contributed toward construction of the road and bridge and use it instead

to expand Central Park. The City would remind the commenter that if there were no road or bridge the

project applicant would not be required to fund its fair share of the improvements as there would be no

nexus for requiring the funds. Nonetheless, 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 98

The commenter does not believe that the project is innovative and he hopes that the City Council and

Planning Commission will not set themselves up as “tools of the money.” 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 99

The commenter contends that the project “only creates more pollution.” The commenter is unclear as to

how the project makes more pollution; therefore, without specific additional information, no further

response can be made. Nonetheless, 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 100

The commenter stated that the project would make the schools more crowded and “does everything

bad.” 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. The regard to the comment about everything associated with the project being

bad, it 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 101

The commenter reiterated a previous comment he had heard that the road was a “defense 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 102

The commenter indicated that he hoped that people would see the light and step up and make a real

decision. 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 103

The commenter indicated that the project does not come up to the river, but is in the river flood plain.

The commenter’s statement is only partially correct. The project primarily encroaches upon the existing

FEMA flood hazard area with residential lots 338 through 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. 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),
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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).

Response 104

The commenter stated that the bank stabilization as proposed does not protect the river in a natural state.

The City does not agree with the commenter that the buried bank stabilization proposed for a majority of

the site does not protect the Santa Clara River’s natural state.  Please see Response 78, above.

Response 105

The commenter stated that the road does not address regional and local needs of the community. The

Cross Valley Connector would clearly serve the local and regional needs of the community by reducing

traffic congestion. 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 (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 (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 (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
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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 (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 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
(Appendix I).

Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 106

The commenter noted that the air quality was terrible in the community. Please see Topical Response 5:

Air Quality in the Final EIR. 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.”

Response 107

The commenter stated that planning for a network of public transportation might be an appropriate focus

for the community to solve air quality and traffic 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.

Response 108

The commenter felt that the Cross Valley Connector was not going to meet the needs of the community.

Please see Response 105, above.

Response 109

The commenter contended that the Cross Valley Connector was going to only meet the needs of a

separate mining company project and lead to further development and greater cumulative impacts which

are being ignored. This opinion/comment regarding the Cross Valley Connector only meeting the needs

of the mining company 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



August 31, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR9-37 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 December 2004

CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Cumulative impacts have been addressed in detail

throughout the Draft Riverpark EIR. For a complete discussion of how cumulative impacts were

addressed, please see Section 3.0, Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology, of the Draft EIR; for

discussions of the project’s potential cumulative impacts, please see the cumulative impacts discussions

in the environmental impact sections of the Draft EIR.

Response 110

The commenter did not believe the statements of an earlier commenter that this project would bring high-

end jobs to the community. 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 111

The commenter questioned “protecting the quality of life in this community for whom?” 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 112

The commenter felt that the project was going to impact air quality, quality of life, and open space. The

commenter is correct in that the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 75 concludes, “[a]lthough

the recommended mitigation measures, if feasible, would reduce the magnitude of construction-related

and operation-related emissions to some extent, no feasible mitigation exists that would reduce all of

these emissions to below the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance. The project’s

construction-related emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 [dust], and operation-related emissions of CO,

VOC, and NOx are considered unavoidably significant.”

The commenter comments regarding quality of life and open space 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.
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Response 113

The commenter is of the opinion that this project creates a park is circular logic—it does not create a park,

but develops currently open space. The commenter is incorrect. The project creates a net 27.4-acre

passive/active park.

Total Active Neighborhood Public Park 5.7 acres

Total Open Space (City-owned) 392.83 acres
Open Space Lots 23.75 acres
Santa Clara River Lots 336.16 acres
Passive Open Space Lots 32.92 acres

River Trail (City-Owned) 8.35 acres

Total Open Space/Private Park (HOA) 104.37 acres
Area C 22.2 acres
Area D 26.4 acres
Area A1 10.25 acres
Area A2 30.78 acres
Area B 14.74 acres

Total LMD 10.35 acres

Water Quality Basin (HOA) 1.98 acres

Please also see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, for a detailed discussion of the

parkland proposed for the site.  Finally, please see Response 114, below.

Response 114

The commenter stated that open space that people have use of now would be developed, thereby taking

away open space. However, the project site is privately owned by the project applicant. Therefore,

people do not currently have use of the project site now—or if they do they are trespassing on private

property.

Response 115

The commenter noted that housing is needed, but where you site it is critical. 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 site is located in the center of

the City, in a location surrounded by development and currently designated and zoned for more dense
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and intense development than that proposed by the project. Please see Draft EIR Section 2.0,

Environmental and Regulatory Setting.

Response 116

The commenter stated that it is the City’s responsibility to plan smarter and sustainably. 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 117

The commenter stated that the City is paving paradise by building houses, the Cross Valley Connector

and apartments, and if the project applicant wanted to show sensitivity to the river, it would leave it

alone. 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 118

The commenter noted that he was a teacher and if he flashed ahead he would tell his students that the

last wild river in Southern California is under houses, apartments and a Cross Valley Connector. Please

see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, which clearly indicates that 336 acres (Santa

Clara River) would be preserved and dedicated to the City. Further, since the Draft EIR and Revised

Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, were released to the public, the project has been revised to

preserve even more of the river environment, by pulling the bank stabilization in the western portion of

the project site back further to preserve mature riparian resources.

Response 119

The commenter wants to stop 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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Response 120

The commenter stated that the residents of Gavilan Drive are pleased that the ridgeline is going to stay

the same as it has been for the past 30–40 years. 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 121

The commenter suggested that a good policy for the City to have is to leave the ridgelines alone. 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 122

The commenter stated that his sons would have to be bussed or driven to another school so that

renovations can be done instead of building a new school. Although the comment was not directed at the

project, 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 123

The commenter believes that the developers get out of building schools. Please see Response 122, above,

with regard to school impacts associated with the Riverpark project.

Response 124

The commenter suggested that instead of condominiums the project applicant should build townhouses.

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 125

The commenter noted that he is not as educated or has as much experience as other opponents but he has

common sense. 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 126

The commenter believes that the only card that he has seen played is the Cross Valley Connector and he

doesn’t see how that is going to help anything. The commenter claimed that the damaged species will

not come back, that pollution will sicken children and the elderly, and yet the Planning Commission

plays to the monied interests. With regard to the benefits of easing of traffic congestions associated with

the Cross Valley Connector please see Response 105, above. Otherwise, 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 127

The commenter stated that the City doesn’t have a plan for growth. The commenter is incorrect. The

City of Santa Clarita General Plan provides comprehensive direction in the form of goals and policies on

how the City should develop.

Response 128

The commenter noted that it shouldn’t take him 0.5 hours to get from Canyon Country to Stevenson

Ranch. 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 129

The commenter stated that the Cross Valley Connector would not help traffic at all. The Draft Riverpark

EIR concludes differently than the commenter on this issue.  Please see Response 91, above.

Response 130

The commenter asked how new homes will help traffic and population. New development would

contribute its fair share towards roadway improvements. The Draft Riverpark EIR made no contention

that the project would help or hinder population; therefore, we are uncertain as to the commenter’s
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intention with the comment. Nonetheless, 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 131

The commenter does not see how the new homes would be a good thing if the schools are overrun,

teachers underpaid and understaffed. Please see Response 122, above, with regard to school capacity.

Otherwise, the comments regarding teachers being understaffed and underpaid 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 132

The commenter stated that supporters of the project played the terrorist trump card in support. 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 133

The commenter stated that he did not feel that adding new homes to Santa Clarita would make the

community better. He stated that we have to be wise about our resources. He asked about

representation for the people already in the community. 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 134

The commenter noted that she has seen many changes in 25 years, including Central Park which she

likes, but also traffic congestion, and increased air pollution, and both she and her neighbors feel that the

quality of life is diminishing. 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 135

The commenter reiterated the conclusions of a an individual she saw on television that the City cannot

affect development on the outskirts of town and, therefore, the City must limit growth on places that

there is control- as an example Riverpark. 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 136

The commenter noted that the project would increase traffic, overcrowd local schools and destroy scenic

and cultural sites, damage the river and destroy wildlife and plants. We direct the commenter to Section

4.3, Traffic/Access, of the Riverpark Draft EIR, which acknowledges traffic increases. Please see

Response 122, above, with regard to school capacity. Please see Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.16, Visual

Resources, which acknowledges that the project would create significant and adverse visual (scenic)

impacts. The commenter is incorrect in that the project does not destroy cultural sites. We direct the

commenter to Section 4.18, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, which describes how each of the cultural

sites on the site would be treated. The commenter is vague as to how the project would damage the river;

therefore, no additional response can be provided. Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

acknowledges that he project would create significant and unavoidable impacts to wildlife and habitat.

Response 137

The commenter stated that a positive choice could be made by voting no on 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 138

The commenter noted that he lived in Santa Paula and noticed that as he drove to Santa Clarita the air got

noticeable worse and he explained about how Santa Paula views development. Please see Response 106,

above, with regard to regional air quality. Comments with regard to Santa Paula 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.
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Response 139

The commenter stated that he wasn’t going to come to the public hearing until he saw signs outside of the

public hearing but he sees the overcrowding in the Valencia developments. 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 140

The commenter stated that the new homes would bring traffic. We direct the commenter to Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, of the Riverpark Draft EIR, which acknowledges traffic increases.

Response 141

The commenter stated that he is not going to enjoy and appreciate these things (nice architecture, new

neighborhoods) and he doesn’t think the quality of life is very good. 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 142

The commenter noted that she would be very affected by this development even though she lives in Val

Verde. The commenter noted that the City has changed since she first started living in the community.

The commenter stated that we should defend the environment and every action that we take with regard

to the environment affects the world. 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 is required.

Response 143

The commenter stated that he has resided in the community for as long as Santa Clarita has been a town.

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 144

The commenter voiced concerns regarding traffic adjacent to any of the through streets. The traffic study

prepared for the Riverpark (Volume II – Appendix 4.3, Traffic/Access) did not conclude that there would

be any traffic impacts to adjacent roadways of the project, other than those intersections addressed in the

Draft EIR.  Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 145

The commenter asked which comes first new housing or new jobs. 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 146

The commenter did not feel as though the Planning Commission was listening to the speakers, and

encouraged the Commissioners to listen. 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 147

The commenter indicated that she is opposed to the project as it degrades the quality of life, kills and

displaces animals, adds to overpopulation, and bad air quality. She further stated that she lives next to

the project, believes the project would be “another eyesore” and is thinking of leaving the Santa Clarita

area. Finally, she asked “when is enough enough?” Riverpark Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, acknowledges that he project would create significant and unavoidable impacts to wildlife

and habitat. The commenter is correct in that the Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, p. 75

concludes, “[a]lthough the recommended mitigation measures, if feasible, would reduce the magnitude

of construction-related and operation-related emissions to some extent, no feasible mitigation exists that

would reduce all of these emissions to below the SCAQMD’s recommended thresholds of significance.

The project’s construction-related emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 [dust], and operation-related

emissions of CO, VOC, and NOx are considered unavoidably significant.”
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The Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.17, Population, Housing, and Employment, does not conclude that the

project exceeds any population projections. The comment regarding the quality of life 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 148

The commenter wanted to know if the floodplain studies met any kind of standards for assessing

downstream impacts of the bank stabilization and bridge. The City has evaluated the floodplain studies

submitted for the project and have validated the findings made in the studies. Please see August 31, 2004

Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 107–110. Please also see Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, and

Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and Appendices 4.2 and 4.20, and Final EIR Appendix G,

Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project (GeoSyntec, October 2004).
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA PLANNING COMMISSION DECEMBER 21, 2004
TRANSCRIPT RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter requested verification from City staff that the wildlife corridor recommended by Caltrans

was a part of the project. As confirmed by City staff and acknowledged in the Response to the Caltrans

letter, Letter 4 (April 2004).

“[t]hough 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.”

Response 2

The commenter asked if the landscaping plan was to be reviewed by California Department of Fish and

Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Mitigation measures already incorporated into

the project, such as the required Resource Management and Monitoring Plan require coordination with,

and input from the CDFG and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE).

Response 2A

The commenter addressed the fact that although the California gnatcatcher was not observed on the site,

the USFWS is considering including the eastern most 80 acres of the site as critical habitat for this species.

The 80 acres the commenter is alluding to is included in the approximately 496,000 total acres in Southern

California being proposed by the USFWS as critical habitat for the gnatcatcher. When proposing critical

habitat for a species over such a large region, areas are often included that do not contain the “primary

constituent elements” (habitat areas that provide essential life cycle needs) required by the USFWS to be

considered critical habitat. In addition, the USFWS will often include within its critical habitat

designations habitat outside the geographic area currently occupied by the species, if such a designation

is considered supportive of the goal to ensure the conservation of the species.
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As stated in Section 4.6 of the Revised Draft EIR, the coastal sage scrub on the project site was not

occupied by the gnatcatcher during the 2002/2003 protocol surveys and because the habitat is considered

only marginally suitable to support breeding pairs of this species, no breeding pairs of gnatcatchers are

expected to occur within the coastal sage scrub habitat on the site. However, the potential of individuals

of this species to forage within or move through the coastal sage scrub habitat on the site at some point

following the time of the 2002/2003 field surveys cannot be entirely ruled out. Section 4.6 of the Draft

EIR has been clarified to reflect the above, to more specifically identify the potential of the California

gnatcatcher to forage or move within the site in the future, and to clarify that proposed Mitigation

Measure 4.6-20 also includes pre-grading presence/absence surveys for gnatcatcher prior to conducting

grading activities.

Response 3

The commenter questioned what mitigation, if any, was needed for the four other special-status bird

species that were observed on the site but not addressed in the Draft EIR, especially given the fact that

these particular species are not protected under either the State or Federal Endangered Species Act. The

four additional special-status bird species that were observed on the site (California thrasher, oak

titmouse, Nuttall’s woodpecker, and Costa’s hummingbird) are on the “watch list” of the U.S. Bird

Conservation Organization and the Audubon Society. Watch list species are considered by these

environmental/conservation organizations as those species which are facing population declines and/or

threats to breeding or wintering habitat and for which ongoing monitoring is being conducted to

document such declines or threats. Typically, species listed by such organizations as watch list species

are not considered of “special status,” as defined in this Draft EIR, unless they also have some

designation by state or federal resource agencies. None of these four species are listed as Threatened or

Endangered, or considered of Special Concern by the CDFG or USFWS.

As indicated in Section 4.6 of the Riverpark Revised Draft EIR, potentially significant impacts can occur to

both common and special-status wildlife species even though these species are not state or federally listed

as Threatened or Endangered. In particular, most native bird species, including the four addressed by the

commenter, are protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and by various provisions in the Fish

and Game Code of California. Impacts that would result in direct or indirect mortality to individual

birds and/or active bird nests of these species can be considered significant impacts under CEQA if such

impacts would trigger the application of any of the significance threshold criteria identified in Section 4.6

of the Riverpark Revised Draft EIR. As identified on p. 4.6-77 of the Revised Draft EIR, construction and

site preparation activities, if conducted during the nesting season of special-status bird species, could

result in the direct loss of active nests, including eggs, young, or incubating adults. Depending on the



December 21, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR10-3 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

number and extent of nests on the site that may be disturbed or removed as a result of project

implementation, the loss of active nests or direct mortality of these species, if they occurred, would be

considered a substantial effect on these special-status species and, therefore, a potentially significant

impact. Under CEQA, measures must then be identified, if available, that would mitigate these impacts.

Several measures are included in the Revised Draft EIR, particularly Natural River Management Plan

(NRMP) measures (r) through (u) and Mitigation Measure 4.6-20, which would mitigate these impacts to

a less than significant level. No additional mitigation measures are necessary to add to the Draft EIR to

mitigate potential impacts on the four additional special-status bird species addressed by the commenter.

Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR has been modified to include more information regarding the presence of

these species on the project site, potential impacts to these species, and measures to mitigate such

impacts.

Response 4

The commenter claimed that the Cross Valley Connector was going to get more traffic and intensive uses

that what has been discussed. It is assumed the commenter meant by “more intensive uses” was more

truck or other heavy-duty traffic, as roadways only allow transportation uses. Section 4.3, Traffic/Access,

of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the detailed traffic analyses performed for the project. The mix

of vehicles expected was assumed based on the guidelines from Highway Capacity Manual (2000 Version).

These analyses demonstrate that one of the significant benefits associated with the Cross Valley

Connector would be 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 carried 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

(B&T) contribution, will result in the improvement of traffic conditions in the SC Valley, including

emergency vehicle movement. Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic and Responses to Letter 22 (Sierra

Club, May 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 5

The commenter questioned where cultural artifacts that may be found on the site during excavation

would be stored. City staff indicated, and the applicant has agreed, that any artifacts would be housed

by the Santa Clarita Valley Historical Society.
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Response 6

The commenter noted that the California Native Plant Society recommended that hazing machines

should not be used on the site and that the responses to comments indicated that the project does not

propose any hazing machine. The project did not propose any mitigation to prohibit hazing machines

because they are not a part of the proposed project; consequently, there is no need for mitigation.

Furthermore, the City has added a recommended condition of approval that reads: “PC11. The

utilization of bird hazing machines prior to grading and/or construction for the project shall not be

allowed unless approved by the California Department of Fish and Game.”

Response 7

The commenter stated that this was a Newhall Land and Farming project and indicated that “we all know

what that means” and continued to reference a revolt in England a thousand years ago and how a certain

peasant was shot on the spot. 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’s

analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 8

The commenter stated that the Planning Commissioners only asked three comments throughout the

entire hearing process, and only one question to the consultants. This statement is incorrect; please see

the Transcripts of March 2, 2004; April 20, 2004; April 29, 2004; May 13, 2004; May 18, 2004; June 15,

2004; June 29, 2004; July 20, 2004; and August 31, 2004, which outline the numerous questions posed by

the Planning Commission to City staff, City consultants and to the project applicant.

Response 9

The commenter stated that not one person in opposition or the speaker who had been employed on the

State of California Water Project was asked a question. This statement is incorrect, as Jonas Minton, who

made a presentation to the Planning Commission on June 29, 2004, was asked many questions by

Commissioners; please see Transcript of June 29, 2004. 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided.
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Response 10

The commenter discussed the worldwide impacts of global warming. 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 11

The commenter noted that Santa Clarita was the smoggiest city in the United States and that no one from

AQMD was asked to speak on the on this issue. However, please see an article from the Daily News,

Santa Clarita Edition, September 22, 2003, in Final EIR, Hearing Transcript of April 29, 2004, which

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 Appendix B (Environ

International Corporation report) in the Final EIR, including, without limitation, the information which

concludes that air quality in the Santa Clarita Valley is predominated by transport of pollutants from

other areas in the South Coast Air Basin. Additionally, although the SCAQMD was not asked to speak to

the Planning Commission, the SCAQMD did comment on the Draft EIR (see Letter 13), and responses

were prepared and are located in the Final EIR (see Responses to Letter 13).

Response 12

The commenter asked about the problem of electricity. When queried through the Notice of Preparation

process, Southern California Edison did not indicate that there were any supply issues with regard to the

availability of electrical services for the project site.

Response 13

The commenter stated that the State of California was going to pay a considerable amount of money for

levies that are collapsing, which could also happen in Santa Clarita, and should be addressed. Flood

hazards 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.

Response 14

The commenter sang a variation of “We Wish You a Merry Christmas” to the Planning Commission.

According to William Studwell in the The Christmas Carol Reader, “…the considerable cultural impact of
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the Christmas carol is graphically demonstrated by the simple yet very popular folk carol from the West

Country of England, “We Wish You a Merry Christmas.” Although this song, which is quite possibly

from the sixteenth century, is lively, attractive, affable, and conducive to the attainment of a positive

holiday temperament, it cannot be considered as a piece with outstanding artistic substance.” 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’s analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 15

The commenter thanked the Chair of the Planning Commission for taking note of the species of special

concern that were not found in Newhall Land and Farming’s EIRs. Please see Response 3 of this

transcript, above.

Response 16

The commenter noted that she had not been on the property in a year as she had been served notice not

to trespass on the Riverpark site. She stated that supposedly you are not allowed on the site unless you

are riding off-road vehicles illegally on the project site. The Riverpark site is private property, and no one

is legally allowed on the project site without permission from the property owner. 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.

Response 17

The commenter stated that there appears to be an inability on the part of Fish and Game, Fish and

Wildlife, the City and the project applicant to adequately monitor NRMP mitigation measures, prevent

gang violence and drug dealing and off-road vehicle use in 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.

Response 18

The commenter stated that projects are being approved, but mitigation is not being enforced, and the

[Santa Clara River] is beginning to look like a drainage ditch and is not a healthy ecosystem. This

comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because



December 21, 2004 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR10-7 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft EIR’s analyses, no further response is

provided.

The commenter further stated that regular citizens have found amphibians and birds nesting where

Newhall Land and Farming’s consultants could not find them. The commenter did not provide any

evidence of birds being found by private citizens that were not acknowledged in the Draft Revised

Riverpark EIR, Biological Resources. With regard to amphibians, Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR was revised

in March of 2004 when western spadefoot toads were observed on the site, after completion of the Draft

EIR, in early March of 2004 in three separate rainpools created by disturbances on the project site. Please

see Revised Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, for a discussion of the western spadefoot toad.

Response 19

The commenter stated that it is everyone’s job to protect Southern California’s last natural river. The

commenter also did not feel that the project was innovative and suggested that the Planning Commission

take the time to get in the river and really learn what it is about, and even when it looks like it is dead,

there are amazing things happening in the 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.

Response 20

The commenter, as owner of the Saugus Speedway, offered his interest in setting up a dialogue with the

City in the interest of being a good neighbor and what they would like to see happen at the Saugus

Speedway. 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’s analyses, no

further response is provided.

Response 21

The commenter discussed a self-storage facility not a part of the Riverpark project site. 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’s analyses, no further response is provided.
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Response 22

The commenter questioned if the pedestrian bridge would be closer to Vons or in the middle of the

project. The pedestrian bridge location (and any potential linkage to the trail at Newhall Ranch Road and

Central Park) would be finalized during the City Council hearing process.

Response 23

The commenter stated that he did not feel that a proper response to comment should refer back to the

Draft EIR, when the commenter had felt it inadequate to begin with and that there should have been

more information provided. It has been the City’s experience that some commenters pose a comment or

question that was addressed in the text of the Draft EIR. It is appropriate and it is the responsibility of the

City to highlight the answer for the commenter and refer back to the text of the Draft EIR. Likewise, if the

commenter posed a question that required additional information, additional information was provided

and responded to in the Final EIR. 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. Lastly, the City does not always agree with the commenter that additional information

is required or necessary.

