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SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, TUESDAY, MARCH 2, 2004
PROCEEDINGS IN PROGRESS
AGENDA ITEM NO. 4 BEGINS AT 8:38 P.M.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Welcome back, and we’ll call
the meeting back to order. We’'re on Item Number 4, Master Case
Number 02-175, and we’ll welcome in Mr. Jeff Hogan.

ASSOCIATE PLANNER HOGAN: Good evening Chairperson
and members of the Planning Commission. I’'m Jeff Hogan,
Associate Planner with the Planning Division. The item before
you tonight is the Riverpark EIR Project. The applicant is
Newhall Land and Farm, and they’'re requesting to develop six
hundred and ninety-five acres that’s located in the center of
the city. One second here. Sorry, my computer was off here.

The proposed site’s located at the eastern terminus
of Newhall Ranch Road, east of Bouquet Canyon, north of Soledad
Canyon, and south of the CLWA Treatment Facility and Central
Park.

The purpose of tonight’s meeting is to open the
public hearing for the project, to give a quick introduction of
the project and to establish a meeting schedule so that all the
Planning Commission -- Commissioners can work with. It’s also
important to know that tonight’s meeting is focused on the
project description. Staff will be presenting future
presentations on all the environmental impacts in April, after

the draft EIR is released.

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



1 The applicant, Newhall Land and Farms, submitted an
application back in May of 2002 which consisted of General Plan
amendment, zone change, vesting tentative tract map,
conditional use permit, hillside permit, oak tree permit and

adjustment to allow one thousand one hundred and eighty-three

2

3

4

5

6|dwelling units and forty thousand commercial square feet.

7 Back in June of 2002 staff determined that an EIR was
8|required. And after interviewing three environmental firms
9lImpact Sciences was hired to prepare the EIR. The notice of
10[preparation for the project for the EIR was circulated to all
11|the outside agencies in September of 2000 and again in October
12jof 2003. A public scope meeting was held in November of 2002.
13|t gave a chance or an opportunity for all the public and
l4loutside agencies to voice their concerns on the project. And
15just recently we’ve completed a draft EIR, and it will be out
16{for public review starting tomorrow, March 3™, 2004 -- and May
173%¢, 2004 you -- the Planning Commissioners will be receiving
18|their copies tonight. That’s what the boxes behind me are for.
19 Over the past year and a half staff and applicant
20fhave been working on the site plan, revising it, to reduce oak
2l|tree impacts, to improve an internal roadway system, and to
22|limprove the park site and the public trail system.

23 However, staff and applicant are still continuing to
24work on the park site. There’s some unresolved issues. And

25we’re, we're going to be taking that up to the Parks Commission

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113
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this Thursday night, and we’ll be bringing back their
recommendation in the future here soon.
Before getting into the project summary I just wanted
to familiarize the Planning Commission with the site plan that
you’ll be seeing in the next few slides here, if my mouse works
here.
Bougquet Canyon is located here. The future Newhall
Ranch Road runs along here. Soledad Canyon is along the south
side of the slide here, and the future Santa Clarita Parkway
runs a north/south direction right here.
The project includes, again, the development of six
hundred and ninety-five acres of land for single family and
multi-family uses, commercial uses, recreational and park uses,
infrastructure and open space.

We’ll start with the residential component first.
The applicant is proposing three single family areas within the
project site. Area 1 would consist of approximately two
hundred and twenty single family lots. Area A-2 would consist
of approximately -- or not approximately, but a hundred and two
lots. And Area B would consist of a hundred and seventeen
single family lots, for a total of four hundred and thirty-nine
single family lots. And the four hundred and thirty-nine
single family lots would consist of approximately eighty-three
acres of the six hundred and ninety-five acre site. And the

majority of the lots would average around five thousand square
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feet. There is approximately a hundred and six of them in
A -- Area A-1 that they’'re asking for adjustment, we’ll get
into it a little later.

In addition to the single family areas that we spoke
proposing two multi-family areas. Area D which would proposed
three hundred and twenty-four apartments. And Area C which
would propose four hundred and twenty apartments, for a total

of seven hundred and forty multi-family units, and consisting
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of approximately sixty-six acres of the six hundred and ninety-
10|five acre site.

11 Next is a commercial component that’s located at the
12lnorthwestern corner of the site, Area E. It’s a three acre
13|site approximately -- Newhall has approximately -- the ability
14|to build approximately four hundred commercial square feet. No
15fuses or buildings are proposed at this time.

16 The recreational park component of the project
17|consists of public and private park areas and public trails.
18[The applicant is proposing a twenty-nine acre public park in
19|the center of the project that would consist of five active
20lacres, a small area for passive uses, and twenty-three point
21lmine open space acres.

22 Let’s jump down to the private recreation lots. The
23lapplicant is providing three primary recreational facilities.
24/0ne in Area A-1, here. Area A -- Area D and Area C. And in

25laddition to those three primary recreational facilities they're
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proposing four additional secondary private recreational
facilities that are located in Area A-1 and Area B.

The public trail system will be running along the
Santa Clara River starting at the commercial site, running
along, again, the Santa Clara River all the way to the eastern
portion of the site. And it will be connecting, connecting to
the public park and a few of the recreational facilities, and
the Class 1 trail on Newhall Ranch Road. The applicant is also
proposing to dedicate approximately three hundred acres of open
space to the City, which consists of the Santa Clara River.

The infrastructure component of the project would
include Newhall Ranch Road -- including Newhall Ranch Road,
Golden Valley Road Bridge, Santa Clarita Parkway, and numerous
internal roadways.

The project itself necessitates Newhall Ranch Road
two lanes, including the Newhall Ranch Road, Golden Valley Road
Bridge. And it would start from the eastern terminus of
Newhall Ranch Road and continue all the way to -- what the City
is doing right now is the Soledad/Golden Valley Road flyover.
The applicant would also construct Santa Clarita Parkway from
Newhall Ranch just north of the Santa Clara -- south down to
the north part of the Santa Clara River.

The applicant is also proposing five point five
million cubic yards of earth movement that will be balanced on

site. The cut area will be in this general area, and the fill
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areas will be on the western portion of the site. And just --
and there’s three point six million cubic yards of remedial
grading that will be scattered throughout the site.

Bank stabilization. The applicant is proposing nine
thousand linear feet of bank stabilization. Three thousand of
that will be required and necessary for Newhall Ranch Road and
the bridge abutments, and the remaining six thousand linear
feet is required and necessary for the residential and
commercial components. There’s an additional fifteen linear
feet of toe protection to protect Area B.

On to oak trees. The site, the site contains eight-
seven oak trees consisting of twenty-five California oak trees,
fifteen valley oaks and one blue oak. The majority of them are
located within the center of the project where the proposed
public park is, and there are several also that are just
scattered throughout the site. There are ten heritage oak
trees on site. Two of them are dead and will be removed.

The applicant is proposing fifteen oak tree removals,
three of which are scrub oaks and the remaining are twelve
valley oaks. To the twelve valley oaks the applicant is
proposing to relocate within the site. And three of them are
of heritage size. And lastly, the applicant’s also requesting
three oak tree encroachments.

Physical characteristics of the site. The northern

portion of the site consists of southwest, south to southeast
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trending ridges, secondary ridge lines. And the southern
portion of the site entails the Santa Clara River.

Existing uses. This site is predominantly vacant,
with the exception of several buildings located where the
proposed park is located, and it’s used for a construction
business. There are existing water wells. The CLWA Pipeline,
Southern California Edison electrical transmission lines, and

the Los Angeles Aqgueduct.
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Surrounding land uses. To the north of the project
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site you have single family homes, the Emblem tract, Central
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Park, the CLWA Treatment Facility, more vacant land. To the
12least of the project site you have vacant land. And to the
13|south you have vacant land, the Metrolink Station, Saugus
14|Speedway, and various commercial shopping centers. And to the
15west of the site are more commercial shopping centers.

16 The next few slides are going to be an overview of
17all the entitlements the applicant’s requesting. The first one
18|]is a General Plan amendment. The applicant’s requesting to
19|change designations from Residential Moderate, Industrial
20[Commercial -- Community Commercial, Commercial Office with SEA
2lland vCC overlays, which are Significant Ecological Area and
22[valley Center Concept, and Community Commercial with a VCC
23loverlay. And they’re changing it to Residential Moderate with
24lan SEA overlay, Residential Moderate with a VCC overlay, and

25Community Commercial with a VCC overlay.
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1 To be consistent with the General Plan the applicant
is requesting a zone change from RM, IC, CO(PD), CC(PD), CC and
MHP. And they’'re requesting to change it to Residential
Moderate with a Planned Development Overlay, Community
Commercial with a Planned Development Overlay.

Under the proposed zone change using the hillside
calculations applicant would be allowed approximately sixty-six

hundred dwelling units and forty-nine thousand commercial
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square feet. However, the applicant is providing -- or
10jproposing one thousand one hundred and eighty-three dwelling
1ljunits and forty thousand commercial square feet.

12 Under the existing zoning designations using the
13jhillside calculations the applicant would be allowed
l4lapproximately three thousand dwelling units, three point four
15million square feet of commercial, and five hundred thousand
16|industrial square feet.

17 The applicant is also requesting a vesting tentative
18|tract map to subdivide the six hundred and ninety-five acre
19|site into five hundred and forty-five lots.

20 A conditional use permit is being requested, as it is
2l|required because of the proposed Planned Development Overlay.
22lother requests in the conditional use permit is to allow for
23multi~family buildings to exceed thirty-five feet and two
24|stories to a maximum of three stories or fifty feet in height.

25 Approval of the hillside innovative application to
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11
allow development on two secondary ridge lines and vehicle
gating for planning Area C.

Well, tree permit, we’ve kind of gone over that on
the oak tree summary, so I’ll just kind of show you the
specifics. The red, red triangles represent the twelve valley
oak removals, and the H’s represent the heritage removals, and
the blue circles represent the three scrub oak removals, and
the three yellow stars represent the three oak tree
encroachments.

A hillside permit is required as the applicant is
proposing to develop on slopes greater than ten percent, in
addition to development on secondary ridge lines. The
project’s average cross-slope is approximately fifteen percent,
and the applicant is also requesting to develop on two
secondary ridge lines on the site. There’s a third secondary
ridge line within the slide that’s not on the project site and
is not being impacted.

Under the hillside permit and the conditional use
permit, the applicant is requesting the project to be
considered an innovative project in order, in order to encroach
upon the two secondary ridge lines you see here in red.

The eastern secondary ridge line, the applicants are
requesting to encroach on for Area C development, which is the
four hundred and twenty apartments. And the applicant is also

requesting to develop and encroach upon the secondary ridge
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12
line here for Newhall Ranch Road and Area B.

Just to also note to the Planning Commission that
this ridge line right here has been significantly disturbed by
the development of the CLWA Treatment Facility, so we’ll get
more into that in the aesthetic sections of the EIR.

The last entitlement the applicant is requesting is a
maximum twenty percent reduction in lot size, lot width, front
vard setbacks, and property line walls. The minimum lot size

in the RM zone is five thousand square feet and the minimum lot

hundred and six lots in area A-1 be forty-nine fifty square
feet to four thousand nine hundred and fifty square feet,
rather than the five thousand, and that lot widths are a
minimum of forty-five feet.

In addition, the applicant’s requesting that the
twenty foot front yard setbacks be reduced to sixteen feet, and
the garages be reduced to eighteen feet, rather than the twenty
feet requirement.

And the applicant is also requesting that all the
property line walls facing Newhall Ranch Road and the Santa

Clarita Parkway have an increased height of seven feet rather

than the required six feet. This increase would assist in
negating the noise impacts, which we’ll get into down in the
future.

The next few slides are pictures of the site. Here's
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@ northeast view of the site from Soledad looking over the
Santa Clara River, and you’re going to be looking at Area A-1.
And the bottom picture here is another northeast view of the
Lsite looking over the Santa Clara River again, and looking at

Area B, Area C, and possibly the Newhall Ranch/Golden Valley

Road Bridge.

The top picture here is a northwest view of the, of
the project site, looking at the most eastern -- looking from
the most eastern portion of the site, the red star right here.

And you’d be looking at Area C again and the proposed Newhall
Ranch/Golden Valley Road Bridge. The bottom site here, the
green star, again, a northwest view looking at the site over
the Santa Clara River, and you’d be looking at possibly the
public park in Area A-1 and Area A-2.

The last few pictures here is an east view of the
site from the eastern terminus of Newhall Ranch Road. This is
Mhere we met out at the site tour. So you’d be looking down
Newhall Ranch Road, the future Newhall Ranch Road, and on the

lefthand side here would be the Area D, which are the three

south view of the site looking from the Emblem tract. And
actually the seal right here is part of the project site.
They’'re proposing to bring it down fifty feet, so the project
would be over this, this hill right here.

And last slide here. Staff recommends that the

Lutz & Company, Inc.
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Planning Commission establish a meeting schedule, provide any
feedback to staff on the project, and receive testimony from
the public, and continue that public hearing to the April 6%,
2004 meeting. This concludes staff’s presentation and we’'d be
happy to answer any questions.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Hogan. Before we get
to questions -- or I guess what -- we’ll get -- I'll get it in
a second. Any, any questions to Mr. Hogan at this point? No?
Okay. Thank you.

The applicant tonight, we have Mr. Glenn Adamick.
Welcome, Glenn.

MR. ADAMICK: Thank you, Chairman Berger and members
of the Commission. 1’11 let Cory get set up here on the, on
the Powerpoint. I wanted to, to kind of run through a brief
Powerpoint presentation. Jeff covered a great deal of the
details associated with the project, and I know you’ll be
seeing a lot of me probably for the next six months, so you
probably don’t want to see too much of me tonight. So I’'ll
touch on some of the, the project facts that, that perhaps Jeff
didn’t.

Again, the, the Riverpark properties approximately
seven hundred acres. We’ll go to the next slide. 1It’s located
smack dab in the central -- in the center of the city. The
reason for it being in the Valley Center Concept is it’s really

right in the core of the City of Santa Clarita, it does have a
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15
great deal of river frontage along the Santa Clara River and
includes the extension of Newhall Ranch Road, which is the
cross-valley connector. This is one of our final Valencia
communities as part of the Valencia Master Plan. Let’s go to
the next slide.

This is the community plan. And, and what I wanted
to, to kind of quickly touch on was some of the amenities that,
that we are proposing with the project. Of course we’'re
extending the Santa Clara River trail approximately two miles
from its western terminus today from your Bouguet Canyon along
the project frontage all the way to the eastern terminus of the
project site, which is a little east of the future Newhall
Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge.

There’s about three hundred and thirty acres of river

property that would be dedicated to the City of Santa Clarita

into perpetuity, it would be under City ownership.

As Jeff indicated we have four hundred and thirty-
nine single family lots. Those are spread out throughout what
would be four residential single family neighborhoods. This is
Area A, A actually, A-1, B. About two hundred and twenty lots
here, a little over a hundred here and a little over a hundred
here.

The lot sizes actually range anywhere from about
forty-nine hundred square feet all the way up to about ten

thousand square feet, so there’s a lot of variation. And what
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16|
we tried to do was really segment the lot sizes, starting with
some of the smaller lots on what would be the, the western
portion of the property, increasing the lot sizes as we move
east, where over here we have average lot sizes of about sixty-
six hundred square feet. So we’ve tried to accommodate really
four different distinct neighborhoods.

Another key amenity associated with the project is
the provision of a twenty-nine acre park in the middle of the
project site. If you remember from the field trip this is a
very visible canyon in the project site. It contains the bulk
of the oak trees. It’s presently, presently being used as a
contracting storage yard, but really is a, is a great canyon.
It has a lot of, has a lot of existing vegetation that can be
incorporated into this park and that’s been kind of really the,
the game plan.

What we are proposing as a part of the project is
that we would improve about five acres of that as an active
neighborhood park which will be owned and maintained by the
City of Santa Clarita. And then we would have about twenty-
four acres adjacent to that that we would dedicate to the City
as part of our oak tree mitigation and that would be combined
with the park and really create kind of a nice, nice amenity
for, for this community as well as the City.

We’'re also proposing three primary rec centers within

the project, will be distributed in each of the multi-family
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sites and then a central one in the single family site.

I think finally on the bank stabilization, we are
proposing with the bulk of the bank stabilization to do buried
bank stabilization, which is a treatment that, that I think the
Commission is extremely familiar with now, having seen it on
the Bridgeport community on the North Valencia II community,
and I think recently you took a field trip and saw some of,
some of it under construction on the Soledad site. It’s a
total of nine thousand linear feet of bank stabilization.

-What we’ve been able to do with the project design is
eliminate a lot of the bank stabilization from this point here
all the way to the bridge abutment. And the reason for that is
we've pulled away from the river in those areas. So we’ve just
eliminated that bank stabilization altogether. All that would
occur down there at the, at the base of those slopes is the
river trail. The river trail does include a pedestrian
crossing over the top of the L.A. Aqueduct as well. We can go
to the next slide.

This is a blowup of the park plan just to give you a,
a better idea. Access is proposed to come off of Newhall Ranch
Road, Santa Clarita Parkway, into the community and then into a
cul-de-sac here where a parking lot would be constructed off of
the cul-de-sac. This would be the active portion of the bark.
As everybody, when they were out there on the field trip,

notice there is a, a side drainage that comes down this canyon.
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The idea is to enhance this in the upper portions. And through
2lthe park keep it in tact, not box it, but make it an amenity as
3la part of the park and extend it down to the bank
stabilization. This is a water quality basin which is a

requirement of, of projects today to treat runoff water coming

4

5

6loff the site. Next slide.
7 These are some examples of, of some of the product
8|types that we’'re looking at for the single family development.
9|again, there’s going to be a lot of variation there. You're
10jlooking at really four distinct communities, so we have an
1ljopportunity to really do some different elevations and, and
12|laccomplish some different things. I think what we’re trying to
13|do here is show some examples of some side turned garages, some
l4lexamples of some recessed garages, and some of the more
15|traditional Valencia style residential developments that you’ve
l6{seen. So the idea is to really mix up the street scene. The
17pproject does propose parkways throughout. The reason for the
18reduced setback is to really provide an additional variation on
19]that street scene, allow us to move a little bit forward on
20|some of the lots, and be a little bit farther away on some of
2l|the lots. So really to break that up so you’re not looking at
22la uniform street scene.

23 The multi-family again is, is, at least what I’'ve,
24|1've tried to explain it as in both of our locations is really

25kkind of a Montecito product, taken off the shelf and put on the
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site. And for those of you who are familiar with Montecito
it’s located adjacent or across the street from the spectrum,
three stories. These are some, some additional elevations,
just to give you a kind of an idea of quality and theme and
those types of things that we would be proposing with the
project.

I think, I think Jeff touched on this but, but I
think it’s an important point, point to reenforce, I think to
the public and to the Commission. We have really spent a lot
of time working on a design that we feel deals with a lot of
the, the constraints on the property. And the example of that
is what the general -- the City’s General Plan allows today.
And being this is part of the Valley Center Concept, if you
were to fully utilize the General Plan you can even get higher
densities, but basically the City’s General Plan allows today,
based on the residential land use designations on the site, a
maximum of thirty-four hundred units, almost two million square
feet of retail commercial, almost eight million square feet of
office and, as Jeff indicated, over five hundred thousand
square feet of industrial commercial.

This does not include, you know, kind of implementing
the project under the Valley Center Concept. When the Valley
Center Concept was created it was created with the idea that
this area would be the core of the City and you would have some

higher densities and intensities. So it, it, it talked about
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having residential densities up to fifty units per acre and
commercial densities, especially in, in areas of commercial
office up to a ten-to-one FAR.

So as you can see, I think the project reflects the
fact that we’ve really made an attempt to deal with the site
constraints, pull away from some of the environmental resources
and, and come up with a project that we feel confident that,
that deals with all of those issues.

As Jeff indicated we’re proposing eleven hundred and
eighty-three residential units, it’s about a third of what the
plan would permit. Forty thousand square feet of retail
commercial, which is about a fraction of -- a very small
fraction of what the plan would, would permit. And the project
does include over four hundred acres of open space. And that'’s
the three hundred and thirty acres of the river combined with
the twenty-nine acres of the park, as well as some other open
space parcels that are kind of distributed throughout the
entire site. Next slide.

As far as significant benefits, clearly the number
one is bringing to the table over twenty million dollars
($20,000,000) to the cross-valley connector. That would
include the projects BNT obligation, which is in the
meighborhood of about thirteen million dollars ($13,000,000),
plus the dedication of right of way, which has been estimated a

value of about nine million dollars ($9,000,000).
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The other benefit, of course, is dedication and
perpetuity of the Santa Clara River and the three hundred and
thirty acres that’s associated with the project. The
dedication and improvement of the twenty-nine acre park. The
extension of a trail from the river trail through the park all
the way up to the Class 1 trail. Next slide.

Other benefits include the preservation of the unique
physical characteristics on the project site. When we looked
at the project we really felt that there were two areas that,
that were key, the river and the middle canyon. And we’ve done
wWhat we think is an admirable job of, of staying out of both of
those.

There’s nearly a two mile extension of the Santa
Clara River Regional Trail which has been part of the City’s
General Plan since, since adoption and the City has been kind
of pursuing over the years.

And I think finally it supports the regional housing
meeds. I think we’ve come up with what we feel is a well
balanced development that, that takes into accountant some of
the, the considerations that we had to deal with on the sight
and, and also provides the necessary housing for the region.

I think, finally, Jeff touched on the fact that, that
we were taking about fifty feet down on the, the ridge line
looking from the Emblem tract into the project. We worked over

the last, last year and had several meetings with several folks
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on Gavlin Drive (phonetic) to redesign that part of the
project. And as we get farther into the project and into the
design issues we will be bringing that redesign to the
Commission. And the bottom line is, is to, to, to leave that
ridge line, at least as it relates to Gavlin, in tact.

So that’s the game plan. And, you know, as we get a
little bit farther along we want to bring that to you.

That really concludes my presentation. I want to
thank you again. We'’'re looking forward to this process and if
you have any question please feel free to ask.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Adamick. Any questions
for Glenn while he’s up? No? Thank you,rsir.

Okay. Ladies and Gentlemen, I just kind of want to
give you a little update of what we’re, we’re doing here
tonight and kind of the plan. Today really is, is, as we
mentioned earlier, is just an opening introduction to us. The
project description. We’re going to okay the schedule and a
couple items like that.

It’s -- the most important thing is that on a project
like this your input is extremely important. So we’re looking
forward to this meeting and all the meetings that we have to
hear your input. And with that what we’re going to start
tonight with is the -- we have a few people with -- in
opposition here and I’1l, I’ll bring him up. We have, number

one, John Valenzuela.
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1 MR. VALENZUELA: Mr. Chairman, the Commissioners, my

mame is John Valenzuela, I’'m the Chairman of the San Fernando

2

3Band of Mission Indians.
4 (inaudible) has sent a letter to the City concerning
Sithis project wherever there’s a project that involves
6larcheological sites. Nobody responded to my letter. I
7junderstand there was somebody else that made a survey on that
8[land without notifying us. We also notified Newhall Land and
9lCompany that we existed here. We have over six hundred
10members. Our genealogy comes from here, our history is from

ll1fhere, and we are the people to deal with.

12 We should be the people to determine about these
13|sites if they’'re gonna be disturbed. I understand that one of
14]the sites is going to be disturbed. I understand I’'m going to
15|get a copy of the report to see what the report says here,
16[because I never did get any information as to what it really

17|consisted of.