Response 24

The commenter stated that there was not adequate discussion with regard to cumulative analysis and it

would not be appropriate to refer to previous work from an NRMP that was insufficient. The NRMP is a

document that has been approved by both CDFG and ACOE. It is the belief of the City that these

organizations would not have approved the NRMP had it been “insufficient.” Secondly, we refer the

commenter to responses to his comment letter (Letter 20, Response 3 and 5), which state, in part,

“[i]t 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.”
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Response 25

The commenter provided his opinion as to what an innovative project is and quality of life issues. 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’s analyses, no further response is

provided.

Response 26

The commenter asked if the agencies [CDFG or ACOE] are looking into whether or not mitigation is

being satisfied and if the City gets involved. The City noted that if there is a problem CDFG or the ACOE

will come out to a site. In the case of the NRMP, the City of Santa Clarita is not a responsible agency for

implementation of mitigation measures. With regard to the issue of off-road vehicles, the City does get

involved.

Response 27

The commenter asked who is responsible for notifying the agency if an issue arises. The timing of site

visits by the CDFG or ACOE is dependent upon how the mitigation measure and subsequent timing

measurement is worded (e.g., every six months or once a year for the next five years).

Response 28

The commenter asked if a certain agency can ask for greater requirements than the law requires. As

explained by the City Attorney, each commenting agency is constrained by the legislation granting

authority. So to the extent that it is a Species of Special Concern or protected status, they have a certain

prescribed level of authority, and they can mandate things when it gets to a certain escalated level. Below

that, they can make recommendations and suggestions. It then becomes the purview of the City to

determine what to do with those recommendations and suggestions.

To the extent that there is feasible mitigation that could be undertaken to minimize some potential

perceived impacts, can be explored by the City. But the City’s ability to mandate those kinds of things is

also going to be limited. The City is not a species protection organization. That is not the City’s statutory

authorization. Therefore, the ability to mandate that someone preserve and protect some species that has

not been identified anywhere as protected is going to be constrained.
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CITY OF SANTA CLARITA CITY COUNCIL JANUARY 25, 2005 TRANSCRIPT

RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter questioned the availability of electricity for the project. When queried through the Notice

of Preparation process, Southern California Edison did not indicate that there were any supply issues

with regard to the availability of electrical services for the project site.

The commenter discussed the worldwide impacts of global warming. 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 or Final EIR’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter provided a flier stating that truck exhaust is the major source of cancer-causing toxins

according to the AQMD and stated that trucks would be traveling on the Cross Valley Connector near the

Emblem residential neighborhood. The potential air quality impacts of the project, including completion

of the Cross Valley Connector, are analyzed in the Final EIR (April 2005) (Final EIR), including in Draft

EIR, Section 4.4, Air Quality, and Final EIR Topical Response 5: Air Quality; see especially Draft EIR

Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-17–40 for a discussion of potential health effects of air pollutants. 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). 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
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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.

Response 3

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 Response to Comment 2, immediately 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.

Response 4

The commenter requested that the City Council prepare an independent study on the impacts of the

recent high water flows in the Santa Clara River caused by the series of rainstorms in January 2005 as

related to this project. An independent analysis has already been undertaken by the City in the

preparation of the Final EIR, as the EIR was prepared under the City’s direction. Potential hydrology

impacts on the river and surrounding areas were addressed extensively in the Final EIR, at Draft EIR

Section 4.2, Flood; Section 4.8.1, Water Quality; and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications; and in

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and associated technical reports. Based on these

analyses, the Final EIR concludes that, as the project is designed, it will not cause significant flood

impacts. In addition, 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), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the

Final EIR. Further, as the commenter noted, flooding did not occur in the Santa Clara River in locations

where buried bank stabilization had previously been installed. Please see Final EIR Project Revisions

and Additional Information, which discusses this information.

Response 5

The commenter stated that it is difficult for the public to be available to comment on the West Creek

project before the County of Los Angeles on the same day as the Santa Clarita City Council is holding its

hearing on the Riverpark project. The commenter requested that the City try to coordinate with the

County so as not to have projects proposed by the same developer with similar topical issues heard on

the same day. 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 or Final EIR’s

analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 6

The commenter stated that there have been some positive changes in the plans for the Riverpark project

since the initiation of Planning Commission review. 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 or Final EIR’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 7

The commenter stated concerns that the proposed project impinges on the natural functioning of the river

and causes unmitigable damage to both water quality and aquatic habitat, as well as increasing flood

risks. The project’s potential impacts on river functions, water quality and aquatic habitat have been

analyzed in the Final EIR, including, without limitation, in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.2, Flood, Section

4.6, Biological Resources, Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, and in

the associated technical reports, which analyses adequately address the commenter’s concerns. In

addition, 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),

26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 8

The commenter acknowledged that buried bank stabilization held up in the recent rains, but they were, at

the most, four years old. The commenter noted that concrete fails all of the time in Los Angeles County.

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 or Final EIR’s analyses, no further

response can be provided.

Response 9

The commenter stated that the only thing that does not fail to protect banks is natural vegetation because

it renews itself and repairs itself just by growing. The commenter also noted that it is the best way to

slow flood waters and can hold up against faster rushing waters. As discussed in the Final EIR (see, e.g.,

Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, at p. 4.6-80), most areas subject to bank stabilization
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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. Mitigation

Measure 4.6-1, from the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP), 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), implemented in accordance with the NRMP, is placed in the Santa Clara River floodplain

upland from the active channel and terrace geomorphological units of the river, the bank stabilization has

had no significant adverse impacts on the hydrologic and ecological functions of the riparian system. In

fact, this report concludes that bank stabilization (such as that proposed by the Riverpark project), when

implemented in accordance with the NRMP, including implementation of native plant restoration,

resulting increased buffer, creates “high” habitat value and that protects the river from sediment erosion.

Further, the Final EIR, including, for example, at Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood, 4.8.1, Water Quality, and

4.20, Floodplain Modifications, together with the associated technical reports, thoroughly addresses

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. Finally, 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), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the

Santa Clara River, March 2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 10

The commenter stated that banks in Los Angeles County that she had observed failed in areas that had

been stripped of natural vegetation or areas that had natural vegetation but were immediately

downstream from concrete areas. As discussed in Response 9, above, in the Riverpark project banks will

be revegetated with native plant species and, therefore, will not be stripped of natural vegetation. Please

see Response 9, above.

Response 11

The commenter stated that everyone has seen areas of bridge abutments and culverts across creeks that

have “blown out” sections immediately downstream of the concrete, but that we have not changed the

way that we do things, in terms of bank stabilization. With regard to bridge abutments, the County of

Los Angeles will not allow any type of bank stabilization other than concrete at bridge abutments.
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Additionally, even with the recent heavy rains, areas in the Santa Clara River upstream and downstream

from bridge abutments or embankments or from projects that have incorporated buried bank

stabilization did not realize the “blow-out” effects as described by the commenter. In addition, please see

Responses 4, 7 and 9, above, and Responses to Comment 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), 26 (Teresa Savaikie, May 2004), and 44 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, March

2004) in the Final EIR.

Response 12

The commenter noted that although the Riverpark project was revised and did pull out of the floodplain

in many places, there is still more that can be done. 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.

Response 13

The commenter noted that the project still includes 15 homes in the floodplain and that she would be

worried about buying one of them. The City Engineering Division representative responded to a similar

comment (see Final EIR July 20, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, pp. 84–89), and indicated

that the FEMA line is the 100-year flood line established for flood insurance purposes, and that, in order

to have flood insurance for structures within the FEMA line, the structure must be built at the level of the

100-year flood, plus 1 foot, and in some situations plus 2 feet. Therefore, any building that takes place

within the FEMA flood line must be built above the 100-year flood line, in order to avoid damage during

a 100-year storm. When the City meets the FEMA flood insurance requirements, and if there are damages

from flooding, then FEMA assistance would become available. Moreover, 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 final determination to revise the Flood Insurance Rate Map to exclude the proposed 15 residential units

from the FEMA floodplain.
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Response 14

The commenter stated the vegetative buffer zones are the best way to protect both creek banks and water

quality. Please see Response 9, above.

Response 15

The commenter urged the City Council to ask the Riverpark developer to remove everything from the

floodplain and to maintain natural vegetated riverbanks instead of buried bank stabilization. Please see

Responses 9 and 13, above.

Response 16

The commenter reminded the City Council of how she previously brought baby fish and toads to the

Council, which she claimed to have found on the North Valencia No. 2 site in areas that were not a part of

the NRMP. The North Valencia No. 2 project was approved by the City of Santa Clarita in January of

2000, and is not part of the proposed 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’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 17

The commenter urged the City to contact Fish and Game officials to speak with them about the areas that

she claimed were not mitigated on the North Valencia No. 2 site or through the NRMP. Please see

Response 16, above.

Response 18

The commenter requested that Newhall Land and Farming Company “make up for that habitat loss” in

the North Valencia No. 2 site on the Riverpark site.  Please see Response 16, above.

Response 19

The commenter stated that she has seen employees of Newhall land and Farming dewatering tributaries,

but did not provide any evidence of this. The commenter also noted that although no final decisions
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have been made by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, proposed critical habitat for arroyo toads includes

portions of the North Valencia No. 2 site, but not the Riverpark site.  Please also see Response 16, above.

Response 20

The commenter noted that although the County of Los Angeles required the West Creek project to

mitigate for the spadefoot toad, no such mitigation was required by the City for the North Valencia No. 2

project. Consequently, she believes that the City is owed more mitigation for loss of habitat to this

species.  Please see Response 16, above.

Response 21

The commenter did not feel that it was appropriate to relocate the blacktail jackrabbit just because it is

allowed, because the citizens will miss this important biological resource. The commenter further stated

that the blacktail jackrabbit is a large hare that one might confuse for a bobcat. The comments above

reflect the opinion of the commenter. This comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration.

Response 22

The commenter stated that a mountain lion has been seen roaming in the City near the Jefferson

Apartments and that nothing is being done to mitigate for the fact that the project site is part of his home

range. This species was one of those addressed in the Final EIR (see, e.g., Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6,

Biological Resources), but not found on site, which has no suitable denning locations, although it may

have been part of this species’ home range. The Riverpark project maintains the Santa Clara River as

open area, which serves as a wildlife corridor for, among other species, large mammals such as this one.

Please see Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, including, without limitation, its analysis of potential impacts on

wildlife corridors.

Response 23

The commenter acknowledged that improvements have been made to the project, which is desirable.

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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Response 24

The commenter does not agree with the Planning Commission’s determination that the project is

innovative. 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 or Final EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 25

The commenter contended that the project is mainly being built to complete the Cross Valley Connector

and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. 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.

Response 26

The commenter stated that the Cross Valley Connector will bring more cars and a bigger traffic jam than

before, and the models would demonstrate this. 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).



January 25, 2005 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR11-9 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

• 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 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).

Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 27

The commenter provided his recollection of previous plans for the Riverpark site. The commenter then

suggested that a large part of the project could be used to create a park that would connect to the Central

Park site to be similar to a Griffith Park counterpart. Additionally, the money that would be used for the

Cross Valley Connector could be used for other items. 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 or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 28

The commenter stated that people are ignoring the fact that this project is “killing off” beautiful riparian

areas and that herds of deer run through the project. Contrary to the commenter’s opinions, the Final

EIR, including, without limitation, in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Section 4.8.1,

Water Quality, and Section 4.20, Floodplain Modifications, together with the associated technical reports

in Appendices 4.6, 4.8, and 4.20, and Final EIR Appendices C and G (Hybrid Functional Assessment for

Riverpark, prepared by Glenn Lukos Associates, and Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses for the

Riverpark Project, prepared by Geosyntec, respectively), analyzes in detail the project’s potential impacts

on riparian and biological resources, and imposes feasible mitigation.
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Response 29

The commenter expressed his opinion that if more of the project site could be devoted to creating

additional parkland, the project would still be profitable. 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 EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 30

The commenter asked how many projects Newhall Land and Farming had, and if the City doesn’t

already have, enough regional housing. 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 Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 31

The commenter indicated that he was in opposition to the project and will probably move because of the

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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 32

The commenter stated his disappointment with the Planning Commission recommendation to approve

the project, and his opinion that only Commissioner Trautman listened to the concerns of project

opponents. 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 or Final EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided. Nevertheless, it should be noted that

the City has prepared a written response to each comment made on the Draft and Final EIR, and that all

such comments and responses are contained in the Final EIR.
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Response 33

The commenter stated that this project was going to “tear up” the environment and add to the existing

overcrowding. All potential short-term and long-term impacts of the Riverpark project are fully

discussed in the Draft Riverpark EIR, Revised Draft Riverpark EIR, Biological Resources, and Final EIR.

The City’s General Plan would allow for approximately 3,000,000 to 13,000,000 square footage (with a

small portion of that for industrial square footage) and roughly 3,000 to 15,000 dwelling units. As

proposed, the revised project includes 1,089 dwelling units and 1,600 square feet of commercial uses- well

below that currently allowed under the City’s General Plan. Consequently, the project would not cause

or create any population or housing not previously anticipated by the City.

Response 34

The commenter asked the City Council to look inside themselves and do the right thing for Santa Clarita

by denying the 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 or Final EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 35

The commenter stated that the Cross Valley Connector was the number one priority for the City over the

past several years. The commenter stated that the Riverpark project contains a crucial component in the

completion of this roadway, and that transportation improvements remain at the top of the list of citizen

demands. The commenter further congratulated City engineers for the good performance of the bank

stabilization techniques used in areas adjacent to the project site during the series of rainstorms in

January of 2005. These comments are 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.

Response 36

The commenter noted the project changes that have occurred during the review process, and the benefits

that the project would bring, including additional housing, land dedications for roads and contributions

to the Bridge and Thoroughfare District, relocation of the majority of affected oak trees and dedication of

oak tree habitat to the City, re-routing of the equestrian trail, dedication of parkland and trails, mitigation

of impacts on adjacent areas, and other biological resource mitigation. The commenter urged approval of
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the project. 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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 37

The commenter stated that it had been several years since he had appeared before the City Council and

yet he is still hearing that Newhall Land is the bringer of evil to the valley and it is the same old story.

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 or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA

issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 38

The commenter noted that people like living in Valencia, and that no one says they don’t like the mall, the

Hyatt, the Conference Center, Valencia Marketplace, the Woodlands, Bridgeport, Creekside or Westridge,

yet it is the same story with people asking the City Council to reject positive residential and the

infrastructure improvements that Riverpark would provide. This 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.

Response 39

The commenter indicated there is now an opportunity to realize the Cross Valley Connector through

approval of the project, and the chance could wash away if the opposition has its way. 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 or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 40

The commenter stated that he believes that public safety demands that this roadway [Cross Valley

Connector] get built, as it is very hard to travel east and west in the valley, especially on Soledad Canyon

Road. The commenter believes that the connection of Interstate 5 (I-5) to State Route 14 (SR-14) is critical

from a transportation perspective, as well as for the economy and commerce. This comment is

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the
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commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 41

The commenter commended Newhall Land and Farming for the efforts made in the public/private

partnership for bringing the roadway to the valley. The commenter stated that he understood that there

were important things to consider with regard to the river but and it is time for the road to be built for the

residents. 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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 42

The commenter stated that he feels that the Riverpark project is a good project, that the Cross Valley

Connector is necessary, and that, as far as he knows, Newhall has done everything it promised to do in

the past. The commenter stated that he does not know of a bad project that Newhall Land and Farming

was affiliated with. The commenter felt that the project was good for the community. These

opinions/comments are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 43

The commenter stated that he has followed the project for the past year and that, in its current form, the

project is good and he supports it. The commenter stated he feels that the road [Cross Valley Connecter]

is well deserved and is necessary especially in times of an emergency when I-5 and SR-14 are congested

and it would be the only route through town. These opinions/comments are acknowledged and will be

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 44

The commenter indicated that she is currently working with the project applicant because her home is

adjacent to and shares a boundary with the project site. The project applicant and the commenter have

reached a tentative agreement with regard to a wall and landscaping between the nose of the ridgeline
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and the commercial wall behind the Bouquet Center, to block noise impacts from the existing Bouquet

commercial center. 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.

Response 45

The commenter stated that the construction of the Bouquet Center was a County action prior to the City

incorporating. 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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 46

The commenter presented an analogy of a camping trip with red ants and how her concerns about her

property may seem like a little ant irritating a large project, but that she expects better things of the City

and of Newhall. 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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 47

The commenter stated that she has not been assured yet that she would not have her viewshed ruined by

the hill as well as weed maintenance and telephone pole easements. Please see January 25, 2005 City

Council hearing transcript, p. 48. Please also 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.

Response 48

The commenter stated that she has seen the herd of deer running and she urged that as much protection

should be provided as possible.  Please see Response 28, above.

Response 49

The commenter indicated that he is owner of the Saugus Speedway and is concerned about the impact

that the project would have on his business. His business has special events that make noise and he

recommends that the City Council incorporate the Planning Commission’s recommendation that new
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purchasers of property in the project be notified in Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) of

the presence of the Saugus Speedway across the river. The Planning Commission adopted Condition

PL10, which requires the applicant to provide a disclosure statement on the title report of each residential

property informing all future homeowners of the existing Saugus Speedway use that is located across the

Santa Clara River on Soledad Canyon Road. Moreover, Draft Riverpark EIR Section 4.5, Noise

recommends mitigation to address the notification concerns voiced by the commenter:

“4.5-25 Prior to sale of any single-family residential lot within Riverpark, future
homeowners shall be informed via language in the disclosure documents the
presence of the Saugus Speedway facility, the types of events that can potentially
occur at the speedway, the expected frequency of their occurrence, and that noise
from events at the speedway may be intermittently audible at their properties
during daytime, evening, and late night hours.”

Response 50

The commenter asked how the City was addressing lighting issues so as to not affect the Santa Clara

River. The Final EIR, at Draft EIR Section 4.16, Visual Resources, recommends mitigation that addresses

lighting spillage issues:

“Mitigation Measure 4.16-2: All parking lot pole lights and streetlights shall be fully
hooded and back shielded to reduce the light ‘spillage’ and glare.”

Response 51

The commenter requested assurance that no homes would ever be affected by the worst storm, and asked

whether the 15 homes currently within the floodplain are in danger of flooding. Please see Response 13,

above.

Response 52

The commenter requested clarification as to when the construction of the Newhall Ranch Road segment

would occur in relation to construction of the residential units. Condition EN55 approved by the

Planning Commission and recommended to the City Council provides:

“EN55. Prior to the issuance of the 501st residential occupancy permit, all roadways listed
below shall be in place and functional.



January 25, 2005 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR11-16 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

a. NEWHALL RANCH ROAD
Bouquet Canyon Road to Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge
New four-lane roadway graded to full width (ROW per approved site plan dated
January 28, 2004) with sidewalks, Class I Bike Trail, and raised landscaped medians at
ultimate locations.

b. NEWHALL RANCH ROAD/GOLDEN VALLEY ROAD BRIDGE
New bridge (ROW per approved site plan dated January 28, 2004) with two travel
lanes in each direction, Class I Bike Trail, and sidewalk on one side.

4.3-2 Two future major arterial roadways pass through the project site (Newhall
Ranch Road and Santa Clarita Parkway) and are identified as traffic
improvements in the Bouquet B&T District. The project shall construct the
portions of these arterials that are located within the site boundary to
accommodate the project generated traffic; that is a total of two vehicular
lanes (one in each direction) on both Newhall Ranch Road and Santa Clarita
Parkway. Santa Clarita Parkway shall be extended from its intersection with
Newhall Ranch Road, south approximately 1,500 linear feet.

The applicant can occupy up to 500 units with the construction of an extension of
Newhall Ranch Road easterly to the furthest access point needed for the 500 units. This
extension of Newhall Ranch Road for the occupancy of 500 units shall include a total of
two vehicular lanes (one in each direction).

Prior to occupancy of the 501st unit, Newhall Ranch Road from Bouquet Canyon Road to
the Soledad Canyon Road ‘flyover,’ including the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley
Road Bridge, shall be constructed and operational with a total of two vehicular lanes (one
in each direction).”

Response 53

The commenter requested the daily vehicle trips for Newhall Ranch Road. Draft Riverpark EIR Section

4.3, Traffic/Access, Figure 4.3-15, entitled, Average Daily Traffic Volumes – Santa Clarita Valley Buildout

Scenario with Project, depicts Newhall Ranch Road within the project site at 42,000 ADT.

Response 54

The commenter stated that he does not want to see another Bouquet Junction/Soledad Canyon

congestion situation at the proposed Newhall Ranch Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersection. Draft

Riverpark EIR Section 4.3 Traffic/Access provides mitigation addressing the Newhall Ranch

Road/Bouquet Canyon Road intersection as follows:

4.3-6 Bouquet Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road: Add second southbound left-turn lane.

Temporary configuration to consist of three northbound left-turn lanes, three northbound

through lanes and two westbound right-turn lanes. Will revert to two northbound left-turn
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lanes, four northbound through lanes, and one westbound right-turn lane (existing

configuration) when Cross Valley Connector is completed.

4.3-11 Bouquet Canyon Road and Newhall Ranch Road: Add fourth eastbound through lane and add

fourth westbound through lane.

These measures will mitigate impacts at this intersection to less than significant.



Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR12-1 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA CITY COUNCIL MARCH 22, 2005 TRANSCRIPT
RESPONSES

Response 1

The commenter believed that the project applicant has been a good developer for many years, and they

have built the best neighborhoods in the community. 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 2

The commenter was of the opinion that the road [Cross Valley Connector] was a good road and that it

would significantly reduce the number of cars at the Bouquet Canyon Road and Valencia Boulevard

intersection and that the roadway would bring an enormous change. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 3

The commenter expressed her opinion that the City has not been able to accommodate the out-of-control

development that has been previously approved. The commenter stated that crime is skyrocketing and

that the City has dropped down on the FBI “safest cities” list and that there has been a deterioration of

quality of life in the valley. 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/Final

EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 4

The commenter is of the opinion that her quality of life is worse when compared to the San Fernando

Valley and that [the City] has the worst air quality. The commenter’s statements regarding a comparison

of quality of life issues are acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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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). 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.