18 I do have concerns about these sites. And I want to
19]Jcell you and each individual Commissioner here that all along
20|the Santa Clara River is a sensitive site for us. And this

2l|destroying of these sites has to come to a stop, it really

22|does. We're losing, everyday, on construction sites that are
23jcompletely taken away. We had a site that was taken away in

24|the Moreno Valley that fifty feet where we (inaudible) of this

25[site was destroyed, and that is a shame. But I (inaudible) we
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have to go through this to make people realize that we still

exist here and we should have an input on it.

And I oppose this project because I don’t want to see

any archeological site destroyed. Are people were here.

There’s a possibility you might find a burial site. I am
listed as a (inaudible) with the Native American Heritage
Commission. And if any remains was to be found on this project
the would contact me and I would be the deciding guy to see

what would happen with those remains.

And I'm a little bit disturbed because the Planning
Commission did not let me know about this. And, and, and I’'m
making a demand of you know that you seriously look at what the
impact of these sites are going to be. Not only on the top of
it, what’s underneath it. And all along those banks of those
rivers, like I said, are sensitive. And you really have to put
your, your heart into it and look what it’s really destroyed

for us, from us.

Our ancestors were here, and little by little it’s
being destroyed. And it’s about time that the City and
developers look at the idea a little more special than what
they have been doing now, because it means a lot to us. And it
just means like if we got a bulldozer or we got a Cat that went
to the cemetery in (inaudible) Valley and it went to it, it

would be the same thing for us.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you very much, Mr. Valenzuela.
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MR. VALENZUELA: Thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: I have Henry Schultz or Schulte (sic).
Followed by Irene (sic) Anderson -- or Ileene.
MR. SCHULTZ: Thank you for allowing me to speak. My
mame’s Henry Schultz and I am representing the Sierra Club.
And also a candidate for City Council, by the way, if you want
to vote for me. And the reason I'm here is this project is a

sham. It’s name is a sham.

What kind of sham is it? Well, I have in my hands
here something that says "Santa Clara Riverpark Project, 1995, "
@ project done by the City, accepted by the City, complete with
designs, how to do river parks. And it selects these parks.

And what I’'ve passed out to you is a little map, and all these

are the sites. We already have wiped out two of the best
sites. We did that over in the North Valencia Annexation

Project. Gone.

The best site here now is the one that’s right as you
go passed where the Newhall Ranch Road would begin to extend,
that’s the best part of the river there. That’s all going to

be wiped out.

This project has just tons of problems because it is
just chopping up land. It’s going to fill and cut everything

that’s there, all the natural landscape. The river is going to

be impacted. And the roads, you have Newhall Ranch Road that’s

going to just go straight through the middle of it. All these
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homes, and you heard him trying to raise the wall to get rid of

the sound, it ain’t gonna work. People who live in this thing

are going to be miserable. You’ve got a big road going on one
side of you and a big road crossing on the other side, and it

chops the property right in two. Bad design.

I would make a recommendation because this bridge
that doesn’t need to be built should be wacked off and all the
money that’s going to be put by the developer into that bridge,
thirty million or whatever, could go to pay for the remaining
part of this park that we could build that would hook onto the
central park. We need to think outside the box on this
project. You’ve got to. This is a terrible project as it sits

and it’s going to break up everything.

Look at the way these parks are designed on here.
They run along the river. The little park that we have here

goes perpendicular to the river, that’s no good. That’s a

little tiny -- there’s no open space here. The open space
that’s promised by this thing is the river. Most of this open
space is three hundred and thirty -- you can’t do anything with
the river anyway, except of course block it to make sure that

these homes that are being dangerously built close to the edge

have to get protected. So you take -- get rid of the natural
boundaries and there goes the habitat protection. So the whole

thing is kind of a disaster.

So one of the things I'd recommend is that the
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Commission and everybody else, just because you have a whole
bunch of money sitting aside to build all these bridges what
happens is every time you add another road or bridge you add
more people. Each of these roads is going to become more
jammed than it was before. You don’'t improve anything. This
cross-valley connector is a loser. Kill the roads. Kill the
density. Just go in there an put in fewer houses. You can
make them more expensive if you want on one end of the
property, and you could get a development that would make just
as much money and you’d end up with a whole bunch of property.
You’ve got to really sit down with the developer and do

something that’s going to help because this is a disaster.

And a lot of other people are going to talk about the
impacts of this project, but I just want to get in here and say
that we’ve got to do something about this project. This is a

disaster. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Schultz. Ms. Anderson?
MS. ANDERSON: Chairman and Commissioners, thank you
very much. My name is Ireene Anderson and I‘m a Soft Botanist
with a statewide organization called California Native Plant

Society.

One of the four major concerns with this project, we

oppose the project as proposed because of the permanent impacts

on Santa Clara River flood plain. As of 1989, over fifteen

vears ago, researchers out at the University of California have

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

®®



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

28
documented a ninety-eight percent reduction in wetlands and

flood plains in Southern California.

Wetlands and flood plains, as you know, provide a
variety of important functions that help counties, including
water treatment that increases water quality by taking out
nitrogen and other pollutants. You increase the infiltration
of (inaudible) protecting the water sources. And flood plains
provide flood protection by allowing water to flood out, slow

down and deposit sediments.

Other benefits of course from our perspective is this
(inaudible) scrub oak communities, most of which are considered
rare by the State of California. Therefore, we request that

the City improve the development out of the flood plain.

In my brief review of the documents on the back
table, seven out of the fourteen (inaudible) identified on the
property are considered rare by the State of California, and
six rare plant species with normal locations are also located
on the property. This represents a part of California’s rich
matural heritage, which is globally recognized. California is
one of the (inaudible) viable (inaudible) hot spots, and it’s

here in your own backyard.

Another concern that we have is the introduction of
exotic vegetation into the (inaudible) eco-system for
landscaping. Therefore we suggest the city support landscaping

with local landscape species, especially with the interfaces of
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the open space.

In conjunction with the Metropolitan Water District
and the Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden we’re publishing a
gardener’s training pamphlet on the care and feeding, or
actually lack of feeding, for native plants, which I hope that

vou all take a look at and incorporate.

The last thing we, we request that brush clearings
for fire safety be included within the footprint of the
proposed project and whether it has any impacts to native

vegetation.

The California Native Plant Society urges you to
recognize your opportunity to conserve California’s natural
(inaudible) as a legacies of our future generations. And also

to participate in (inaudible) species, to have more species

under (inaudible) Act Protection. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Anderson. Teresa
Savaikie.

MS. SAVAIKIE: Hi, good evening. Thank you for the
opportunity to speak tonight. My name is Teresa Savaikie. I
live in Saugus, I’'m a parent and an environmental activist.

This project is, is -- whoops, is within the natural
(inaudible) plan. And we have witnessed several, several
issues within that project. We’ve had the developer consider
the presence of many, many species. We have had the City -- we
have met with the City, the Sheriff’'s Department, we have met
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with Fish and Game, we have met with Fish and wildlife, we have
met with Army Corp of Engineers to discuss many of the illegal
activities that you sought to enforce such as off road vehicles
that continues to totally destroy the Santa Clara River. We
brought this first to your attention in 2001 when Nancy

Sandburg found a rare toad and to date you’ve done nothing.

And so I'm questioning how you can possibly protect
the resources above within this project area. That would be my

first thing.

The second thing is just roughly when I’'m running
through the draft of your letter I noticed already you have a
species that I found, another, while driving behind Vons that's
mot identified in the EIR, and that was a Western Spadefoot
Toad, which is a California species of special concern. And
you might say, well, how does she know that? Well, I
(inaudible), I called the biologist and they confirmed it.
Fish and Game is aware of it and yet it’s already lacking in
the EIR, and you need to take just few moments (inaudible) to
look at it. You need to have surveys conducted by somebody
other than impact sciences. Really, independent surveys that

are conducted.

And also I’'d like to add this, we are currently
spending tens of millions of dollars to move concrete out of
the L.A. River. The L.A. River will never, ever again support

Arroyo Toads, Arroyo Chub Fish, Stickleback Fish, they are
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lost, they’'re lost forever. And yet you continue to do the

opposite here. You can not just save the bottom of the river
and protect this resource, and I think you all know that. And
if you don’t I would really appreciate taking you out into the
river and pointing out those issues to you with honest
biologists.

People that you’ve even hired to survey the TMC
Mining Project, evidently you trusted her, if she was to walk
through the Natural River Management Plan and (inaudible) and

this proposed project she would surely tell you the same. And
it’s about time that the City look at the TMC Mining Project,
of which I'm totally opposed to, but you continue to scream
about how you want to protect that river up there from that one
mining project and yet you’ve got an entire arid plain portion

of the river being destroyed.

I have here today important bird areas, this is just
released by the State of California, the Santa Clara River
being one. It states in this the Santa Clara River is
seriously threatened to be, to be, to be completely destroyed.
I suggest you get the book and read it. It talks about the
damage within L.A. County. So I hope we consider the fact that
we might want to look at saving the Santa Clara River before it

meets the fate of the L.A. River. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Savaikie. Next up is
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MR. PEARSON: Hi, that’s right, I'm Karen Pearson.
Good to see you all here tonight and thank you for letting me

talk.

I've long been concerned about somehow having man
[valk hand in hand with nature. I’'m also concerned tonight
about having development walk hand in hand with the existing

residence, me being one of them.

This particular project is abutting kind of may
backyard. And I'm the backyard that is -- if you take the back
of Bouquet Center, the back fence of Bouquet Center, I look out
the south side of my backyard and that back fence is right
here, okay, and then it’s clear to the hills there. But this

is where they want to put the apartment buildings, over here.

So I ask you not to allow them the extension and have
them go up several stories on those apartment buildings. And I
really am very concerned about the impact of that many people
living that close to my backyard. And the hill was cut back to
make room for Bouquet Center just -- so that it’s like the hill

is cut here and the fence is located right there and I’'m the

channel that goes through to Newhall Ranch Road. So all the
smog and noise can come straight through without the wonderful

blocking of the hill.

So yeah, I'm very concerned about the quality of life
that’s going to happen to my backyard once this thing goes

through. And I don’t know how you can mitigate those
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particular problems. I too was informed about that Western
Spadefoot Toad. That is part of the habitat down there that I
was informed about. And I was also told there is no way you
could mitigate that. You can not create other habitat for that
species, a special concern on -- at any level. So you need to
know that that is going to be an issue for you. You can’t just

kind of pretend that’s not going to be an issue.

And you have an interesting job. The interesting job
is you have the rights of the landowners, but there are also
the rights of the existing population. There are also the
rights of the species that have had habitat there for so many
years, and we’ve heard the cultural rights of the Indians. So
you get the, the fun of juggling all the rights of all the

people. And I'm just here to talk to you about my rights.

But other than that, I also want to congratulate
Glenn on saying up front that they don’t plan at cutting the
hill at the end of Gavlin Drive, which is what I live on, fifty
feet, which would be horrid, it would be just ridiculous. That
hill is for the front of my yard a noise guard, a smog guard,
but it is also the ambience of our little cud-de-sac, and it'’s
a beautiful ambience and it deserves to remain in its existing
state. And I think again, that has to do with the rights of,

of us all.

And I see my red light. I’'m going to be very polite

and thank you for being politely with your listening. I want
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to -- I wrote -- I sketched out while I was sitting there what
I wanted to say, I didn‘t get to say everything, so I’'ll hand
you this as a letter and you can read the rest of it.

CHAIR BERGER: If you can just hand it to Terasa,
that would be wonderful.

MR. PEARSON: Thank you very much.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Pearson. Okay. Now we
have some speakers that are just going to speak on general
comments. And first up again is going to be Eric Jakeman.

Eric? Thanks. Thanks.
MR. JAKEMAN: Hello. My name is Eric Jakeman. I
live up in Sky Blue Mesa Track, which I believe is going to be

to the northeast of the development, and I have some concerns.

One, you’'ve got eleven hundred and eighty-three homes being
built. I don’'t see one school on the project site. Both Sky
Blue Mesa and Plum Canyon (phonetic) are both overcrowded at
this point. The City has been very short cited in building
schools altogether, they have been for years. I don’t think
they’ve built one new school without having portables on it
before it was occupied. I don’'t see one school. Where are

they? Why aren’t they planned?

Two, we’'ve got eleven million cubic yards of earth
being built. As I recall, I’'ve been in the City, moved here in
1966, you’ve been spending millions of our tax dollars fighting

ICEMEX, which is half the cubic yards. Now, when they’re moving
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@all the dirt and your worried about dust (inaudible) this point

up the canyon. What you’re doing here is going to go directly
to all the tract houses. Why would you spend a million dollars
($1,000,000) of our tax money fighting CEMEX and allow this,
which is twice the cubic yards, to happen? That’s a
contradiction or there’s something going on. Take it any way
you want it, it looks pretty bad. Okay.

He said there’s two lanes. Is it two lanes each
direction or two lanes total? How large of a road are you
looking at up here? Now the trees -- and like he said before,

an increased traffic flow to Soledad Canyon Road. We’ve got

Walmart going in. We’ve got eleven hundred and eighty-three

homes going in. Where’s all this traffic going to go? Do you
guys -- do any of you live over in Canyon Country? Get on

Sierra Highway in the morning. You sit there and you stop.

This cross-valley connector goes right up into Golden Valley to
Sierra Highway and it’s a parking lot. And your gonna increase
it with Walmart and eleven hundred and eighty-three homes on
top of it. What’s your thinking here? There’s no overpass up
there, there’s nothing going on. There’s no road development

going on here, yet you keep progressing.

The conditional use permit for the reduced front
yard. I work in L.A. City, that’s my job, I design in L.A.
City. Here these front yards are going to make sixteen foot

driveways. That way they get more housing in. It also means
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that your traffic -- your cars are either going to be parked on
the sidewalk or across the sidewalk. Either way the kids got
to go around the cars either, either in the drive through or on
the street. Sixteen foot driveways don’'t work. If you had

them in your house you’d know, they don’'t fit.

Traffic from the development, again you’re hitting
Bouquet. Right up here in the northeast section we see a road
line, it stops at about Ermine Street. Does that road then
continue to Ermine Street and go through our development tract?
It’s dedicated and it’s heading straight towards Ermine. Now
right now Ermine is a undivided two way street. I’'m hoping
that traffic will not enter that area. I’'d like to know if it

is, okay?

What’'s the private recreation areas? Are those
playgrounds, playhouses, what is it? 1Is it public? Is it
exclusive to the people that live there? What are they talking

about there?

And then the, the main concern again is the dirt

being moved. Why would you let eleven million yards of dirt be

moved --

CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Jakeman, I think your time’s up,
sir.

MR. JAKEMAN: I appreciate your time.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, sir. Okay. Mr. Blake
Bonelli.
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MR. BONELLI: Good evening, Chairman Berger,
Commissioners. Thank you for letting me speak. My name is
Blake Bonelli. I part -- I am part owner of the Saugus

Speedway just south of the property.

And my concern is about the noise that our business
generates. In the EIR that I read you did acknowledge our
existence, as well as the existence of other businesses on the
south side of the project -- excuse me. And I want to know how
they’'re going to mitigate the sound we make to those new people
living in that project. Are they -- the report said that they
were going to inform the buyers. Is that orally, written,

how’s that going to be?

And that the sound wall that they’re proposing for --
to elevate to seven feet along the Newhall Ranch Road, are they
going to do that on the river side? That’s my question. Thank

you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Bonelli, appreciate it.
I think this is Stacey Killeher. Thank you.

MS. KILLEHER: Good evening, Chairman and

Commissioners. I was aware when I moved into Bridgeport Stony
Point that there was going to be a connector, and I think
there’s positives to that. But I was not told about the

dense -- about homes that were going to be built with this
apartment building and different things. And my concern is

that our freeways are so bad now, even before Westridge has
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been built out. And Newhall Land and Farm or Lanar (phonetic),
whoever they are currently, they have taken great pride in that
they are building out according to how they planned years ago.

But why -- where are the freeways being looked after and the

congestion, and like someone mentioned the no school and these

things? And even if there is a bridge going under Bouquet, the
traffic is going to be on Newhall Ranch Road. They don’t have
anything like a bridge for kids to bicycle over to go to Vons
or anything like that. I think that, you know, that street
isn’t going to be very safe when you have semis and different
trucks going on there, and there is no overhead bridge so that
you can go from the south to the north side of Newhall Ranch

Road.

And so my big concern is that I think there’s a
report coming out tomorrow on the freeway situation, and I
think it’s pretty bad. And plus they’re growing in other
areas, like Gorman, they’re doing a huge amount of homes. But
the 5 is already horrible and stop and go. And so I think the

part that I have a lot of concerns is the congestion of this

many homes. Like someone said, why not have bigger lots and
have less congestion so that, you know, it isn’t like just

greediness of the builder but they’re truly looking out for us.

Thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Killeher. Okay. Those

are our speakers. Mr. Adamick, if you’d like to come back up
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you’re more than welcome.

MR. ADAMICK: Well, thank you. 1I’l1l be brief. I
think a lot of the comments that were raised clearly will be
discussed in a lot of detail at future meetings and, and after
everybody’s had an opportunity to review the EIR and everything
else. So I’'ll reserve any rebuttal ‘til that future time.
Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Adamick. Okay. I know
that the staff is looking for a little direction from us
tonight. They also have a calendar that everyone has. I hope
everyone has a chance to look at this calendar. If you don'’t
mind I‘'d like to talk about that for a minute because I think
we’d like to make a change here. Everyone have a chance to
have it in front of them?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. I would like to request a
change that we move the April meeting for the -- EIR to April
20®™. I have notified Terasa earlier in February that I would
not be available on the 6 and there was nothing planned as of
that date. And since that is a very important initial meeting
I want to be present for that. So I’'m asking that that is
moved to the 20%".

CHAIR BERGER: I don't think anybody objects to that.
Commissioner -- oh, I’'m sorry.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Question Mike. Diane, the,

the schedule I'm looking, we have a meeting on the 6.
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VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. I'm not here then.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: So you’'re --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: There was nothing scheduled at
the time and I'm --

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: So we’'re -- you're talking
about pushing it all back --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: I'm talking about moving it all
back so that we start the, the EIR discussion --

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: The 20%"?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- on the 20",

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay.

CHAIR BERGER: Ms. Hardy, did you want to update us
on this?

SENIOR PLANNER HARDY: Oh. In your recommendation
tonight all you need to do is recommend that the public hearing

be continued to April 20®". I -- we discussed it this afternoon
between staff and applicant. We’re planning on pushing the
schedule back to April 20", and we can adjust the schedule at
that time if we need additional meetings.

CHAIR BERGER: Excellent. Anything else on dates or
anything that you --
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Not on dates.
SENIOR PLANNER HARDY: Not at this time.
CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Winsman?

CHAIRMAN WINSMAN: I would suggest that if we’re
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going to move the April 6™ to the 20" that we correspondingly
shift all the other ones accordingly, as well.

SENIOR PLANNER HARDY: That's correct, we’ll do that.
CHAIRMAN WINSMAN: Okay.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Rick. Okay. It’s -- I
think that, that will work out well for us. Anybody have any
more comments? You want to just talk about what we heard

tonight?

O 00 9 N W kAW N

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well, I just wanted to thank

—
(=]

the public for coming out and there were a lot of great

—
—

technical comments that -- within the actual specific evening
12|that we (inaudible) would be very germane and be very
13limportant. So I really invite you all to come back and, and
l4|then restate them, because I, I couldn’t take all the notes. I
15|did jot down some of the issues, but I -- you know, there’s
16|just so much. And so I just want to invite you back again.
17]1’11 be looking at their Internet for the topics of the various
18meetings that we have in the future, and by all means, please
19[come back and restate your, your issues, if you can.

20 CHAIR BERGER: Tim?

21 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: I would just, you know,
22jadvise staff that when, when we get to that point where we’re
23|going to talk about those two words we love the most,
24linnovative project, that we’ve got a lot of support and detail

25jand explanation as to, you know, why this should be considered
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innovative. Because that -- right off the bat of what we were
presented tonight that’s my biggest concern.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Tim. Rick, any comments?
CHAIRMAN WINSMAN: Just an awful lot of information
here, and I'm not looking forward to those boxes that are
sitting over there.

I, just for the interest of the Commission, I did ask
for a five page executive summary. They said you have it, it’s
called your staff report. I don’t think that’s going to be
enough detailed information.

I just want to let the Commission keep this in the
back of their mind. I talked with a couple of Commissioners
earlier in regards to perhaps utilizing study sessions to look
into some specific aspects of this in a more informal setting.

Still involved in public comment but not necessarily being

pressed as formally as we are here and not necessarily having
to make a decision at that time.

So rather than schedule a slew of those types of
things it might be something we want to consider on an as
meeded bases throughout this whole process, just to make sure
that we have enough information and enough technical
information to make the right proper decisions.

CHAIR BERGER: I like that idea, too.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I think that’s an excellent
idea.
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VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, I agree, 1 agree.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: I’d like to, but I’'d also
likely to explore maybe doing them on a night other than a
regular meeting since I really think we’re getting off lucky
tonight and we’re going to get out of here before tomorrow.

CHAIRMAN WINSMAN: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: And the prospect of starting
at five and going ‘til 1:00 in the morning I’'d like to avoid.

CHAIR BERGER: There you go.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well, I think it would be
good --

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Call it like you see it,
buddy .

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: No, I agree, I think it would
be good to have it on a different night too because I also want
to hear from, from those other agencies that -- who are also
providing input on this as far as the schools. I want to hear

their feedback, I want to ask them questions. I want there to
be perhaps a less formal way of getting some more information
from people out there who are experts, or people who can, who
can be brought in as experts.

But I also wanted to add that I think that there are

of the questions will be answered in the draft EIR. But when

we'’'re looking at apartment buildings of this size, densities at
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this rate for, for apartments, I think we need to do a study of
@apartments in the City and in the valley to get a sense of what
we have, what’s available, what the vacancy rate is, what
that’s doing to the price of the apartments. I want to know
what it is we actually need versus what’s, what'’s being put out
there. I know we need to add housing. I know we're being told
by SCAG that we need to put it in, but it has to be the right
thing in the right way. So I think we do need to look at
vacancy rates, the numbers by size and cost and how vacancy
rates are effecting rents.

I would like to see a study of the flood plains. I
want to know where we’ve come from, from 1987 to now, how much

has been built on and encroached upon. I want to know where we

stand overall in that package. I want to know in terms of
wildlife corridors, are they connected, are the truncated, are

they narrowed, are they significantly reduced? Because when

you look at the park, when we went out to the site tour, the
top of that park area is ended, it’s the intersection of -- I
believe it’s Santa Clarita Parkway and Newhall Ranch Road is
right there. So there is no through way for animals to get
through that area. So I want to know where those wildlife
corridors are, are they connected, do they connect with the
forest, are they acceptable. Maybe we need to find out from
Army Corp of Engineers and have Fish and wildlife speak to

those issues and tell us, is this sufficient or what do we need
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to do to make it sufficient.

And I do agree that we should be looking at Native

American sites. What have we lost along the river? What’s at

risk here? What are the alternatives? And I realize that in
reading some of this that there are alternatives that are, that
are broached upon in some areas in the draft EIR, but if this
is not touched on then I want to see this touched on as well.

And, you know, when we look at these maps we, we were
given this map at the site tour, and you look at the river, and
you’re looking it up on this as well, there is a development on
the south side of the river that is already, already being
prepared that’s -- it’s been approved a long time ago. There
is bury bank stabilization that’s gone in there. It looks to
be a huge distance on the map from those apartments, and I
guess they are apartments that were proposed, to these homes.
But I think in reality it’s a very, very narrow area. And I am
concerned that we’re getting to a point where we’re going to so
restrict the river that it’s not viable anymore.

So I want to look at those sorts of relationships.

And I want to know something more about the Santa Clarita
Parkway. I, I gather it’s a roadway that’s an active part of
the circulation plan, but I want to know more about that, where

it’s supposed to connect and when it’s proposed to be built.

Does it have to go over the river? Because again, as you look

at that area, if you look at it on a map you’d say, oh well,
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that’'s a big distance. But if you look at the bridge that will
eventually go over the river and the bridge for Santa Clarita
Parkway and the bridge that will eventually go over it to

connect with the, the flyover bridge, they’'re really close.

I'm not sure what purpose both bridges are going to serve, but
I know that it, it looks damaging to the river. So I want to

discuss that as well. And I think that’s about it for now.

Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: A lot of good issues. Thank you, Ms.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: Any other comments? Yes?
SENIOR PLANNER FOLLSTAD: I have a couple of
housekeeping. We did receive a letter from the Friends of the
Santa Clara River tonight that was passed around to -- Barbara
couldn’t stay so she asked that we pass that out to you. And
for the public out there, the EIR will be available on our web
site hopefully by the end of the week, and there will be copies
of the document available for review at that -- both the Canyon
Country and Valencia Library. We believe it should be there by
the end of the week, we’re hoping it will get there. 1It’s
being sent to them right now and they’ll either be there
tomorrow, Thursday or Friday.

CHAIR BERGER: Good.

SENTOR PLANNER HARDY: In addition, Chair Berger, for
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Commissioner Winsman, the Environmental Impact Report does
include an executive summary. It will give you all of the
project basics. And then what it also does is it includes a
table that shows you just a quick snapshot of all of the issue
areas that were analyzed, the impacts, the mitigations, if any
were, were needed, and the level of significance following
mitigations. So that, that is part of your EIR and that will

kind of give you a, a brief overview.

O 00 9 N L AW

CHAIRMAN WINSMAN: Bless you.

—
(=}

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Hardy.

[,
o

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: On, on that, they’'re, they’'re

asking for some variances in our Unified Building Codes. Could

— =
w N

you supply us with where these may be taking place in the City

_
o~

already so we can kind of go through some of them and just see

[,
(9]

how it’s working?

SENIOR PLANNER HARDY: Okay. Sure, we can do that.

h—
~N N

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Any other ideas or comments?
18[staff have any other -- no, okay. So we’re looking just for a

19motion to continue the public hearing to April 20°".

20 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, so moved.
21 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Second.
22 CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Every -- you know, I don’t

23|think we need a roll call. In favor, please say aye?
24 ALL: Aye.

25 CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Gentleman, that will, that will
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lend that, this item number here. Thank you again for all of
your input. Okay. Thank you. And we’ll just go on to our
next item if that’s okay.

AGENDA ITEM NO. 4 CONCLUDED AT 9:48 P.M.
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SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, TUESDAY, APRIL 20, 2004
PROCEEDINGS IN PROGRESS AT 9:25 P.M.
AGENDA ITEM NO. 3 BEGINS
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. I=m going to call this

meeting back to order please, and ask everyone to have a seat.
And we are going to move on to Agenda Item 3, Riverpark Project.
And, let=s see, do you have speakers set for me?

Okay. Planning report and staff presentation by Jeff
Hogan.

MR. HOGAN: Good evening, Chairperson and Members of

the Planning Commission. I=m Jeff Hogan, an Associate Planner

with the Planning Division.

The item before you tonight is a continued public
hearing for the Riverpark EIR project. Staff presented the
Planning Commission with a project description for the Riverpark
project on May 2™, 2004, and received general comments from the

Planning Commission. That hopefully has been addressed in the

staff report and the Planning Commission=s review of the EIR or

in tonight=s Powerpoint presentation or discussion.
Additionally, the applicant will try and address
staff=s -- the Planning Commission=s concern with their

innovative application of proposed adjustment in apartment demand
site for this project through their Powerpoint presentation

tonight.
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Other concerns the Planning Commission had related to
the SCA and Santa Clara River flood plain issues. It=s

anticipated to be addressed and discussed at the May 4, 2004
Planning Commission meeting. And part of our recommendation is

also to have the Planning Commission discuss the proposed
schedule. So we=ll get to that at the end.

In addition, the Planning Commission a couple of weeks
ago received a revised biological resources section as a result
of new information that was presented to staff. At the request
of the Department of Fish and Game additional focus on the
Western Spadefoot, the surveys were be conducted and completed
during the week of March 4™ of this year. The Western Spade Toad
was observed at three of the six seasonal rain pools on the
project site which resulted in new information and warranted the
re-circulation of the biological resources section.

Just a quick note that the surveys were conducted in
2002 and 2003 and nothing was observed. The Western Spadefoot is
difficult to find >cause it goes dormant and is buried in the
rodent holes a majority of the year, eleven months out of the
year. Again, greater details of the biological section will be
discussed at the May 4 Planning Commission meeting.

Tonight sitting next to me is Susan Tebo from Impact

Sciences. She was hired to prepare the EIR for the Riverpark

project. Tonight she=s going to give an overview of the
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Riverpark EIR and discuss several of the sections of the EIR.
And then she=11 bring it back to me and I=11 go over the land use

section briefly, and here we go, Susan.

MS. TEBO: Good evening. This evening, this evening
what we=d like to do is to present a brief overview of what an
EIR is. We understand, we know that the Planning Commission
knows what an EIR is, but there might be some members of the
general public that haven=t ever been involved in this kind of a
process before. We want to do a brief overview, not an in depth
overview, but, but just something to give the public a little
bit, bit of a basin in understanding.

Then what we want to do is we want to discuss where we
are in the process for the Riverpark process, where we are in the
CEQA review process. Then what we=d like to do is give you an
overview of the conclusions of the Riverpark EIR, and then from

there we will go into the topics that were discussed in your

staff report. I won=t be reiterating what=s in the staff report.
It=s thorough, it=s detailed, you=ve already read it and it=s

been on the City=s website. I=m just going to go over brief

points and then turn the discussion back to Jeff, and then
continue -- the Commission will continue with their hearing.

An environmental impact report is a forecast of the
future from an environmental perspective. It needs to be noted

that build out of undeveloped land in the Santa Clarita Valley
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will occur basically the same way with or without the project or
any of its alternatives. What an EIR does is it answers the
question of what will happen to example -- for an example
traffic, or air quality for -- to schools, or to wastewater as
the valley builds out if the project moves forward. It looks at

those environmental impacts.
It also answers the question of what=s going to happen

as the valley builds out if alternatives to the project move
forward, rather than the proposed project.

Impact Sciences job as preparer of the EIR is to
provide the Planning Commission and the City Council with facts
so that your decisions as you recommend to the City Council -- to
give you the information you need in order to make your
recommendations.

A really important fact to note is what an EIR does not
do, it=s not going to provide any opinions. If you -- as you=ve

started to read this document, it doesn=t say whether the project
is good, it doesn=t say whether the project is bad. It gives you

information. That=s all it=s supposed to do.

Now where are we in the Riverpark EIR process?
Initially, about a year and a half two years ago, the City staff
determined that this project would require an environmental
impact report. As a result of that determination a scoping
meeting was held. Citizens came, they voiced their opinions, as
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well as they sent in letters and form letters. And those have
been included in an appendix in your EIR. From those comments
that we received at the scoping meeting, and also sent in by
responsible agencies, the City and Impact Sciences prepared the
environmental impact report.

Once the, once the City was satisfied with the
environmental impact report and the City Attorney was satisfied
with the environmental impact report the public review period was
initiated. And as you know, we=re still in the middle of that
public review period. It was not a forty-five day public review
period, it was a sixty day public review period. Just looking at
the, the, the size of the project City staff was, was concerned
about a typical forty-five day review period that=s called out
in, in the CEQA guidelines. So they wanted an extended review
period.

What happens next, I think is the next best question to
ask. What=s going to happen is the public process for written
comments is going to close on May 7. On that -- and at that

time City staff is going to gather all of those comments and

they=re going to forward them to us and we will prepare response

to comments. We=ll also be preparing responses to public
comments that are made at each one of your public hearings.
That=s when we prepare a final EIR. The Planning Commission

will, upon, upon Impact Sciences and the City completing the
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final EIR, the Planning Commission will get a copy of that final
EIR and you will make your recommendations ultimately to the City
Council.

From there the City Council will review all of the same

information that you=ve reviewed, as well as conduct their own

public hearings. And they=11 make a decision, whatever they=re
going to make on the project.

Now for members of the public who are not very familiar
with what is contained within an environmental impact report,
we=ve summarized the main big parts of the EIR that need to be
included. One is a description of the existing conditions.
That=s how we determine what the impacts are going to be of the
proposed project. We compare the proposed project to the
existing conditions. There also has to be a very thorough
project description.

Then there needs to be a discussion of the potential
environmental impacts comparing the proposed project to the
existing conditions. The CEQA guidelines also require that an
EIR propose mitigation measures to potentially significant

impacts, that is a requirement.

We=re also required to analyze a list of alternatives.
One aspect that as we=re going through this presentation, the
CEQA guidelines specifically require that the City analyze

alternatives that are going to reduce the potentially significant
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impacts that are outlined in the EIR. Just so, just so the
Commission notes, when we originally started preparing the EIR we
did not know what the alternatives were going to be. We
determined in concert with City staff what the alternatives were
going to be probably about three-quarters of the way through
preparation of the EIR. At that time we knew where significant
impacts were going to be. And at that time City staff, we sat
down together and we devised alternatives that would reduce those
significant impacts. I just wanted the Commission to know that
there was a thought process that went into the preparation of
those alternatives.

Now focusing upon existing conditions, and EIR must
include a description of the physical environment as it exists at
the time that the notice of preparation is published. And as
most of you know, I know that the Planning Commission did have a
field trip out on the site, and the site is predominantly vacant.

However, it does include several buildings used for a
construction business.

I would like to briefly go over the project description

for you. As, as you hear about the potential impacts of the, the
project this evening I=d like to just go over briefly what the

project proposes.

The project includes the development of approximately
six hundred and ninety-five acres of land. They=re proposing one

thousand one hundred and eighty-three dwelling units. Of those
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dwelling units for hundred and thirty-nine are single family, and
seven hundred and forty-four are multi family. A maximum of
forty thousand square feet of commercial uses, a trail system,
and a twenty-nine acre active passive park.

Build out of the project requires the extension of
Newhall Ranch Road, full grading, four to six lanes, including
Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge over the Santa Clara
River to the Golden Valley flyover. The project would include
the construction of Santa Clarita Parkway from Newhall Ranch Road
south to about fifteen hundred feet. The project does not
include the construction of the Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge over

the Santa Clara River, or its connection to Soledad Canyon Road.
You=ll notice as you, as you read the project

description in the EIR that two water tanks are proposed. The
applicant is unsure at this time whether they need a water tank
yet or not to serve the project, and they were unsure exactly
what location. So in order to analyze all of the potential

effects of a water tank, two locations were analyzed. Surveys
were done, biologicals surveys, et cetera. So that=s being

addressed.

Implementation of the project would require approval of
a General Plan amendment, a zone change, vesting tentative tract
map, conditional use permit, hillside development application,
including an innovative application, an oak tree permit, and an

adjustment.
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Now within the Riverpark EIR the -- all of the topics
within the CEQA checklist were addressed, and I=d like to go over

those for you briefly now. The geotechnical hazards. Traffic
and access impacts with -- if the development were to be -- if
the proposed development were to be implemented what would the
air qualities impacts be, noise impacts, impacts to biological
resources, cultural resources, water service, solid waste
impacts, educational impacts, library service impacts, park and
recreation needs, fire and sheriff=s services, human made
hazards, visual resources, esthetics, population and housing and
employment, land use impacts, flood, commonly known as hydrology,
agricultural resources, and wastewater disposal.

There is one additional section that you, that you
probably haven=t ever seen before. It=s called flood plain
modification, and that was a new and additional topical area that
we have not included before. What it does, it=s an assessment of
the hydrologic impacts on biological resources in the Santa Clara
River corridor. We could have included that in the biological
section, but as you, as you start to read the biological section
it=s very in depth and it=s very detailed, and we thought that it
could have been very confusing if we would have put it all

together in just the one biological section. We wanted you to

know it=s a new section. It discusses those impacts, but it=s a
little bit know so you haven=t seen it before.
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Now the Riverpark EIR concludes that the environmental
impacts that can be mitigated to a level of less than significant
are geotechnical hazards, flood, cultural resources, water,

education, wastewater disposal, library services. It also
includes parks and recreation, fire and sheriff=s services, human

made hazards, population housing employment, land use, and flood
plain modification.
Now the EIR also concludes that if the proposed project
were developed there would be some significant and unavoidable
impacts if it were to be developed. With regards to air quality
the proposed project would contribute both project and cumulative
impacts.

During the construction phase both carbon monoxide,

VOC=s, NOx, PM10, and for member of the public is, is what we

would commonly know as dust, would exceed the South Coast Air

Quality Management District thresholds of significance. During -
- therefore during construction you=d have significant impacts.

Operational emissions of CO, VOC and NOx and PM10 -- and, and let
me just state that CO, VOC and NOx are pretty much the pollutants
as a result of emissions, would exceed again the South Coast Air
Quality Management Districts thresholds of significance.

Noise. Noise would create, if the project were
developed, would create project and cumulative impacts. In the
short term there would be construction noise that could not be

mitigated and would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Also with regards to future traffic on the proposed Newhall
Ranch Road, Santa Clarita Parkway and Golden Valley Road
extension through the site, that would generate noise that would
create a significant and unavoidable impact when compared to the
City=s noise guidelines.

With regard to Biota, the project would contribute to
both project and cumulative impacts. Now even though the project
is -- would, would dedicate four hundred acres as open space,
nonetheless, development of the project site would result in a
loss of two hundred and eighty-acres of wildlife habitat and
natural open space. That would be a significant impact. There
would be a net loss of twenty-five point five acres of rivering
habitat and riverbed. Again, a significant impact. And then
impacts to the adjacent upland habitat within a hundred feet of
the repairing resource line would be a significant impact, both
project and cumulative.

Solid waste disposal, again would -- the project would
create both project and cumulative impacts. In summary, landfill
sites are a finite resource, and the City concluded that because
landfills are a finite resource solid waste disposal would be
significant.

Agricultural resources, again, both project and
cumulative impacts. There would be a loss of seventy three acres

of prime agricultural land. Not only would it be an impact just

because it=s prime agricultural land, but you=re taking away
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agricultural resources from more of a regional wide, area wide
perspective. So therefore it would be a cumulative impact.
Visual resources, again, the City concluded that this
would be a project in cumulative impact. This is one of those
environmental impact areas that is very subjective. But taking a
very conservative viewpoint that the proposed project would
replace open space uses with urban uses, and that would, that
would create both project and cumulative impacts.

Another unavoidable significant impact would be traffic
and access at a project level. As you, as you=re -- when you

read the EIR you will note that the issue why traffic could not

be mitigated, it was difficult to secure right of way for
roadways because it was outside of the applicant=s control for

intersections to be improved. Ultimately when you read this

section coming up I would request that you look at Appendix 4.3,
that=s Traffic. And in the back of that section are photographs
of all of the intersections that can not be improved because

they=re already developed, and that=s the situation. And you=1l

see those photographs, and you=ll also see setbacks of what
improvement would be required and how that impact would, would
occur.

The pre-interim year impacts, that means if the project
were developed up to five hundred units without the Newhall Ranch
Road and Golden Valley Road Bridge, the intersection of Valencia
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Boulevard and Magic Mountain Parkway could not be improved
because of, of right of way issues.

The interim year in terms of traffic analysis would be
full build out of, of the Riverpark project. Now there are four
intersections that could not be, that could not be improved.
Valencia Boulevard at Magic Mountain Parkway, Bouquet Canyon Road

at Soledad Canyon Road, Seco Canyon Road at Bouquet Canyon Road,
and then also White=s Canyon Road at Soledad Canyon Road.

And I discussed earlier that the CEQA guidelines
require that an EIR address a series of alternatives. There is
one alternative that the CEQA guidelines require that every EIR
that you ever prepare must include, and that is no project, what
would happen to the property if nothing were developed on it.
The second alternative that the City has analyzed is
the Santa Clara River reduced bank stabilization alternative.

This alternative would implement a setback of the QCAP fifty year
line, that=s a hydrological term, or the upland preserve buffer

setback from the resource line. Now this alternative was
designed to reduce biological impacts.

Alternative three was the ridgeline preservation
alternative. This alternative would preserve to the extent
possible the ridgeline in Area D and the ridgelines designated by
the City as secondary, with the exception of the encroachments
for the two major arterial roadways located on the project site.

This alternative would remove seventy-six single family

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

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



1¢

dwellings and eighty-two multi-family dwelling units. With those
reduction of units you=re going to get a reduction of, for

example, water use, library requirements, et cetera. This
alternative would not only reduce use impacts, but also from a
visual perspective as well.

Alternative four was the noise development standards
alternative. This alternative would insure that all residential
units meet and satisfy the City/State Noise Compatibility
Guidelines and the development standards of the Residential
Medium Zone. This alternative would remove all of those units
outside of the noise sensitive areas of the project. 1In
addition, it would not allow the, the applicant to reduce or
adjust the lot widths, lot size, front yard setbacks and property
line block wall heights.

What would this alternative do? Well, in summary, it
would remove three hundred and one single-family dwelling units
from the site plan and would therefore comply with the Noise
Guideline Standards. Obviously reduction of three hundred and
one units would reduce your impact, whether it be from traffic or
noise or water, et cetera.

And lastly, there is another alternative, and it just
begged the guestion, what would happen if Santa Clarita Parkway
were deleted? If Santa Clarita Parkway were deleted in actuality

it would, it would allow the applicant to add nine units.

Now what we=d like to do is briefly go over those
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environmental topical areas that were discussed in your staff
report. The first topical area is solid waste. As you read in
your staff report, Riverpark -- and in the EIR, the Riverpark
project would generate nine hundred and thirty-one tons per year
with the recycling elements that the City has mandated to do by
AB939.

As we -- as I discussed earlier, landfill space is

finite. Incrementally, the project would reduce and deplete

those finite resources. And even though, as you=ve read in the

EIR section we=ve proposed mitigation measures, but even those

mitigation measures would not reduce impacts to less than
significant. And therefore, with regard to solid waste, the
project would have a project and cumulative unavoidable
significant impact.

The next topical area is education. With regard to the
Riverpark project, the Saugus District has jurisdiction over the
elementary school uses, and the William S. Hart District has
jurisdiction over the junior and senior high school.

MR. HOGAN: Just to chime in here also, Chairperson and
Member of the Planning Commission, Rory Livingston was supposed
to be here tonight for the Hart District and was unable to make
it. But he did state that he would be submitting a letter
confirming what the EIR has discussed. And also, we also have a
letter for at your desk for a Saugus District confirming what the

EIR discusses also.
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MS. TEBO: Thank you.

In summary, the project is going to generate two
hundred and eighty-eight new elementary students, seventy-one
junior high school students and a hundred and fifteen high school
students. Agreements have been signed with the Saugus District
and the Hart Districts that will mitigate all impacts to less
than significant. State Law require -- allows that when
agreements are entered into by project applicants and districts
that=s -- will serve for mitigation.

Library services. Well, the proposed project, if, if,
if implemented, would create a demand for one thousand seven
hundred and eighty-nine square feet of library space, and seven
thousand one hundred and fifty-two items. Those items could be
tapes, periodicals and books. This City has adopted a fee of six
hundred and forty dollars ($640) per residential unit. Payment
of the fees would mitigate all impacts to less that significant.

With regard to fire services, the project is located in
a very high fire hazard severity zone. The County of Los Angeles
Fire Development fee of thirty-seven cents ($.37) per square foot
of new development is adjusted annually. This fee constitutes
full mitigation. The Commission should be aware that the Fire

Department however has reviewed the proposed tentative map and

they=ve required mitigation measures that are outlined in, in the

EIR section. They=ve indicated that prior to the occupancy of
the five hundred and first unit, extension of Newhall Ranch
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Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge to the Golden Valley Road/Soledad
Canyon flyover improvement must be, must be in place. There
needed to be a secondary form of access in order to make the Fire
Department happy. And that has been included as a mitigation
measure in the EIR. And with mitigation measures there would be
no significant impacts.v

With regard to Sheriff services they=re provided to the

City, as you are aware, under a contract with the County of Los
Angeles. The California Highway Patrol provides interstate
traffic enforcement activities. And the project would require
the need for four sworn officers. The EIR concludes that with
mitigation no significant impacts to Sheriff or CHP services

would be realized.
Human made hazards, and that=s a, that=s a little bit

of a misnomer, but what we try and do in this EIR section is see
if any present activities or any past activities have created any
hazard on the site. A Phase I site assessment was prepared for
this project. And what Phase I site assessments do is they do
researches of all the toxic lists within the State, leaking oil
tank lists, et cetera, et cetera. And, and what this report
concluded was that there were four abandoned oil wells on site,
and they had previously been abandoned, and two underground
storage tanks, and those were previously removed.

There have been agricultural operations on the site,

since 1985 dry farming techniques. Should the project be
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implemented you wouldn=t of course have those agricultural

activities anymore. And of course the pesticides associated with
agricultural activities would cease as well. The -- this EIR
section concluded that there were no significant impacts, no
mitigation was required as there were no significant impacts.
Population, housing and employment. As we discussed
earlier the proposed project would allow for one thousand one
hundred and eighty-three residential units, and a maximum of
forty thousand square feet of commercial uses. BAs a result,
based upon Department of Finance persons per household list for
the City of Santa Clarita, this proposal would generate three
thousand six hundred and fifteen persons and ninety-four jobs
related to the proposed commercial uses. Jeff is going to
discuss this in, in more detail, the next point that I want to
bring up in his land use discussion. But the project proposal
substantially reduces the onsite density and intensity of uses
allowed under your current General Plan. This section, the
population, housing and employment section of the EIR concluded
that there were no significant impacts and no mitigation was
required.

Agricultural resources. As I discussed just recently,
since 1985 agricultural uses have been limited to dry land
farming. What we looked at was that although it would be very
difficult of form -- to farm this piece of land, given that it is

noncontiguous to other farming uses, nonetheless it would remove
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prime farm land from the City. Because it=s removing prime farm

land, and also because agricultural uses are becoming more and
more scarce within the County, the EIR concluded that both from a
project and cumulative standpoint agricultural resources would be
a significant impact.

Wastewater disposal. The project would be served by
the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant District 26, but would be
treated at District -- not only District 26, but also the

Valencia Water Reclamation Plant, and that is not District 27,
it=s really 32. Both facilities have a combined capacity to

treat nineteen point one million gallons of wastewater daily.
The project would generate point two six million gallons of
wastewater on a daily basis.
Prior to any applicant within the City, not only
Riverpark but all projects, they would require a will-serve
letter and approval from the Sanitation Districts to connect.
And in order to be able to connect they need to pay their fees.
And there also has to be enough capacity within the wastewater
plants to be able to accommodate the proposed project. With the
payment of fees, with mitigation, the impacts would be less than
significant.

On additional note, you=ll note in, in your EIR section

that indicated that an expansion to the -- one of the plants was
going to be completed in 2003. And when I recently called the

Wastewater District they mentioned that that expansion is
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complete. However, the Sanitation District is still awaiting for
permits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. That
process takes about a year, and they are issuing will-serve
letters. They=re telling project applicants they=re issuing
will-serve letters, that you can expect that at the end of 2004
they anticipate that they=11 be able to use that additional
capacity.

Geotechnical resources. Issues addressed in the
geotechnical section include the potential impacts of the project
regarding a cut and fill operation of approximately five point
five million cubic yards of earth. It would be balanced onsite.

There is a minor fault zone at the northeastern corner of the
site, not classified as active on the California Fault Map, as
you have read in your EIR section. There are fourteen landslides
that have been mapped on the project site. There is a small
incidence for liquifaction to occur. The EIR discusses that.