Response 5

The commenter stated that [the City] has contaminated water. For information responsive to this

comment, please see, for example, Topical Response 2: Groundwater Supplies and Perchlorate and

Topical Response 4: Newhall County Water District Resolution in the Final EIR. Please also see Topical

Response 7: Urban Water Management Plan, as Amended, and Related Issues.

Response 6

The commenter stated that [the City] has overcrowded 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 7

The commenter noted that there were no schools proposed for the Riverpark project and that the

commenter was aware of how the William S. Hart Union School District works. Please see Response 6,

above. The 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/Final EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 8

The commenter states that the William S. Hart Union School District will implement Mello-Roos

financing onto the homeowners and by using this process they get overcrowding of schools. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 9

The commenter is of the opinion that the project should be slowed down, especially as it is located close

to the river. 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/Final EIR, which

thoroughly analyzed all project impacts on the river, or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response

can be provided.

Response 10

The commenter stated that they know rivers and that rivers change their channels all of the time. The

commenter questioned who would be responsible when the river changes its course and takes out homes.

The project primarily encroaches upon the existing FEMA flood hazard area with residential lots 338

through 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. The project has been redesigned to pull back from the river even further when compared to the

proposed project. Please also see Response 43, below, regarding FEMA flood protection. In addition,

please see Responses to Comment Letters 17 (Friends of the Santa Clara River, April 2004), 18 (SCOPE,

May 2004), 20 (Ventura Coastkeeper, May 2004), and 25 (Heal the Bay, May 2004), in the Final EIR.

Response 11

The commenter stated that homes are falling off cliffs everywhere. The comment is acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not
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specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 12

The commenter stated that the City Council wants the Cross Valley Connector. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 13

The commenter stated that the project cannot mitigate traffic impacts. The commenter’s statement is not

completely accurate. Please see Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access pp. 4.3-53–56 that proposes

mitigation that will mitigate some of the project’s impacts. The revised project is also projected to

generate approximately 11,600 ADT (average daily trips), with 732 occurring in the AM peak hour and

1,104 occurring in the PM peak hour (see Austin Foust Associates, Inc. memorandum dated February 21,

2005, with attached Table 1 included in the April 2005 Final EIR [Final EIR] Appendix K), as compared to

the original project’s 13,300 ADT, with 803 occurring in the AM peak hour and 1,247 occurring in the PM

peak hour (Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access). Thus, as compared to the original project (and

rounded), the revised project will generate overall approximately 1,700 (or 13 percent) fewer ADT, with

70 (or 9 percent) fewer trips occurring in the AM peak hour, and 145 (or 12 percent) fewer trips occurring

in the PM peak hour. Each of the impacted intersections identified in the Draft EIR was analyzed again,

to determine whether these reductions in ADT would reduce the level of the impacts identified in the

Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that these reductions would not eliminate any of the impacts

previously identified for the original project, and in particular would not reduce the level of any of the

previously identified significant impacts, and that, as a result, the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR

would apply to the revised project. Since the revised project, while reducing traffic impacts, would still

have the same unavoidable significant traffic impacts as were addressed in the Draft EIR, a Statement of

Overriding Considerations for traffic would still be required if the City approves the revised project.

Response 14

The commenter stated that the City Council would never catch up with what is occurring unless

development is stopped. The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for
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their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR or

raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 15

The commenter thanked the City Council for adopting the Cross Valley Connector, as she believes that it

is the most important thing that has been approved by the City in the last three years. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 16

The commenter stated that she believed that the project revisions and modifications/improvements have

been responsive to the community and that these changes may lead to an award for being the most

responsive to environmental concerns. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 17

The commenter stated that the Cross Valley Connector is a vital component necessary to serve the Santa

Clarita Valley and the Riverpark project demonstrates how the roadway can be accommodated while still

maintaining a good quality of life. 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/Final

EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

The commenter also stated that the project applicant is building fewer than 1,100 homes when they could

be building more than 3,000. The City’s General Plan would allow for approximately 3,000,000 to

13,000,000 square footage (with a small portion of that for industrial square footage) and roughly 3,000 to

15,000 dwelling units. As proposed, the revised project includes 1,089 dwelling units and 16,000 square

feet of commercial uses––well below that currently allowed under the City’s General Plan.
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Response 18

The commenter stated that the project applicant was placing more land into parks and construction and

they have modified the entire project to be responsive to the needs of the community. The proposed

project has been revised to accommodate additional parkland and open space with the following:

• The plan for the 29-acre park has been changed as recommended by the City’s Parks and
Recreation Commission, by relocating the drainage to the western boundary of the active area of
the park, so that it would no longer bisect the active area; changing the shape of the active park,
and widening it to create the best use of the developed active park; relocating 5 homes to the
other side of street ‘M’ to provide over 300 feet of additional street frontage; adding a drivable
pathway to allow police and emergency vehicles a route to pass through the park; adjusting the
southern grade of the active park to bring the grade of the park to closer to street level, resulting
in the relocation of two non-heritage oak trees within the developed portion of the park; and
relocating the private recreation area in Planning A1 to a site adjacent to the public park;

• Additional open space areas will be donated to the City, including approximately 14 acres of
open space on the project site next to Central Park; approximately 150 off-site acres of the South
Fork of the Santa Clara River; the 141-acre “Round Mountain Property,” including approximately
37 acres of Significant Ecological Area (SEA) for the Santa Clara River; and approximately 2.6
acres generally located at the northwest corner of Newhall Ranch Road and Grandview Drive;
and

• 24.27 acres out of the 61.1 acres of the North Valencia 2 Upland Preserve Area (as defined in
Paragraph 6 of Section III, subsection B, of the North Valencia 2 Project Annexation and
Development Agreement 98-001 [October 2000]) will be donated to the City.

Response 19

The commenter stated that she felt that the river area would be safe as evidenced by the success of bank

stabilization elsewhere in the City. 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 and

Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 20

The commenter stated that the personalization of the wildlife corridor, accommodations to the Emblem

neighborhood t are all important for the construction of the project. The opinion is acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.
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Response 21

The commenter believed that the project should move forward as it is important to the community as was

evidenced in the presentation on Mobility 21 and support was received from other cities in North

County. 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/Final EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 22

The commenter acknowledged revisions to the project with regard to FEMA requirements, and building

requirements and codes, but nonetheless felt that the project would be detrimental to the quality of life in

terms of traffic, pollution, overcrowding. The commenter felt that the only way to completely eliminate

these impacts would be to deny the project. The opinion is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the

decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the

Draft/Final EIR, where the project’s potential impacts on, among other areas, traffic, air pollution and

population and housing was extensively analyzed, or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response

can be provided.

Response 23

The commenter stated that although there would be a quick influx of funds to the City ($30,000 for the

sign and the Cross Valley Connector), the resulting expenses to support the population increase and

problems associated with traffic and schools (as none are planned for the site) will create a long-term

burden on existing residents. With regard to schools, please see Response 6, above. With regard to the

project’s potential impacts on traffic, please see Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access, and Appendix 4.3,

Final EIR (December 2004) Topical Response 6: Traffic, and Final EIR (April 2005). With regard to the

project’s potential impacts on population, housing and employment, please see Draft EIR Section 4.17,

Population/Housing/Employment. With respect to the project’s potential impacts on public services,

please see Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, Section 4.9, Solid Waste, Section 4.10, Education, Section

4.11, Libraries, Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, Section 4.13, Fire Services, Section 4.14, Sheriff Services,

and Section 4.21, Wastewater. The commenter’s statements with regard to purely economic impacts are

not evaluated within the Draft or Final EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states:

“(a) Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a
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project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical
changes.”

Response 24

The commenter stated that although the Cross Valley Connector was mentioned as a big major thing for

the City, in reality it would only create more choke points for traffic. However, in fact, the completion of

the Cross Valley Connection will substantially improve east-west traffic congestion in the City. 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 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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Please see Topical Response 6: Traffic in the Final EIR.

Response 25

The commenter stated that it takes about thirty minutes to travel from Bouquet Canyon Road to I-5 in

morning rush hour traffic. He mentioned that it took him 45-minutes to travel from Vons to the Central

Post Office, through Valencia Boulevard back to his home. Please see Response 24, above. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 26

The commenter stated that current conditions are bad enough now with all of the existing developments

that have been approved. Please see Response 24, above. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 27

The commenter believed that the main reason for this project was to build the Cross Valley Connector to

move travel from the eastside to Newhall Ranch. He has concern that the Cross Valley Connector will

have so much cross valley traffic not connected with Santa Clarita, that there will be no real benefit from

putting it in. With regard to traffic implications of the Cross Valley Connector please see Response 24,

above. With regard to the commenter’s statements regarding the real purpose of the Cross Valley

Connector, 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/Final EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 28

The commenter stated that he hated to see the river developed. The proposed project is not developing

the river. Please see Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, Figures 1.0-4–1.0-9, which demonstrate

that the proposed project does not develop the river.
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Response 29

The commenter stated that this is an example of the political process polluted by money from the

developers. 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/Final EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 30

The commenter stated that Riverpark is not an ordinary in-fill project. It has Southern California’s last

living river. 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/Final EIR or raise any

other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 31

The commenter acknowledged that there was great pressure for the road [Cross Valley Connector] but

she was amazed that the City Council was unaware of 60,000 homes and associated 500,000 cars have

been approved in the Valley. 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/Final

EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 32

The commenter stated that cumulative impacts to the Santa Clara River from the headwaters to the ocean

have not been addressed. Please see Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Flood, 4.8.1, Water Quality, and 4.20,

Floodplain Modifications, Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Final EIR (December

2004) Letter 17, Friends of the Santa Clara River, Response 2, which summarizes the cumulative analysis

conducted for the Riverpark EIR.

Response 33

The commenter referenced a feasibility study to be conducted by the Army Corps of Engineers. The

commenter is concerned that $8.2 million of taxpayer money would be allocated to this study when the

river will be destroyed before the study is completed, or after. The comment is acknowledged and will be
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forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 34

The commenter stated that animals need the upland areas as much as the river bottom. The commenter

indicated that none of the projects along the river provide upland habitat. The commenter is incorrect.

Please see Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, Figures 1.0-4–1.0-6, which clearly depict the locations

of upland preserve. In addition, the revised project site plan highlights that the bank stabilization has

been relocated further back from the Santa Clara River in the area between the 29-acre park site and the

commercial parcel, to preserve the mature riparian resources and create the 100-foot upland preserve

throughout that area, excluding the portion affected by the proposed extension of Newhall Ranch Road,

the alignment for which is fixed. Additionally, the Bridgeport project also located along the Santa Clara

River incorporated upland habitat for wildlife.

Response 35

The commenter stated that if Riverpark is allowed then there is no open space. This comment is not

accurate. The revised Riverpark project includes a total of 470.2 acres dedicated to recreation and open

space uses and will also donate 318 acres of off-site open space acres.

Response 36

The commenter stated that trail repair is necessary on the North Valencia No. 2 site. 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/Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 37

The commenter stated that the North Valencia No. 2 project was a part of the Natural River Management

Plan (NRMP) and the wetlands, streams, fish, frogs and birds were not addressed in the NRMP and

Newhall Land still owes mitigation for that development. The North Valencia No. 2 project was

approved by the City of Santa Clarita in January of 2000, and is not part of the proposed Riverpark

project. 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/Final EIR analyses, no

further response can be provided.

Response 38

The commenter believes that no one (City of Santa Clarita, Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Army

Corps, Newhall Land and their biologists) is going to be able to enforce any of the mitigation. In

accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 a mitigation monitoring plan must be adopted by the

Lead Agency (City of Santa Clarita) to ensure that mitigation measures or project revisions are

implemented and one will be adopted by the City should the project be approved.

Response 39

The commenter asked the City Council to improve her quality of life by voting no on the 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 40

The commenter stated that she has spoken on other projects outside the City’s boundaries and she has

been told that nothing can be done. However, the Riverpark project is within the City limits. She stated

that she believes that the project would be approved and it is disappointing. 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 41

The commenter stated that the proposed project endangered wildlife but gives no supporting evidence to

the comment. 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/Final EIR analyses, no

further response can be provided.
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Response 42

The commenter stated that because she is an elementary school teacher she knows for a fact that the

project will cause overcrowding at 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 43

The commenter stated that the project was going to be built in a floodplain and the project does not take

into consideration the 100-year flood. Please see Response 10, above, with regard to development within

the floodplain. Moreover, 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 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.

Response 44

The commenter indicated that the project showed no respect for wildlife or consideration for families

who live in the area who will have to deal with the traffic and pollution that the project brings. 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 45

The commenter believes that if the developer reduces the number of homes and financially contributes to

the City, then it gets a rubber seal of approval. The commenter would like to have the City deny a project

that is built within city limits, is in a floodplain that will bring more overcrowding, pollution and traffic.
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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/Final EIR analyses, no further

response can be provided.

Response 46

The commenter noted that the County [of Los Angeles] approved the West Creek project and she was

unaware as to how many traffic trips that project would add to air pollution. 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 47

The commenter stated that the proposed project was adding 13,000 trips per day and a Cross Valley

Connector that would be filled up with cars. The revised project is projected to generate approximately

11,600 ADT (average daily trips), with 732 occurring in the AM peak hour and 1,104 occurring in the PM

peak hour (see Austin Foust Associates, Inc. memorandum dated February 21, 2005, with attached Table

1 included in the April 2005 Final EIR [Final EIR] Appendix K), as compared to the original project’s

13,300 ADT, with 803 occurring in the AM peak hour and 1,247 occurring in the PM peak hour (Draft EIR

Section 4.3, Traffic/Access). Thus, as compared to the original project (and rounded), the revised project

will generate overall approximately 1,700 (or 13 percent) fewer ADT, with 70 (or 9 percent) fewer trips

occurring in the AM peak hour, and 145 (or 12 percent) fewer trips occurring in the PM peak hour.

The comment concluding that the Cross Valley Connector would be filled with cars is acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 48

The commenter states that the Cross Valley Connector would put air pollution through the valley instead

of getting it in addition to L.A.’s air.  Please see Response 4, above.
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Response 49

The commenter stated that in regard to the West Creek project they were directed to find land to mitigate

the loss of riparian habitat or they could remove Arundo donax, which in her opinion does not help. The

West Creek project is not associated with the Riverpark project, and no further response can be provided.

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/Final EIR’s analyses, no further

response can be provided.

Response 50

The commenter stated that wetlands and riparian habitat are being lost and removing Arundo donax is

not solving the problem. The commenter urged the City Council to read the mitigation requirements for

West Creek and stated that money has been received from the Federal government to remove Arundo

donax and they should not be allowed to double-dip. The West Creek project is not associated with the

Riverpark project and no further response can be provided. 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/Final EIR’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 51

The commenter wanted to know what happened to the Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) and the

ridgeline ordinance. The commenter supported incorporating the City because she thought that the City

would protect the river, yet the floodplain gets raised and the animals have no where to go and

development is allowed within 7,500 feet of the floodplain. This comment is unclear and, therefore, a

detailed response cannot be provided. The Riverpark project has been fully analyzed taking into

consideration the location of the SEA as is illustrated in Draft EIR Section 1.0, Project Description, Figures

1.0-4–1.0-9, detailing all planning areas of the proposed project. Analysis of project impacts to the SEA

can be found in Riverpark Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Section 4.7, Land Use.

Riverpark Draft EIR Section 4.16, Visual Resources acknowledged ridgelines on the project site:

“Two ridgelines classified by the City as secondary ridgelines cross a portion of the site
and one ridgeline classified by the City as a secondary ridgeline occurs just north of the
project site, but no primary ridgelines exist on the site.”

Section 4.7, Land Use also discusses project consistency with grading of ridgelines. Please see Response

43, above, with regard to raising land within the floodplain. With regard to development allowed within
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7,500 feet, the commenter gives no standard as to which this figure is based upon. Therefore, no further

response can be given. 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/Final EIR

analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 52

The commenter believes that people will look back on the City Council’s actions and conclude that the

City Council let endangered species be destroyed. 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 53

The commenter stated that arroyo toads are being mitigated by moving them out of the project. The

commenter also stated that the black-tailed rabbit is rare and mitigation is moving them out. The

Riverpark Draft EIR does not proposed relocating arroyo toads as no arroyo toads were found on the

project site. We are required to by the NRMP mitigation measures. 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 54

The commenter stated that the SEAs were designed to accommodate wildlife. The commenter asked

rhetorically if the reason why the City became incorporated was to fill the floodplain. Please see

Response 34, above, which provides upland preserve areas for wildlife. The comment regarding reasons

for City incorporation is acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their

consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR analyses, no

further response can be provided.

Response 55

The commenter stated that when houses are built on fill they fall apart during earthquakes. Riverpark

Draft EIR, Section 4.1, Geotechnical Resources incorporates mitigation measures that address fill lots and

earthquake shaking and impacts. This section concluded that with the incorporation of all mitigation

measures into the project design, no significant environmental impact would occur.



March 22, 2005 Transcript Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. HTR12-17 Riverpark FEIR
112-16 April 2005

Response 56

The commenter requested that at least two City Council member’s recommend denial of the project as

[Supervisor] Yaroslavsky was able to say no [to the West Creek 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/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 57

The commenter noted that she had previously addressed the City Council on the issue of water

representing the Santa Clarita Valley Wells Owners Association, and it has been addressed thoroughly,

but now she had another issue to address. 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/Final EIR’s analyses, no further response can be provided.

Response 58

The commenter stated that the City read in a newspaper article that the City has one of the lowest levels

of parks of many cities in the United States. The commenter stated that many people from outside of the

City will ultimately come to the City for their parks and that The Trust for Public Land has secured more

than $200 million for parkland acquisition and preservation of open areas. Draft EIR Section 4.16, Parks

and Recreation page 4.12-28 acknowledges, “…the City of Santa Clarita has 590 less acres of local

parkland than is ideal.” However, this section concludes that the Riverpark project will contribute land

for parks, and the revised project donates additional land, some of which can also be used for parks.

Comments regarding people outside of the City using City parks and The Trust for Public Land are

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft/Final EIR analyses, no further response can be

provided.

Response 59

The commenter suggested that, instead of a development, the Riverpark site should become a park site

and, by doing so, groundwater and open space could be conserved and provide a legacy for generations.

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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.
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Response 60

The commenter suggested not building any more homes as in a hundred years they would not be worth

anything and a river park would be wonderful and the City Council would be looked upon as visionaries

as opposed to rubber stampers. 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 or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 61

The commenter discussed the signing of a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with the project applicant

that would satisfy her concerns with regard to 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 or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.

Response 62

The commenter stated that she is raising three children and has dealt with over-crowded schools, multi-

track on and off and boundary changes, and she concludes that although she has lived in the same home

she may as well have moved all over the place due to the overcrowding of schools. The commenter stated

that the project does not include a school. She stated that with eleven hundred homes the project would

generate approximately 400 children, which is the number to make a new elementary school. Please see

Response 6, above, regarding the overcrowding of schools statement. The commenter’s generalized

statements with regard to overcrowding, multi-track and boundary changes are acknowledged and will

be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not specifically

comment on the Draft or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 63

The commenter opposes the proposed project development in a floodplain. Please see Response 43,

above. The commenter stated that with all of the rainfall experienced this year, the City Council should

not approve the development to prevent the loss of property in Sand Canyon and the Polynesian Mobile

Home Park this last winter. The commenter’s statements with regard to loss of property in association

with winter storms 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 or Final EIR or raise

any other CEQA issue, no further response can be provided.

Response 64

The commenter stated that one of the City leaders mentioned the need to preserve open space in the City.

The commenter further stated that the Santa Clara River is the last natural flowing river in California and

it should be preserved and not altered. The commenter’s statements and opinions are acknowledged and

will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the commenter does not

specifically comment on the Draft or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response can be

provided.

Response 65

The commenter requested that the public hearing period remain open so that citizens could respond to

the Final EIR and mitigation proposals discussed at the hearing. The commenter’s statements are

acknowledged and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Because the

commenter does not specifically comment on the Draft or Final EIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no

further response can be provided.
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4.5 Noise

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.5-29 Riverpark DEIR
112-16 February 2004

Table 4.5-5
Predicted Off-Site Roadway Noise Levels at Noise Sensitive Locations at Project Buildout

OFF-SITE ROADWAY

• Segment
1

Existing
Noise Sensitive

Land Use

With
Project

CNEL
2

W/Out
Project

CNEL
2

Increase

in CNEL
2

Criteria
1 or 2

Significant
Impact?