And also with mitigation all impacts can be reduced -- the EIR
concludes that with mitigation all impacts can be reduced to less
than significant.

With us in the audience tonight is Eric Seward from
Allen Seward Geotechnical, as well as Allen Seward. They are
here to answer any of the detailed questions that we anticipate
that you may have regarding the geologic conditions on the site.

The next issues is cultural resources. A Phase I and

ITI archeological survey, Phase I and II archeological surveys
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were conducted on the site. These surveys concluded that there
were three prehistoric sites and one historic site found. The
first site conclude -- the first site is -- has been disturbed.
However, it has the potential for further understanding of the
prehistory of this area. Preservation of this site, should it be
preserved, would require realignment of Santa Clarita Parkway.
Because of the difficulties of the realignment of Santa Clarita

Parkway, prior to grading this site would be required to conduct
a Phase III data recovery. That=s outlined in the archeological

survey.
The second site is located in the southern portions of

the site and will be preserved in perpetuity.

The third site is comprised of isolated artifacts,

rather than an archeological site, and no extent commercial

remains at this locale. Mitigation is achieved with the

recording of the site, and that has been done.

Lastly, the historical site is the Los Angeles

Aqueduct, and this structure will not change with development

activities. The EIR concludes that with mitigations impacts

would be less than significant.

I=d also like to point out to the Commission that with

us this evening are Dr. David Whitley and Joe Simon from

W & S Consultants. They prepared both the Phase I and Phase II

archeological surveys and they are here to answer any technical

questions that you might have and any legal questions that you
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may have regarding preparation of the studies, per State
requirements.

MR. HOGAN: Okay. Thanks, Susan.

Next is land use. This section discussed the City=s

General Plan and Unified Development Code as it relates to the,
the Riverpark project.

The project is consistent with the goals and policies
of the General Plan. The applicant is requesting a General Plan
amendment to designate the project site to RM, Residential
Moderate and Community Commercial, with Valley Center concept and
significant ecological area overlays.

Just one, one point here is that the, the projects

potential impacts on the Santa Clarita River, SCA and it=s
consistency with the City=s General Plan in that regard will be
discussed in conjunction with the discussion of the EIR=s

biological resources section, which is anticipated as we=ve
mentioned before on May 4%, 2004.

The existing General Plan designations would allow up
to thirteen million commercial square feet, and up to fifteen
thousand residential dwelling units. The applicants request to
designate the site to RM and CC, with the same overlays would
allow a maximum of sixty-five thousand commercial square feet and

seventy~-six hundred dwelling units. The Riverparks project=s

proposal of forty thousand commercial square feet and one
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thousand one hundred and eighty-three dwelling units is
significantly below the maximum allowed.

Next, zoning. The project is consistent with the

City=s Unified Development Code, subject to the Planning
Commission=s recommendation to the Council, and ultimately the
City Council=s approval by making the applicable findings

associated with the entitlements you=ve heard mentioned before,

which is a zone change, vesting tentative tract, conditional use
permit, hillside review permit, oak tree permit, and an
adjustment. The applicant is requesting the zone change to be
consistent with the requested General Plan amendment. Under the
existing zoning designations in applying the hillside ordinance,
which is approximately fifteen percent, the Riverpark project
could be built with a maximum of three point four million
commercial square feet, five hundred thousand industrial square

feet, and three thousand residential dwellings units.
Under the applicant=s proposed zoning designations of

RM and CC a maximum of forty-nine thousand commercial square feet

and sixty-six residential dwelling units would be allowed.
Again, the Riverpark project=s proposing forty thousand
commercial square feet and one thousand one hundred and eighty-
three residential units.

The applicant=s vesting tentative tract map request
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would be consistent with the City=s Unified Development Code

under the CC and RM zoning with approval of the adjustment, which
we talked about on March 2™, which is for adjustments for lot
size, lot width, front yard setbacks and property line walls.

The applicant will be presenting in the Powerpoint presentation
photos of other neighborhoods where some of the varied
development standards have been incorporated as requested by the

Planning Commission back on March 2™, 2004. And again the
applicant=s requesting in Area Al the lot size and lot width

adjustments, and for all four hundred and thirty-nine single-
family homes for the adjusted front yard setbacks. And for the

property line walls they want to increase that to seven feet
where it=s adjacent to Newhall Ranch Road and Santa Clarita
Parkway.

The applicant=s also requesting a conditional use

permit to implement the plan development overlay to increase the

heights to a maximum of fifty feet or three stories for Areas C
and D where they=re proposing the apartment complexes, and

vehicle gating for Area C. And again, Traffic Department, Fire
Departments looked at that and they meet all the, the
requirements to gate that project. And lastly, it is to approve
the innovative application.

A hillside permit is required for the proposed

development on slopes with an average cross slope of, of greater
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than ten percent, which often has it at fifteen, and developments
on ridgelines classified as secondary. The applicant is
requesting another hillside permit and conditional use permit
that the project site be considered innovative in order to
encroach upon two second -- two City=s classified secondary
ridgelines.

The Riverpark proposes encroachment on two of the
ridgelines classified as secondary. The first here runs through
the CLWA treatment and their administrative office. Pretty much
forty-five percent of this ridgeline has already been graded on
for, for this facility. And the remaining fifty-five percent,
which runs through Riverpark project, will be impacted by
approximately thirty-four of that fifty-five percent by the
Newhall Ranch Road and Santa Clarita Parkway. And the remaining
portion of the ridgeline would be impacted by the portion of the
residential area in Area B.

The second classified ridgeline is on the east side
here, and the majority of it is offsite. Approximately twenty-
nine percent is located on the project site. However, after

further research and comparison the actual ridgeline that was
shown on the City=s ridgeline map is incorrect. The secondary

ridgeline actually extends approximately three hundred and

seventy-two linear feet into the project site, not five hundred
and ninety-seven linear feet as shown on the C=s ridgeline. The
project would impact as a result of Area C approximately two
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hundred and twenty-five of the three hundred and seventy-two

linear feet of the secondary ridgeline.

To give you a better visual the applicant=s

presentation has cross-sections showing you exactly what=s going

on here, and it will take the mystery out of what I just said

here.
The last permit is the oak tree permit which we

discussed on March 2™. The proposed remaining fifteen oak trees,

twelve of them they=re proposing relocate on the site, and

they=re proposing three oak tree encroachments. And a more

detailed discussion on the oak tree impacts again is anticipated
for the biological discussion on May 5% -- or May 4%.

And the recommendation provides direction to staff on
project issues and the Riverpark project schedule, receive

testimony from the public, and continue the public hearing to
April 29*, 2004, subject to, again, the Planning Commission=s
approval on that. That concludes staff=s presentation.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Hogan. Thank you,
Ms. Tebo.

Okay. Well, is the public hearing officially open as
to the presentation from the last meeting?

MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah, you=re just reopening the public
hearing.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Oh, okay. Well, then I will
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reopen. And I will have the representative from the applicant
speak, and that would be Glenn Adamick.

MR. ADAMICK: Well, thank you, Vice Chair Trautman and
Members of the Planning Commission. We=ll let Cory get, get the
Powerpoint set up.

What I wanted to do tonight was -- you=ve got a, a nice
lengthy detailed presentation on the EIR and the issues before
the Commission tonight from staff and from Ms. Tebo. I wanted to
run through some of the items that the, the Commission had
requested some additional information on at the last meeting.

And the three items are really the, the adjustments, the
innovative application and the apartment demand study. And I=11
run through those as part of my Powerpoint presentation.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Mr. Adamick, that=s this material
here for --

MR. ADAMICK: Yeah.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Oh.

MR. ADAMICK: I=ve also provided a copy, and I think

there=s a hard copy in the back, as well.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

MR. ADAMICK: As indicated at the, at the March
meeting, the Riverpark project is located smack dab in the center
part of the City of Santa Clarita, and really in the center of

the Santa Clarita Valley. It is one of our last Valencia
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communities as part of the Valencia Master Plan. The project
site, as you can see, is located east of Bouquet Canyon Road,
which is right here, north of Soledad Canyon Road. It contains
the Santa Clara River through the southern portion of the site.
[Next slide.

This is just a blowup of the community plan, again,
just to refresh your memory. All the single-family is located

south of Newhall -- the proposed Newhall Ranch Road Extension.
This is the four hundred and thirty-nine lots and they=re

designated Al, A2 and B. The multi-family is of course north of
Newhall Ranch Road, and the community park is in the center of
the canyon located on the project site. Next slide.

Jeff indicated this, and I just wanted to, to, to kind
of reconfirm this. The property built out under the General Plan
is, and this is excluding the Valley Center Concept, is thirty-
four hundred residential units, almost two million square feet of
retail commercial, eight million square feet of office, and seven
hundred thousand square feet of industrial commercial.

If you take the Valley Center concept and apply that,

then that=s where you end up with these higher unit counts quoted

up to about fifteen thousand units and, and increasing the FAR=s
for both the commercial and the office. The project proposes
eleven hundred and eighty-three units, which, which is really a
third of what the General Plan allows on the site, and forty
thousand square foot of retail commercial. And not being a
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mathematician I -~ it=s a very small percentage of what would be

permissible under the General Plan. And over four hundred acres

of open space. Next slide.
The three items again that I=m going to discuss are the

Hillside Application Innovative Development findings. The
apartment housing demand, we recently had Robert Charles Lessor
update a report they do for us about every two years and the
proposed adjustments. Next slide.

This is an aerial with the site plan laid over the top
of it. The two identified or City classified ridgelines that
enter the site are one that comes right through the Castaic Lake
Water Agency Treatment Plant and Administrative Offices, and
enters the project site in Area B, and extends to what would be
Santa Clarita Parkway. The other ridgeline enters the site again
from the north and comes into the site in Area C at that
location. Next slide.

This is a slope exhibit. About eighty-nine percent of
the project site, or six hundred and fifty -- six hundred and
fifteen acres is comprised of land with slope densities of less
than twenty-five percent, and those are all shaded in light
green. About eleven percent, or seventy-six acres, are between
twenty-five and fifty percent, and about one acre is over fifty
percent. As we indicated on March 2™ what we have tried to do

with the Riverpark development is to concentrate development on

the flatter portions of the property. And I think you=ll see
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that with the aerials in the sections that we=re going to go

through in this presentation. Next slide.

This is an open space exhibit, and I think what I
wanted to point here is what, what we have proposed with the
Riverpark is a substantial dedication of property, over four
hundred acres of the, of the almost seven hundred acre site as
open space. A great deal of that is the Santa Clara River
Corridor that runs through the southerly portion of the project
site. Additional open space in the Central Canyon in this
location, the twenty-nine, twenty-nine acre active passive park,
open space behind the project near the Emblem Community and near
Central Park, and some other miscellaneous open space areas
throughout the project.

Another important fact is when we looked at the, the
innovative application and looked at the project we tried to
identify what are the prominent visual characteristics of the
site. And when we took a hard look at it clearly the river is
number one.

The second most prominent is the Central Canyon.

Though this canyon is developed today and does contain a

contractor=s storage yard the canyon has a great deal of

potential. That=s why we identified it for a park. There=s a
lot of mature vegetation in there. A bulk of the oak trees on
the project site are concentrated in that canyon. So we made a
decision early on to stay out of the canyon.

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

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



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

33
A third area is an eastern canyon that comes down what
we call the Golden Valley drainage, comes down from offsite.
Again, the project has been pulled out of that canyon. The only
area where we do have impact is with Newhall Ranch Road. And
irregardless of the project the Newhall Ranch Road would appear

with or without Riverpark. Next slide.
This is the bank stabilization that=s proposed for the

project. Again, in looking at an innovative project one of the
criteria is what have you done to, you know, kind of enhance
these unique or prominent features on site. When we looked at

the project what we tried to do is locate bank stabilization only
where it=s absolutely necessary. The bank stabilization would

start at the Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge, extend easterly to about
the future Santa Clarita Parkway, and tuck back in in this
location. That -- a bulk of that bank stabilization is buried
bank stabilization. What this exhibit is showing you too, and
this exhibit is in the EIR, is that under the Natural River
Management Plan which was a plan that was approved by U.S. Army
Corp and Fish and Game, we were allowed to locate bank

stabilization, topical bank stabilization in this area. What
we=ve done with the Riverpark project is moved it back, and that

is discussed in detail in the biological resources section.
Again, you can see the vegetation in the Central
Canyon, a lot of this being oak trees. We made the decision to

pull out of that canyon and preserve that and enhance that as a
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part of the project.
Going back to the bank stabilization, there is some toe

protection that is proposed at this bluff. That is not
traditional bank stabilization, as it=s not offering flood
protection. What it=s doing is it=s minimizing any erosion that
may occur at the bluff, at the bottom of that bluff.

Finally, bank stabilization would be installed

associated with the abutment for the extension of the Newhall
Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. But there=s a great deal

of the project site that does not contain bank stabilization.
And again, early on we made a decision to pull back in those
areas and not propose bank stabilization. Next slide.

This is a blowup of the park. We are working with,

with the Parks and Rec staff and the Parks and Rec Commission.
We=ve actually got a field trip tomorrow night with the Parks and

Rec Commission, and are working through really the site design

issues associated with the park. I think the EIR talks about a
four point two five acre park. We=re at a point now where we=re
a little over five acres, and we continue to adjust through,
through some of the kinks there. And hopefully we=11 be
presenting that to the Planning Commission here in the near
future. But again, another asset of the community that=s going

to be of use to the, the residents, future residents of this

community, but also to the public as a whole. And it, it just
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lends itself to being a great asset along the Santa Clara River
Trail. Next slide.

These are the visual SIMs. This is Area C, this is the
apartment site on the eastern edge of the property. Great visual
SIM, this is in the EIR I believe. This shows the apartment
development there. What you see is that the apartment
development lies much lower than the tops of the more prominent

ridgelines which serve as the background for the project, and
you=1ll see that on some sections. Next slide.

This is looking at a -- what would be Areas D, which
would be the apartments over here on the westerly portion of the
property, and then Al in the background would be Newhall Ranch
Road. Again, you can see the silhouette of the, of the
ridgelines in the back of the property. Those ridgelines are not
being touched. Next slide.
This is looking back across the property to what would
be Area B. You can see the single-family at this location.
Again, what I wanted to point out was the prominent ridgelines
behind. Next slide.

This is again looking back towards Area B. This is the
existing Santa Clarita water tank. This is probably catching a
little bit of, of A2 as well, but again shows you the, the
prominent ridgelines in the background. Next slide.
This is a cross-section we, we took of Area B, and I

wanted to spend a little bit of time on this. And this is the,
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the, the section that was -- Jeff, Jeff was referring to. This
is the peak of the ridgeline above the CLWA Treatment Facility.
This is really the limits of the secondary -- City classified
secondary ridgeline as it extends offsite and then enters the

Riverpark project site. Clearly this is the peak. This is what
you=re seeing in the background on some of those visual SIMs.
From this point across is the CLWA Treatment Plant and

Administrative Offices. So that plant is there, it=s been
constructed, it=s in place.

What you=re seeing then is a slope here, a two-to-one

slope, the Newhall Ranch Road bed, this would be the roadway or
grade of the roadway, then a downslope off of Newhall Ranch Road.
These improvements here happen regardless of the Riverpark

project. There are improvements associated with the extension of
Newhall Ranch Road, and it=s shown in, in the City=s General

Plan, and that would occur.
Where the Riverpark Area B boundary is is basically at

the bottom of this slope. As you can see the ridgeline, if you
to have a top it=s over here. As it=s coming down to the CLWA
Facility maybe there=s another point at this location that=s a
high point, but Newhall Ranch Road is taking that out. As you=re
coming down to the Riverpark site this is where the ridgeline

really flattens, and that=s where we=ve kind of concentrated the
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development in Area B, and then you end up to, to the end of the,
the City classified ridgeline on Santa Clarita Parkway. Next
slide.

This is looking at the, the ridgeline as it enters into
Area C. This is the entire length of the City designated
ridgeline. Again, you=re seeing a property line here, a peak
here, and the limit of impact down here. This encroachment

occurs really at the base of that ridgeline. It think staff in

the staff report has indicated that, that, and we indicate this
in our innovative application, that we believe there=s a mapping

error here, that the ridgeline should have, should have stopped a
little sooner. It does not extend onto the project site as those
areas are flat. Next slide.

This is -- actually gives you a better perspective.
This is the, the peak of the ridgeline, which is offsite and
would remain. This is the, the Riverpark property line. This is
the top of slope associated with the apartments. I think many of
you probably remember the site tour. This is kind of a, a mesa
at the top end here, flat portion of the property. This is the
top of a manufactured slope that would occur with the apartments
in Area C. Next slide.

This is looking at really the, the development is
proposed by the tentative tract map and a visual simulation that
was in the EIR looking back from Gavilan Drive in the Emblem

Community towards the Riverpark project site. As you can see I
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think our -- I think in one of our earlier meetings Jeff

indicated the ridgeline was coming down based on the tentative
about fifty feet. This is the area he=s calling out at this

point, you can see the change. Though the ridgeline would
remain, certainly the ridgeline would be coming down as part of
the project. Next slide.

This is the grading plan just blown up of the tentative

tract map that we=ve, we=ve prepared and submitted on the

project. This reflects what=s shown in that visual sim. Next
slide please.
This is a redesign of Area B that we=ve agreed to do in

meetings with the neighbors along Gavilan Drive. The idea is, is
this is probably the most prominent ridgeline on the site and we
are attempting to minimize impacts caused by the Riverpark

project to this ridgeline and keep that barrier there. And what
we=ve done is we=ve pulled grading away from the nose of that

ridgeline where it was on the previous map back to here. The
idea, these are cross-sections that are contained within your
innovative application, but under the old plan the slope was down
here. Under the new plan the slope remains natural and at the
top. So the idea is is we do not touch that ridgeline, at least
as you=re looking at it from Gavilan drive. That=s prompted us

to, to push the development southerly as far as the apartment

units. We=ve been able to maintain the same density, but we=ve
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pushed everything to the direction of the south.

This is another section. These sections really, really
come through very, very clear in your innovative application.

But again, this is a concession we made to those folks on Gavilan
Drive and we=re going to honor that commitment. Next slide.

This is looking at some ridgeline development in the

surrounding area. One of the requirements of the innovative
application is to make sure that you=re not doing anything that

would depreciate the character of the ridgelines in the immediate
area. And I think in this case we have some good examples of why
Riverpark is superior from ridgeline development to existing

development. You see a lot of development on the top of
ridgelines. We=re clearly not doing that in Riverpark. The idea

is that the primary or prominent ridgelines would silhouette or
be a backdrop to the development, and the development would be
lower than those ridgelines. Next slide.

The, the, the next issue that came up on -- at the
March 2™ meeting was related to apartment homes demand. We have
had Robert Charles Lessor prepare a detailed study. We provided
staff with a copy of that entire study. What we did provide the
Commission with was two pages of that study which really
summarized the findings.

Bottom line, what they have found is that as far as the
local economy goes LA County has lost sixty-three thousand jobs

in the last two years. However, the Santa Clarita market
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continues to pose positive absorption in new office and
industrial projects. So while the economy has been sluggish for

LA County, in the Santa Clarita market we have continued to see,
see development of office and industrial buildings. You=re

seeing that in the Center Point Business Parks and that, and the
Commerce Center and some of that, and some of our other holdings
in Santa Clarita.

As far as, as far as the current market for apartments,

occupancies are down to ninety-one percent. They=re optimum or

they=re perfect is ninety-five percent. That=s where they like

to be. Vacancies increased due to the sluggish economy. Another
big reason is low interest rates, and most people are deciding to
purchase if they can rather than rent, and new product. There
has been an influx of new product that has come onto the market,
and you=ve probably seen a little bit of that valley-wide.

As far as the low occupancies or low vacancies,
increasing rents and limited supply elsewhere continues to push
new demand in the Santa Clarita Valley. So what they found is
that, you know, in the San Fernando Valley for example, your
rents are continuing to move up because new products are not
coming on line, and limited supply really is a constrain there.
So you=re seeing more of that occur up here. Next slide.

As far as near and long term local economy, the LA

County economic rebound is expected. Job growth of thirty
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thousand one hundred and sixty-three thousand three hundred
offsetting the loss is expected to occur in, in the next two
years. Job growth and a lower cost of living fuel local demand
for office and industrial space. And as far as the near and long
term local market, the conservative demand that Robert Charles
essor has indicated is about seven hundred apartment units a

vear. Previously our last study to be, to, to be correct

indicated about nine hundred units. So what we=re seeing is

we=re seeing that demand go down a little bit as the economy has

slowed down in the LA region.

Again, the demand fluctuates based on actual job and
household creation and interest rates and home prices. Certainly
in the short term supply outpaces demand. I think the, the best

way to put that is probably to indicate that even though you were
looking at demand of, of seven hundred to nine hundred units it=s
impossible to provide exactly seven hundred or nine hundred

units. You=re going to have certain years where maybe you=re

providing eleven hundred units, and another year where it=s three
hundred units. So the law of averages prevails there and, and
eventually they, they, they even out. I think what we=re saying
based upon proposed development in the valley is that the long

term market, and that is when a Riverpark comes online in let=s

say late 2007, 2008, 2009, will be extremely tight, and it=s
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reflected on the chart that=s coming up on the next slide.

Again, what you=re seeing here is you=re seeing, you=re
seeing at least your over and under that, let=s say in the case
of, in the case of 2003 really all the way up to 2007, on accum
basis we=re supplying more units than there is demand out there

so you see lower occupancy rates. But as you get to the latter

years when this project would occupy in 2008 and 2009 and beyond

you=re seeing a shortage.

So what=s happening her is your resulting market
occupancy rate, let=s say starting off here at ninety-one
percent, and by the time you get to 2009 it=s at ninety-nine
percent. That=s a very tight market. What=s happening is that
at this point you=re not providing enough product to meet the

demand that=s out there based upon forecasted job growth and, and

household creation. Next slide.

As far as the proposed adjustments that we are
proposing with Riverpark, there are various reasons for it. The
primary reasons are product segmentation. What we have tried to
do with the single-family product is really create four distinct

neighborhoods. And the way for us to do that is really based
upon lot width. So what we=ve done is we=ve got a forty-five
foot wide product, or what we call it, fifty foot wide, fifty-
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five foot wide, and sixty foot wide. And the corresponding lot
sizes vary from about five thousand square feet up to, you know,
six to seven thousand square feet on the average.

We also felt it was, it was an advantage because it

allowed us to vary the street edge. And I think Jeff indicated
that, that we=re asking for the adjustment to occur on all of the

lots. The idea is is we would not do this on all the lots. The,
the idea is is you would have a lot that maybe would have a
sixteen foot front yard setback with a side-face garage or
recessed garage, and the next lot would be at twenty feet. So
you would provide some alteration as you=re coming down the
street and it would break up that street edge.

As far as property line walls, clearly the reason for
that is noise abatement. I think on a lot of projects adjacent
to, to, to major roadways you see property line walls that are
either located on berms or exceed six feet in height. And I
think going through Valencia you can see our treatment of
property line walls. Clearly we would do a great deal of
landscaping in front of those walls to minimize any visual impact
associated with that.

And I think finally what we are proposing to do in

Riverpark is consistent with other Valencia communities. We=ve
done this in Westridge, we=ve done this in the Summit, we=ve done

this in Bridgeport. And here=s some examples.
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This is in the Westridge Community. This is the
William Lyon Homes. They have actually gotten a reduction in
their front yard setback down to about fifteen feet. These homes
are selling over a million now I think. But the idea is is you
can still create a very nice street edge and a very nice
landscaped in front of a house with the reduced setback. Next
slide.

This again is looking at that edge, so you have varying
setbacks. You=re going to have some homes that are at the twenty
feet and some that are at the fifteen, which kind of breaks up
that street scene. Next slide.

This is again slides looking at, at the Westridge
Community. Next slide.

This is in the Summit, and what you have here is a

side-turned garage and realistically a ten foot setback from

sidewalk. Again, it=s not every house. What you=re doing is

you=re kind of breaking up the street scene there. Next slide.
Same thing, different house. Next slide.
This is -- now we=re into the Bridgeport Community.

This is the back bay community. These are traditional for sale

lots. The lot sizes are smaller than five thousand square feet.

I think here they=re about thirty-five hundred square feet.

Again, what they=ve done is they=ve, they=ve broken up the street

scene by bringing some of the units a little farther forward and
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some of the units back at the twenty feet. In all case, and this
is what we=re proposing to do in Riverpark, your garage length
would remain at a minimum of eighteen feet. So the idea is
you=re always going to be able to park. And if we do do side-
faced garages on some of the larger lots we have, same thing.
Your driveway length would remain eighteen feet. But let=s say

your garage structure from setback would be ten from property.
Next slide.

It=s again more examples of the Bridgeport Community,

but it gives you an idea of some of the ins and outs as you=re
going up the, the street. Next slide.

Again, I think this is just a, a great example of what
you can do in that area to, to soften the appearance. And, and I
think this really turned out nice. Next slide.

And that, that concludes my presentation. I, I think

clearly we, we are very confident that the project does qualify
as innovative under the City=s criteria. We have been able to

preserve or enhance what we feel are the unique, unique features,
visual features on the project site. And hopefully those, those
sections were a little helpful. And I think looking through the
innovative application will be helpful as well. And I=m here to
answer any questions you may have. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Adamick.

Okay. And now we will begin public testimony. Before
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we get to proponents though I wanted to ask, there were two
people who submitted to speak and I don=t know whether they=re
speaking favor, in opposition, or making general comments. And
Mati Waiya, could you indicate?
MR. WAIYA: Opposition.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Opposition? Okay. Thank you.
And Ricardo Melendez?
MR. MELENDEZ: Opposed.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: In opposition, thank you.
All right, all right. Again, I remind you three
minutes. We have quite a few in opposition, we have one in
favor. And we will ask David Whitley to come up and speak in
favor. David, are you here?
MR. WHITLEY: Good evening, Commissioners. I=m David
Whitley from W & S Consultants. We were the consultants on
cultural resources for the project, and I=m actually just here to
answer any questions that you might have about the archeological
sites. So if you=ve got any, otherwise, fine.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you, Mr.

Whitley.

MR. WHITLEY: Thank you.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. I=m sorry, I didn=t ask

the Commissioners, did you have any questions after the

presentation? All right.
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Okay. And we will here from the opposition at this
point. John Steffen, followed by Eric Jakeman, followed by

Louise Hartwell please.

MR. STEFFEN: That was a very fine presentation. I was
thrown a couple of curves. The gentleman over here mentioned

that the Saugus School system has written some letters which are
not given to the public, I don=t know where those letters are or
who has them, that there=s not going to e any impact on the

school system of Saugus. Did I here correctly?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Mr. Steffen?

MR. STEFFEN: Well, I=m in shock. But anyway, can I

get a hold of those letters or can they be printed in the

newspapers? Can we see the -- that information?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: You=ve got --
MR. STEFFEN: I=m rather cynical of information that is
distributed at the last meeting, but I=m a cynic anyway, so

you=11 have them. All right, that=s great.

I, I was glad to see, if I understood correctly, that
their hill behind the Emblem Homes going down towards Newhall
Ranch Road will not be excavated. If I could grasp everything

that Mr. Adamick said it seems like some other place it would be.

I will meet with him, but I was glad to hear that, if that=s

possible, I got it correct.
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Now, the apartments seem to be going three stories <::>

tall, which some in the distant future will be a slum naturally.

The point is do they have to -- is there anyway you can cut down
the size of those apartments? I=m wondering why they have to be

three stories tall and we -- our, our view from the people who

live on the hill or the ridge there will be blocked. I think we <::>
have some view rights and this will just be eliminated. We=ll be
looking into the backyard of an apartment, I guess clothes lines

and et cetera, and trash cans. I don=t know if anyone can answer

that, or how do I find that out?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Mr. Steffen these are all --
these questions will be addressed in further discussion.

MR. STEFFEN: Oh, okay.

Well, those questions I, I will try to get on my own.
But one of the things they never mentioned, which is -- I kind of
find personally repugnant, there -- the areas is loaded with

rattlesnakes. I=ve killed two myself. And I don=t know what=s <::>

going to happen with these rattlesnakes, but if they -- they can

kill. And this is just livid with rattlesnakes. Thank you very

much.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Steffen. Eric
Jakeman, please.
MR. JAKEMAN: Thank you very much.

I was here before. One of my main concerns is still 1(:::)
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the schools. I forget, the gentleman before me, you=ve got three

Also, the development of the traffic that is designed

to empty on the cross-valley connector. The cross-valley
connector has never been really explained. I=ve had people in

the community trying to explain it to me. It goes up to, you

it=s backed up for about a mile. So I=m assuming all this
additional traffic will back it up maybe two miles, which is

great if you=re in Valencia or if you=re in Canyon Country.

know, Sierra Highway and then it stops. Well, in the morning now

be a bridge over Soledad and a bridge over Sierra Highway, or
just Soledad and only if they build over five hundred and one

units?

Also, the flyover, does that mean that there=s going to

I was curious about -- they said there=s another development to

the east of that, to the northeast, and will those developments

and congested due to the busses already. I haven=t gotten an

answer about that.

Okay. The development that they=re talking about here,

then link up into Sky Blue Mesa which already has minimal streets

The geotechnical, a question for the math. Last time
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we were here I believe they said there=s eleven million cubic

yvards of earth being moved, now it=s five point five million

cubic yards of earth being moved, which is half. So where did

all the dirt go? Curiosity. Okay.

Now that the City=s -- you know, we=ve got this big
project at the 14/5 developments, you know, we=ve got
residential, commercial, all development going in, City=s really
against it >cause of all the traffic congestion, but all this
traffic=s going to go to the same place. So your reasoning again
is -- I=m not sure. If you=re going to let this one go through
why would you bother to stop the one at the 14 and 5 >cause

you=re going to put the cars in the same place.

Now the setbacks, various setbacks, architectural it
looks, visually it looks pleasant. I believe the Building Code=s

going to allow them -- the closer setbacks to be the average
setback, therefore allowing the buildable section on the ones
placed farther to be extended so if people do want to do
additions to the house they will have that right to extend the
houses to that average setback. So that architectural look could
and actually be broken up by right of Building Code. Would that
be true of not, Mr. Planner? And thank you very much for your

time.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you. Louise Hartwell,
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followed by Ron Bottorff, followed by Teresa Savaikie.

MR. HARTWELL: Good evening. My name is Louise
Hartwell, and I only have two concerns. I live in Emblem Tract.
I got very confused just a few minutes ago because we were told

that the ridgeline was going to be brought down about fifty feet.
Now he=s saying he=s not -- you know, they aren=t going to touch
it at all. That=s a major concern for most of us because it does

control the noise, dust, whatever from that area.

The other is the school. I live across from Emblem
School. We only have one way in, one way out. And before
Bridgeport was built it was a disaster in that area. You have to
really come in and, and see how they bring these kids around. I
mean, the traffic goes up and around the whole tract just to get

+the kids out of the school -- or out of the cars into the school.
And nobody can get in or out of their yards. It=s really bad.

So -- and the traffic just getting out, it takes me an hour to

get to San Fernando in the morning to go to work. And it=s going

to be worse on Bouquet with this. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Hartwell. Ron
Bottorff, followed by Teresa Savaikie, followed by Cynthia
Wilson.
MS. SAVAIKIE: Ron had to leave. He lives in Newbury
Park, so --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Oh, thank you.
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MS. SAVAIKIE: So don=t start me yet. Okay. These are
some pictures that were taken at Riverpark. You can go ahead and
start me, I=m sorry. My name=s Teresa Savaikie. I=m a resident

of Santa Clarita. And these are some pictures that were taken of

Riverpark. They=re surely not the photographs that appear in the

EIR that=s presented before you. <::>
The Santa Clara River is a unique feature of the Santa
Clarita Valley, and unfortunately in many of our valley the river
has been lost to swells of development. The panhandle is all we
have left in City limits of what was once a beautiful river with
adjoining flood plain, rolling hills and mountains. As a unique

and key feature of the Santa Clarita Valley this project will

have profound negative impacts to, to our resources. If the City
followed their Hillside Ordinance, their Oak Tree Ordinance and

protected SEA-23 designated for the endangered Stickleback and

protected cultural resources this project as proposed would not

even be considered.

The citizens of Santa Clarita have said that they are
concerned about the loss of open space, overcrowded schools and

over-development. So why not do something totally unique and

bold and deny this project as proposed and consider a bond to

extend Central Park and put it before the citizens of Santa

Clarita and save this precious resource. There could be learning

centers, science classes, cultural villages, something truly
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unique, something you could all be proud of. What better place
to teach a child than under the shade of an oak tree planted by a

Native American where history was made, or on the banks of

Southern California=s last living river.

Please be advised that yesterday I spoke with Bill
Brown, a Biologist with the U.S. Forest Service, about a recent

draft report related to USGS services -- USGS surveys for the

Stickleback. Mr. Brown=s word, the Biologist of the Forest

Service, AIt does not look good for these little guys.@ He said

that it appears that overdraft of the river and drought have
continued to reduce the habitat of the Stickleback, and that if
we are going to save the Stickleback we need to make some serious
changes in the way we manage the Santa Clara River. It is so bad
that they are now considering transplanting Stickleback to other

rivers in California to insure that they do not go extinct.

The City -- this project further impacts the
Sticklebacks habitat. Every project in SEA-23 alters the

Sticklebacks habitat. We are pushing the Stickleback to the edge

of extinction. The Riverpark project is home to several

sensitive species and continued habitat destruction will

eventually push those species to the status of endangered. Now
lbwouldn=t it be cheaper and smarter to protect the resources while

we still have the change, while we still can?

I hope you will consider how important the panhandle is
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to the citizens of Santa Clarita and our natural and cultural
resources. And If you=d like more information from U.S. -- from <:::>

the Forest Service I could get that to you, Diane.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

MR. SAVAIKIE: Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Ms. Savaikie. And

Cynthia Wilson, followed by John Gonzalez, followed by Wing.

MS. WILSON: Good evening. I would like to address the
Commission and Commissioners of this group tonight on regards to
the NAGPRA Act, the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act. It seems to have gotten swept under the carpet
quite often, and quite often the Native American issues, such as
the burial sites, which involves the oak trees.

As you know, if you -- or if you know about the Native
Americans that were in -- either transplanted to this area for
whatever reasons, used to bury their dead at the bases of oak
trees. And so the massacre of those burial sites are constantly
being desecrated, disrespected, ignored, and the Indians come

forward every single time and say you guys are destroying our

Forest Lawn. Don=t you care?

And again, Michel Antonovich doesn=t care, he has shown

it with the, the disrespectful ways that he has produced his own
office and prostituted his office by ignoring my requests <:::>

personally and uprooting Old Glory where there was artifacts

found at the base of that tree where I personally witnessed the
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Santa Clarita Valley Sheriff=s Department removal of those bones.

With my request multiple times to please put those back onto the

alter that was placed there, which made it a sacred site that was
desecrated by the Sheriff=s Department. Those bones that were

found could have been identified as funiary (phonetic) objects.

And the investigative process was interrupted because the
Sheriff=s removed those bones, which we went ahead and tried to

find out if that was a burial site, a Native American burial site

or not.

We have the right under this 1990 Native American
Preservation Act -- Graves and Repatriation Act, to ask this
Council and any other council in any other city in this

world -- in this country because this is supposed to be America.

And we have rights under these acts. We don=t -- the builders

and stuff like that don=t have the rights to, to go ahead and

disrespect this act. It was implemented by the United States
Congress as of November 16, 1990. We would hope that this group
is acting responsibly, following the NAGPRA and, you know,
working with the native community in order to go ahead and keep
our burial sites protected, and our sacred sites, our ceremonial
sites like what was found up in Elsmere Canyon where you guys
wanted to put a dump. I again spoke at that meeting also. And
because I was so repulsed at this Council and this City, this
irresponsibility with wanting to build, with ignoring the needs
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of the people with regards to the water, the, you know,

ecological balancing that was ignored repeatedly, like the Blunt

Nosed Lizard, the Arroyo Toad, and so on and so forth, you know -

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Ms. Wilson?

MS. WILSON: All these things were ignored. And I hope

that you guys are doing your water studies because I, I already

know that there isn=t enough water in California to -~

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Ms. Wilson, your time
is complete.

MS. WILSON: Okay. Well --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

MS. WILSON: Maybe I can come back and speak again.
But I would like to leave those with you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: John Gonzalez please.

MR. GONZALEZ: I=m John Gonzalez. I live on Gavilan
Drive, which he showed a picture of the -- my street over there.
We=re not really okay with them taking down the ridge, because
that=s a barrier against the noise. And especially if they=re
going to, they=re going to build a Newhall Ranch Connector, or
whatever it=s going to be there. That=s going to be twelve lanes

of noise, and we need that whole ridgeline. And I=m seeing the

flags there along the ridgeline that are -- and it, it looks like

about thirty or forty feet being taken down. That changes, I
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don=t now exactly what the state is, but the picture they just

showed me, it looks like that they=re, they=re taking about

thirty feet away from the -- facing the ridge, that, that part of

the ridge which we need.

I=d like to submit a letter from our street showing

that we=re not okay with that, that the two people that were okay

with that are in the process of moving or moving.

Emblem School will once again be crowded because that=s

where they=re going to dump the kids, these excess kids that

everybody=s okay with are going to end up there. And the access
in and out of that school can not handle the traffic

of -- you know, already it=s a problem with the amount of kids
that there is now because it=s a two lane road. There=s only one
way to get in and out of there and it can=t handle another two
hundred and eighty kids, and that=s where they=re going to end

up .

Teresa covered the wildlife thing, but that=s a whole
community of wildlife, >cause I live right up against that

mountain and I=ve seen raccoons, possums, quail, just a lot of

animals that will be obliterated.

So that completes my comments. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, sir. Damon Wing,
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followed by Henry Schultz, followed by Karen Pearson.

MR. WING: Good evening, Commissioners, I=m Damon Wing
from Ventura Coastkeeper. Ventura Coastkeeper is a non-profit
organization and a member of the Waterkeeper Alliance which is an
international alliance led by Bobby Kennedy, Jr.. We=re
dedicated to the protection of coastal watersheds, of which the
Santa Clara River watershed is one of the most important. I
would just like to make some brief comments tonight. More
comprehensive comments regarding the numerous significant impacts

will be submitted in writing.

The Spadefoot Toad and Unarmored Three Spine
Stickleback, you were witnessing today that they are going

extinct, and yet nothing is being done, and this can not be

allowed to happen. The cumulative impacts of development in the

Santa Clara River flood plain exacerbate the decline of these

species. The Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act

mandate that his habitat be protected.

A least damaging practical alternatives analysis and an

adequate cumulative impact analysis must be conducted. This

draft EIR is willfully inadequate. In particular, it is
inadequate in evaluating the cumulative loss of riparian and
aquatic habitat, elimination of wildlife movement corridors,
increased human disturbance and loss of biological diversity and

productivity, among other factors.

Nevertheless, it is clear that the proposed project is
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clearly not the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative. Practicable alternatives include activities that do
hot include the discharge of dredged or fill material into the
waters of the United States, or the discharges of dredged or fill
naterial at other locations in waters of the United States or
ocean waters. No serious effort has been made by the applicant
to avoid, minimize and mitigate the environmental impacts to the

maximum extent practicable.

The continued degradation of the of the Santa Clara
River watershed must not be allowed to continue. The Santa Clara

River is the last and largest remaining wild river in Southern

california. Buried back stabilization is not acceptable.

Removing non-native vegetation is not an acceptable mitigation.

The Santa Clara River watershed needs your protection. Please do

not allow any further degradation of this flood plain.

Ventura Coastkeeper acknowledges and understands the
need for housing, but we also acknowledge and understand and will
fight for the protection of biological resource and flood plain
protection. This EIR is not close to being acceptable for

certification. Thank you.

&)

&) (B2 (&)
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VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Wing. Nehry
Schultz?

MR. SCHULTZ: Thank you for allowing me to speak. TI=m

representing the Sierra Club tonight, and I=d just like to make a

couple comments.
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So far one, one of the items that=s listed there is

innovative. I don=t see anything innovative about this project

at all. More houses and less space, requesting smaller areas,

setbacks, this is anti-innovative. So -- and they talk about
hillside innovation, there=s no, there=s -- so this is not an
innovative -- if you can find a way to make this innovative I=d

appreciate it.

The dirt moving, four -- five point five million it is

now, I guess under the new numbers here, cubic yards. Look at C-

MIX, we=re spending over a million dollars to fight C-MIX and

we=re moving more dirt in this project than we=ve got out there.

So there=s a huge air impact from all the dust. The PM10 is

going to be tremendous.

Schools, well, I=m sorry about the deals that they
signed with Newhall, both Saugus and Hart, >cause what=s going to

happen is just as people have mentioned you=re going to get more
crowding. Each time you put more people in here where are they
going to go? Same places. So there=s -- what you might want to
add to this is to have some extra money or mitigation that=s

provided, at least for the high schools in the Hart District,

>cause this project isn=t provide any help for those schools.

Now getting into the serious stuff here, we have parks.
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First of all, it=s all this open space that=s listed, four
hundred acres, most of it=s the river. You=re not going to get

anything from that anyway, so that=s mostly a sham.

What we really should do is when they talk about

alternatives they said, well, there=s the one where we have the

no parkway, Santa Clarita Parkway. Why don=t we have no McBean

Extension, no flyover bridge? Why don=t we just take part of

this Al and strip it out, turn it into an open space park and

hook it on to the Central Park? We can do that because they=re
going to take twenty million dollars ($20,000,000) to help build
the bridge. Well, why, why build the bridge? Let=s take that

twenty million dollars ($20,000,000) and do something nice with
it, help build a park.

Right now we have a Central Park. This -- it was
proposed previously to make this area a park when they tried to
get and build the Central Park location right now. So I think
you can do that and you can still have a project on the

southeastern end and make a profit for the developer, and then
you=d have a real Central Park, a real amenity. So you could

take where they have the current park there, strip all those

things out and have a really great project.

Now the roads, dah, that=s why you want to take all

this out because the claim is that a cross-valley connector is
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going to save you and make each trip shorter, not true at all.

You=re going to end up with more cars, more crowding. All these

people are going to get up on the same roads and they=re going to

end up at the same pinch points. So what you need to do when you

look at this is you need to see the traffic model at build out

for this project. Look at the numbers and then reject these

roads. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Schultz. Karen
Pearson, is Karen Pearson here?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: She left.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Karen Pearson has
submitted a letter in opposition, and we will make copies and all
of the Commissioners will get a copy of that letter.

Dr. Randy Martin, followed by Melanie Winter, followed
by Barbara Wampole.

DR. MARTIN: Hello, Commissioners. Dr. Randy Martin, I

live in Bridgeport. I=ve lived there for three an a half years.

And I=d like to address some of the issues on the EIR.

Just to reiterate, the air quality, the EIR states that
the cumulative air quality impacts would be unavoidably

significant.

Traffic, there=s no feasible mitigation, according to

the EIR, for traffic impacts. Consequently impacts are

unavoidable and significant.
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Natural habitat and open space, a net loss of
significant habitat within an urban area. We can see over the

years how much of our natural open space is being usurped by

development. And those of use how have moved here because we

appreciate the open space are finding it really difficult.

vVisual impact, it=s obvious. This is an area that from

Bridgeport I=m looking at all the time. And actually I take

hikes and walks in this area frequently. I really, really value
the open space there. It would be a major change for me not

having it on -- for my weekend walks.

And the primary thing is noise. From Bridgeport I=m
just a little fence there from Newhall Ranch Road. Late at night
T often hear the motorcycles and the trucks on Newhall Ranch Road

and they wake me up. I have actually had one of my neighbors

already move from Bridgeport because of the noise. The noise

impact, the EIR actually states that the noise impact would be

not within the acceptable noise standards according to the City=s

own Noise Ordinance. So I=m not sure how we can, with good

conscious, let a development which will cause more noise impact.

And the EIR itself doesn=t address -- I, I urge you not to

accept it. I urge you to expand the noise element to show

exactly how the noise will impact the residents of Bridgeport.

Because right now we are impacted, and this development -- and

especially if this development makes way for the extension of the
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road with the, the large trucks, more motorcycles, it=s

definitely going to have an impact on, on me and my neighbors in
the Bridgeport development. So I urge you to please not accept

the EIR, but expand this noise impact section.

And then lastly, I=ve only been in Santa Clarita for

three and a half years, but as you have seen, when I started
looking for a house here about four years ago there was no --

the, the traffic was minimal on the weekends and during the week.

Now at the intersections I=m sitting there a long time, and I=m

just afraid it=s going to end up like the San Fernando Valley,

just on the corners right outside my development in Bridgeport.

Thanks very much.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Madame Chairperson, it=s getting

on to 11:00 o=clock. I=m wondering if we could have a short five

minute break.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: You want five minutes? Okay.
Can we keep it five?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Five will be fine.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: >Cause we only have a few more

speakers and I=d like to be able to let them go soon.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: They can go too if they want.
MR. BERTONI: Two of us.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.
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MR. BERTONI: Hey, Cory, I think there=s about, I think

about two of those speakers you mentioned may have already left.
You may have fewer speakers than that.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well, let me see. We have
Melanie Winter, Barbara Wampole --
MR. BERTONI: Melanie -- those two have left, I
believe. Melanie has left and Barbara left.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Barbara left?

MR. BERTONI: Yes.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Melanie left. So is Lynne
Planbeck still here?

MR. BERTONI: Yes.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Ricardo Melendez and Mati Waiya,
okay. Are we missing someone?

MS. PLANBECK: I just heard my name a moment ago.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well, are we going to --
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Well, let=s -- five

minutes, but just five minutes, okay, so we can let the last
three people speak and -- all right.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: You have a clock there.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yeah, five minutes turned in to
fifteen before so --
(The Commission Recessed at 10:50 p.m., until 11:05 p.m.)
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Final speakers in opposition and

general comments. The last three speakers in opposition are
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Lynne Planbeck, Ricardo Melendez and Mati Waiya.
MS. PLANBECK: Hi, Lynne Planbeck here representing

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment, and
I want to speak to you about water tonight. And I know you=re

not discussing that, but as you are moving forward and reading
the EIR this would maybe just give you some critical responses to

the EIR that you could think about as you read it.

I also want to say that at least we won=t be harangued

for stopping a school, since there isn=t one in this project. I
see that Newhall Land and Farm has in there little Valencia News
that we=ve stopped every school that=s ever been proposed in the

last four years somehow.

I just want to quickly say in the late 1500's and early
1600's first Copernicus and then Galileo claimed that the earth
circled the sun, and they were derated for this. Galileo was
even imprisoned for promoting this scientific truth because it
contradicted Aristotle and church doctrine. Many magistrates at
the time even denied the clearly visible existence of the moons

of Jupiter, claiming they were merely carefully placed spots on

the lenses of Galileo=s specifically manufactured telescope.

T feel like so often that that=s exactly what happens

at Planning Commission meetings. Obvious facts that are clearly
visible to the naked eye are denied with reports from pay

consultants that are representing the special interest.
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If you look at the Santa Clara River it is clearly

being overdrafted. There is die off from the center to the
edges. If you read any tristee (phonetic) on overdraft that=s

the first thing that happens, you lose your surface flow and then
vegetative die off occurs. When you lose your surface flow you

have a loss of connectivity which reduces recharge.