Criterion 3
Significant

Impact?
3

BOUQUET CANYON ROAD
n/o Newhall Ranch Road Single-Family Res’l 63.8 63.6 0.10.2 NO YESNO
n/o Newhall Ranch Road Multi-Family Res’l* 72.4 72.3 0.1 NO YES
n/o Newhall Ranch Road Church* 73.4 73.2 0.10.2 NO YES

e/o Seco Canyon Road Single-Family Res’l* 74.8 74.7 0.1 NO YES
e/o Seco Canyon Road Central Park 65.9 65.9 0.10.0 NO NO
e/o Seco Canyon Road Saugus High School 68.0 67.9 0.1 NO NO
e/o Seco Canyon Road Church* 72.6 72.6 0.10.0 NO YES

e/o Santa Clarita Parkway Single-Family Res’l* 72.6 72.6 0.10.0 NO YES
s/o Soledad Canyon Road Multi-Family Res’l* 72.5 72.4 0.1 NO YES

GOLDEN VALLEY ROAD
w/o SR-14 Single-Family Res’l 69.6 69.6 0.0 NO YESNO

MAGIC MOUNTAIN PARKWAY
w/o San Fernando Road Multi-Family Res’l 73.1 73.1 0.0 NO YESNO

NEWHALL RANCH ROAD
w/o Hillsborough Way Single-Family Res’l 68.4 68.2 0.2 NO YESNO
w/o Hillsborough Way Park 69.1 68.9 0.2 NO NO

w/o Bouquet Canyon Road Multi-Family Res’l 70.2 70.0 0.2 NO YESNO
RAINBOW GLEN DRIVE

s/o Soledad Canyon Road Single-Family Res’l 65.9 65.8 0.1 NO YESNO
SECO CANYON ROAD

n/o Bouquet Canyon Road Single-Family Res’l 70.8 70.7 0.1 NO YESNO
n/o Bouquet Canyon Road Elementary School 70.8 70.7 0.1 NO YESNO
n/o Bouquet Canyon Road Park* 70.8 70.7 0.1 NO YES
n/o Bouquet Canyon Road Multi-Family Res’l 70.8 70.7 0.1 NO YESNO

SOLEDAD CANYON ROAD
e/o Santa Clarita Parkway Mobile Home Park* 73.7 73.6 0.00.1 NO YES

e/o Golden Valley Road Mobile Home Park 63.4 63.3 0.1 NO YESNO
e/o Rainbow Glen Drive Multi-Family Res’l* 74.7 74.7 0.10.0 NO YES
e/o Rainbow Glen Drive Mobile Home Park* 76.4 76.4 0.10.0 NO YES

w/o Whites Canyon School* 69.8 69.8 0.0 NO YESNO
w/o Whites Canyon Mobile Home Park* 74.2 74.1 0.00.1 NO YES

VALENCIA BOULEVARD
s/o Magic Mountain Parkway Library* 73.6 73.5 0.1 NO YES

VIA PRINCESSA
e/o Rainbow Glen Drive Single-Family Res’l 65.3 65.2 0.00.1 NO YESNO

w/o Whites Canyon Road Single-Family Res’l 65.6 65.5 0.00.1 NO YESNO
WHITES CANYON ROAD

n/o Soledad Canyon Road Single-Family Res’l 66.9 66.9 0.0 NO YESNO
n/o Soledad Canyon Road Sierra Vista Jr. H.S. 68.1 68.1 0.0 NO YESNO
n/o Soledad Canyon Road Bowman Cont. H.S. 68.1 68.1 0.0 NO YESNO
n/o Soledad Canyon Road Canyon High School 68.1 68.1 0.0 NO YESNO

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc. Calculations are provided in Appendix 4.5.
* Land uses with an “*” currently experience unacceptable noise levels under the City’s Guidelines.
1

For roadway segment limits, please refer to Figure 1-1 in the traffic study (Appendix 4.3).
2

All numbers are rounded to the nearest first decimal point.
3

A noise level of 70 dB(A) and greater is defined as unacceptable for all uses except for playgrounds and neighborhood parks, for which the
normally unacceptable noise level is approximately 67 dB(A) and above. The increase in CNEL is rounded to the nearest decimal point;
however, because project traffic would traverse all roadway segments listed in this table it would contribute noise at all of the sensitive
receptors listed. All roadway segments with adjacent sensitive receptors that currently experience unacceptable noise levels would experience
some project-related traffic noise increase and would, therefore, meet Criterion 3.
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4.6  Biological Resources

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.6-14 Riverpark Revised DEIR
112-16 March 2004

the project site is considered marginally suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher, no coastal

California gnatcatchers were found on the project site during FWS protocol surveys, as noted later in this

Draft EIR.

(6) Chamise Chaparral

This type of chaparral is found in small, scattered patches on flat to sloping terrain, mostly in the

northeastern part of the Riverpark site. Chamise chaparral is the most common type of chaparral in

Southern California and is dominated by chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) shrubs from 1 to 3 meters in

height. This community is often dense and impenetrable and has a sparse understory (Holland 1986). It

is adapted to repeated fires and is found on shallow, dry soils on xeric slopes and ridges. Growth is

greatest in the spring and reduced in the summer; flowering occurs from late winter to early summer.

Typically, several other native shrubs occur in this chaparral association. However, on the Riverpark site,

the small patches of this community consist almost exclusively of chamise. Approximately 2.2 acres (0.3

percent of total project area) of chamise chaparral are present on the Riverpark site.

(7) Coastal Sage Chaparral Scrub

In some areas of the site, primarily on west-facing slopes, chamise chaparral and Riversidian sage scrub

intergrade. Where these different plant communities blend, characteristics of each component can be

observed. Although plant and wildlife species that would be associated with the individual communities

can be found within this plant community, it is considered a different habitat type than either of its

individual components because of the change in plant species composition.

The overstory within this habitat type is relatively open, and the understory generally supports annual

grasses and herbaceous species. Plant species observed in this area include chamise, California

buckwheat, California sagebrush, chaparral mallow, and black sage. This mixed plant community totals

approximately 8.6 acres (1.2 percent of total project area) on the site.

(8) Holly-leaf Cherry

A stand of holly-leaf cherry scrub occurs in the northeastern portion of the Riverpark site. It occurs on

relatively flat terrain on the low terraces of a canyon that leads to the Santa Clara River. The stand is

dominated by relatively large, mature shrubs of holly-leaf cherry (Prunus ilicifolia ssp. ilicifolia) 3 to 5

meters in height. Other shrub associates present include skunkbrush and spiny redberry (Rhamnus

crocea). Native understory species present include woolly star (Eriastrum densifolium ssp. elongatum),

scarlet bugler (Penstemon centranthifolius), and linear-leaved stillingia. Additional understory species



4.6  Biological Resources

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.6-18 Riverpark Revised DEIR
112-16 March 2004

(1) Amphibians and Reptiles

The Santa Clara River is ephemeral along portions of its reach with a perennial input of urban runoff in

various places. Water generally occurs only after recent rains within the reach of the Santa Clara River

occurring on the project site. During years of sufficient rainfall, water within the river channel may be

present into spring and early summer, providing habitat for amphibians within the project reach.

Amphibian populations on the project site are expected to be low on the site, due in large measure to the

lack of persistent or permanent surface water in the drainages and within the Santa Clara River channel

on a year-round basis. However, as some amphibious species may move considerable distances from

breeding sites during the non-breeding season, there is potential for a few amphibian species to occur.

Western toad and Pacific chorus frog, both of which are abundant locally in disturbed sites and even

urban situations, would be expected to occur on the project site. On two occasions during the spring and

summer of 2003, and on one occasion during winter of 2004, passers-by claimed to have detected

vocalizations of amphibious species on the western end of the project site and reported them to CDFG. A

survey was immediately conducted to determine the amphibian species occurring within the area. The

only species detected and documented during the 2003both surveys were the common western toad and

Pacific chorus frog (Crawford 2003c and d). At the request of the California Department of Fish and

Game, an additional focused survey for western spadefoot toad was conducted on March 4 to 6, 2004.

This focused survey resulted in the detection of this species on the site, which is discussed further below

inunder the Special-Status Biological Resources heading. No other amphibian species were observed or

detected during these site surveys.

Common reptile species observed on the project site include western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis),

side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), San Diego alligator lizard (Elgaria malticarinata webbii), western

skink (Eumeces skiltonianus), common kingsnake (Lampropeltis getulus), and southern Pacific rattlesnake

(Crotalus viridis helleri).

(2) Birds

The diversity of structure and plant communities present on site provides both forage and nesting habitat

for several locally occurring common bird species. Some species are known to be closely associated with

specific plant communities, whereas other species utilize a variety of habitat types for foraging and

breeding. Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes bewickii), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), spotted towhee

(Pipilo erythrophthalmus) and California towhee (P. crissalis) were regularly observed in the scrub habitats.

In open scrub and grassland habitats, species including Say’s phoebe (Saynoris saya), northern

mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), morning dove (Zenaida macroura), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris),

and white-throated swift (Aeronautes saxatalis) were observed. Representative species detected in the

woodland areas include Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), bushtit



4
.6

  
B

io
lo

g
ic

a
l 

R
es

o
u

rc
es

Im
pa

ct
 S

ci
en

ce
s,

 I
n

c.
4.

6-
28

R
iv

er
pa

rk
 R

ev
is

ed
 D

E
IR

11
2-

16
M

ar
ch

 2
00

4

T
a

b
le

 4
.6

-2
 (

co
n

ti
n

u
e

d
)

S
p

e
ci

a
l-

S
ta

tu
s 

W
il

d
li

fe
 S

p
e

ci
e

s 
K

n
o

w
n

 t
o

 O
cc

u
r 

o
r 

P
o

te
n

ti
a

ll
y

 O
cc

u
r 

in
 t

h
e

 R
iv

e
rp

a
rk

 A
re

a

C
o

m
m

o
n

 N
a

m
e

S
ta

tu
s

S
ci

en
ti

fi
c 

N
a

m
e

F
e

d
e

ra
l

S
ta

te
H

a
b

it
a

t 
R

e
q

u
ir

e
m

e
n

ts
O

n
-S

it
e

 S
ta

tu
s

A
M

P
H

IB
IA

N
S

C
o

as
t 

ra
n

g
e 

n
ew

t
T

ar
ic

ha
 t

or
os

a 
to

ro
sa

--
C

SC
(S

L
O

so
u

th
)

G
ra

ss
la

n
d

s 
an

d
 w

o
o

d
la

n
d

s;
b

re
ed

s 
in

 p
o

n
d

s,
 r

es
er

v
o

ir
s,

an
d

 s
lo

w
-m

o
v

in
g

 s
tr

ea
m

s.

T
h

is
 s

p
ec

ie
s 

re
q

u
ir

es
 p

er
en

n
ia

l 
so

u
rc

es
 o

f 
w

at
er

 r
eq

u
ir

e 
at

 l
ea

st
 a

y
ea

r 
to

 m
et

am
o

rp
h

o
se

 f
ro

m
 i

ts
 f

u
ll

y
 a

q
u

at
ic

 l
ar

v
al

 s
ta

g
e.

P
er

en
n

ia
l 

w
at

er
 d

o
es

 n
o

t 
o

cc
u

r 
o

n
 s

it
e.

 S
p

ec
ie

s 
w

as
 n

o
t 

o
b

se
rv

ed
d

u
ri

n
g

 o
n

-s
it

e 
fi

el
d

 i
n

v
es

ti
g

at
io

n
s.

W
es

te
rn

 s
p

ad
ef

o
o

t 
to

ad
S

pe
ac

ap
hi

op
u

s 
ha

m
m

on
di

i
[F

SC
]

C
SC

, C
P

O
p

en
 a

re
as

 i
n

 l
o

w
la

n
d

g
ra

ss
la

n
d

s,
 c

h
ap

ar
ra

l,
 a

n
d

p
in

e-
o

ak
 w

o
o

d
la

n
d

s;
re

q
u

ir
e 

te
m

p
o

ra
ry

 r
ai

n
p

o
o

ls
 t

h
at

 l
as

t
ap

p
ro

xi
m

at
el

y
 t

h
re

e 
w

ee
k

s
an

d
 l

ac
k

 e
xo

ti
c 

p
re

d
at

o
rs

.

O
b

se
rv

ed
 o

n
 s

it
e 

d
u

ri
n

g
 a

 f
o

cu
se

d
 s

u
rv

ey
 i

n
 2

00
4.

 A
d

u
lt

 t
o

ad
s 

o
r

o
th

er
 s

ig
n

s 
o

f 
th

e 
sp

ec
ie

s 
w

er
e 

d
et

ec
te

d
 i

n
 t

h
re

e 
o

f 
th

e 
si

x 
se

as
o

n
al

ra
in

p
o

o
ls

 o
n

 s
it

e.
N

o
 i

n
d

ic
at

io
n

 o
f 

v
er

n
al

 o
r 

o
th

er
 s

ea
so

n
al

 r
ai

n
p

o
o

ls
 w

er
e 

d
et

ec
te

d
 d

u
ri

n
g

 s
it

e 
su

rv
ey

s 
an

d
 s

o
il

s 
p

re
se

n
t 

o
n

 s
it

e
ar

e 
n

o
t 

su
it

ab
le

 t
o

 s
u

p
p

o
rt

 v
er

n
al

/
se

as
o

n
al

 p
o

o
ls

.  
Sp

ec
ie

s 
w

as
 n

o
t

o
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 o
n

-s
it

e 
fi

el
d

 i
n

v
es

ti
g

at
io

n
s.

A
rr

o
y

o
 t

o
ad

B
u

fo
 m

ic
ro

sc
ap

hu
s 

ca
li

fo
rn

ic
u

s
F

E
C

SC
, C

P
R

es
tr

ic
te

d
 t

o
 r

iv
er

s 
th

at
h

av
e 

sh
al

lo
w

, g
ra

v
el

y
 p

o
o

ls
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

to
 s

an
d

y
 t

er
ra

ce
s

th
at

 h
av

e 
a 

n
ea

rl
y

 c
o

m
p

le
te

cl
o

su
re

 o
f 

co
tt

o
n

w
o

o
d

s,
o

ak
s,

 o
r 

w
il

lo
w

s,
 a

n
d

 a
lm

o
st

n
o

 h
er

b
ac

eo
u

s 
co

v
er

;
re

q
u

ir
e 

sh
al

lo
w

 p
o

o
ls

 w
it

h
m

in
im

al
 c

u
rr

en
t,

 l
it

tl
e 

to
 n

o
em

er
g

en
t 

v
eg

et
at

io
n

, a
n

d
 a

sa
n

d
 o

r 
p

ea
 g

ra
v

el
 s

u
b

st
ra

te
o

v
er

la
in

 w
it

h
 f

lo
cc

u
le

n
t 

si
lt

fo
r 

eg
g

 d
ep

o
si

ti
o

n
.

F
o

cu
se

d
 s

u
rv

ey
s 

fo
ll

o
w

in
g

 U
.S

. F
is

h
 a

n
d

 W
il

d
li

fe
 S

er
v

ic
e 

p
ro

to
co

l
w

er
e 

co
n

d
u

ct
ed

 i
n

 t
h

e 
ri

v
er

 o
n

 t
h

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e 

in
 2

00
2 

an
d

 2
00

3
w

it
h

 n
o

 i
n

d
ic

at
io

n
 o

f 
sp

ec
ie

s 
p

re
se

n
ce

. A
n

 a
ss

o
ci

at
ed

 h
ab

it
at

an
al

y
si

s 
d

et
er

m
in

ed
 p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e 

u
p

la
n

d
 h

ab
it

at
 t

o
 b

e 
o

f 
lo

w
 v

al
u

e
to

 t
h

is
 s

p
ec

ie
s.

C
al

if
o

rn
ia

 r
ed

-l
eg

g
ed

 f
ro

g
R

an
a 

au
ro

ra
 d

ra
yt

on
ii

F
T

C
SC

, C
P

P
er

m
an

en
t 

w
at

er
 s

o
u

rc
es

su
ch

 a
s 

p
o

n
d

s,
 l

ak
es

,
re

se
rv

o
ir

s,
 s

tr
ea

m
s,

 a
n

d
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

ri
p

ar
ia

n
w

o
o

d
la

n
d

s.

P
er

m
an

en
t 

w
at

er
 s

o
u

rc
e 

d
o

es
n

’t
 e

xi
st

 o
n

 s
it

e.
  A

 p
o

n
d

 o
cc

u
rs

ap
p

ro
xi

m
at

el
y

 2
00

 y
ar

d
s 

w
es

t 
o

f 
th

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e 

an
d

 t
h

e 
B

o
u

q
u

et
C

an
y

o
n

 R
o

ad
 B

ri
d

g
e.

  F
o

cu
se

d
 s

u
rv

ey
s 

fo
r 

sp
ec

ie
s 

w
er

e
co

n
d

u
ct

ed
 i

n
 t

h
e 

ri
v

er
 o

n
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

 s
it

e 
in

 2
00

1 
an

d
 2

00
2 

w
it

h
 n

o
in

d
ic

at
io

n
 o

f 
sp

ec
ie

s 
p

re
se

n
ce

.



Im
pa

ct
 S

ci
en

ce
s,

 I
n

c.
4.

6-
32

a
R

iv
er

pa
rk

 R
ev

is
ed

 D
E

IR
11

2-
16

M
ar

ch
 2

00
4

T
a

b
le

 4
.6

-2
 (

co
n

ti
n

u
e

d
)

S
p

e
ci

a
l-

S
ta

tu
s 

W
il

d
li

fe
 S

p
e

ci
e

s 
K

n
o

w
n

 t
o

 O
cc

u
r 

o
r 

P
o

te
n

ti
a

ll
y

 O
cc

u
r 

in
 t

h
e

 R
iv

e
rp

a
rk

 A
re

a

C
o

m
m

o
n

 N
a

m
e

S
ta

tu
s

S
ci

en
ti

fi
c 

N
a

m
e

F
e

d
e

ra
l

S
ta

te
H

a
b

it
a

t 
R

e
q

u
ir

e
m

e
n

ts
O

n
-S

it
e

 S
ta

tu
s

B
IR

D
S

L
o

g
g

er
h

ea
d

 s
h

ri
k

e
L

an
iu

s 
lu

do
vi

ci
an

u
s

[F
SC

],
M

N
B

M
C

C
SC

G
ra

ss
la

n
d

s 
w

it
h

 s
ca

tt
er

ed
sh

ru
b

s,
 t

re
es

, f
en

ce
s 

o
r 

o
th

er
p

er
ch

es
.

Su
it

ab
le

 n
es

ti
n

g
 a

n
d

 f
o

ra
g

in
g

 h
ab

it
at

 p
re

se
n

t.
 S

p
ec

ie
s

d
o

cu
m

en
te

d
 i

n
 p

ro
je

ct
 a

re
a 

an
d

 o
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 1
99

3 
fo

cu
se

d
b

ir
d

 s
u

rv
ey

s 
(G

u
th

ri
e 

19
93

) 
an

d
 2

00
3 

co
as

ta
l 

C
al

if
o

rn
ia

g
n

at
ca

tc
h

er
 f

o
cu

se
d

 s
u

rv
ey

s.
L

ea
st

 B
el

l's
 v

ir
eo

 (
n

es
ti

n
g

)
V

ir
eo

 b
el

li
i 

pu
si

ll
u

s
F

E
,

M
N

B
M

C
C

E
R

ip
ar

ia
n

 v
eg

et
at

io
n

 w
it

h
ex

te
n

si
v

e 
w

il
lo

w
s 

b
el

o
w

2,
00

0 
ft

.

M
ar

g
in

al
 s

u
it

ab
le

 h
ab

it
at

 o
cc

u
rs

 i
n

 l
im

it
ed

 a
re

as
 o

n
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

si
te

. N
o

t 
o

b
se

rv
ed

 d
u

ri
n

g
 f

o
cu

se
d

 b
ir

d
 s

u
rv

ey
s.

Y
el

lo
w

 w
ar

b
le

r 
(n

es
ti

n
g

)
D

en
dr

oi
ca

 p
et

ec
hi

a 
br

ew
st

er
i

--
C

SC
R

ip
ar

ia
n

 t
h

ic
k

et
s 

an
d

w
o

o
d

la
n

d
s.

N
es

ti
n

g
 h

ab
it

at
 e

xi
st

s 
al

o
n

g
 p

o
rt

io
n

s 
o

f 
th

e 
Sa

n
ta

 C
la

ra
 R

iv
er

 a
n

d
w

it
h

in
 t

h
e 

la
rg

e 
d

ra
in

ag
e 

ch
an

n
el

. S
ev

er
al

 i
n

d
iv

id
u

al
s 

o
b

se
rv

ed
d

u
ri

n
g

 s
p

ri
n

g
 a

n
d

 e
ar

ly
 s

u
m

m
er

, m
o

st
 c

o
n

si
d

er
ed

 m
ig

ra
n

ts
 b

u
t

so
m

e 
w

er
e 

p
re

se
n

t 
in

to
 J

u
n

e 
an

d
 J

u
ly

 i
n

 1
99

5 
an

d
 1

99
6.

Y
el

lo
w

-b
re

as
te

d
 c

h
at

 (
n

es
ti

n
g

)
Ic

te
ri

a 
vi

re
n

s
--

C
SC

R
ip

ar
ia

n
 t

h
ic

k
et

s 
an

d
ri

p
ar

ia
n

 w
o

o
d

la
n

d
s 

w
it

h
 a

d
en

se
 u

n
d

er
st

o
ry

.

Su
it

ab
le

 n
es

ti
n

g
 h

ab
it

at
 i

s 
n

o
t 

p
re

se
n

t 
o

n
 s

it
e.

 N
o

t 
o

b
se

rv
ed

d
u

ri
n

g
 f

o
cu

se
d

 b
ir

d
 s

u
rv

ey
s.

Su
m

m
er

 t
an

ag
er

  (
n

es
ti

n
g

)
P

ir
an

ga
 r

u
br

a
--

C
SC

C
o

tt
o

n
w

o
o

d
-w

il
lo

w
ri

p
ar

ia
n

h
ab

it
at

s,
es

p
ec

ia
ll

y
o

ld
er

,
d

en
se

st
a

n
d

s
a

lo
n

g
ri

v
er

s 
an

d
 s

tr
ea

m
s.

M
ar

g
in

al
 n

es
ti

n
g

 h
ab

it
at

 e
xi

st
s 

al
o

n
g

 p
o

rt
io

n
s 

o
f 

th
e 

Sa
n

ta
 C

la
ra

R
iv

er
 a

n
d

 w
it

h
in

 t
h

e 
la

rg
e 

d
ra

in
ag

e 
ch

an
n

el
. O

n
e 

in
d

iv
id

u
al

o
b

se
rv

ed
 o

n
 o

n
e 

o
cc

as
io

n
, n

o
t 

se
en

 o
n

 s
u

b
se

q
u

en
t 

v
is

it
s;

co
n

si
d

er
ed

 a
 m

ig
ra

n
t.

So
u

th
er

n
 C

al
if

o
rn

ia
 r

u
fo

u
s-

cr
o

w
n

ed
 s

p
ar

ro
w

A
im

op
hi

la
 r

u
fi

ce
ps

 c
an

es
ce

n
s

[F
SC

]
C

SC
C

o
as

ta
l 

sa
g

e 
sc

ru
b

.
O

b
se

rv
ed

 o
n

 s
it

e 
d

u
ri

n
g

 g
en

er
al

 w
il

d
li

fe
 s

u
rv

ey
s 

an
d

 f
o

cu
se

d
 b

ir
d

su
rv

ey
s.

 S
u

it
ab

le
 n

es
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 f

o
ra

g
in

g
 h

ab
it

at
 p

re
se

n
t.

B
el

l's
 s

ag
e 

sp
ar

ro
w

 (
n

es
ti

n
g

)
A

m
ph

is
pi

za
 b

el
li

 b
el

li
[F

SC
],

M
N

B
M

C
C

SC
Sa

lt
b

u
sh

 s
cr

u
b

 a
n

d
ch

ap
ar

ra
l.

Su
it

ab
le

 n
es

ti
n

g
 h

ab
it

at
 o

cc
u

rs
 i

n
 l

im
it

ed
 a

re
as

 o
n

 t
h

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e,

sp
ec

ie
s 

is
 k

n
o

w
n

 f
ro

m
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

 v
ic

in
it

y
 a

n
d

 m
ay

 p
er

io
d

ic
al

ly
fo

ra
g

e 
o

n
 s

it
e.