Now there=s a couple things in the EIR that -- where

they try to tell you everything is fine. One of them is that,

that the increased imported State water is a source of recharge.
Well, that=s true, but the majority of the

recharge -- of the State water is affluent that is discharged

west of I-5. It=s not recharging our river here. It=s going out

west of I-5. It=s going down to Ventura County. So you have no

recharge in the eastern reaches. That=s why Newhall County Water
District is having trouble with some of their wells in dropping
levels. No recharge into the tributaries, that=s why you=re

having trouble there. And very reduced recharge in the central
section, which is only a third of where the affluent is, is

released is from the Saugus Treatment Plant.

And they say that stream gage data is showing an

increase in water going out of the system. Well, of course it is
because the stream gage that they=re looking at, the wells that

show steady levels are over there west of I-5 and they are
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downgrading it from the Saugus Treatment -- I mean, the Valencia

Treatment Plant. But it=s the Saugus area and the eastern

reaches that are really showing problems.

That=s also apparent because if you talk to any

residents that lived for a long time in the Santa Clara River
region, there used to be spring pools that harbored fish so that

ve could maintain our fish populations, even with, with reduced

summer flows. Those pools no longer exist because we=ve

overdrafted the river to the point where they=ve been eliminated.

The other interesting issue is of course water quality.
The water quality with increased imported water is substantially
degraded. You have an increase of chlorides in the water. You

have an increase of other sorts of things that weren=t in there

before. And Regional Water Quality commissioned UCLA to do a
study to this, and this is what they found. We will be

submitting that study to you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Ms. Planbeck, Ms. Planbeck, your
time is up, I=m sorry.
MS. PLANBECK: Okay. Well, I=11 be back for my three

minutes, or hours for three --
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I just want to make sure, Ms.
Planbeck, all your questions have been in written form and

submitted?
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MS. PLANBECK: No, they haven=t yet. I just wanted to
bring these up to you. But I want you to really think about --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Prior to our reading of it --

MS. PLANBECK: -- about how urbanization could enhance
recharge instead of reduce it.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, that=s why I just want to
make sure --
MS. PLANBECK: Just think about soil compaction when
you read that section.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I just want to make sure that all

your concerns are written down and responded to.
MS. PLANBECK: Oh, yeah, don=t worry. We=ll be

submitting substantial comments.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Thank you, thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Richardo Melendez?

MR. MELENDEZ: I=m Ricardo Melendez of Chumash

heritage. Over four hours ago the pledge of allegiance was

uttered in this room. And, and one of the phrases and one

of -— and that whole thing it says, Aand justice for all.@ This
is not the first time, nor probably the last time, where our
heritage is questioned, our heritage as a native people of, of
this area or other areas in, in California are, are demeaned and
lessened by so called experts in the field of archeology.

It, it bothers me that every time that we —- I show up
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to meetings like this or, or forums like these that we have to
make a stand for ourselves. That, that, in fact, this evening
some, some people were, were speaking out and their, their,
their, their opinions were basically lessened as ours are all the
time.

AAnd justice for all@ should be a standard for all the
people that exist in this area, in this country. But again, we
have to go through it, all this, all over again. We, we have
people who are building tennis courts over sacred sites. We have

people who are digging up sacred sites and burial sites, and

they=re -- through -- even though these, these experts say that

their insignificant, to us they aren=t. And I would like this,
this collection to start taking a stand also or making or showing
other people that we are significant. Our culture is a

significant culture. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Melendez. And
finally, for the opposition, Mati Waiya.

MR. WAIYA: Hacooya (phonetic). Before my time gets
started we have or hereditary Chief, Charlie Cooke, that filled

out a card, and I hope we give him his appropriate time.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: He=s speaking in general

comments.
MR. WAIYA: Okay. So is my time going to start now, or

you started it already? First of all, what an impressive
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Powerpoint and presentation. And also, how the consistency with

plans and codes and on and on. My name is Mati Waiya. I=m a

Chumash Ceremonial Leader and I=m working with the EPA and the

Native American Heritage Commission. I hope that you respect the
CEQA Guidelines and all the agencies responsibilities to review
cultural resources, the Army Corp, Regional Water Board, Fish
and Game and Fish and Wildlife. The contact of federally
recognized tribes, local tribes and local leaders, these are

requirements by the laws that you have to accommodate.

The permits issued for water discharge needs to address
the Natural Historic Preservation Act. We believe that sites on
this project are eligible for listing on the historic

preservation act and are -- and need to be accommodated.

We want to have an outside independent expert review

studies done on artifacts found and site visits to confirm

settlements, places or villages. Remains of LAN-351, I=m really

curious where they are. And I know that there was remains spread
-— found throughout the different areas of the river. We ask you
to include the Native American community in the review process to
minimize impacts and to include comments or recommendations

referring to cultural laws.

Ten thousand years of history, cultural resources have
provided science information for experts that do not practice our

traditional values or cultural values. The language that
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satisfies the development such as, Alimited occupation, temporary
campsites. The flood in >92 washed away the cultural sites.

Beads found are unreliable indicators.@ These are insulting

reviews, and we want to take part in -- with our own independent

contract -- consultants to review these, these sights.

The consultants that you have hired, we challenged them
on the Ahmanson Ranch Development, and we found inconsistencies.
Archeologists do not reflect the values of the tradition of our
culture. And we want you to take a good look at this because we

will challenge this community on it.

We take part in our culture. We released the Condors

in this valley. I did my apprenticeship in this valley. We

harvest the resources. We=re not about archeological sites,

we=re about cultural resource sites. We still practice our

tradition. You have been here four or five generations. You
bury your dead on our land. You have a responsibility to protect
it. We were using laws of today and laws of yesterday to protect

our areas of ceremonies and sacred sites.

We need to have language that protects burial sites.
Playa Vista has another two hundred and twenty-eight burials up
to date, and we will challenge these kind of laws to this

community. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Waiya. Now we

have two speakers making general comments, Charlie Cooke followed
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by Stacey Kelleher.

MR. COOKE: Yeah, my name is Charlie Cooke, I=m a, I=m
a native of Newhall. And I=m a hereditary leader of the Chumash

people and, and of the Soban (phonetic) tribe. We=ve always been

here in the Santa Clarita Valley. My dad was born in Castaic, my
grandmother was born in San Fernando, and before them they were
born here also. So our culture is here in the Santa Clarita
Valley, particularly sites like over here on 351. They have to

be preserved because, you know, over the years the Newhall Ranch

had never -- didn=t have the surveys they should have had.

There=s many, many sites still haven=t been surveyed on Newhall

Ranch, and these sites of know of some, some burial grounds that
are still out there in that twenty-one thousand dollar -- twenty-

one thousand home area. And these things have to be saved.
We=ve been here for thousands of years. Especially

when our in bed sources are here in Santa Clarita Valley, we have
to really take care of things. You guys are the newcomers. My

dad worked on the Newhall Ranch for a long time. He worked for
McBean. So our roots are really here. And the treaty that=s in
Guadalupe Alago (inaudible) is stated that natives shall not be
harassed or removed from the area, but that didn=t last too long.

Now the same thing goes to our remains, our burial sites.

351, I worked over the Whitley and Simon with them for
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a couple of days. And I think it has not been properly assessed
as to -- for the preservation. I would say that sites, whole
sites should be completely preserved because everything and every
time that something is taken from our site it takes part of our

culture away from us. You take up one rock, one artifact out of

there, that=s still taking part of the artifacts.

Now the physical genocide has been over, but the
cultural genocide goes on and on and on daily. Well, like I

said, every time we lose a site we lose a part of the thing. And

it=s up to you folks to help us protect this type of thing. You

can=t just go run a road shod because the developers want to

develop something. It has to take care and caution to protect

our environmental things.

On that particular site over there is Blue Oak. They

should all be protected, they=re pretty rare around here.

And so there are so many different issues that has to

be recovered again, recovered again for the, for the whole
community and for the native people as well. So it=s up to you
to make that decision, and we=1ll stand behind you when you make

that correct decision. Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Cooke. And Stacey

Kelleher.
MS. KELLEHER: Kelleher.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Kelleher, thank you.
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MS. KELLEHER: Hi Diane and the rest of the board. I
know it=s getting late, but one thing I want to mention is that

on TV on a big network they mentioned that LA County is demanded

already to reduce the quality -- I mean to reduce the bad air
because it=s even -- Riverside is considered serious, we=re worse
than that.

So when we let D.R. Horton do ten times more than what
lvas safe in November, there=s the mining that=s bad and there=s
this. So where are guys being responsible for a demand that=s

higher than you gquys, for one?

Another thing is I live where I like to walk by Bouquet
and, and Newhall Ranch Road, >cause it=s near my home, to Vons

and different things. You can not get across that road with the

time allotted. And also, where Bridgeport enters at Parkwood you

can not get across. You=re in the middle of the road. Now when

that=s a freeway that=s dangerous to kids.

So my issue is that there has to be a safety bridge
like those bicycle bridges that will take us safely back and
forth over Newhall Ranch Road, because otherwise kids are going

to be dying, just like that kid that died over -- not recently,

over at McBean and situations -- I mean, you=ve got to make it
safe for the kids and for the people walking, and I don=t think

it is the way it is. >Cause if you increase the lights to be
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safe then it=s not going to flow like a freeway. They=re,

they=re, they=re -- it=s not compatible.

Also, I=m really concerned too because I brought with
me the disclosure that was given to me and people in Bridgeport,

and I think there=s deception in a sense, because even though

they do mention surrounding conditions it=s for direct

surroundings. And then they say, you know, this builder could

not control future development. Well, they put that in any

paper, okay, it doesn=t disclose anything. But when it talks
about the Route 126 there=s no mention of homes. It makes it
look like it is just a freeway situation. And that=s why the

last time I was here I said I=m not fighting you on the freeway,
I knew that when I moved in, but the homes I am.

So I made a copy for you, Diane, >cause I think
that -- like he says, you know, this is the last development of
Valencia, but they=ve got a lot more developments that he=s not

mentioning that might not be in Valencia but still impact us.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: We=1l have -- you can give that

to the secretary and she=11 make copies to the Commissioners.

Thank you.

MS. KELLEHER: And another one of my concerns is this,
when they -~ okay. He -- they always use the tactic that we can
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do more homes, we=re doing less. But when you=re asking for

conditions like reduction of property by twenty percent, eighteen

foot garages, setbacks, well, I want to tell you, I live in Stony

Point, which is about the square footage you=re talking about,

and when you get people in people=s faces you=ve got problems
because you can open up your windows and see each other on your
pillows, that=s how bad it is. You get kids, >cause you don=t

have the setbacks that -- like the kid yesterday who took a

skateboard down my entrance and chipped my cement, because I

don=t have the setbacks. You=ve got where you don=t have the --
what do you call it, you don=t have the parking strips. You
don=t have all these things and you can=t even get your trash on
the side of the house because the lot=s too small. And then

you=ve people, because you can=t -- some of them they said don=t
have driveways, and then you got people parking in front of your

house and there=s all kinds of problems.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you. Thank you for your
comments. I=m sorry.

MS. KELLEHER: And there=s so much more, but I will
quit.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Your time is up.

MS. KELLEHER: I just have to sum up one thing. I have
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a list of things and I don=t even have time to say it, and so did

a lot of people. And I was grieved today that so many people had
good points and Diane had a good solution, and you have to go to
the appeal process. In fact, they had to go to the appeal

process for the stuff over on another corner that we dealt with.

I=d like us to be heard before the appeal process.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Stacey. Okay. And
now I will ask the applicant to come up and rebut comments.
Thank you all for your patience.

MR. ADAMICK: Well, I=11 do my best to summarize these.
I think a lot of the comments are clearly analyzed and addressed
in the EIR, and I=m sure as we get to those sections Mr. Hogan

and Ms., Ms. Tebo will, will run the Commission through that.

As far as the, the Saugus School District, a letter was
brovided to staff, I know I was, I was CC=d on the letter,

indicating that, that we do have mitigation agreements with
Saugus -- with the Saugus District. Those mitigation agreements
are considered full mitigation and mitigate the impact encroached
by Riverpark, as well as other developments within the Valencia
area. Those mitigation agreements have resulted in the
construction of two schools so far, North Park Elementary and
Bridgeport Elementary, and there will be a subsequent third in
West Creek. So that agreement actually does fund and provide

property for the Saugus District. We have a full mitigation
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agreement in place with the Hart District as well, and that
agreement mitigates the project=s impacts. And I think you=ll
see that in writing as well from the Hart District.

I think as far as the, the, the ridgeline, we, we made
a commitment in meetings we had with several of the residents on
Gavilan Drive that we would, we would minimize our impact there.
There are various stakes on the ridgeline and we should probably
take them down. We were -- we continued to go up as we were

talking to them. So bottom line is that the nose of that

ridgeline, we=ve committed to pull off of that and redesign the

project, and that=s reflected tonight, and we=re going to honor
that commitment. Do we have an agreement in place? No. But
that=s a commitment we made. And the idea is to keep that

barrier in place, and we will honor that.

As far as the height of the apartment buildings, you
know, clearly three stories is, is standard and typical for us.
You see most of our traditional apartment projects throughout the

Valencia community at, at three stories. The height of that

varies anywhere from forty to fifty feet, and that=s why we=re
asking for the fifty feet. I think on the line of sights that
were provided in the innovative application you=ll clearly see

that if that barrier is in place as it relates to Area D, if you
live on Gavilan Drive you are not going to see those apartment

units. There is a window, existing window between the nose of
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that ridge and the shopping center. Clearly if you=re in

somebody=s backyard at the end peaking over the fence you=ll
probably look and see an apartment unit. But for the general
populace you=re not going to see any of those buildings. The

ridgeline is going to prevent you from seeing that.
I think as far as traffic goes the Commission will,
will get a detailed presentation from Impact Sciences and from

staff on traffic and on water. So I think in future meetings
you=11l get a better handle on all those issues and the analysis

that was done.

I think as it relates to, to biology, the same thing,
you=re going to get a great deal of, of discussion on that.
As far as innovative, I want to go back to that. The

project minimizes impacts to those ridgelines. We=ve preserved

the silhouette or the backdrop that is there today. We=re

providing a twenty-nine acre neighborhood park. We preserved the

Santa Clara River Corridor. We have -- you know, are enhancing a

primary canyon. We are enhancing a -- or we=re preserving a
secondary canyon. I think we=ve gone a long way as far as

meeting the City=s criteria for an innovative project.

And I think finally on the, the cultural issues,
certainly you technical expertise here to, to deal with what was

done on that site. But we are preserving 351. We have pulled
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the development out of that area. It is 3043 that is being
proposed for salvage. At the advice of, of W & S early on they
said just pull out of there. We did that. The Blue Oak is being
preserved.
So that really concludes my comments. As I indicated I
think a lot of these things will be sorted out in the future.
Thank you.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Adamick. And now
I will close the public hearing and ask the Commissioners for

their comments and discussion and questions. Do you have

questions?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I wanted to get the cultural
people and, and ask them about criteria that they may use to
categorize these various spots that are deemed to have prior
cultural significance or prior cultural, prior cultural

experiences I guess.

MR. WHITLEY: I=m David Whitley from W & S Consultants.

Is the question how do we identify archeological sites, or once
identified how do we determine how significant or not
significant?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: The latter.
MR. WHITLEY: The latter, okay. There are outlined
specifications in CEQA that give us a guideline, essentially a

road map that tells us when sites are significant, when they are

not. 1In general terms they=re significant if they have religious
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values to Native Americans and/or if they have the potential to

contribute to our understanding of, of prehistory.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, that=s the key. Yeah. Who

decides whether they have religious significance?

MR. WHITLEY: As a general rule if they have evidence
for burials or other kinds of ritual remains then they would be

considered religiously important.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: All right. It=s a, it=s a go,

no-go thing.

MR. WHITLEY: Correct, and it -- and in fact it=s an

empirical process in a sense. With respect to the current
project there were two sites at issue, LAN-351, which frankly, as
an archeologist with twenty-five years experience in the region,
it was obvious that this was a very significant site looking at
it. I=ve put over four hundred archeological sites on the
National Register of Historic Places. I could tell without doing
anything at that site that it was going to be at that level of
significance, it would be National Register eligible and, and
probably should be listed or could be listed. And we recommended
to the applicant at that time that they just not even think about

developing that site. They took that option, they=ve agreed to

cap it, which is the preferred means for preserving and
protecting sites, and simply moved away.

The other archeological site at issue is LAN-3043, Los
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Angeles 3043. This site has some significance value in the sense
that it has evidence that=s useful for understanding the

prehistory of the region. We did a Phase II test there that
involved the excavation of twenty separate hand dug units. We
know we found no evidence whatsoever to indicate that, for
example, there are any human remains, any cemetery or anything
like that. Complete zero on, on that particular count.

But furthermore, I suppose the, the site in fact is
very heavily impacted. It=s been graded. It=s been rock raked

very badly. There are big piles of, of boulders and cobbles and

so on on it. That in my mind diminishes its integrity, means

it=s not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places

but it=s still under CEQA. CEQA guidelines are a little more

lenient then, then the federal guidelines. It still has some
potential for scientific information. We recommended either that

it be preserved or that Phase III data recovery salvage
excavation be conducted on it. And that=s the circumstance

there.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Very good, thank you. You
answered my questions.

MR. WHITLEY: Any other questions?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you. Any other questions?
All right. Thank you.

MR. WHITLEY: Thank you.
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VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Whitley.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Then I have -- well, we have
Allen and Eric Seward here. I want to find out about those
slides -- or can any of those be characterized as a, as a massive
slide or, or, you know, you -- in terms of dealing with them, are
you having to actively deal with them or passively deal with them

by excavating?

MR. SEWARD: Hi, I=m Eric Seward. When you say

passively, yeah, some of the slides are pretty significant,
especially the one that it actually crosses the property into the

Castaic Lake Water Agency. The existing Newhall Ranch Road that
was graded in the past bisected the slide, and it=s covered by, I

think they call it Area Al. And, and that part of the slide --
most of the slides are being removed and buttressed. That slide
is either recommended now for complete removal and replacement or

to do a share key, or another option is just not develop on it.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Now the way that this is
handled is that you write a report and you say how they should be

handled?

MR. SEWARD: Correct.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Now are there -- do you review
how they=re handled, or does some other person review how they=re

handled or --

MR. SEWARD: No, that=s part of the approval process of
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the grading plans. We make the recommendations, it=s

incorporated into the construction plans, and then that=s

monitored during construction.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Monitored by, by you or by --

MR. SEWARD: Well, the geotechnical consultant of
record at the time. And then it goes -- so there=s review by

City staff and their consultants --
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, yeah, I understand that.
MR. SEWARD: -- and grade plans.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I just -- often times, I know
with large slides there=s -- it=s, it=s like an art. And I just

wanted to make sure that the, that, you know, that the artist or
the person that is, is creating effects really has some closure

to it, rather than, you know, at the end of this contract and he
leaves and they make sure that, you know, you know, that=s done

appropriately according to the way that the person who came up

with the approach thinks it should be done.
MR. SEWARD: Relative to the site geology it=s pretty

straight forward.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.

MR. SEWARD: Most of the site is on the south side on

an anaclinal it=s dipping. Most of this -~

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: We=1l get -- your first answer
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was fine.

MR. SEWARD: Okay.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: It was straight forward.

MR. SEWARD: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: And I=11 take it as it=s --

MR. SEWARD: Yeah. And we drilled borings in most of
the slides. Some additional work on the large one should be done
at the grading plan stage, which was pointed out in the reports.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Yeah, I just know that in
the, in the valley here there are some very, very awkward slide
situations. I just wanted to make sure that everything is real
clean.

MR. SEWARD: Yeah. I think this one=s pretty straight

forward.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. That=s all I wanted to

know. Thank you.
MR. SEWARD: Is that it?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Commissioners?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well -- no, that=s fine.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Any other questions of comments
from the Commissioners?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: I=d just like to make a comment
to the person who was the last one to -- I believe that you gave

the testimony last.
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VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Mr. Seward.
COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: That all questions can be
submitted in writing during this review period, and they will be
answered in the, in the final EIR. So make sure that you get
your concerns in writing, get them in so that they can be
considered and they can be addressed and you can have answers to

them.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Commissioner Winsman.

Okay. So we=ve received your report, and I believe
what we need to do is look at the calendar then, Mr. Hogan, is
that correct?

MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah, I=11 take that. Yeah, we=d like
to continue tonight=s hearing. Staff is recommending that it go

to Thursday, April 29*". On that meeting we=ve -- it=s a special

meeting, it would be next week, and it would be to discuss air
quality, noise, transportation and circulation, parks and rec,

and visual resources.

The next meeting after that, it=s a little bit
different than what=s in your staff report. We=d like to have

the meeting originally scheduled for Tuesday, May 4, we=d like

to have that on Tuesday May 13*" due to a scheduling conflict.
And at that meeting we envision talking about flood, water
services, water quality, excuse me, biology, flood plain
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management and alternatives.

or Tuesday, May 11™? The 13*™ is, is a Thursday.
MR. FOLLSTAD: Thursday, May 13*.
COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Thank you.
MR. FOLLSTAD: You caught me.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Are, are we going to have a

meeting on the 4%?

the schedule. We -- you do have a study session with -- a joint
study session with the Planning Commission and the City Council
regarding oak trees.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Oh.

this, with this meeting going away -- with this item being
postponed, >cause we had scheduled the whole night just for that
>cause we envision lots of discussion on that.

We=re -- it looks like you probably will, will not be

having a Planning Commission meeting on the 4%, which is the

study session.

get together on the 29%"?
MR. FOLLSTAD: Correct.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.
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MR. FOLLSTAD: That means that meeting is back on April
29, And like I said the big issues will be air quality, noise,
traffic, parks, and visual resources.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Follstad.
And then we have the interim director=s report.
MR. FOLLSTAD: Well, we need to continue this meeting
to April 29%.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, we do.
COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: 1I=11, I=11 move that we continue
this public hearing to April 29.
COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Second.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All in favor say aye?

ALL COMMISSIONERS: Aye.

PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT CONCLUDED

* * % * * K *x * * *

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

9(

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

PLANNING COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF
AGENDA ITEM NO. 1

RIVERPARK PROJECT

(MASTER CASE NO. 02-175,
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP
53425, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
02-002, ZONE CHANGE 02-002,
OAK TREE PERMIT 02-025,
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 02-009,
HILLSIDE REVIEW 02-003, &
ADJUSTMENT 02-010)

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SCH#2001091081 .

PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
TAKEN AT SANTA CLARITA CITY HALL
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
23920 VALENCIA BOULEVARD
SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, APRIL 29, 2004

HEARD BEFORE MICHAEL BERGER, CHAIR

ELECTRONIC REPORTER: MARTHA NELSON

TRANSCRIPTION BY: Lutz & Company, Inc.

100 West Lemon Avenue
Suite 103

Monrovia, California 91016
(626) 303-1113
Info@Lutz-co.com

Proceedings recorded by electronic sound recording, transcript
produced by Federally Approved transcription service.

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004




Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

APPEARANCES:

COMMISSION CHAIR: MICHAEL BERGER
COMMISSION VICE CHAIR: DIANE TRAUTMAN
COMMISSIONERS: TIM BURKHART

DENNIS OSTROM
RICK WINSMAN

COMMISSION SECRETARY: TERASA SULLIVAN
SENIOR PLANNER: FRED FOLLSTAD
ASSOCIATE PLANNER: JEFF HOGAN
IMPACT SCIENCES: SUSAN TEBO

PUBLIC SPEAKERS:

GLENN ADAMICK, NEWHALL LAND

DARYL ZERFASS, AUSTIN FOUST ASSOCIATES
CHRIS PRICE

TOM WORTHINGTON

IAN PARI

TOM RILEY

ERIC JAKEMAN

JOHN STEFFEN

KAREN PEARSON, SIERRA CLUB

TERESA SAVAIKIE

JOHN VALENZUELA, SAN FERNANDO BAND OF INDIANS

CINDY WILSON

STACEY KILLEHER

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

(N}




Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

ek

SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, THURSDAY, APRIL 29, 2004
PROCEEDINGS BEGIN AT 7:02 P.M.
CHAIR BERGER: Good evening, Ladies and Gentlemen, and
welcome to Tuesday, April 29, special -- a special meeting with
the Planning Commission.

MS. SULLIVAN: Thursday.

CHAIR BERGER: Thursday, today=s Thursday, you=re

right. Thanks Terasa. Welcome everybody, and I=d like to start

with the flag salute, and I ask Commission Dennis Ostrom to lead
us in the flag salute.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Sure. Would everybody please
stand?

ALL: I pledge the allegiance to the flag of the United
States of America, and to the Republic for which it stands, one
nation under God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Commissioner Ostrom. Can we
please have roll call?

MS. SULLIVAN: Commissioner Winsman?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Here.

MS. SULLIVAN: Commissioner Trautman?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Here.

MS. SULLIVAN: Commissioner Burkhart?

CHAIR BERGER: Here.

MS. SULLIVAN: Commissioner Ostrom?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Here.
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MS. SULLIVAN: Chair Berger?

CHAIR BERGER: Here.

MS. SULLIVAN: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. The first thing I have up on the
agenda tonight is the approval of the agenda.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: I move that we approve the

agenda.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Second.

CHAIR BERGER: All in favor please say aye.

ALL COMMISSIONERS: Aye.

CHATR BERGER: It=s unanimous. Okay. At this time,
Terasa, if I could please have the Commissioner -- or

Commissioner Secretary announcement.

MS. SULLIVAN: Welcome to the regular meeting of the
Santa Clarita Planning Commission. I would like to offer some
information to help you understand how we conduct our meetings
and help you -- how you can best participate. Agendas are on the
back table listing the items that the Commission will consider
tonight, along with speaker slips. If you wish to speak on an
item that is before the Commission this evening you must first
fill out a speakers card. Please place your completed slips in
the tray or deliver it to me prior to the item being discussed.
This will help the Commission process public comments in an
orderly manner. Once again, speaker slips are located on the
back table and must be turned in before the item is discussed.
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When Chair Berger announces your name please approach
the podium to address the Commission. Each person will be given
three minutes to make his or her comments indicated by the
colored light on the Commission dias. A green light appears
when the speaker begins, a yellow light appears when thirty
seconds remain, and a red light appears when the three minutes
have expired. Your comments should be complete at this time.
Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Terasa. Okie doke. I=d like

to just note for the minutes and the time I have had the

opportunity to look over the CD, DVD I guess it=s -- of the first

meeting that I missed, so I feel that I=m up to date. I had some
questions I went over and got my answers. So just wanted that to
be noted.

At this time I=d like to ask Mr. Hogan to continue with
our first item.

MR. HOGAN: Good evening, Chairperson and Members of
the Planning Commission. Again, Jeff Hogan with the Planning
Division, Associate Planner. The item before you tonight is the
Riverpark EIR project. The purpose of tonight=s meeting is to

have a focused presentation on the following sections of the
Riverpark EIR, which includes air quality, traffic, noise, Parks
and Recs, visual resources. Susan Tebo, sitting next to me, will

be making the PowerPoint presentation for those sections.
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Before I get started though just a couple of quick,
quick notes of what=s been going on with the Riverpark project.
The Parks and Recs Commission did conduct a site tour of the
Riverpark project. Staff=s been continuing to work with the
applicant on revisions to the park site and looking at the open

space. We=re hoping next Thursday at the Parks and Recs
Commission we=1l come out with some sort of recommendation from

the Parks and Recs, Parks and Recs Commission, which then we=l1l

come to the Planning Commission and present that recommendation
that the Parks and Recs Commission has, which will be, you know,
more details on the park site and some issues that have been

resolved of the open space areas.

We=re anticipating taking that recommendation to you
possibly May 18™ at the earliest. And to add on to that, May 13
is the next meeting, and that=s mainly to be focused on biology,

flood plain, those type of issues. So May 18" would be the one
with the Parks recommendation. In addition to that, the May 18%

meeting, we will have already had three Planning Commission

meetings discussing basically the entire EIR. So we=re hoping on

the May 18 meetiﬁg to get the Planning Commission=s concerns,
issues, maybe in writing, or as verbally, so that we can at least
take those and start trying to address them for June 15, which
sounds far away but it comes fast. So most likely on the May 18*"
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meeting there won=t be a PowerPoint presentation, but we=d

basically be coming to the meeting and trying to get feedback
from you guys as far as what, what do you want me to come back
with.

A couple of other notes, per the request of the

Commission I=ve provided three exhibits in front of you tonight,

and there=s one in the back for the public to view. It=s a cut

and fill map, a landslide, landslide map, and a code compliant
map, basically showing the four hundred and thirty-nine single-
family lots and what would it look like if it was complying with

the lot sizes, lot widths. I think basically they lost five
lots. But keep in mind also the applicant=s requesting the
building to go down to forty-five hundred lot size. So even

though they=re losing five they still have the ability to, to
move them around if the adjustment isn=t approved. So that makes
sense. So that=s those three exhibits.

Also, in the applicant=s PowerPoint presentation

there=s going to be more discussion on noise as far as the
different kinds of noise levels throughout the City compared to

what Riverpark=s doing as far as exceeding the noise levels of
the City. And another exhibit we=re working on is similar to
what Wes Thomson did. It=s an isometric digitally enhanced map,
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basically showing an aerial and the topo and, and, and the
residential development. So hopefully that will be coming to you
in the next couple of meetings.

And lastly, just to let the public know, the Planning

Commission to know that tonight=s meeting=s being recorded and it

will be aired on Tuesday, May 4%, 2004 at 7:00 o=clock. And I=11

turn it over to Susan.
Oh, one last thing is we do have representatives from

the Parks and Recs Division, and hopefully shortly from the
Engineering Department and Traffic Division by the time we=re

done with PowerPoint.

MS. TEBO: Good evening, Members of the Commission. My

name, as Jeff indicated, is Susan Tebo, I=m with Impact Sciences.

And what I=d like to do tonight is briefly go over the topics
that were discussed in your staff report. As we discussed last

week, I=m not going to go into an in depth detailed reiteration

of the staff report. It=s twenty-two pages, it=s thorough, it=s
complete. I just want to go over the salient points for the
public. You=ve already read the staff report so you know what

those issues are.
With regards to the traffic issue, vehicular access to
the site will be taken from Newhall Ranch Road extension, and

from Santa Clarita Parkway. The project would require two

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004




vehicular lanes, one in each direction, including the Newhall
Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge. Buildout of the project,
which means buildout of the entire Riverpark project plus
projected growth requires the extension of Newhall Ranch Road,
including the Newhall Ranch Road, Road/Golden Valley Bridge, full
grading, four to six lanes to the Soledad Canyon Road,
Road/Golden, Golden Valley Road flyover.

As discussed in your staff report and in the EIR the,
the traffic analysis looks at pre-interim year impacts. And
exactly what does that mean? Well, for purposes of traffic

analysis it means occupancy of the proposed project up to five
hundred units. Here we=re talking about the impacts of the

project if we had five hundred units, and what would that be.
And that would be five hundred units without the full extension
of Newhall Ranch Road to the Soledad Canyon Road/Golden Valley
Road flyover.

Now in this scenario four intersections would
experience significant impacts. Those would be Valencia
Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway, Bouquet Canyon Road/Soledad
Canyon Road, Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road, and Bouquet
Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road. Now all of these intersections
can be mitigated, with the exception of Valencia Boulevard and

Magic Mountain Parkway.
Now, as you=re aware, there are -- the traffic study

also addressed interim year impacts. And what does that mean?
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Well, that=s talking about when you -- if, if the project were

fully built out ten years into the future, that would include the
extension of Newhall Ranch Road, including the Newhall Ranch
Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge to Soledad Canyon Road.

Now in this scenario six intersections would experience
significant impact, and those McBean Parkway and Newhall Ranch
Road, Valencia Boulevard at Magic Mountain Parkway, Bougquet
Canyon Road at Soledad Canyon Road, Seco Canyon Road at Bouquet
Canyon Road, Bouquet Canyon Road at Newhall Ranch Road, and
lastly, Whites Canyon Road at Soledad Canyon Road.

Now under this interim year scenario mitigation would
be feasible at McBean Parkway at Newhall Ranch Road and Bouquet
Canyon Road at Soledad Canyon Road.

Now at the Seco Canyon Road/Bouquet Canyon Road

intersection it, it would require, from a traffic standpoint, two

roadway improvements, one of which is feasible and one isn=t.

And the one that isn=t feasible is do to right-of-way

limitations. And that also I, I should probably step back just a

moment. That also addresses the pre-interim year impact of,

let=s see, Magic -- Valencia Boulevard and Magic Mountain

Parkway. The reason why that can=t be mitigated is because of

right-of-way limitations. Right-of-way limitations also make
improvements to Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway,

Bouqguet Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road, and lastly, Whites
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Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road infeasible.
Now what we=ve done is, before we go through just a

series of, of slides, I mentioned at the last presentation that
in the, the back of Appendix 4.3 of the EIR there are some
pictures that show what ultimate right-of-way would be, that
those roadway improvements, that if we could mitigate the traffic
impact what would be have to do.

Before we go through these slides though I, I want to
let you know in order to put them in the PowerPoint presentation

sometimes I had to make them longer or shorter. So if the cars
look a little distorted or whatever, it=s not on purpose, it=s
just because I had to do that in order to make them, make them
work. But what you=ll see as we go through for this -- for

example, on this first slide you see the right-of-way twenty feet
from curb face.

The next slide is fifteen feet of curb face, and you
can see how much fifteen feet, if you were going to improve that
intersection it would, it would, it would take up most of the,
the parkway and the, the sidewalk.

The next slide shows you what twenty -- taking away
twenty feet to make an improvement, what that would do at Magic
Mountain Parkway west of Valencia Boulevard South.

The next slide shows a twenty foot right-of-way, how

that would impact the former Coco=s. Another slide just showing
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right-of-way, would basically go up to the front entrance of
that, that former restaurant.
Here we see the Savon, Ralphs, Realty Executive site,
and shows a proposed -- if you were to improve it what twenty
feet from curb face would look like.

This is another example from curb face, this next

slide.

This is the McDonald=s site. I think most people know
where that is in town. Here=s showing, if you were going to make

that improvement of twenty feet how much you=d encroach into the
parking area.
Here=s just another example along Soledad Canyon Road,
excuse me.

Another view from McDonald=s, a twenty foot improvement
area, another slide.

Here we=re seeing the, the Century 21 site, a twenty
foot curb face improvement.

Here we=re showing gas stations and, and you=1ll, you=ll
see a number of gas stations that would be impacted if you were

to do those roadway improvements. Here=s the Mobile Station,
here=s Del Taco. Next slide.
Here=s the City=s trail. You=re seeing ultimately a

twenty foot improvement from curb face. You can see it would
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encroach into the trail.

And lastly, we also see the Ultramar Gas Station.

We have with us tonight Daryl Zerfass from Austin Foust
who prepared the traffic study, and he will be here to answer any

of those roadway improvement questions, traffic impact analysis
questions you have. But before we leave traffic I=d like to, to

note that the proposed project is consistent with the Santa
Clarita General Plan. It shows right-of-way for the Newhall Road
extension, and it also provides for right-of-way for Santa
Clarita Parkway.

As Jeff mentioned last week the project results in a
net reduction in use on the site which correlates in a net
reduction in traffic, in this case sixty-eight thousand fewer
trips when compared to General Plan designations that were
currently allowed on the site.

With payment of the Bouquet Bridge and thoroughfare
fees cumulative impacts are reduced to less than significant.
But I, I do want to go back to the fact that project impacts can
not be mitigated to less than significant, and the EIR calls out
that they are significant and unavoidable.

Air quality. When we talk about air quality we talk
about construction and operational impacts. Focusing upon
construction the EIR analyzes a fifty-one month construction

period. The EIR concludes that impacts would be significant with

regards to carbon monoxide, VOC=s, NOx and PM10, and pretty much
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your carbon monoxides, volatile organic compounds and NOx have to
do with your emissions, your car emissions, again. And PM10 has

to do with your dust. You get a lot of that during construction.
No feasible mitigation is available to reduce the VOC=s NOx or

PM10 to less than significant for construction impacts.
Operational impacts. Pretty much operational impacts
come down to vehicles. They do come back to some of the uses on

the commercial site, but for the most part when we talk about air

quality impacts we=re talking about vehicular impacts. Prior to

mitigation, again, your CO, VOC=s, NOx and PM10 would be

significant. With mitigation normally your PM10 could be reduced
to less than significant. Your CO, VOC and NOx would, would
remain significant. So to summarize right now, both at a
construction -- construction impacts and operational impacts, you
have significant and unavoidable impacts.

The cumulative impacts is a little bit interesting
here. The South Coast Air Quality Management District Handbook
directs us to determine potential impacts by assessing where the
project could effect a one percent reduction in emissions. If
that happens, if we calculate that to where it happens, impacts
would be less than significant. This is how the handbook tells
us to do it.

So through site planning and mitigation measures in
winter, by using these calculations and these, these site

planning measures, we would be reduce impacts to CO by seventy-
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five percent, VOC=s to ninety-one percent, a little over that,

NOx almost thirty percent, and PM10 eighty-five percent. In the

summertime we see less reduction. CO, four point six, almost
five percent, VOC=s at seventeen, almost eighteen percent, NOX at

nine percent and PM10 at four point two.
So here, if you look at cumulative impacts
statistically, and taking direction straight from the handbook,

there would not be cumulative impacts. However, City staff and
your legal counsel said, okay, that, that=s, that=s true. We see

the numbers and we concur with those numbers. However, because
you have project impacts that are significant, because the region

has such air quality issues, we would feel more comfortable if
you would call it cumulatively significant, and of course that=s
no problem. Your -- the, the City took a very conservative
approach to looking at the cumulative impacts. And they=re, they
are considering cumulative impacts as significant.

So here we=re looking at very much a conservative

viewpoint, even though statistically, through the Air Quality
handbook it would not be an impact. And I also doubt, I also

doubt that the South Coast Air Quality Management District is
going to have a problem with that. It=s just taking a very
conservative viewpoint on this analysis.

Noise. There are going to be noise impacts. There=s
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going to be some construction noise. There=s going to be --

there are going to be impacts from pile driving. The Newhall

Ranch Road/Golden Valley Bridge, in order to construct that
bridge you=re going to have to use some pile drivers. And there

will be impacts to the mobile home park, and grading of the
northern -- to the mobile home park.

But then also, grading of the northern slopes and
Awindow@ along the western boundary of Planning Area D would

result in significant short term impacts. And that Planning Area
D is near the Emblem Tract.
Operational noise. Where you get most of your

operational noise is not necessarily people talking. I mean,
that=s -- people can get loud. But really it=s -- it really is

generated by traffic.

Traffic noise is based upon buildout volumes that would
create significant impacts. Now as we discuss a little bit in
the -- in my last presentation from last week, one of the
alternatives shows that if you were to adhere to the City
guidelines so that you would not have any noise impacts what
would that do, and if you did that you would remove a hundred and
nine units from Planning Area Al, seventy-five units from Area

A2, and a hundred and seventeen units from Area A -- B, and
that=s even when you have masonry walls. So traffic noise is

going to impact this project. So in summary on both construction
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and operations noise, those are significant impacts.
As a side note, traffic noise would be attenuated by
the time it reaches the Emblem Tract though because of the

structures that would block the line of sight through that
Awindow. @

Now, a couple of things you need to be aware. 1In
Planning Area D there are those three stories apartment units,
and that=s going to, going to shield and that=s going to block

the noise going up to the Emblem area. And also, the project
applicant at the last meeting indicated that he was not going to

grade that hillside adjacent to the Emblem Tract as much as we

analyze in the EIR. You=re going to see some photographs coming

up regarding visual. He indicated at the last meeting he=s not

going to take as much of that hill away, so that will further
mitigate noise impacts at that location.

Truck traffic at the commercial site however may cause
intermittent significant noise impacts to those people who are
living in Planning Area D. Also, we have to, we have to
acknowledge that the Saugus Speedway may also intermittently
create significant noise impacts.

And what about cumulative noise? One interesting thing

that=s going to happen is that upon construction of project area

roadways such as Newhall Ranch Road, Santa Clarita Parkway,

Golden Valley Road extension and bridges, traffic is going to
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become redistributed. And traffic volumes and associated noise
levels on Bouquet Canyon Road north of Newhall Ranch Road and on
Soledad east of the future Santa Clarita Parkway Bridge will
actually decrease.

Now there are some noises that are going to increase.
Cumulative noise levels will increase due to vehicular noises
-- noise sources at Magic Mountain Parkway west of San Fernando
Road, Newhall Ranch Road west of Hillsborough Way, and Newhall
Ranch Road west of Bouquet Canyon Road. So with the
redistribution a few roadways have a little less noise, but some
have more noise.

And lastly, noise levels, noise levels are already
exceeded on many roadways. And any increase in noise levels at

these locations is considered significant and unavoidable. So
what we=re seeing is is that from a cumulative standpoint there

are other locations in the City that already exceed the noise

standards. This project adding to it is going to only make it
worse. It=s going to add incrementally to those noise impacts.

So therefore, cumulative impacts are significant for noise.

Parks and Recreation. For those who went out on the
field trip the project applicant -- we stopped in the area where
the twenty-nine acre active/passive park was going to be located.

He demonstrated where that park was and, and how he thought at
that time it was going to be improved. However, Jeff noted that

the applicant and the Parks Department and the Commission are
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still working together to try and finalize exactly what=s going

to happen at that park. But at this time the project applicant
is proposing a twenty-nine acre active/passive park, three
private recreational areas, and also a little bit greater than
four hundred and forty acres of dedicated open space, and that
does include the Santa Clara River, secondary private
recreational areas. And what that, what that is referring to is
pocket parks, green spaces and trail connections. And also, two
point five mile extension of the Santa Clara River Regional
Trail.

Based upon the City=s parkland dedication fee the
project is required to provide ten point seven two acres. That

can be a combination of land and improvements, and that=s

something still be -- to be worked out. But based upon
dedication and improvements there would be no significant project
or cumulative impacts with respect to Parks and Recreation.
Visual resources. This slide is in your EIR and, and,
and what it shows is the various locations that City staff chose
to show visual simulations of what development of the project
site might look like from six different locations.
This is a slide that the City Council wanted to
see -- have in the EIR, just to kind of show the public and, and
Members of the Commission and City Council what the site looks

like now, so that when we, for, for those of us that prepared the
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EIR, when we analyze those impacts, what we=re analyzing it
against.

Now the first visual simulation is looking off the
project site, looking northwest into the project site. And you
can see that the top, and these are all in your EIR, the top
figure shows the existing condition. The, the top figure always
shows the existing condition, and the second figure shows where,
shows where the proposed development is, is going to be located.

Next slide.
This next slide is viewing location two, it=s looking

northeast into the project site. And in the foreground you can
see the river. And then you -- and when you see the photograph
down below you see some development.

The next slide is actually titled a little bit wrong.

It=s viewing Location 3 from Soledad Canyon Road looking
northwest. Here again, we=re on Soledad Canyon Road. The photo
was taken from Soledad Canyon Road. In the foreground you=re

seeing the river, and in the far ground you=re seeing development

of some of the, the housing.

Viewing Location 4 as from Soledad Canyon Road looking
northeast into the project site. Again, you see where, in the
existing condition, where the river is not affected, but you do
see housing in, in the mid and backgrounds of the proposed

development figure.
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Viewing Location 5 was, for those Members of the
Planning -- well, all members of the Planning Commission went out
to the field trip, as, as well as those members of the public and
the press. The first slide is, is pretty much where we all met
before we went out on the field trip. And the second slide shows

Planning Area D to the left of the slide. That=s what Planning

Area D is going to look like. And we -- I think it was pointed

out, I think by Mr. Follstad, that we were standing right in the
middle of Newhall Ranch Road. So that=s where we were standing

when we started the field trip that you went out to about a month
and a half ago.

Then the last slide is, is taken from inside the Emblem
Tract. It=s looking south into the project site from the Emblem
Tract, and the first slide again is existing condition. But the
second slide is a worst case analysis. This was the visual
simulation of what that hillside would look like after the
grading that the applicant had been proposing with his tract map
at the time that we prepared the EIR. Again, as you will recall

from the last meeting, he has determined that he=s not going to

be taking as -- down as, as much of that hill. So this visual
simulation is a worst case analysis.

And that concludes my presentation.
CHAIR BERGER: That=s it?

MR. HOGAN: Yeah, that just concludes our presentation,
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CHAIR BERGER: Great. Thank you, Ms. Tebo, we
appreciate that. Any questions of the Commissions for the
staff?
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I have a few.

CHAIR BERGER: Sure.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: On the traffic you were

mentioning that, you know, with the three different alternatives
that we=re going to have severe traffic problems. And right now
we have severe traffic problems. And I was just wondering, could

you kind of break it up into three groups, like what=s the
percentage of the, of, of the traffic problems that we=re going

to have that=s based upon what=s going on right now, and what
percentage of the traffic problems is going to be just do to
regional growth, and what percentage of the traffic problems are
going to be due to this particular

project?

MR. HOGAN: This is Mr. Zerfass, he=s with Austin Foust
who prepared the traffic analysis for the Environmental Impact
Report. So he=s basically one of our staff.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.
MR. ZERFASS: Good evening, Commissioners. I can
partially address that with the information that I have with me.

It would be difficult for me to say the -- give the percentage
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in relation to the existing traffic conditions in the future.

But we, as part of the impact analysis for this project, we
calculated the project=s percentage share at the significantly

impacted intersections. And those percentages range from as much
as twenty-two percent at Bouguet Canyon and Newhall Ranch Road
which is, as you would expect, the intersection closes carries
the most project traffic, that has the highest impact from the
project. Percentages drop to -- the lowest is four percent at
Whites Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road. If the six
intersections that Ms. Tebo identified in her presentation as
significantly impacted, ranges from four percent to a high of

twenty-two percent. In the McBean and Newhall Ranch intersection
it=s eight percent, Bouquet/Soledad four percent. So that kind

of gives you a range.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. So, so the most impacted
intersection, the one that=s twenty-two percent, I want to get
this straight, that if everything else remained the same the
presence of the project that=s contributing, you know, the, the
contribution of the project is twenty-two percent.

MR. ZERFASS: Not so much everything else remaining the
same, but growth that is -- growth that will be occurring based
on the cumulative analysis, so this --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: The, the regional growth?

MR. ZERFASS: Right, regional growth.
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COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well, would you speculate?
Because it, it seems like we=re talking maybe a thousand, twelve
hundred units, and those roads carry quite a bit of traffic.
That=s why I wanted to break it up into the, the three
populations, you might say.
MR. ZERFASS: Correct, that=s right. I understand.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: So that I can really focus in on,
on what really is the effect or the impact of this particular

development on the traffic. And given -- I, I guess the, the,

the, the next question is is that if there was no project and we
continued on with regional growth would the traffic at those
intersections be better or worse?

MR. ZERFASS: Well, I can address that. At each of the
locations, you know, with significant impacts conditions without
the project are worse, projected worse, than conditions today.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. So -- but that, that
explains the final page that with the B&T=s and with the effects

that the traffic is going to get better, even though the impact

somehow is significant and negative?