  O
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 f
o

cu
se

d
 b

ir
d

 s
u

rv
ey

s.
 (

C
ra

w
fo

rd
20

03
)

C
o

st
a’

s 
h

u
m

m
in

g
b

ir
d

 (
n

es
ti

n
g

)
C

al
yp

te
 c

os
ta

e
-- *

-- *
C

o
as

ta
l 

sc
ru

b
, v

al
le

y
 f

o
o

th
il

l
ri

p
ar

ia
n

 e
d

g
es

, d
es

er
t 

sc
ru

b
,

sh
ru

b
la

n
d

Su
it

ab
le

 n
es

ti
n

g
 h

ab
it

at
 o

cc
u

rs
 i

n
 l

im
it

ed
 a

re
as

 o
n

 t
h

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e,

sp
ec

ie
s 

is
 k

n
o

w
n

 f
ro

m
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

 v
ic

in
it

y
 a

n
d

 m
ay

 p
er

io
d

ic
al

ly
fo

ra
g

e 
o

n
 s

it
e.

  O
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 g
en

er
al

 a
n

d
 f

o
cu

se
d

 b
ir

d
su

rv
ey

s.
N

u
tt

al
l’

s 
w

o
o

d
p

ec
k

er
 (

n
es

ti
n

g
)

P
ic

oi
de

s 
n

u
tt

al
li

i
-- *

-- *
L

o
w

 e
le

v
at

io
n

 r
ip

ar
ia

n
d

ec
id

u
o

u
s 

an
d

 o
ak

 h
ab

it
at

s
Su

it
ab

le
 n

es
ti

n
g

 h
ab

it
at

 o
cc

u
rs

 i
n

 l
im

it
ed

 a
re

as
 o

n
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

 s
it

e,
sp

ec
ie

s 
is

 k
n

o
w

n
 f

ro
m

 t
h

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 v

ic
in

it
y

 a
n

d
 m

ay
 p

er
io

d
ic

al
ly

fo
ra

g
e 

o
n

 s
it

e.
  O

b
se

rv
ed

 d
u

ri
n

g
 g

en
er

al
 a

n
d

 f
o

cu
se

d
 b

ir
d

su
rv

ey
s.

O
ak

 t
it

m
o

u
se

 (
n

es
ti

n
g

)
B

ae
ol

op
hu

s 
in

or
n

at
u

s
-- *

-- *
A

ss
o

ci
at

ed
 w

it
h

 o
ak

s 
w

it
h

in
v

al
le

y
 f

o
o

th
il

l 
an

d
 m

o
n

ta
n

e
h

ar
d

w
o

o
d

, h
ar

d
w

o
o

d
-

co
n

if
er

, a
n

d
 r

ip
ar

ia
n

h
ab

it
at

s

Su
it

ab
le

 n
es

ti
n

g
 h

ab
it

at
 o

cc
u

rs
 i

n
 l

im
it

ed
 a

re
as

 o
n

 t
h

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e,

sp
ec

ie
s 

is
 k

n
o

w
n

 f
ro

m
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

 v
ic

in
it

y
 a

n
d

 m
ay

 p
er

io
d

ic
al

ly
fo

ra
g

e 
o

n
 s

it
e.

  O
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 g
en

er
al

 a
n

d
 f

o
cu

se
d

 b
ir

d
su

rv
ey

s.



Im
pa

ct
 S

ci
en

ce
s,

 I
n

c.
4.

6-
32

b
R

iv
er

pa
rk

 R
ev

is
ed

 D
E

IR
11

2-
16

M
ar

ch
 2

00
4

C
al

if
o

rn
ia

 t
h

ra
sh

er
 (

n
es

ti
n

g
)

T
ox

os
to

m
a

re
di

vi
vu

m
-- *

-- *
M

o
d

er
at

e 
to

 d
en

se
ch

ap
ar

ra
l 

h
ab

it
at

s,
 t

h
ic

k
et

s
in

 o
p

en
 f

o
o

th
il

l 
ri

p
ar

ia
n

h
ab

it
at

Su
it

ab
le

 n
es

ti
n

g
 h

ab
it

at
 o

cc
u

rs
 i

n
 l

im
it

ed
 a

re
as

 o
n

 t
h

e 
p

ro
je

ct
 s

it
e,

sp
ec

ie
s 

is
 k

n
o

w
n

 f
ro

m
 t

h
e 

p
ro

je
ct

 v
ic

in
it

y
 a

n
d

 m
ay

 p
er

io
d

ic
al

ly
fo

ra
g

e 
o

n
 s

it
e.

  O
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 g
en

er
al

 a
n

d
 f

o
cu

se
d

 b
ir

d
su

rv
ey

s.
T

ri
co

lo
re

d
 b

la
ck

b
ir

d
 (

n
es

ti
n

g
co

lo
n

y
)

A
ge

la
iu

s 
tr

ic
ol

or

[F
SC

],
M

N
B

M
C

C
SC

F
re

sh
w

at
er

 m
ar

sh
es

 a
n

d
ri

p
ar

ia
n

 s
cr

u
b

.
L

im
it

ed
 n

es
ti

n
g

 a
n

d
 f

o
rg

in
g

 h
ab

it
at

 p
re

se
n

t.
  A

lt
h

o
u

g
h

 s
ev

er
al

re
d

-w
in

g
ed

 b
la

ck
b

ir
d

s 
w

er
e 

o
b

se
rv

ed
 o

n
 f

ew
 o

cc
as

io
n

s,
 o

n
e

tr
ic

o
lo

re
d

 b
la

ck
b

ir
d

 w
as

 o
b

se
rv

ed
 d

u
ri

n
g

 f
o

cu
se

d
 b

ir
d

 s
u

rv
ey

s.
(G

u
th

ri
e 

19
95

)



4.6  Biological Resources

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.6-35 Riverpark Revised DEIR
112-16 March 2004

(a) Special-Status Wildlife Species Observed on the Site

Western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii) California Species of Special Concern, Federal Species of
Concern. This species’ range covers the central portion of northern California, the Great Valley, and coast
ranges from San Francisco to Baja California (Stebbins 1985). In Southern California, this species is most
commonly found in shallow, temporary seasonal rainpools and vernal pools (seasonal pools that are
typically underlain by a claypan, hardpan, basalt, or other semi-impervious substrate and that support
specific plant species that have adapted to the seasonal and often alkaline conditions of these pools) after
winter and spring rains (Sloan 1964). The western spadefoot toad is typically a nocturnal species. It can
be found by checking for tadpoles and small egg masses attached to rocks or submerged vegetation in
vernal or other seasonal pools (Behler and King 1979).

Adults or sign (egg masses) of this species were observed in three of the six on-site seasonal rainpools (no
vernal pools occur on the project site) in the winter of 2004 (Crawford 2004). These seasonal rainpools
were located on the western, west-central, and central portions of the project site. Based on the locations
and number of seasonal rainpools and number of egg masses observed, 16-20 pairs of breeding western
spadefoot toads were estimated to be occurring on the project site in 2004.

Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus); California Species of Special Concern. This raptor is a fairly
common migrant and winter resident in the project region. It is known to roost in intermediate to high-
canopy forests and typically forages in openings at edges of woodlands, agricultural fields, and
shorelines (CDFG 1990a). Sharp-shinned hawks most commonly prey on small birds, but will also take
small mammals, reptiles, and insects. This species typically nests in the northern forests of the state and
is not expected to nest on the site. One individual was observed during focused bird surveys (Guthrie
1995).

Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi); California Species of Special Concern. Cooper’s hawk is primarily a
yearlong resident where it occurs, which includes the project vicinity. It typically nests in dense
woodlands near open water or riparian areas. Cooper’s hawks typically prey on small birds, but will also
take small mammals and reptiles that it usually spots while utilizing patchy woodlands and edge habitats
(CDFG 1990a). Suitable dense nesting habitat is lacking on the project site; however, suitable foraging
habitat is present. Cooper’s hawks are relatively common in the site vicinity and were observed on
several occasions during focused surveys (Guthrie 1995–1998 and 2000).

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus); California Fully Protected, Migratory Non-Game Birds of
Management Concern. White-tailed kite utilizes a variety of habitats, but is generally associated with
riparian woodlands situated near open grassland an/or agricultural fields. This species is a yearlong
resident in coastal and valley lowlands. White-tailed kites are known to occur in the vicinity of the
project area, and since suitable nesting and foraging habitat is present on site, this species has a high
potential to nest on site. During the ten years of focused bird surveys conducted on the project site, there
was one nesting observation by Guthrie in 1999 in a large cottonwood along the north side of the Santa
Clara River just upstream of Bouquet Canyon Bridge.

Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) California Endangered. Yellow-billed
cuckoo populations occur in the West in a few scattered locations in Southern California, Arizona, and
New Mexico. Yellow-billed cuckoos inhabit riparian forests, particularly cottonwood and willow,
overgrown pastures, and orchards. Marginal habitat occurs along portions of the Santa Clara River. One
individual was observed on one occasion and was considered to be a migrant (Guthrie 1997).

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus); California Species of Special Concern, Federal Species of
Concern. This bird is a resident species in Southern California. It inhabits grasslands, agriculture,
chaparral, and desert scrub; it is absent only from the mountainous zones. Population declines due to
urbanization have been noted. Loggerhead shrikes feed on small reptiles and insects, which they often
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tall, dense cattails or tules, but also in thickets of willow, blackberry, wild rose, tall herbs. Limited
nesting habitat occurs on the project site; however, during years of greater rainfall, nesting habitat is
increased. One tricolored blackbird was observed on one occasion on site within the Santa Clara River
(Guthrie 1995).

Costa’s hummingbird (Calypte costae), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), oak titmouse (Baeolophus

inornatus), and California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum); United States Bird Conservation and Audubon

Society Watch Lists. Nuttall’s woodpecker and oak titmouse are commonly found within oak
woodlands and oak habitats while Costa’s hummingbird and California thrasher are generally associated
with sage scrub and chaparral habitats. All are resident species within the Santa Clara River watershed.
While no nests of these species were observed, individuals of Nuttall’s woodpecker and oak titmouse
were observed foraging within the mixed oak/grass habitat on the site, and Costa’s hummingbird and

California thrasher within the sage scrub and chaparral habitat, during both general and focused wildlife
surveys conducted on the site in 2002 and 2003.

San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia); California Species of Special Concern, Federal

Species of Concern. The San Diego desert woodrat is associated with moderate to dense scrub canopies,
rock crevices, and in other protected areas where nest-building materials are available. This species is
highly adaptable and may depend upon succulents for water. Desert woodrats have a high potential to
occur in the dense, undisturbed chamise chaparral and coastal sage scrub habitats on the project site. Scat
of this species was detected in this habitat and the type and location of the midden further confirmed the

presence of this species.

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii); California Species of Special Concern,

Federal Species of Concern. The black-tailed jackrabbit occurs in a variety of habitats including deserts,
pastures, row crops and open scrub. They feed on several species of grasses and herbs, including many
cultivated crops (Jameson and Peeters 1988). Several jackrabbits were observed in the riverbed, open
terraces, and disked fields during the 2002 general site survey and 2003 focused mammal survey. The
jackrabbit occupies areas on site that are occasionally disturbed by natural means or disking operations,
such as the riverbed and disked fields. Because of the regular disturbance to these areas, the on-site

habitat for the jackrabbit is considered to be moderate in quality.

 (b) Special-Status Wildlife Species Not Observed But With Habitat Occurring On Site

Arroyo chub (Gila orcutti); California Species of Special Concern, Federal Species of Concern; Santa Ana

sucker (Catastomus santaanae); Federally Listed Threatened Species, California Species of Special Concern;

Unarmored three-spine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni); Federally Listed Endangered

Species, California Listed Endangered Species. As discussed in the site description, the portion of the
Santa Clara River that occurs within the project boundaries did not support any flowing or standing
water at the time of surveys. Although during certain years water can be present into June or July
(Guthrie 1993, 1995, 1998), the river is typically dry during the summer months, especially during drier
than normal years as was the case in 2002. However, during the rainy season (primarily winter) the

watershed east of the project site drains enough water into the river to deliver what are sometimes
substantial flows through the project area. As these three special-status fish species are all known to
occur in the Santa Clara River (Courtois 1999, Crawford 2003) both upstream and downstream of the
project site, it is expected that all three species could potentially be present within the stretch that passes
through the site during times when appropriate water depths are present.

Coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum); California Protected Species, California Species of Special

Concern, Federal Species of Concern. The Riverpark project site is situated in an area where the
documented ranges of two subspecies of coast horned lizard, San Diego horned lizard (P.c. blainvillii) and
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California horned lizard (P.c. frontale), overlap. Both of these species are afforded the same sensitivity
status by CDFG. Coast horned lizards feed almost exclusively on native harvester ants and occur in a
variety of habitats including scrub, grassland, sandy washes, and woodland—typically where there are
sands or other fine loose soils where they can bury themselves. This species was not detected during the

site surveys. However, patches of suitable habitat exist in coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and open river
terrace habitats on the Riverpark site.  In addition, native harvester ants were present on the project site.

Coastal whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus); Federal Species of Concern. This subspecies of
western whiptail is most commonly associated with arid to semiarid, open scrub habitats where it has
room for running. It may also be found in woodlands and streamside habitats, but generally avoids
densely vegetated areas. The Riverpark project site is situated within documented range of this species
and there are suitable areas of open scrub habitat on site; however, none were observed during site

surveys.

Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica); Federal Threatened, California Species of

Special Concern. The California gnatcatcher is most commonly associated with coastal sage scrub
vegetation on moderate to gently sloping terrain. It is rarely found in habitats that do not support
California sagebrush (Artemisia californica). Focused surveys to determine the presence/absence of
California gnatcatcher were conducted by a qualified biologist (possessing the appropriate permit issued
by the USFWS to conduct surveys for this species) in all coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitats on the
site that supported California sagebrush and other plant species typically associated with the gnatcatcher.

The surveys were conducted in late 2002 and early 2003 and followed the survey protocols published by
the USFWS for this species. No California gnatcatchers were observed during the course of these
surveys. The sage scrub habitat on the site is considered marginal for this species because it is dominated
by buckwheat (gnatcatchers typically prefer to breed in sage scrub dominated, or co-dominated, by
California sagebrush), and because it is somewhat fragmented and patchy.

However, even though no gnatcatchers were observed during the focused surveys conducted for this
species and the habitat is considered somewhat marginal, the potential for this species to occur within the
coastal sage scrub habitats on the site cannot be entirely ruled out. Gnatcatchers are known to breed in

the region (primarily near the City of Moorpark and near Plum Canyon) and it is possible that
gnatcatchers could occur on the site since the time of the 2002-2003 surveys. However, because of the
marginal suitability of the habitat, gnatcatchers would only be expected to use the site as foraging,
movement, or dispersal habitat and would not be expected to breed on the site.

Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus); California Species of Special Concern. The pallid bat is a locally common
species of grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, and forests. It is most common in open, dry habitats with
rocky areas for roosting (CDFG 1990b). Prey include insects and spiders that are often taken on the
ground. Permanent roosts are typically in caves or mines where the pallid bat can retreat from high

temperatures. Night roosts may be in more open habitat. Suitable permanent roosts for this species were
not detected on the Riverpark site.  However, suitable foraging and night roosts are present.

(3) Sensitive Plant Communities Present On Site

CDFG Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch has developed a “List of California Terrestrial Natural

Communities.” The most recent version of this list, dated September 2003, is derived from the CNDDB
and is intended to supersede all other lists developed from the CNDDB. It is based on the detailed
classification put forth in A Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995).

The primary purpose of the CNDDB classification is to assist in the characterization and rarity of various
vegetation types. For the purposes of this Draft EIR, plant communities denoted on the list as Rare in the
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approximately 1.1 acres for graded slopes. This combined loss represents about 64.6 percent of this

habitat type on the site. This habitat type has little diversity due to the relatively few species present and

no established vegetative understory. Therefore, this plant community on the project site currently has

relatively low biological value.

Because this community on the project site does not currently support populations of special-status plant

or wildlife species, and because of the relatively low biological value of this community on the site, the

permanent loss of 24 acres of planted sage scrub will not substantially affect special-status resources and

will not cause a population of plant or wildlife species to drop below self-sustaining levels. Therefore,

the loss of this habitat would not be a significant impact.

(d) Riversidian Sage Scrub

Implementation of the proposed project will result in the permanent loss of approximately 95.5 acres of

Riversidian sage scrub due to residential development and approximately 10.1 acres to graded slopes.

This loss represents approximately 73.6 percent of the total Riversidian sage scrub vegetation present on

the site.

The various densities of Riversidian sage scrub vegetation on the site provide habitat for a variety of

plant and animal species including several special-status species. Five special-status plants (slender

mariposa lily, Plummer’s mariposa lily, dune larkspur, Peirson’s morning-glory, Palmer’s grappling

hook) and two special-status bird species (southern California rufous-crowned sparrow and loggerhead

shrike) were observed within portions of the Riversidian sage scrub on the project site. The conversion of

Riversidian sage scrub on the site will result in the loss of populations of the five special-status plant

species.  Specific impacts to these special-status plant species are discussed later in this section.

Most of the Riversidian sage scrub patches, from a botanical perspective, were in relatively good

condition at the time of the on-site surveys, with the exception of an herbaceous understory that was

partially comprised of non-native species; therefore, this habitat on the site, from a botanical perspective,

is considered of moderate to high biological value. However, because this habitat type is not considered

as special-status by CDFG, and because the loss of Riversidian sage scrub would not, therefore, be

considered a substantial adverse effect on a sensitive natural community identified by the DFG or

USFWS, the loss of the Riversidian sage scrub would not be considered a significant impact.
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status of oak trees in the City of Santa Clarita, the risks associated with relocation, the removal of 3 oak

trees, the relocation of 12, and the encroachment into the protected zone of 3 oak trees would be

considered a significant impact.

Richard Johnson and Associates conducted a recent study of oak trees that were translocated within other

Newhall Land properties to determine the success of the trees after several years. The translocations date

back to 1988. Of the 28 trees that were surveyed, 16 had increased in health while the remaining 12

remained in a similar health or in the same condition as when transplanting occurred. A copy of this

report is included in the Appendix 4.6.

(b) Special-Status Wildlife

The potential direct impacts on special-status wildlife species occurring, or potentially occurring on the

project site are discussed below in terms of the actual loss of active nests, dens, and individual animals.

Impacts with respect to the loss of nesting or foraging habitat of special-status wildlife species are

addressed under the Plant Communities heading.

Species Observed on the Site

The western spadefoot toad is a California Species of Special Concern and Federal Species of Concern

and was observed on the project site during the 2004 focused survey. During this survey, adults and sign

(eggs) of western spadefoot toad were observed in three of six seasonal rainpools pools; from 16 to 20

pairs of toads are estimated to be breeding on the project site. The seasonal rainpools that supported this

species in 2004 are located in areas proposed for development. The potential loss of 16 to 20 pairs of

western spadefoot toad, and an unknown number of young toads expected to hatch from the egg masses,

would be considered a substantial adverse effect on a special-status species; therefore, this loss is

considered a significant impact.

During construction and site preparation activities, special-status species, such as southern California

rufous-crowned sparrow, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier and Bell's sage sparrow occurring within

habitat proposed for conversion are expected to displace to remaining undisturbed Riversidian sage

scrub habitat on site, or immediately adjacent off site. However, construction and site preparation

activities within Riversidian sage scrub habitat, if conducted during the nesting season of this species,

could result in the direct loss of active nests, including eggs, young, or incubating adults.

Depending on the number and extent of nests on the site that may be disturbed or removed should they

occur prior to project implementation, the loss of active nests of these species, if they occurred, would be

considered a substantial effect on these special-status species and, therefore, a potentially significant

impact.

The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit is a California Species of Special Concern mammal and was

observed on the project site during the 2002 general survey and the 2003 focused mammal survey. This

species is known to occur within the region of the project site in areas such as open scrub habitat, ruderal,

disked and agricultural fields. Where this species occurs within the region, it is common and found in

relatively high numbers in some locations (e.g., coastal Orange County and the high desert of northern
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individuals of these species would be affected such that the mortality would be considered a substantial

adverse effect on a special-status species, this mortality would be considered a significant impact.

Measures to minimize direct mortality of individual animals during the construction phase of the project

are described in the various mitigation measures below.

The remaining special-status wildlife species addressed in Table 4.6-2 have a low to moderate potential

of occurring on the site. Implementation of NRMP measure v) above would minimize mortality of

individuals of these species should they occur on the site during construction and/or grading activities.

Because none of the remaining special-status wildlife species addressed in Table 4.6-2 were observed

during the project site surveys, and because these species would likely only occur on the site in the future

in low numbers (due to overall habitat quality and quantity for these particular species), the potential loss

of any individuals of these species would not be considered a substantial adverse effect on regional

populations of these species; therefore, the direct loss of individuals of these species, if they occurred,

would not be considered a significant impact.

(5) Jurisdictional Resources

(a) Regulatory Framework

Direct and indirect impacts on the Santa Clara River and adjacent riparian areas are likely subject to the

jurisdiction of several state and federal agencies, including the ACOE, the CDFG, and the Los Angeles

RWQCB. The NRMP and subsequent programmatic permits have been prepared and adopted by these

state and federal agencies. These programmatic permits designate what types and quantities of impacts

are permitted, with specified mitigation measures for the various types of impacts. Permitted activities

include stream bank protection, trails, stormwater treatment and outfall structures, utility crossings, and

related facilities.

As previously stated, the Santa Clara River, and six seven small drainages run through portions of the

project site. A jurisdictional delineation was conducted for the River within the project site in 1997 as part

of the NRMP to determine the areas under jurisdiction of the ACOE as "Waters of the U.S." and CDFG

under Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code. The portion of this project within and along

the banks of the Santa Clara River would be impacted as a result of the construction of buried bank

stabilization and the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge crossing. This area is also

addressed in the NRMP. The implementation of the project would result in the following impacts to

“Waters of the U.S.”:

(b) Impacts on Jurisdictional Resources

Permanent Impacts within Jurisdictional Area from Buried Bank Stabilization and Impacts

Associated with Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge

Approximately 9 acres of the riverbed (southern riparian scrub and riverwash habitat within the

jurisdictional delineation) would be filled for bank stabilization and for the construction of Newhall
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proximity to the project site, increased nighttime lighting and glare is considered a potentially significant

impact of the proposed project.

(4) Stormwater and Urban Runoff

Over-irrigation of landscaped areas, especially when combined with the use of chemicals, could lead to

runoff that contains pesticides, herbicides, nitrates, and other contaminants. Any runoff that flows into

the riparian corridor that contains high levels of nutrients, particularly fertilizers and waste products

such as nitrogen and phosphorous, can result in eutrophication (excessive nutrient buildup). This in turn

can result in depletion of available oxygen due to increased Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) and

reduce available dissolved oxygen for fish and other aquatic organisms. Other chemicals, pesticides, and

herbicides can also adversely affect aquatic systems.

Paved surfaces could also contribute runoff into the riparian corridor during storm events. Depending

on the magnitude and frequency of storm events and the overall level of the water quality, this runoff can

cause increased eutrophication, depleted oxygen levels, long-term build-up of toxic compounds and

heavy metals, and other adverse effects to biological resources associated with aquatic systems.

Since the use of chemicals and the extent of over-irrigation for landscaping within common and

residential areas cannot be determined prior to project implementation, impacts related to stormwater

and irrigation runoff could substantially affect special-status species potentially occurring downstream

from the project site, substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants, and substantially degrade

the quality of the environment. Therefore, these impacts would be considered potentially significant.

However, as described in Section 1.0, Project Description (see pages 1.0-24-38) and Section 4.8.1, Water

Quality (see pages 4.8.1-55 through -65), these potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less

than significant level. (See Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, pages 4.8.1-65 through 4.8.1-99.)

(5) Construction Activities

Construction and grading activities associated with project implementation that are proposed adjacent to

or within the Santa Clara River ecosystem could adversely affect sensitive vegetation and wildlife within

portions of the ecosystem not directly affected. These activities can result in the following impacts:

displacement and disturbance of certain species of wildlife from noise and human activity that could

result in possible nest or den abandonment during the breeding season of both common and special-

status species; siltation and erosion into creek and river drainages that could adversely affect fish

spawning and movement; excessive dust accumulation on vegetation that could result in the degradation

or loss of some plant species; and soil compaction around remaining trees. Because these activities could

substantially degrade biological resources within the ecosystem and possibly reduce the number of

special-status species, these impacts, while temporary, are considered potentially significant. Any such

actions with the potential to affect UTS may also require USFWS permitting pursuant to Section 10(a)

under ESA.
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The temporary channel shall be connected to a natural channel downstream of the construction site

prior to diverting the stream. The integrity of the channel and diversion shall be maintained

throughout the construction period. The original stream channel alignment shall be restored after

construction, provided suitable conditions are present at the work site after construction. A

temporary stream diversion plan shall be included in the Verification Request Letters submitted to

the ACOE and CDFG. This procedure can only be implemented if: (1) there are assurances by the

applicant that the fully protected unarmored three-spine stickleback will not be taken or possessed;

or (2) USFWS personnel or their agents implement this measure.

q) A qualified biologist shall be present when any stream diversion takes place, and shall patrol the

areas both within, upstream, and downstream of the work area to rescue any species stranded by the

diversion of the stream water. Species that are collected shall be relocated to suitable downstream of

the work area. Under no circumstances shall the unarmored three-spine stickleback be collected or

relocated, unless USFWS personnel or their agents implement this measure.

r) The removal of any riparian habitat suitable for breeding, nesting, foraging, and temporary usage

during migration by special-status species from the project footprint (i.e., boundaries of temporary

and permanent impacts) shall be mitigated through the creation or enhancement of similar riparian

habitat at an approved mitigation site, or by the removal of exotic species from an area of existing

similar habitat. The requirement for replacing suitable habitat by either creating new habitat or

removing exotic species from existing habitat shall follow the replacement ratios and timing

requirements in later mitigation measures. Habitat to be created to mitigate for the loss of riparian

habitat shall be designed specifically to replicate the appropriate species mixture and vegetative

structure for these species. Existing habitat to be weeded as mitigation for the loss of riparian habitat

must be located adjacent to similar habitat that is to be replaced and infested with invasive weeds.

The first priority for habitat mitigation for sensitive bird species will be the creation or restoration of

habitat rather than weed removal. The final habitat replacement or exotic removal plans for impacts

to these types of habitats shall be reviewed by the ACOE and CDFG.

s) Beginning 30 or more days prior to the removal of any suitable riparian habitat that will occur during

the riparian bird breeding and nesting season of March 15th through September 1st, the applicant

shall arrange for weekly bird surveys to detect the above riparian bird species in the habitats to be

removed, and any other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work areas. The surveys

shall be conducted by a qualified biologist using CDFG and/or USFWS survey protocols. The

surveys shall continue on a weekly basis, with the last survey being conducted no more than 7 3 days

prior to the initiation of construction work.
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collected and sown in appropriate habitats, or on cut slopes, and (2) the bulbs shall be harvested

and transplanted to areas of appropriate habitat which are not subject to further disturbance. The

goal 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 areas to be

preserved and maintained as open space within the Riverpark project site contain habitat suitable

to support these species. All seed collecting, planting, and transplanting procedures shall be

identified in the RMMP and appropriate management, monitoring, success criteria, and adaptive

management guidelines for the mitigation of impacts to these species shall also be identified.

(2) Oak Trees

4.6-6 While the majority of oak trees on the site will be retained in place, three live trees will be

removed and 12 13 will be relocated. Appropriate approvals shall be obtained prior to oak trees

being removed, subject to the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance (Ordinance 89-1) and the City of

Santa Clarita Oak Tree Preservation and Maintenance Guidelines. Prior to grading, oak trees

near construction/grading areas that will not be removed will be protected during the grading

and construction phases of the project by appropriate fencing that extends 5 feet beyond the tree

canopy’s dripline, or 15 feet from the trunk, whichever is greater.

4.6-7 Additional specific mitigation measures are described in detail in the Oak Tree Report produced

by Tree Life Concern, Inc. (Appendix 4.6) and listed below. The mitigation measures described

in this report are supported by the City’s Oak Tree Specialist and exceed the requirements of the

City of Santa Clarita tree ordinance.

Equipment damage to the limbs, trunks and roots must be avoided. Even slight trunk injuries can result

in long-term, life threatening pathogenic maladies. No storage of equipment or debris within the

Protective Zone (dripline plus 5 feet) will be allowed. No dumping of construction wastewater i.e., paint,

stucco, concrete, clean-up, etc. within Protective Zones, Generally, fencing shall be placed at the

Protective Zone of any oak or groups of oaks within 50 feet of proposed construction activity. Protective

Fencing must remain in place during construction projects and shall not be moved or removed without

prior written approval from the Department of Community Development under the direct supervision of

the Project Consulting Arborist.

Protective Fencing shall be at least 4 feet in height with a visible sign attached at 50 feet intervals which

reads: [WARNING - THIS FENCE IS FOR THE PROTECTION OF THIS TREE AND SHALL NOT BE

REMOVED OR RELOCATED WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION FROM THE CITY OF SANTA

CLARITA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT]
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d. Special-Status Wildlife

Mitigation measures to avoid take of state and federally listed Threatened and/or Endangered species
have been identified in the NRMP EIS/EIR and in the Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement
issued by CDFG for the NRMP. A detailed program of mitigation measures is set forth in the NRMP
Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement and a blanket Section 7 Endangered Species Permit has
been issued in conjunction with the NRMP. In addition, compliance with the California Endangered
Species Act will occur, as applicable.

Mitigation measures included in the NRMP EIS/EIR and Section 1603 authorization include the
followingAlthough no least Bell’s vireo or unarmored three-spine stickleback were identified on the
project site, the following mitigation measures included in the NRMP EIS/EIR and Section 1603
authorization that are intended to ensure that no take of either vireo or stickleback will occur, will be
required for the project:

• Surveys and site inspections for the least Bell's vireo (vireo) and unarmored three-spine stickleback
(UTS) by qualified biologists;

• Installation of blocking nets as specified by FWS for the UTS;

• Specific stream diversion practices utilizing qualified biologists for the UTS; and

• Limitations on construction activities during the nesting season near occupied habitat for the vireo.

Measures included in this EIR include:”

(1) Western Spadefoot Toad

4.6-9 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for construction or site preparation activities, the
applicant’s qualified biologist shall implement retain the February 2005 Western Spadefoot Toad
Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan (WSTHEMP) services of a qualified biologist,
approved by the California Department of Fish and Game, and shall collect, hold if necessary,
and relocate any individual adults, juveniles or egg masses detected on the Riverpark during any
pre-construction surveys conducted pursuant to 4.6-11 below.

4.6-10 Under the direct supervision of the qualified biologist, western spadefoot toad habitat shall be
created pursuant to the approved WSTHEMP within the approved locations in the eastern
portion of Area B outside of the development envelope. The WSTHEMP includes the
construction of two shallow excavated ponds utilizing an artificial rubber liner as a base. The
locations of the ponds are as far away as possible from any of the homes and roads proposed to
be built and are at least the size of the largest occupied pond observed on the site in 2004. The
dimensions of one pond will be 60 feet by 40 feet and 3 feet in depth and the second pond will be
30 feet by 30 feet and 3 feet in depth. The relocation pond(s) have been designed such that they
will only support standing water for several weeks following seasonal rains in order that aquatic
predators (i.e., fish, bullfrogs, crayfish, etc.) cannot become established. suitable natural sites on
the project site outside of the development envelope. Preliminary surveys indicate that there
may be suitable locations in Area C. The actual relocation site design and location shall be
approved by CDFG and consist of a shallow excavated pond(s) utilizing an artificial rubber pond
liner as a base. The location shall be as far away as possible from any of the homes and roads to
be built and shall be at least the size of the largest occupied pond observed on the site in 2004.
The relocation pond(s) shall be designed such that it only supports standing water for several
weeks following seasonal rains in order that aquatic predators (i.e., fish, bullfrogs, crayfish, etc.)
cannot become established. The size and number of ponds shall be determined by CDFG.
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Within a 200-foot radius around each pond, Tterrestrial habitat surrounding the proposed
relocation site shall be enhanced to be as similar in type, aspect, and density to the location of the
existing ponds as possible. No site preparation or construction activities shall be permitted in the
vicinity of the currently occupied rainpools and ponds occupied in 2004 until the design and
construction of the pool habitat in preserved areas of the site has been completed. and the
relocation of all western spadefoot toad adult, tadpoles, and egg masses detected are moved to
the created pool habitat to the satisfaction of the monitoring biologist and CDFG.

4.6-11 Collection and relocation of juvenile spadefoot toads from occupied sites to the proposed pond
sites was completed in 2004 under the direction of, and with assistance from, CDFG. Once the
relocation ponds and the habitat enhancement areas have been constructed, if feasible based on
seasonal timing, the qualified biologist shall conduct a survey in all appropriate habitats within
the development envelope prior to the initiation of site preparation and Based on appropriate
rainfall and temperatures, generally between the months of February and April, the biologist
shall conduct a series of surveys in all appropriate habitats within the development envelope
prior to the initiation of construction activities. Surveys will include evaluation of all previously
documented occupied areas and a reconnaissance level survey of the remaining natural areas of
the site. Under the direction of CDFG, A all western spadefoot adults, tadpoles, and egg masses
encountered shall be collected, held under appropriate conditions if necessary for their
maturation, and released in the habitat enhancement areas identified relocation pond(s)
described in 4.6-10 above. All relocation shall take place within the Riverpark project habitat
enhancement area boundaries, unless otherwise directed by CDFG. No site preparation or
construction activities shall be permitted in the vicinity of any occupied rainpools or ponds until
all western spadefoot toad adult, tadpoles, and egg masses detected during these surveys have
been collected from those areas.

4.6-12 The qualified biologist shall monitor the relocation site for a period of five years, or as otherwise
directed by CDFG. Specific monitoring requirements and success criteria have been outlined in
the WSTHEMP and shall be approved by CDFG. It is expected that minimum requirements will
Monitoring requirements include annual monitoring during and immediately following peak
breeding season such that surveys can be conducted for adults as well as for egg masses, larval
and post larval toads. Further, survey data annual reports discussing the results of each
monitoring effort will be provided to CDFG by the monitoring biologist following each
monitoring period and a written report summarizing the monitoring results will be provided to
CDFG at the end of the monitoring effort. Success criteria for the monitoring program shall
include verifiable evidence of toad reproduction at the relocation site.

e. Increased Human and Domestic Animal Presence

4.6-913 Pets and other domestic animals shall be prohibited with fencing and signage from the open
space areas and in any revegetation areas on the project site unless restrained by leash and only
in designated areas.

4.6-1014Fencing of sufficient height and design (i.e., ranch-rail) shall be constructed between the edge of
the fuel modification zone and the river corridor to deter humans and domestic animals from
entering open space habitat areas.

4.6-1115Native shrubs such as laurel sumac, California coffeeberry, toyon, and coast prickly-pear shall be
planted along the fence to further deter access. Final fence design shall be approved by and the
City Planning and Building Services Department.

4.6-1216Human access into the open space areas shall only occur in designated locations (i.e., existing and
future trails). All motorized vehicles are prohibited from entering the preserved natural open



4.6  Biological Resources

Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.6-107 Riverpark Revised DEIR
112-16 March 2004

space areas with the exception of emergency or maintenance vehicles. Applicant shall post
signage reflecting the above requirement.

4.6-1317Prohibitions against human, domestic animal, and motorized vehicle use in preserved natural
open space areas shall be established by the covenants conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs)
recorded with the City Planning and Building Services Department.

4.6-1418Interpretative signs shall be constructed and placed in appropriate areas, as determined by the
City Planning and Building Services Department, that explain the sensitivity of natural habitats
and the need to minimize impacts on these natural areas. The signs will state that they are
entering a protected natural area and that all pedestrians must remain on designated trails, all
pets are to be restrained on a leash, and that it is illegal to harm, remove, and/or collect native
plants and animals. The project applicant shall be responsible for installation of interpretive
signs and fencing.

f. Lighting and Glare

4.6-1519All street, residential, and parking lot lighting shall be downcast luminaries or directional
lighting with light patterns directed away from natural areas. Covenants, Codes and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) shall require the exterior lighting within the residential area be limited to low voltage.

g. Construction-Related Activities

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize impacts on remaining biological resources on
the site as a result of construction and grading activities and to ensure that potential impacts on these
resources will remain less than significant.

4.6-1620A qualified biologist shall be retained, as determined by the City of Santa Clarita, as a
construction monitor to ensure that incidental construction impacts on biological resources are
avoided, or minimized, and to conduct pre-grading field surveys for special-status plant and
wildlife species, including the California gnatcatcher and other special-status wildlife species
identified in this Draft EIR as observed or potentially occurring on the site, that may be destroyed
as a result of construction and/or site preparation activities. Responsibilities of the construction
monitor include the following:

• The construction monitor shall attend pre-grade meetings to ensure that timing/location of
construction activities do not conflict with mitigation requirements (e.g., seasonal surveys for
plants and wildlife).

• Mark/flag the construction area in the field with the contractor in accordance with the final
approved grading plan. Haul roads and access roads shall only be sited within the grading
areas analyzed in the project EIR.

• Supervise cordoning of preserved natural areas that lie outside grading areas identified in the
project EIR (e.g., with temporary fence posts and colored rope).

• Conduct a field review of the staking (to be set by the surveyor) designating the limits of all
construction activity. Any construction activity areas immediately adjacent to riparian areas
or other special-status resources should be flagged or temporarily fenced by the monitor, at
his/her discretion.
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• Conduct meetings with the contractor and other key construction personnel describing the
importance of restricting work to designated areas. The monitor should also discuss
procedures for minimizing harm/harassment of wildlife encountered during construction.

• Periodically visit the site during construction to coordinate and monitor compliance with the
above provisions.

4.6-1721Construction personnel shall be prohibited from entry into areas outside the designated
construction area, except for necessary construction related activities, such as surveying. All such
construction activities shall be coordinated with the construction monitor.

4.6-1822Standard dust control measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts on nearby plants and
wildlife. This includes replacing ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; water
active sites at least twice daily; suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds
(as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph; and restricting traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15
mph or less in areas within 200 feet of vegetation.

4.6-1923Upon completion of construction, the contractor shall be held responsible to restore any haul
roads and access roads that are outside of approved grading limits. This restoration shall be
done in consultation with the construction monitor.

In addition, impacts to biological resources as a result of construction and grading activities will be
mitigated by implementation of NRMP measures w) through uu) above.

g. Level of Significance After Mitigation

All impacts that are associated with the implementation of this proposed project can be mitigated to a
level less than significant except the following:

• The total net loss of 280 acres of wildlife habitat/natural open space as a result of conversion of
undeveloped property to developed. Though over 400 acres of the site will remain as open space and
some of the habitat can be restored and enhanced within remaining open space areas of the site, there
will still be a net loss of habitat for wildlife and open space that cannot be replaced. In effect, while
habitat types similar to that impacted can be preserved, planted and/or restored elsewhere, no
measures are available that will mitigate a mathematical net loss of 280 acres of open space land as a
result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net loss represents a significant
unavoidable impact.

• Impacts to SEA and associated riverine habitat (as identified by the resource line) and riverbed.
While riparian vegetation can be planted and enhanced along preserved portions of the river, there
will still be a net loss of 25.5 acres of SEA and associated riparian habitat and riverbed that ultimately
cannot be replaced. In effect, while habitat types similar to that impacted can be preserved, planted
and/or restored elsewhere, no measures are available that will mitigate a mathematical net loss of
25.5 acres of open space land as a result of conversion of this land to a developed condition. This net
loss represents a significant unavoidable impact.

• Impacts to adjacent upland habitat within 100 feet of the riparian resource line. While the 100-foot
setback threshold will be upheld in several areas along the river, this threshold will not be met along
substantial portions of the project. Those portions of the project site that provide less than 100 feet of
preserve upland habitat adjacent to the resource line represent a significant unavoidable impact.

• Impacts to western spadefoot toad. While mitigation measures can be implemented to create habitat
and relocate individuals observed on the project site, these measure are not considered highly
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effective. It is expected that not all individual toads would be captured and relocated and that the
created habitat might not meet the specific requirements for this species, thus, not supporting the
relocated individuals. The loss of those individuals that are not captured and relocated, and those
that are not adaptable to the created habitat, would be considered a significant and unavoidable
impact.

8. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The proposed project would contribute to the projected urban development in the region. Increasing
urbanization of the area will impact biological resources by reducing total habitat area, limiting species
diversity, and restricting movement corridors to narrower areas. However, as noted in the assessment of
project impacts, this project preserves portions of the riparian habitat which is most significant to
biological resources and, by removing land from agricultural uses and providing for revegetation of some
such areas, may enhance the habitat in some ways over its existing condition when such revegetation
occurs.

This cumulative impact analysis is divided into two parts, the first part being the assessment of the
proposed project’s impact in combination with the impacts generated by the City’s construction of Santa
Clarita Parkway through the project site, including the construction of an additional bridge across the
Santa Clara River. The second part of the cumulative analysis addresses the cumulative impacts of the
proposed project in combination with several other projects proposed or under construction in the Santa
Clarita Valley.

a. Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Project Including the Extension of Santa
Clarita Parkway to Soledad Canyon Road

As proposed by the City of Santa Clarita General Plan, a future extension of Santa Clarita Parkway from
the terminus in the project to Soledad Canyon Road, including a bridge over the Santa Clara River will be
constructed. This cumulative project is not proposed as part of the Riverpark project, but it would
traverse portions of the project site. For this reason, the construction of Santa Clarita Parkway is
evaluated separately from other cumulative projects. The impact of the proposed project on biological
habitats, inclusive of the bridge, is provided below on Table 4.6-4.

As shown in Table 4.6-4, the construction of the Santa Clarita Parkway extension from the terminus
within the project site southerly to Soledad Canyon Road (including the bridge over the Santa Clara
River) would result in additional impacts to 4.6 acres of existing habitat, some of which is considered
sensitive. Impacts directly related to the parkway extension would occur primarily to disked fields (1.4
acres), southern riparian scrub (1.5 1 acres) and riverwash (1.7 3 acres) habitat types. This area would be
converted to roadway and bridge land uses. Given the sensitivity of the habitats affected, such impacts
would be considered cumulatively significant when combined with the impacts of the proposed project.
Given the similarity of habitat of this area when compared with the project site, impacts to sensitive
species would be similar in magnitude. In some cases depending on the species in question, the impacts
could be significant.
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improvements to minimize the likelihood of human and animal intrusion. Absent site-specific studies of

these areas in the context of the development actually proposed, it cannot be determined whether these

mitigation measures will be as effective in reducing adverse impacts in other projects as they are expected

to be for the proposed project.

For developments which may occur outside the City’s boundaries, which at present is the vast majority of

expected buildout, mitigation measures will be under the control of the County, the ACOE, CDFG, and

other agencies.

Because of the high biological value of riparian and wetland habitats and because of the continued loss of

these habitats throughout the region, and because the high biological value of these areas after planting

and restoration will likely not be realized for some time and never be truly replicated, impacts on riparian

resources cannot be mitigated. Because the net loss of SEA habitat can’t be replaced, impacts remain

significant. In addition, because it is unknown whether measures to mitigate increased human and

domestic animal impacts, biological resources can feasibly reduce these impacts, and because human and

domestic animal use of riparian and upland habitat areas is expected to continue to occur as a result of

project implementation, this impact will remain cumulatively significant.

10. UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

a. Project

The project would result in unavoidable significant impacts to individual western spadefoot toads; the

net loss of wildlife habitat/natural open space; loss of SEA and associated riparian habitat and riverbed

and impact to adjacent upland habitat within 100 feet of the riparian resource line.

b. Cumulative

Significant cumulative impacts that remain unavoidably significant like the proposed project, include 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 resource line, because it can be

expected that proponents of other projects will similarly not be able to mitigate projects.
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the project applicant has indicated that development standards for cul-de-sac width, side yard setback

(including a reverse corner lot) and rear yard setbacks will meet the minimum standards required by the

RM zone. Property line noise walls may exceed, (where necessary) the 6-foot high limitation by 1-foot for

a total of a 7-foot high wall.

The project applicant has requested a Conditional Use Permit to allow for buildings to exceed 35 feet in

height (up to a maximum of 50 feet), and implement the Planned Development Overlay with reduced

setbacks. This would allow for the reduction in development standards described above. This request is

pursuant to Section 17.03.040 of the Unified Development Code.

4. MITIGATION MEASURES ALREADY INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT

No mitigation measures pertaining to land use have been incorporated into the project.

5. MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED BY THIS EIR

a. Consistency with the General Plan

As discussed above, the proposed project is consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the

General Plan, consequently there would be no impacts and no mitigation is required.

b. Consistency with the Unified Development Code

If, the Planning Commission/City Council approves a Conditional Use Permit for implementation of the

Planned Development Overlay for heights in excess of 35 feet tall, for the innovative application for

development on secondary ridgelines and vehicular gates of Planning Area C, Entitlement Adjustment

for modification to some lot sizes and lot widths, front yard setbacks, and allowance of some noise walls

to have a maximum height of 7 feet, and an Oak Tree Permit findings must be made supporting these

decisions. Consequently, the Planning Commission/City Council is responsible for the findings made to

approve the Conditional Use Permit and Entitlement Adjustment, supported by documentation provided

by the project applicant and this EIR.

6. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

As land use is a site-specific issue in this case, no impacts would occur related to cumulative

development.
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(b) Groundwater Quality

The concern for groundwater quality impacts arises largely from the potential for the infiltration of

water contaminated with pollutants associated with urban runoff. Of particular concern is the

infiltration of storm water collected and treated in water quality basins and in other types of water

quality controls (e.g., landscaped areas used for bioretention). Research conducted on the effects on

groundwater from storm water infiltration by Pitt et al. (1994) indicate that the potential for

contamination is strongly dependent on a number of factors including the local hydrogeology and the

chemical characteristics of the pollutants of concern.

Local hydrologeologic data indicate that the depth to groundwater varies from approximately 5 feet

along the margins of the Santa Clara River, and from a minimum depth of 14.25 feet within Open Space

Lot 360 in the south central portion of the site to 34 feet deep in the eastern portion of the site at the

future Newhall Ranch Road alignment just east of the proposed development (See Section 4.1,

Geotechnical Hazards).

Chemical characteristics that influence the potential for groundwater impacts include high mobility

(low absorption potential), high solubility fractions, and abundance in storm water. As a class of

constituents, trace metals tend to adsorb onto soil particles and are filtered out by the soils. This has

been confirmed by extensive data collected beneath storm water detention/retention ponds in Fresno

(conducted as part of the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program) that showed that trace metals tended to

be adsorbed in the upper few feet in the bottom sediments. More mobile constituents such as nitrate

would have a greater potential for infiltration.

The conversion from open space/agriculture to urban land uses would likely result in a reduction in

nitrate because of the reduced application of fertilizers in urban versus agricultural areas. Also, some of

the constituents of concern would be treated in the water quality basins, which could be viewed as

pretreatment prior to infiltration. The project, therefore, would not significantly impact groundwater

quality.

8. MITIGATION MEASURES ALREADY INCORPORATED INTO PROJECT

DESIGN

Mitigation discussed in Subsections 6-8 above is incorporated into the project design and are included by

reference as mitigation.

4.8.1-1 To reduce pollution from impacts from the “first flush” runoff, a series of pipes and outlets

would be constructed pursuant to Los Angeles County Department of Public Works requirements
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The cumulative impact of the project in combination with other expected future growth, the amount and

location of growth expected to occur in addition to that of the project, was also assessed. The Sher i f f

station that serves the City of Santa Clarita operates at an adequate level. The addition of funding

and officers as a result of cumulative development will result in continued adequate service. It i s

expected that the City’s Emergency Evacuation Plans will be amended periodically to provide for t h e

safe evacuation of all Valley residents and employees, and that no significant cumulative impacts

would occur relative to emergency evacuation in the event of a natural or man-made disaster. The CHP

currently provides adequate service in the Santa Clarita Valley. Funding for additional CHP staffing

and equipment would be available to the CHP through increased revenues generated by cumulative

development projects as they build out and could be allocated by CHP Headquarters in Sacramento to

the Santa Clarita Valley station to meet future demands. Therefore, no significant cumulative impacts

on the CHP are anticipated.

2. INTRODUCTION

The following analysis of police services is based on information provided by the Sheriff’s Department

and CHP. The Sheriff’s Department maintains ultimate review and approval authority over aspects

of the proposed development that relate to police protection, and may identify further

recommendations and/or requirements.

3. EXISTING CONDITIONS

a. Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department

The Santa Clarita Valley Station of the County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department is responsible for

providing general law enforcement to the City of Santa Clarita under the provisions of a contract

between the two agencies. As Figure 4.14-1, Sheriff Station Location, illustrates, this station is located

near the intersection of Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard, at 23740 Magic Mountain

Parkway in Valencia, which is approximately 3 to 4 miles from the project site.1

The Santa Clarita Valley Sheriff Station is responsible for providing general law enforcement to the

project area. The Sheriff station maintains a staff of 178 sworn officers, and serves an area of 656 square

miles and a population of approximately 200,000 (including the City itself). Equipment and services

provided to the City through the station include 24-hour designated County cars, helicopters, search

and rescue, mounted posse, and emergency operation centers.

1 Correspondence from Captain Patti A. Minutello, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, Santa Clarita
Valley Station, November 21, 20023 (Appendix 4.14).
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The performance standards for the police services program as outlined in the City’s 2002-2003 budget

include:

• Develop and implement a marketing plan to enhance the perception of the quality services
provided by the City of Santa Clarita Valley’s Sheriff’s Department to the residents of the City;

• Work closely with community groups, individuals and other governmental organizations to define,
develop and apply Community-based policy solutions to crime and quality-of-life problems in the
Santa Clarita Valley; and

• Develop a civilian bicycle patrol team as part of our commitment to Community Based Policing.

The Sheriff’s Department has an ideal population ratio of 1 deputy per 1,000 residents.2 With current

staffing of 161 sworn deputies currently assigned, the existing ratio is 1 deputy per 1,223 residents.3

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).4 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 to 8 minutes, immediate (now called priority)

response time of approximately 8 to 10 minutes, and routine (non-emergency) calls take approximately

40 to 50 minutes.5 These response times are approximations only, and would be dependent on both the

deployment of area radio cars and traffic conditions.6 Therefore, response times to the project site are

within the optimal response times as defined by the Sheriff’s Department. It is important to note that

due to the current largely undeveloped state of the project site, emergency and non-emergency calls to

the project site are rare and are primarily related to motorcycle accident responses.7 Currently, the

only buildings on site are construction company buildings totaling approximately 5,566 square feet. The

2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 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.
5 Correspondence from Captain Patti A. Minutello, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, Santa Clarita

Valley Station, November 21, 2002 2003 (Appendix 4.14).
6 Ibid.
7 Telecommunication, Deputy Patrick Rissler, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Santa Clarita Valley

Station, November 7, 2002.
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Construction-related traffic on the project site are not expected to result in impacts on the CHP, which

regulates traffic in the unincorporated areas of the Santa Clarita Valley. Slow-moving construction-

related traffic on adjacent roadways could reduce optimal traffic flows and could delay emergency

vehicles traveling through the area; however, they would not result in a significant impact on traffic

flows because construction-related traffic would only occur during short periods of time during the day.

With mitigation, no significant impacts are anticipated during the construction phase.

c. Operational Impacts

Over the four-year buildout of the project, development of the site would involve the construction of

1,183 dwelling units, 40,000 square feet of commercial retail uses, and 29 acres of parkland along the

Santa Clara River. Approximately 300 acres of river area would remain in a natural state. The

Sheriff’s Department serves the City of Santa Clarita from its centrally-located headquarters located

near the intersection of Magic Mountain Parkway and Valencia Boulevard, at 23740 Magic Mountain

Parkway, approximately 3 to 4 miles from the project site.17

(1) Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department

The County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department would have the responsibility to provide general law

enforcement for the project site under the existing contract between the City and the County (the

Sheriff’s Department would provide traffic control and enforcement). It is anticipated that demands

for Sheriff’s services in the project area would increase above current levels upon buildout of the project.

The Sheriff’s Department utilized the January 1998 California Department of Finance (DOF)

residential dwelling unit factor of 3.011 persons per dwelling unit and determined that the proposed

project will generated a population increase of 3,562 persons.18 Based upon this, the Sheriff’s

Department indicated that the proposed project would require 3 additional deputies.19

This EIR used a more recent California Department of Finance (DOF) residential dwelling unit factor of

3.023. Using this factor, the proposed project would result in a project population of 3,576 (3.023 x 1,183 =

3,576) new residents to the project site. Considering the Sheriff’s Department’s ideal population ratio

of 1 officer per 1,000 population for the project, the number of deputies required by the project has

17 Correspondence from Captain Patti A. Minutello, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, Santa Clarita
Valley Station, November 21, 20032 (Appendix 4.14).

18 Ibid.
19 Ibid.
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PROJECT REVISIONS AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The Draft Environmental Impact Report and Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

(collectively, Draft EIR) addressed the potential environmental impacts of the Riverpark project as

originally proposed. As originally proposed, the Riverpark project included in general 1,183 residential

units and up to a maximum of 40,000 square feet of commercial uses. During nine hearings held by the

City of Santa Clarita Planning Commission from March 2 to August 31, 2004, the project was revised in

response to comments from the Planning Commission and its staff, governmental agencies and the

public, in general by reducing the residential units from 1,183 to 1,123 and the maximum commercial

square footage from 40,000 to 16,000 square feet, and preserving additional areas of the Santa Clara River

and its south fork. Additional reports and analyses of the project with these changes were included in the

December 2004 Final EIR and its responses to comments (released on December 1, 2004).

During on January 25 and March 22, 2005, the City of Santa Clarita City Council further reduced the

residential units from 1,123 to 1,089 and provided for the preservation of even more land and river areas

(revised project). The revised project now proposes, in general, 432 single-family units in Planning Areas

A-1, A-2, and B, and 657 multi-family condominium/townhouse units in Planning Areas C and D (380

units in Area C and 277 units in Area D), privately owned and maintained, and gated, internal streets in

Planning Areas A-1, B, and C (built to City standards), and a maximum of 16,000 square feet of

commercial uses on a 1-acre parcel in Planning Area C.

As discussed below, the revised project’s changes reduce the original project’s potential environmental

impacts as identified in the Draft EIR, do not increase the level of any previously identified impacts, and

create no new significant impacts. The City has determined, based on the entire record, that the revised

project’s improvements will not change the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding potential impacts and the

significance of potential impacts, and that the revised project will have in general the same environmental

impacts, and the same level of impacts, as those identified in the Draft EIR.

1. THE REVISED PROJECT

The revised project now differs from the original project, as follows:

• The bank stabilization has been relocated further back from the Santa Clara River in the area between
the 29-acre park site and the commercial parcel, to preserve the mature riparian resources and create
the 100-foot upland preserve throughout that area, excluding the portion affected by the proposed
extension of Newhall Ranch Road, the alignment for which is fixed;
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• The equestrian trail in the area near the Los Angeles Aqueduct has been relocated from the river
bottom to the pedestrian/bike trail; as a result, the pedestrian/bike bridge abutments and the bridge
have been widened to accommodate equestrian traffic, as well as all other trail users;

• If CLWA approves, a temporary trail for access to Central Park will be installed originating from the
project site’s boundary north of Newhall Ranch Road near Santa Clarita Parkway;

• Two guzzlers will be installed along the Santa Clara River to enhance its use as a wildlife corridor,

• The L.A. Aqueduct Pipeline corridor will be enhanced under Newhall Ranch Road for its potential
use for on-site wildlife mobility;

• Enhanced landscaping will be installed along the new segment of Newhall Ranch Road and along
Santa Clarita Parkway to further buffer the proposed adjacent residential units from roadway noise;

• The Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge and bridge abutments will be built in
conformity with the City’s Cross Valley Connector Aesthetics’ Guideline Book;

• Although the width of the right-of-way would be maintained, the number of improved vehicle lanes
on Santa Clarita Parkway will be reduced to two lanes;

• The plan for the 29-acre park has been changed as recommended by the City’s Parks and Recreation
Commission, by relocating the drainage to the western boundary of the active area of the park, so
that it would no longer bisect the active area; changing the shape of the active park, and widening it
to create the best use of the developed active park; relocating 5 homes to the other side of street ‘M’ to
provide over 300 feet of additional street frontage; adding a drivable pathway to allow police and
emergency vehicles a route to pass through the park; adjusting the southern grade of the active park
to bring the grade of the park to closer to street level, resulting in the relocation of two non-Heritage
oak trees within the developed portion of the park; and relocating the private recreation area in
Planning Area A1 to a site adjacent to the public park;

• Additional open space areas will be donated to the City (see Final EIR Appendix K map/graphic),
including approximately 14 acres of open space on the project site next to Central Park;
approximately 150 off-site acres of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River; the 141-acre “Round
Mountain Property,” including approximately 37 acres of Significant Ecological Area (SEA) next to
the Santa Clara River; and approximately 2.6 acres generally located at the northwest corner of
Newhall Ranch Road and Grandview Drive;

• 24.27 acres out of the 61.1 acres of the North Valencia 2 Upland Preserve Area (as defined in
Paragraph 6 of Section III, Subsection B, of the North Valencia 2 Project Annexation and
Development Agreement 98-001 [October 2000]) will be donated to the City;

• Area C has been converted from apartments to townhomes/condominiums, which reduces the
number of proposed residential units in that Area by 40, from 420 to 380 units.

• Area D has been converted from apartments to townhomes/condominiums, which reduces the
number of proposed residential units in that Area by 47, from 324 to 277units;

• Planning Area A-1 has added 13 single-family residential units, and now includes 213 units;

• The internal streets in Planning Areas A-1, B, and C have been converted to private streets, to be
maintained by the homeowner’s association, but built to public street standards;
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• The internal streets in Planning Areas A-1, B, and C can be gated in compliance with all of the City’s
requirements related to vehicular gating including stacking and turn-around areas;

• Grading on the nose of the ridgeline facing the Emblem neighborhood (to the north of the western
portion of the site) has been eliminated, the proposed apartment buildings in Planning Area D will be
relocated farther south, away from the Emblem neighborhood, a decorative wall with landscaping
will be built from the area between the existing commercial wall to the nose of the ridge, and
grading/building rights will be dedicated on lot 526;

• Adjustment 02-010 no longer includes a request for reduced lot sizes, lot widths and driveway
lengths, but the applicant has agreed to incorporate recommendations made by RRM Design Group
where the Adjustment would permit front yard setbacks to be reduced to 16 feet; and

• After project approval, the applicant will bring the final elevations and development plot plans for
the Riverpark development back to the Planning Commission for its approval.

The revised project’s land uses are summarized in Table 1 in Final EIR Appendix K. The revised project

develops only 32 percent of the 695.4-acre site with residential units, commercial space, roadways, water

quality basins and other infrastructure, and leaves 68 percent of the site devoted to recreational uses and

open space. Taking the 338.4 acres of the Santa Clara River out of the equation, as suggested by some

commentators, leaving the project site with 357 net acres, the revised project will develop only 63 percent

of the site with residential, commercial, roadway and water quality uses, leaving 37 percent of the site

devoted to recreation and open space. In addition, the revised project proposes or includes

approximately 318 acres of off-site dedications, which represents 46 percent of the gross acreage (695.4

acres), and 89 percent of the net acreage (357 acres), of the Riverpark site. Adding the 318 off-site acres to

the project site’s 695.4 acres, for a total of 1,013.4 acres, the revised project develops only 22 percent of the

gross acreage (225.2/1,013.4), and leaves 78 percent of the acreage (788.2/1,013.4) for recreation and open

space. The revised project donates or dedicates a total of 707 acres to the City (389 on-site and 318 off-site

acres).

To build its improvements, the revised project seeks the same entitlements as before, but revised as

described above.
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2. ANALYSIS AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The new design of the revised project and the new mitigation measures imposed will reduce or eliminate

certain of the original project’s environmental impacts, as follows.

a. Traffic/Access

The revised project is projected to generate approximately 11,600 ADT (average daily trips), with 732

occurring in the AM peak hour and 1,104 occurring in the PM peak hour (see Austin Foust Associates,

Inc. memorandum dated February 21, 2005, with attached Table 1 included in the April 2005 Final EIR

[Final EIR] Appendix K), as compared to the original project’s 13,300 ADT, with 803 occurring in the AM

peak hour and 1,247 occurring in the PM peak hour (Draft EIR Section 4.3, Traffic/Access). Thus, as

compared to the original project (and rounded), the revised project will generate overall approximately

1,700 (or 13 percent) fewer ADT, with 70 (or 9 percent) fewer trips occurring in the AM peak hour, and

145 (or 12 percent) fewer trips occurring in the PM peak hour. Each of the impacted intersections

identified in the Draft EIR was analyzed again, to determine whether these reductions in ADT would

reduce the level of the impacts identified in the Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that these reductions

would not eliminate any of the impacts previously identified for the original project, and in particular

would not reduce the level of any of the previously identified significant impacts, and that, as a result, the

conclusions reached in the Draft EIR would apply to the revised project. Since the revised project, while

reducing traffic impacts, would still have the same unavoidable significant traffic impacts as were

addressed in the Draft EIR, a Statement of Overriding Considerations for traffic would still be required if

the City approves the revised project.

Since these trip reductions are due to reductions in the number of residential units and in the area

provided for commercial uses, and not due to changes in the configuration of the project’s roadways, the

revised project would not create any new impacts or increase the level of any impacts already addressed

in the Draft EIR.

b. Air Quality

The revised project’s reductions in the number of residential units and the square footage of commercial

space would not create any new construction-phase impacts or increase the level of those impacts as

determined by the Draft EIR. Its reductions may shorten the time required for project construction, and

hence the construction-related air quality impacts. However, the unavoidably significant construction-

phase air quality impacts caused by construction vehicles, equipment and activities would not be
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eliminated with development of the revised project, since the types and number of vehicles and

equipment used and the activities required, on a daily basis, would be the same as for the original project.

At the conclusion of the Planning Commission hearings, the potential air quality emissions generated by

the project with 1,123 residential units and 16,000 square feet of commercial space were analyzed using

the same South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds as were used in the Draft

EIR (see Table 2, Final EIR Appendix K). As compared to the original project analyzed in the Draft EIR,

the 1,123-unit project’s carbon monoxide (CO) emissions, generated primarily from mobile sources, were

projected to be approximately 10 percent lower than the original project’s during the summertime, and

approximately 11 percent lower during the wintertime; its volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions,

from mobile sources and area sources, were projected to be approximately 9 percent lower during both

the summertime and the wintertime months, and its nitrous oxide (NOX) emissions, primarily from

mobile sources, were projected to be approximately 11 percent lower during both the summertime and

the wintertime months. Although the original project’s operation-phase PM10 emissions were not

determined to be significant after mitigation (Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality), the 1,123-unit project’s

emissions of particulate matter 10 microns and smaller (PM10) were projected to be approximately 11

percent lower during both the summertime and the wintertime months. It is reasonably assumed that the

1,089-unit revised project’s air pollutant emissions would be proportionately even lower, since the

revised project includes 34 fewer residential units.

Since these air pollution reductions are due to reductions in the number of residential units and in the

commercial floor area, the revised project would not create any new impacts or increase the level of any

previously identified impacts as compared to those already identified and analyzed in the EIR. However,

the revised project would still generate unavoidably significant construction-phase emissions of PM10,

VOC and NOX, and operation-phase emissions of CO, VOC and NOX, principally from mobile sources,

and the City would still be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations should it decide

to approve the revised project.

A new “CO hot spots” analysis, conducted using the methodology recommended by the SCAQMD,

reaffirmed that there would be no such hot spots. (See December 2004 Final EIR Appendix B.) This

conclusion would also apply to the revised project, since the revised project further reduces the ADT and

resulting mobile source emissions.

In April of 2004, after the Draft EIR had been released for public comment, the United States

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released its Air Quality designations and classifications for the

8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (69 Fed. Reg. 23858). (Final EIR Appendix K) The

EPA classified the portion of Los Angeles County located within the South Coast Air Basin as severe-17

nonattainment, which means that the state will be required to submit a State Implementation Plan in 2007
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proposing implementation measures that must be implemented in the South Coast Air Basin to enable it

to meet the more stringent 8-hour ozone standard by 2017. (69 Fed. Reg. 23858) This classification will

not change the conclusions in the Draft EIR because the same mitigation measures are necessary to

address potential impacts posed by both the 1-hour and 8-hour standards.

On January 5, 2005, the EPA published a final rule formally designating 224 counties in 20 states and the

District of Columbia, including the portion of Los Angeles County located within the South Coast Air

Basin (Final EIR Appendix K), as nonattainment areas for the health-based air quality standard for PM2.5.

(70 Fed. Reg. 944.) Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, addressed PM10, and its subset, PM2.5, including

their health effects, concluding that the construction-phase PM10 emissions would be unavoidably

significant, but that operation phase emissions would not. (Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, pp. 4.4-

53–60, 67–73, 75.) EPA’s designation of the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin as

nonattainment for PM2.5 does not change or otherwise affect these conclusions.

The SCAQMD has recently released a study entitled, Santa Clarita Subregional Analysis. (Final EIR

Appendix B) This SCAQMD study confirms many of the findings made by Environ International

Corporation in its study entitled, Assessment of the Contributions of Local Emissions Versus Transport to

Ozone and Particulate Matter (PM) Air Quality in the Santa Clarita Valley Area (July 19, 2004) (December 2004

Final EIR Appendix B), and concludes, in general, that emissions transported by meteorological

conditions from the San Fernando Valley and the Los Angeles area dominate local ambient ozone and

particulate matter air quality in the Santa Clarita Valley, that emissions from uses in the Santa Clarita

Valley contribute only approximately 2 percent to local ozone impacts, and that local particulate

emissions contribute only approximately 10 percent to the annual average observed PM10 concentrations

in the Santa Clarita Valley. This study provides further support for the Final EIR’s conclusions that the

great majority of the ozone and particulate matter pollution in the City of Santa Clarita and the Santa

Clarita Valley as a whole results from emissions generated by sources located outside of the Santa Clarita

Valley which are transported into the Santa Clarita Valley by meteorological conditions, and, therefore,

all of the current uses in the Santa Clarita Valley contribute, in the aggregate, very little to ambient

concentrations of these pollutants, in the valley.

Moreover, it must be noted that mobile sources are regulated by the state, not by the City or other local

agencies. The state has adopted voluntary programs and mandatory standards designed to reduce

mobile source emissions, including, without limitation, particulate matter and NOx. In addition, the

SCAQMD is actively engaged in studying and implementing new programs to lessen harmful air

pollutants from stationary as well as mobile sources. These programs and controls have improved the air

quality generally in the South Coast Air Basin, and will continue to do so, over time. Further, as

automobile and truck engineering improves, and with the greater restrictions imposed on the emissions

from mobile sources, the emissions generated by mobile sources will continue to be reduced, as they have
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already been reduced from previous higher levels by existing programs and controls. Additionally,

recent studies have shown that controls and regulations implemented under the federal Clean Air Act

(see Draft EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality) have improved air quality nationally, and that the air quality in

the Los Angeles area has also improved.

c. Noise

The revised project’s reduction in the number of residential units and the amount of commercial space

would not create any new construction-phase impacts or increase the level of those impacts as

determined by the Draft EIR. Its reductions may shorten the time required for project construction and,

hence, reduce construction-related noise. However, the unavoidably significant construction-phase noise

impacts caused by construction vehicles, equipment and activities would not be reduced with

development of the revised project, since the types of vehicles and equipment used and the activities

required would be the same as for the original project. With its reduction in the number of residential

units and commercial floor space, the revised project would generate fewer ADT (see the February 2005

Austin Foust memorandum, Final EIR Appendix K) and, therefore, the noise levels generated by project-

related mobile sources would also be reduced.

Since the revised project would generate less mobile-source noise than the original project would have

generated at buildout, it would not create any new or increased noise impacts as compared to those

already analyzed and identified in the EIR. However, the revised project would still have the same

unavoidably significant noise impacts on off-site sensitive receptors as were addressed in the Draft EIR,

and, thus, a Statement of Overriding Considerations for noise would still be required if the City approves

the revised project.

d. Solid Waste Disposal

As shown in Table 3 (Final EIR Appendix K), entitled, “Daily Project Solid Waste Generation for Revised

Project (No Recycling),” assuming no recycling, the revised project would, overall, reduce the amount of

solid waste generated by 1,003 pounds per day, or 183 tons per year. Since the revised project would

reduce the amount of solid waste generated, it would not create any new or increased solid waste

impacts as compared to those already analyzed and identified in the EIR. However, the revised project

would still have the same unavoidably significant impact on solid waste disposal addressed in the Draft

EIR because landfill space is currently a finite resource and, therefore, a Statement of Overriding

Considerations for solid waste disposal would still be required if the City approves the revised project.
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e. Water Service

(1) Water Demand

Using the water demand factors originally provided by CLWA’s Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD),

the Draft EIR (Section 4.8, Water Service) concluded that the project would consume approximately 697

AFY (see Table 4.8-22, Estimated Water Demand). However, as reported in the Final EIR (Vol. V p. RTC-

179), after the Draft EIR was released, the City’s environmental consultant contacted SCWD to confirm

the water demand factors used in both the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis for the project. On

November 1, 2004, SCWD advised the City that the single-family residential water demand factor should

be corrected to 0.80 acre-feet per residential unit for this service area. (See Final EIR Appendix A for a

copy of this letter, along with the enclosed table estimating the project’s water demand, as revised,

assuming 1,123 residential units.) As a result of this change in the water demand factor, and taking into

account the conversion of Area C from apartments to condominium/townhomes and the water demand

factor for those units of 0.24 acre-feet per unit, as well as the reduction in the commercial area, the interim

project’s water demand was estimated to be 802.54 AFY. (See Final EIR Appendix A) The City reviewed

the adjusted water demand and found that the adjustment did not have any significant impact on the

water supply and demand findings contained in either the Draft EIR or the SB 610 analysis for the project.

The City also found that the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR that the original project would have a

less than significant impact on water resources still applied. (See Final EIR, RTC-179.) SCWD concurred

with the City’s conclusions.

Applying these water demand factors to the revised project, it is estimated that Riverpark water demand

would total 804.90 AFY, as follows:

REVISED PROJECT
Estimated Water Demand

Land Use Category Amount Water Duty Factor Water Demand (AFY)

Single-Family Units 432 units 0.80 af/unit 345.6

Condos/Townhomes 657 0.24 af/unit 157.68

Park 6 acres 3 af per acre 18.0

Other Misc. Landscaping
(irrigated common landscaping,
pocket parks, etc.)

93 acres 3 af per acre 279.0

Commercial (16,000 sq. ft.) 1 acre .0289 af/100 sq. ft. 4.62

TOTAL 804.9

af = acre-feet; sq. ft. = square feet.
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The City has reviewed the above information and has determined, based on the entire record, that the

revised project will not have any significant impact on the water supply and demand findings contained

in the Draft EIR and the SB 610 analysis for the project, that the revised project will not create any new

impacts not previously addressed in the Draft EIR and that the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR that

the original project would have a less than significant impact on water resource apply as well to the

revised project.

(2) The Transfer to CLWA of An Additional 41,000 AFY of State Water Project Water

Commenters have questioned CLWA’s ability to rely on the transfer to CLWA of an additional 41,000

AFY of State Water Project (SWP) water supplies from the Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) and its

member district (WRMWSD) when analyzing long-term water supplies, arguing that the transfer cannot

be considered reliable because CLWA’s EIR for the transfer was decertified as a result of the decision in

Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.3d 1373 (Friends). These

comments were responded to, both directly and through the use of a comprehensive topical response.

(See Final EIR, pp. RTC-115–119, 173, 193–197, and Topical Response 3: SWP Supplies – Reliance on the

41,000 AFY Water Transfer, pp. TR3-1–9.) The EIR responses also reported that CLWA was then

circulating for public review the new Draft EIR for the 41,000 AFY water transfer project, and expected to

consider that EIR for certification in 2004 or 2005. (Final EIR, pp. RTC-117, 119, and Topical Response 3,

p. TR3-4.)

On December 22, 2004, after the project’s responses to comments had been completed and released in

early December 2004, CLWA certified the adequacy of the new 41,000 AFY EIR under CEQA by its

Resolution No. 2354, a copy of which is included in Final EIR Appendix A. While the new certified EIR is

also currently the subject of litigation, the new EIR provides additional useful information regarding

CLWA's SWP supplies and the reliability of such supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley. The certified EIR

was also the subject of extensive public review and comment as part of CLWA's environmental review

process. (Final EIR Appendix A [CLWA Resolution], pp. 3–4.) Although the Riverpark water supply and

demand analysis is sufficient as a stand-alone document, the City recognizes that both the certified 41,000

AFY EIR and the CLWA Resolution certifying that EIR provide additional public disclosures regarding

CLWA's SWP supplies and SWP reliability data and further support the Draft EIR’s conclusions. For that

reason, the City incorporates by reference in the Final EIR CLWA’s certified 41,000 AFY EIR and

supporting resolution. CLWA’s certified EIR and resolution are available for public inspection and

review by contacting the City’s Planning and Economic Development Department, located at 23920 West

Valencia Boulevard, Room 203, Santa Clarita, CA 91355.
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(3) “Groundwater Perchlorate Contamination Amendment and Other Amendments" to
the 2000 Urban Water Management Plan

In late September 2004, the Court of Appeal for the Fifth District concluded that the 2000 Urban Water

Management Plan (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, CLWA and the retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley prepared an amendment to

the 2000 UWMP entitled, “Groundwater Perchlorate Contamination Amendment and Other

Amendments" (Amendment). The Amendment provides information responsive to, and consistent with,

both the Court of Appeal's decision and the UWMP Act, as described more fully in Final EIR Topical

Response 7. A copy of the Amendment is also included in the Final EIR as Appendix A. The

Amendment focuses on providing updated information on 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, which is the source of the local groundwater used to meet

portions of the Santa Clarita Valley's potable water supply. For greater detail regarding the 2000 UWMP

and related Amendment, please see Topical Response 7 and Appendix A (Amendment). The

information provided in the Amendment is consistent with and further supports the information on the

perchlorate issue addressed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, and in Topical Response 3 in the

Final EIR.

(4) Further Analysis of Perchlorate Contamination

In December 2004, CH2MHill completed preparation of its Analysis of Perchlorate Containment in

Groundwater near the Whittaker-Bermite Property, which presents a modeling analysis of the perchlorate

containment plan and also discusses the general design of a sentinel monitoring plan that will be

implemented in conjunction with the perchlorate containment plan (per the requirement of the

Department of Health Services’ 97-005 Policy). The CH2MHill report is the second of two reports that are

part of the Environmental Oversight Agreement with the State Department of Toxic Substance Control

1 The UWMP Act is found in Water Code Sections 10610–10657.
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 Appendix A.
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(DTSC) and that present and evaluate the strategy for containing perchlorate from the Whittaker-Bermite

site. DTSC has approved both CH2MHill reports. The first report, dated April of 2004 and entitled,

Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley: Model Development and Calibration,

documented the construction and calibration of a groundwater flow model for the Santa Clarita Valley.

These two CH2MHill reports are incorporated by reference in the Final EIR, and are available for public

inspection and review by contacting the City’s Planning and Economic Development Department,

located at 23920 West Valencia Blvd., Room 203, Santa Clarita, CA 91355.

f. Biological Resources and Floodplain Modifications Affecting Biota

The revised project modifies the original project in ways that reduce the original project’s impacts in the

areas of Biological Resources and Floodplain Modifications. These modifications include: (1) relocation of

the bank stabilization to preserve the mature riparian resources along the edge of the Santa Clara River,

(2) relocation of the equestrian trail from the river bottom to the pedestrian/bike trail at the Los Angeles

Aqueduct, (3) installation of two guzzlers along the Santa Clara River, (4) enhancement of the Los

Angeles Aqueduct pipeline corridor under Newhall Ranch Road, and (5) donation of approximately 318

acres of off-site property to the City.

The first four of these modifications, which modify the project’s design on the site, will reduce the

original project’s impacts on the Santa Clara River and immediately adjacent areas. The revised project

preserves approximately 470 acres of open space area, including approximately 347 acres of the Santa

Clara River and adjacent upland areas. In response to numerous comments, including from the

California Department of Fish and Game and members of the public, the project’s development footprint

was pulled back from the Santa Clara River in the western portion of the site, from the site’s central

canyon west to the commercial area adjacent to Bouquet Canyon Road, to preserve the mature riparian

resources and the 100-foot upland buffer in this area, thereby increasing the open space preserved on site.

This revision enables the revised project to achieve certain of the biological resource benefits offered by

Alternative 2, Santa Clara River Reduced Bank Stabilization Alternative, without suffering certain of that

alternative’s negative characteristics, such as a substantial loss of single-family housing units and the loss

of portions of the site’s central canyon active/passive park, which would preclude attainment of project

objectives by that alternative.

The relocation of the equestrian trail from the river bottom and out of the SEA to the pedestrian/bike trail

in the area just west of the Los Angeles Aqueduct will avoid the impacts that the prior placement in the

river bottom would have caused, as identified in Revised Draft EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources.
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As a result of these two revisions, the revised project reduces the permanent disturbance of habitat within

the Santa Clara River SEA from 24 acres to 16.9 acres (as compared to the original project), and the total

area of disturbance, including both temporary and permanent impacts, from 37 to 32.1 acres. As a result,

the revised project will now preserve more than 90 percent of the SEA within the site from permanent

impacts. Of the 16.9 acres of SEA that will be permanently impacted by the revised project, 8.4 acres will

be impacted by residential development, 7.5 acres will be impacted by Newhall Ranch Road, and 1.0-acre

will be impacted by the Santa Clara River Trail. (See Table 4, Riverpark Revised Project SEA

Encroachment, Final EIR Appendix K.) Also, most of the 8.4 acres impacted by residential development

lie in Planning Area A-2, and consist primarily of disturbed or disked fields that offer little habitat value.

Moreover, it must be noted that, because the City established the broad boundaries of the Santa Clara

River SEA based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 100-year storm limit

boundaries, the City’s SEA actually does not accurately reflect the actual location of riparian resources

along the river. The line that more accurately reflects the actual location of those resources, based on field

observations, is the resource line, and the revised project does not place any lot within that line.

Additionally, the FEMA flood hazard zone will be modified upon the completion of floodway

improvements (i.e., bank stabilization), as the once affected property would no longer be subject to flood

hazard.  (See discussion, below.)

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.

The revised project will also donate approximately 318 acres of off-site property (Final EIR Appendix K).

The revised project will donate 141 acres of property known as Round Mountain (located directly east of

Interstate 5, directly north of Magic Mountain Parkway, within the City of Santa Clarita), including

approximately 37 undeveloped acres of Santa Clara River SEA. The City’s General Plan presently

permits “Business Park” development on portions of this property. The revised project will enable the

City to permanently preserve these 141 acres, particularly including its 37 acres of Santa Clara River SEA,

which will, in part, further reduce the impacts on biological resources and the floodplain caused by

project development. The revised project also donates approximately 150 acres of the South Fork of the

Santa Clara River, which will preserve those acres in perpetuity from further development. Finally, the

applicant is proposing to donate approximately 24 acres of the North Valencia 2 Upland Area and 2.6

acres of a property located at the intersection of Newhall Ranch Road and Grandview Drive. The
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donation of these 318 acres of off-site property increases the amount of land preserved for recreation and

open space proposed by the project from 470 acres to 788 acres––an area larger than the project site.

The Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan for the Riverpark project site has now

been approved by the California Department of Fish and Game. A copy of the final plan and an email

from California Department of Fish and Game approving the plan appear in Final EIR Appendix C.

One of the project site’s 10 Heritage oak trees died due to a series of heavy rainstorms in the Santa Clara

Valley in mid-January of 2005. As a result, the City has issued an Oak Tree Permit Exemption, which

relieves the project applicant from the previously imposed obligation to relocate that tree. (See Final EIR

Appendix C.) The revised project now proposes to remove a total of 16 oak trees, 13 of which (including

2 Heritage oaks) will be relocated. It should be noted that the revised project conditions include a

requirement that the applicant plant a total of 56 24-inch box native oak trees on the project site in an area

to be determined by the Department of Parks Planning and the City of Santa Clarita Urban Forestry

Department as part of required mitigation.  (Condition U11.)

The City has determined, based on the entire record, that the revised project reduces the impacts of the

original project on the Santa Clara River floodplain and creates no new impacts, and, as a result, that the

Draft EIR’s conclusions that project development will have a less than significant impact on the

floodplain also apply to the revised project. Although the revised project reduces the original project’s

impacts on biological resources and does not create any new impacts, it would still have the same

unavoidably significant impacts on biological resources as were identified in the Draft EIR and, therefore,

a Statement of Overriding Considerations for biological resources would still be required if the City

approves the revised project.

g. Flood and Floodplain Modifications

During the hearings on the Riverpark project, members of the City’s City Council and Planning

Commission, as well as members of the public, expressed concern over the placement of lots 338 through

352 within the 100-year flood hazard area inside the so-called “FEMA line,” which is a line on the federal

Flood Insurance Rate Map that delineates the floodplain of the Santa Clara River for federal flood

insurance purposes. (See, e.g., June 29, 2004 Planning Commission hearing transcript, and January 25,

2005 City Council hearing transcript.) On January 12, 2005, FEMA issued a Conditional Letter of Map

Revision (CLOMR). (Final EIR Appendix J) The CLOMR states that, based on FEMA’s review of the

information submitted regarding the project’s proposed bank stabilization, FEMA will revise the Flood

Insurance Rate Map to remove those lots from the floodplain once the bank stabilization and other
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related project improvements have been constructed. In addition, the applicant has agreed to a condition

of approval that prohibits the creation of any lots within the FEMA line, as revised, once the revised

project has been built.

Additionally, the applicant has been working with the City to refine the design plans for the Cross Valley

Connector (Newhall Ranch Road, including the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge)

through the project site. More specifically, the applicant and the City have refined the design of the

Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge over the Santa Clara River, which has resulted in an

increase in the span width from approximately 680 feet to 915 feet, and the addition of two more piers to

the structure. As shown in the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge Technical

Memorandum (February 2005) prepared by PACE (Final EIR Appendix J), this refinement results in a

bridge design that includes a total of 11 piers as compared to the 9 piers assumed for the conceptual

design for the original project. The maximum projected increase in water surface elevation caused by the

bridge under the original design was 1.63 feet (Q-cap storm), limited to a zone 50 feet downstream of the

bridge and approximately 200 feet upstream of the bridge. Under the refined design, the increase in

water surface elevation is projected to be a maximum of 0.22 feet (Q-cap storm), limited to a zone of 0 feet

downstream and 75 feet upstream. This refined design also relocates the bridge abutments further out of

the active channel of the Santa Clara River, resulting in reduced impacts to the biological resources within

this portion of the river. Finally, this modification results in no change to the grading footprint of the

project.

These refinements to the design of the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge will not change

the level of any of the impacts identified in the Draft EIR or create new impacts. Further, the revised

project reduces the original project’s flood and floodplain impacts and creates no new impacts, and, as a

result, that the Draft EIR’s conclusions that project development will have a less than significant flood

impact and a less than significant impact on the floodplain also apply to the revised project.

h. Water Quality

As discussed in the Draft EIR (Section 4.8.1, Water Quality), Los Angeles County’s National Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (Order No. 01-182) regulates stormwater discharges from

municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) in the project area. The NPDES permit establishes

requirements for new development and significant redevelopment, including a requirement to control

post-development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates, velocities, and duration to prevent accelerated

stream erosion and to protect stream habitat in the Santa Clara River and other natural drainage systems.

These requirements are discussed under topics referred to as “peak flow control” and “mimic pre-
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development hydrology” in the permit. The NPDES Permit required the County and its co-permittees

(including the City of Santa Clarita) to develop and implement numeric criteria for peak flow control by

February 1, 2005, in accordance with the findings of a study on the potential impacts on natural streams

due to upstream development. The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and the

Southern California Storm Water Monitoring Coalition, which had been conducting the required study,

could not complete it in time to meet the February 1st deadline. Therefore, on January 31, 2005, the

County adopted a Peak Flow Interim Standard to apply until such time as a final standard could be

adopted based on the completed study. (See Addendum Number 1 to the Additional Hydrology and Water

Quality Analyses for the Riverpark Project Technical Report (GeoSyntec Consultants, February 2005) in Final

EIR Appendix G [“Addendum No. 1”].)  The Peak Flow Interim Standard reads:

“The Peak Flow Standard shall require that all postdevelopment runoff from a 2-year, 24-
hour storm shall not exceed the predevelopment peak flow rate, burned, from a 2-year,
24-hour storm when the predevelopment peak flow rate equals or exceeds five cubic feet
per second. Discharge flow rates shall be calculated using the County of Los Angeles
Modified Rational Method. The Peak Flow Standard shall also require that
postdevelopment runoff from the 50-year capital storm shall not exceed the
predevelopment peak flow rate, burned and bulked, from the 50-year capital storm.”

The ability of the revised project to meet the Interim Standard was analyzed in Addendum No. 1, which

concludes that although the implementation of the project’s proposed drainage concept would meet the

50-year flood control requirements of the City of Santa Clarita and the Flood Control and Watershed

Management Divisions of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, and would reduce flood

impacts to less than significant, the project’s debris basins, which were designed to control sediment

transport and flows from the 50-year capital storm event, would not control flows from the 2-year, 24-

hour event required in the Peak Flow Interim Standard. However, Addendum No. 1 further concludes

that the revised project will meet the Interim Standard by making minor changes to the original design of

the two proposed on-site water quality basins and/or via detention in over-sized pipes, and reports that

the project would size and design the water quality basins or other hydraulic features (e.g., such as

oversized pipes) as necessary to control the post-development runoff rates in order to meet the numeric

flow criteria established by the Interim Standard, or such other standard as may be adopted from time to

time by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works under Part 4, § D.1 of the MS4 Permit. Any

such modifications to the water quality basins would not result in any additional environmental impacts,

as any expansion or deepening of the basins would occur with in the already analyzed development

footprint and the maximum detention of 40 hours would still be maintained, as well as all of the other

water quality control characteristics of these basins. The revised project will incorporate these design

changes to ensure that it meets this Interim Standard, or such other peak flow standard as may apply at
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the time the project’s final hydrology plan is approved, in order to meet the requirements of the NPDES

Permit.

These improvements to the proposed water quality project design features will not create any new

impacts or change the level of any of the potential impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and, as a result, the

Draft EIR’s conclusions that project development will have a less than significant impact on water quality

will also apply to the revised project

Additionally, as a matter of clarification, certain Responses to Comments erroneously referred to a URS

study entitled, Draft Hybrid Functional Assessment of Wetland and Riparian Habitats for Newhall Ranch, dated

July 2004, and described as the Draft Hybrid Functional Assessment of Wetland and Riparian Habitats for the

Newhall Ranch Habitat Management Plan. (See, e.g., Final EIR p. RTC-110.) That citation should have been

to a URS study entitled, A Functional Assessment of the Santa Clara River Within and Upstream of the Natural

River Management Plan (July 20, 2004), which is included in the Final EIR at Appendix C and which

includes the information reported in the Responses to Comments.

i. Other Environmental Impact Areas Affected by the Reductions in Residential

Units and Commercial Space

Other environmental areas addressed in the Final EIR are affected by the reductions in residential units

and/or commercial space, including Education (Draft EIR Section 4.10), Library Services (Draft EIR

Section 4.11), Parks and Recreation (Draft EIR Section 4.12), Fire (Draft EIR Section 4.13), Sheriff Services

(Draft EIR Section 4.14), Population/Housing/Employment (Draft EIR Section 4.17), and Wastewater

(Draft EIR Section 4.21). In all cases, the original project’s impacts were considered to be less than

significant. Based on the average household size of 3.056 persons (Draft EIR Section 4.17,

Population/Housing/Employment), the revised project would generate a resident population of 3,328

persons, as compared to the original project’s 3,615 persons, which is a reduction of 287 persons. Based

on the entire record, the City has determined that the revised project, including, without limitation, its

reductions in residential units and/or in commercial space and in the number of project residents, would

not create new impacts or change the level of any of the potential impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and

that, as a result, the Draft EIR’s conclusions that project development will have a less than significant

impact in these environmental areas will also apply to the revised project.
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j. Other Environmental Impact Areas Not Affected By Project Revisions

The modifications to the original project encompassed in the revised project will not affect the physical

conditions or characteristics of the project site so as to change the conclusions or the significance

determinations made in Draft EIR Section 4.1, Geotechnical Hazards; Section 4.7, Land Use; Section 4.15,

Human Made Hazards; Section 4.16, Visual Resources; Section 4.18, Cultural Resources; or Section 4.19,

Agricultural Resources; or create new impacts in those areas. The City has determined, based on the

entire record, that the Draft EIR’s conclusions in these environmental areas would also apply to the

revised project.