MR. ZERFASS: Well, our conclusion isn=t that traffic
conditions are getting better overall. Traffic conditions --
growth from the traffic is partially mitigated by future roadway
construction such as Newhall Ranch Road Cross-vValley --
completion of the Cross-Valley Connection, which includes Newhall
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Ranch Road through the project site. Other future circulation
General Plan planned roadways, such as Santa Clarita Parkway,
completion of Via Princessa, all of these contribute to
reductions in traffic volumes on certain roadways such as Ms.
Tebo mentioned, Bouquet Canyon Road is forecasted to see a
reduction compared to today=s condition with the completion of,
of these future roadway constructions.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. All right. That answered

my question on the road. On, on air, on air quality, on several
-- anybody else have any questions on traffic while we=re on

traffic?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Yeah, I actually wanted to run

him by something that you=d -- just want to make sure that, that
I=m getting the gist of what I think Dennis is asking. If, if we

don=t do the project on the no project alternative, the Newhall

Ranch Road extension to Soledad Canyon Road does not get built.
With the anticipated regional growth in the area will the
intersections be significantly worse without the project, or

better without the project?

MR. ZERFASS: Compared to existing conditions?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Correct.

MR. ZERFASS: Compared to existing conditions they will
get worse without the project, without construction of Newhall

Ranch Road. To even expand on that, our analysis, we included as
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as a no project -- the no project scenario also included Newhall
Ranch Road as if the road were, were to be constructed without
the project, you know, through B&T funds or other sources. And

again, in all, all cases of significantly impacted locations
conditions are, are worse than today=s conditions without the

project.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: So the project will contribute
a significant impact if it=s built, but that impact will be worse

if the road is not built?

MR. ZERFASS: That 1is correct.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. Just another real quick
question. What threshold do we use to say that an impact is
significant in terms of traffic? What are -- what kind of volume

or number or percent even are we looking at?

MR. ZERFASS: The policy of the City is -- it=s

basically a sliding scale that starts -- we grade intersections

with a letter grade from A being best to F being worst, and that
is determined based on the amount of available capacity that=s
being used. Significant impacts occur once an intersection is in
the range of level of service D, which is general -- that=s,
that=s typically considered the best conditions you -- the

desirable conditions before going into E which becomes
undesirable, and F which becomes over capacity. Impacts occur

during level of service D if the project increases the amount of
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capacity, uses more than two percent or more of the available
capacity. If an intersection is in the level of service E or F
range then a significant impact occurs than the projects using

one percent or more of capacity.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. And the intersections
that were talking about now that were identified, the five or

six, and in particular Bouquet, can you tell me what level of

service they=re currently at?

MR. ZERFASS: Sure. Bouquet/Soledad for example, level
of service F, which is probably not a surprise to most people.
Bouquet and Newhall Ranch Road calculates out better than that at

levels -- a high level of service D.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: And one last question. 1In the
PowerPoint presentation where you referenced sixty-eight thousand

trips for the project, was that on an annual basis?

MS. TEBO: That was the reduction of trips that are not

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Right.
MS. TEBO: -- going to be realized as a result of not
building out to the General Plan.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Right. And is that sixty-eight

thousand per year? But I didn=t see a time frame on that.

MR. ZERFASS: That, that=s per day.
COMMISSIONER BURKHART: I assumed it was, it was per
day .
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MS. TEBO: Per day.
MR. ZERFASS: ©No that, that is per day.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. The, the project is

proposing fourteen at buildout?

MR. ZERFASS: Yeah, it=s a little more than thirteen

thousand.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Between thirteen and fourteen thousand
at buildout. Under the General Plan it could be sixty-eight
thousand more than that, so it would be --

MR. ZERFASS: It is over eight thousand --

MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah, I don=t know math very well, so --
MR. ZERFASS: -- based on the densities and FAR=s that
are currently in the General Plan.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. So we=ll, we=ll be

generating fourteen thousand a day with, with the project?

MR. FOLLSTAD: Correct. Correct.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: As opposed to an entitlement of <::>

eight thousand and something?

MR. FOLLSTAD: If you go strictly by the, the General
Plan and zoning of the property, yeah, they could go up to eighty
thousand.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. That=s all I=ve got,
Mike.

CHAIR BERGER: Any other traffic questions? Okay.
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Diane?
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, I have several, and I=m sure

I=11 have more. It=s very complicated. I guess my first

question, and I=11 take these out of order from the way I

recorded them because I=m a little bit confused about this. I

read through the traffic section and then I went back and looked
at population, employment and housing the traffic forecasts are
based on General Plan and area plan buildout, but in the
population in the traffic section. But in the population,
employment and housing section of the EIR the forecasts are based
on projections to 2020 or 2025 based on figures from the State
Department of Finance, the City and SCAG projections. Why use to
different, entirely different gates and figures for traffic

calculation versus population and housing and employment, and how
you=re going to manage those?
It seems to me that we need to be comparing apples and

apples and oranges and oranges. We need to be looking at what
that total buildout=s going to be based on those more accurate,
more recent figures. Am I misinterpreting or misunderstanding

that, because I saw two -- they=re using two different figures.

MR. HOGAN: We might come back to that. Can we come
back to you on that question with more specific in detail?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, okay. And then -- and I
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will put some of this in writing so it=s a little clearer, but if

you know the answer now that would be great. Thirteen thousand
three hundred average daily trips projected for this project, but
in the EIR it has twenty-nine thousand average daily trip figure

for non-project traffic. Where is that generated?

In the circulation element of the General Plan Newhall
Ranch Road is projected as an eight lane truck/super-truck
highway. Where is that twenty-nine thousand figure coming from,
I mean, what is that based on? The Cross-Valley Connector is
connecting the 126 directly with the 14. Are we really looking
at twenty-nine thousand or are we looking at a lot more than

that?

What -- this is a more current, what are the

intersection improvements that are scheduled this spring for

Bouquet Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road, do you know?

MR. HOGAN: Not off hand. Well, and this -- Ian Pari
from Traffic knows the answer. We=11l get back to you on that

one, too.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. All right. 4.3-26,
Traffic, the average daily traffic volumes, project residential
trips only, concludes that at the regional level over ninety
percent of the project=s residential generated traffic would stay

within the SAV, and I want to know what you based that conclusion

upon. I see no justification for that figure.

And the other thing that I wanted to correct is that
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it=s my understanding in everything I=ve read through so far in
the EIR that the roadway will be built one way or the other
without the project, so it=s not the issue of with the project or
without the project. Obviously that traffic increase generated <::>

there will have some effect but it=s not I think, unless I

misunderstood Commission Burkhart, it=s not an issue of the

project with the road or no project without the road, the road

will be built one way or the other, correct?

MR. HOGAN: We can, we can have Chris Price or Ian Pari
answer that question.
CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Price, we=ll ask the question again.

MR. PRICE: Okay.

CHAIR BERGER: Come on up, please.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. So throughout the traffic
section in the EIR it tells us that the roadway will be built

with or without the project. So what is the impact if the impact
is not built but the roadway is built? Are we still looking at

the same problem with traffic? Is it a lesser problem if the

road goes through but the project=s not built?

MR. PRICE: Hi, I -- good evening, Chair Berger and

Planning Commissioners. Chris Price, Assistant City Engineer.
I=m going to defer a lot of that question back to the, to the

applicant on this one and to, to Ian, our Traffic Engineer. Yes,

the road is needed today as we speak, and it is one of the
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Council=s highest priorities. And a lot of the, the numbers that
you see are numbers that would be there, whether this project was
there or not. I, I would really have to refer that back to them
as far as with the project or not. I=m, I=m sure that if you put
in -- left the project out there would be fewer cars than if you

put the project in, but I believe that the impact is already

there with -- without the road or with the road.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: That=s to say that you believe

it=s the same level of impact?

MR. PRICE: It=s, it=s -~ I, I don=t know exactly the

particular links, and Ian may know that better, and the applicant

may know that better right now. But a number of these, these
intersections that we=ve been talking about are already impacted
to those levels. And even if we build out quite a few of these
roads they stay that way.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Thank you. And I -- so I
guess probably another one of my questions would be on

these -- and I don=t -- this is not something --

MR. PRICE: Sorry.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -~ you can answer right now I=m

sure, but of these roadways that there is no mitigation to
resolve the impacts, where is that traffic coming from? Is

it -- you know, can we, can we determine how much of that is not
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located in the same general vicinity as the, the intersection,
how much of it is cross-town? You know, where is that impact
coming from? Is it people cutting across town to get to Canyon
Country on a regular basis, or something like that? How can we
determine how we can alleviate that intersection congestion
without the project if we didn=t, didn=t do the project or if we

scaled -~ if the project was scaled back? So how do -- how can

we alleviate that traffic if it=s, if it=s -- if we=re talking

and we=re looking at traffic projections that are going to be

cutting across town, again on the Cross-Valley Connector, how
much of that is outside of the area and how much of it is people

working within the City limits?

And -- okay, that=s it now for traffic. I don=t have

other --

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Diane.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Commissioner Winsman?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Yeah, just a question. I think
if I recall correctly at the last meeting that we had it was the
general overview, and I do believe that part of the evaluation
for density of the residential was to look at the elimination of
Santa Clarita Parkway. And I think the net difference on that
particular alternative was a net increase of actually ten

residences.
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My, my question has nothing to do with that aspect, but

it does have to do with the traffic. Have, have we analyzed or

have you analyzed the impacts on these intersections without

having Santa Clarita Parkway included in that project?
MR. ZERFASS: Correct. We=ve analyzed it. Two
scenarios. One includes Santa Clarita Parkway only constructed

as shown in that exhibit where it=s -- it doesn=t connect outside

the project boundary. But we -- and we=ve also analyzed

conditions that has Santa Clarita Parkway constructed per the

General Plan.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Does it have any significant

impact on the overall?

MR. ZERFASS: Santa Clarita Parkway has a, a large
effect on travel patterns on Bouquet Canyon Road and on Soledad
Canyon Road. It draws traffic off of both of those facilities.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Even if not completed?

MR. ZERFASS: No, not if not completed. If it=s
constructed --

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: We=re taking across the river
and connecting down to Soledad Canyon Road on the other side?

MR. ZERFASS: Correct. If it=s, if it=s constructed as

per the General Plan, which it connects to Bouquet Canyon Road on
the north and across the river to Soledad on the south, and it

draws traffic from both of those roadways.
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COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: But if we=re talking about
terminating it in the project as shown -~

MR. ZERFASS: It=s providing -- it=s only providing
access for the project site with that. It provides -- it=s

constructed to allow for the extension in the future. It=s, it=s

proposed design would allow for the projected ultimate needs of

the roadway. But the segment within the project site only

doesn=t provide a benefit outside the project site.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. So it would be safe then
to say that unless Santa Clarita Parkway=s constructed per the,

the General Plan all the way across and connecting with Soledad
Canyon Road, then if -- unless that occurs it would have no
significant positive impact on the problems that are generated to

the other intersections that, that you have analyzed?

MR. ZERFASS: That would be -- that=s correct.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: That=s -- that would be a

correct statement?

MR. ZERFASS: Yes.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Winsman. Dennis, back to

you.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Air quality. Again, I=d

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004

like to divide it into three populations, Mike. If we could, -]<:::>



36
from a quantity standpoint, like how much of these -- of the
pollutants come from the project, how much come from Greater

Santa Clarita, and how much come from outside Santa Clarita? <:::>

Just ballpark, I mean, I just want to get kind of a feeling.

MS. TEBO: We=ll do our best. Air quality is difficult
because it flies around.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I know it=s difficult.

MS. TEBO: But, but we=ll certainly do our best.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Right. Then there=s another

point, and I, I may have misunderstood in past projects, but if a

project contributes one iota of a pollutant in this valley the <:::>

effect would be significant, right, because we=re already

exceeding the allowables, or something like that? —
MS. TEBO: Well, I, I think this -- the answer to the,

the percentage would be best be answered by legal counsel.

There=s -- legal counsel should really respond to that.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well, what, what, what I=m trying

to do is I=m trying to -- I guess two things. I want to

understand, is this a particular dirty project?

MS. TEBO: You know, quite frankly, most all
development projects, whether -- they could be in a coastal city
with much less development than this, has air quality impacts.

Very few development projects that we ever prepare environmental
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impact reports on any more, they all have -- I, I shouldn=t say
all, but I=d say ninety-nine point nine percent of them have
significant impacts when it comes to air quality, just for the

simple fact that we live in a region that=s impacted. And so I
don=t want to go into detail on the one molecule rule which I

think is what you=re referring to.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: No, I was just -- yeah.
MS. TEBO: Right. And, and that would -- if -- I think
legal counsel would probably want to address that better than I

could. But most development projects do have significant
impacts. It=s very difficult, given the thresholds that are

given to us by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
for them not to top those, those, those thresholds. And we just
call it --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: As I was driving here tonight I
noticed a significant negative impact.

MS. TEBO: Well, I, I, I, I -~

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.

MS. TEBO: ~-- couldn=t even tell you.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: That I think answered my
question. Any other things on air?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: I do.

CHAIR BERGER: Yes, we do. Mr. Winsman?

CHAIR BERGER: You had mentioned the significant impact
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on air quality during the fifty month -- fifty-one month
construction period.

MS. TEBO: Yes. That=s -- that was -- we did a worst
case analysis where if you had all of your, your, your egquipment
running for eight hours straight, so in other words, all your
backhoes, all your trenchers, everything all running for eight
hours straight, which generally never ever ever happens, I mean,

sometimes your backhoes are working, sometimes your bulldozers
are working, generally you don=t have fifty things all working at
the same time, but for this purpose of this analysis to get worst

case that=s what we did.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. I -- is it ever possible
to take -- to determine exactly what percentage is attributed to
the road construction, as opposed to the overall project, just

grading construction?

MS. TEBO: I, I, I think we could do that for you, we
can get back with you, but I think we could. You, you=re‘talking
primarily about the construction of Newhall Ranch Road?
COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Yes.

MS. TEBO: Yeah. We, we can get back with you on that.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Good. Thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: That=s a good question. Diane?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: What office or agency would be

responsible for oversight to insure that all the mitigation

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



39

measures are put in, or some of those that are identified as
possibly feasible?

MS. TEBO: The, for example, regarding feasibility, the
South Coast Air Quality Management District is going to be
sending a letter regarding this project, and they will discuss
whether they believe certain mitigation measures are feasible or

not. But the jurisdiction that=s required to maintain and insure

that all of the mitigation measures are adhered to and are
implemented are -- is the City of Santa Clarita, and they do

perform mitigation monitoring on all of their projects.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: And what, what leverage does the
City then have if the mitigation measure is not being followed?
Is there, as with, with other permitting agencies, is there some <::>

consequence if mitigation measures are not, are not being used

that were agreed to?

MR. HOGAN: Yes. The project would stop until they
complied with whatever mitigation that was, whether it was air

quality or, or noise or whatever. Sometimes as they say,
sometimes it gets more specific, whether it=s the Department of
Fish and Game or some other outside agency. But usually the
contact is the City and we=re out there. The mitigation
monitoring program, they submit, when it=s -- when the project=s
approved the go through it and as they completed it they get a
checkoff to see whether or not it=s been done. And you know,

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

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



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

project planners are going out to the site where the public to
sees something that looks like it=s not complying, we=1l look
into mitigation measures to determine whether or not they=re

complying or not.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: So, so we -- is there an
established schedule for kind of thing, or is that something that
we could put in -- we could state with the, the Commission that

this will be monitored on this sort of a basis?

MR. HOGAN: WE can use that as part of the conditions

of approval, yes. If you=ve listen to mitigation sometimes some
of the mitigations are very specific, sometimes they=re, they=re

general if it=s kept more of a general type impact. And I think

that Susan has more.

MS. TEBO: Also, the mitigation monitoring plan is very
detailed as to when a certain mitigation measure needs to be
completed by, or done by. For example, grading plans need to be
approved prior to such and such a date or -- and a date may mean
prior to any grading activities certain plans have to be approved
and they have to be approved by the City. So when you get your
mitigation monitoring program please look at all of the columns,
and it will tell you -- it will give you who is going to be
looking for that mitigation measure, who=s going to be

responsible for checking off that grading plan or that traffic

plan. It will, it will name certain people, the City engineer or
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the Parks and Recreation director, et cetera, et cetera, for

who=s responsible for checking those plans or making sure certain

things happen. Ultimately, it=s the responsibility of the, the

Planning Department however to make sure that all those
mitigation measures take place.

MR. HOGAN: A specific example would be say the project

out on Sierra Highway and Golden Valley Road they=re building.

If it=s a windy day they=re shut down because it=s windy, of the

dust is flying around we have dump trucks, water dump trucks that
come out and put the water down for air quality. So those -~ and
there is an engineer out there insuring things are being done as

built and complied with us, for a specific example.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. You=ve raised an issue

then for me also when you said Department of Fish and Game would

come out and inspect for something that effects an area that

they=re supposed to be regulating. Do we need then to know what,
what they=re going to be requiring in order for permit, or in

other words what I=m asking is shouldn=t we find out what they=re

going to be requiring for mitigation so that we can insure that
that mitigation is a part of that schedule and that it will be
checked by City and, and that sort of thing, so that we would
know in advance? 1In other words, having discussion with those

agencies in advance as a part of this discussion for the EIR so
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to sort of do a concurrent review with them, either have them do

it or work with them as part of this discussion.
MR. HOGAN: I mean, if you=re using the Department of
Fish and Game, yeah, it would be prior to grading permit.

They=re going to have to get their permits and then Department

of Fish and Game works with us to insure that whatever mitigation

or, you know, sage scrub or whatever needs to moved we work with

them, sometimes on a day to day basis, as far as what=s going --

how it=s being moved or if it=s being moved or what type of
mitigation measure needs to be done. So it --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Sorry, I=m -- bear with

me. I=m just trying to get clear on this. Department of Fish

and Game will have their permit based on specific actions that

need to be taken by the applicant. The City will know that so
the City will know if they=re inspecting and there=s an issue of

non-compliance so that they can contact Fish and Game to find out

what needs to be done about.

MR. HOGAN: Correct. It=s -- you know, we=re
constantly talking as far as outside agencies and the City as far
as what=s being done, what needs to be complied with, what
permits need to be issued. The Engineering Department is aware

of the mitigation measures and what=s -- you know, the Sierra=s
very specific on certain issues. So we=1l go down and before
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grading permit they need to do all these things and we contact
whatever agency that is and, and work with them to insure that
whatever needs to be done gets done.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Chair Berger?

CHAIR BERGER: Yes.

MR. FOLLSTAD: We=re going to have a biological

discussion in two weeks from tonight. We=11 have some -~ we=1l

have a typical time line available at that meeting for you.
CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Thank you, Fred. Okay. Any

other questions on, on this? Back to you, okay.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Noise, I=ve been on the Planning
Commission, now it=s about five years, and I have never ever seen

noise impact a development like we=re reflecting on noise with

respect to this impact -- with respect to this project. What has

changed?

MS. TEBO: The model that we=re using. We=re using

Sound 32. It=s a much more sophisticated model. It=s a model

required by Caltrans. What it allows us to do, it allows us to
calculate into the model the topography, exactly what kind of

grading is going to go on so that we can see much more
definitively than any of the models we=d ever used before, which

were, were standard, were standard models that were used by, by
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everyone in Southern California to analyze impacts.

But, but what has happened is technology has gotten better,
for, for lack of better words. And we=re using the most
sensitive noise analysis that we have in order to analyze these
impacts. And yes, I mean, I=m not surprised you brought up the
question, why, why haven=t we had noise impacts on all these
other developments? Well, we we=re using the best technology
that we had at that time. Now we=re using the best technology
that we have at this time, and now we=re seeing where the noise
impacts are.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: But we=re using the old numbers,
the old decibel numbers, aren=t we, or --

MS. TEBO: Well, those don=t change. Those are the
City=s standards, whether it be sixty, sixty-five, seventy, those

standards are still the same, but we=re able to measure the noise
impacts at a much more definitive degree so we have a better -- a
better idea of exactly what the impacts are and where they=re

going to be than what we had before.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, but, but, but those numbers

were developed based upon measurements from the other

instruments, and I think that they=re linked. Aren=t they kind

of linked to quality of life? There=s, there=s a kind of a fuzzy
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element here where -- my concerns here is that when we start

laying roads in existing areas, and we have a UDC now and, and we
have a new model, and I=ve seen new models in other engineering
venues basically say that things that are standing up should fall

down. And it=s more because of the, the quirkiness and maybe the
accuracy of the model, but it doesn=t take into account what

really goes on in the structure. And I=m concerned that if we
hinge everything on a very accurate model and explicitly stated
criteria which are based on something else we=re going to wind up

getting results that are unintended.
And, and I think, you know, my, my big concern here is

that we should really maybe calibrate the, the model to what it

is we=re trying to achieve, rather than to try to reach some kind
of a decibel level which really doesn=t make any difference
anymore because it=s changed, just due to some model that you
used. Do you understand what I=m saying?

MS. TEBO: Well, I=m, I=m not sure. I do want to go

back to a previous statement, and hopefully I understood it
correctly. The decibels that the City has, has, has -- uses,

whether it be sixty-five or seventy or sixty, forty-five for
interior noise standards, weren=t based upon a certain model.

Those are based upon Federal guidelines as to what is acceptable,

so whatever model we were going out and literally standing there
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and taking measurements from, the forty-five decibels for
interior had nothing to do with that. We just -- it was just the

box we were using previously just is not as sensitive as the
noise box that we=re measuring noise now, if that, if, if that
answers your question at the very beginning.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Well, you=re saying

something about a model. You have a, do you have an analytical

model which is a forecaster?

MS. TEBO: Yes, that=s correct.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. And you have instruments
that record noise?

MS. TEBO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Now where has the change taken
place, in the model --

MS. TEBO: Both.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Both?

MS. TEBO: Both, both. We have, we have better

equipment and we have a better model.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. So the equipment that we
have today that measures say fifty-five decibels of noise, does
the new equipment at the same location measure fifty-five
decibels of noise or more noise?

MR. FOLLSTAD: A decibel is a unit of, of sound.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Of the sound, yeah.
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MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah. And that doesn=t change.
There=s, there=s a pre-described --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I=m hoping it does.

MR. FOLLSTAD: -- on the decibels.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: But I=m just --

MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I=m just wondering here.

MR. FOLLSTAD: What, what -- the new models take into
account more variables, let=s say. It takes topography, it takes

landscape, it takes bouncing off the mountains for the lack of a
better -- reverberation, it takes vibration. It, it takes more

pieces and puts it into the puzzle so we get a better number from
there, a more accurate number to what really happens. It=s, it=s
just like traffic models have changed over the years. You know,
it used to be, well, I think it=s going to do this, I think we=re
going to have fifty cars coming through there, and maybe some

will go this way, some will go that way now that there=s more --

there=s a model there that they get better as time goes on. Just
like everything gets better, better to determine information as

time goes on. And that=s basically what this new model, this --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, but what I=m seeing is that

in society cars are being designed to be more quiet. Technology
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has been improving. And I would think over the long run traffic
should make less noise. And, well, once we have a model with is
creating -- or which says that in a similar circumstance now than
we would have had say five years ago we have more noise. And

that, and that -- my intuition says it should be something less.

I know we=re all getting more noise, we=re getting more

traffic. But I=m talking about in forecasting, it, it just seems

to me that the models that we had before, if they were calibrated
right, they, they checked it and they calibrated it and, and, and
they were very accurate. Or maybe what promulgated the new

models was, was the situation where they kept going back into the

new developments that they were forecasting maybe six point five

decibels and they were getting seven decibels, maybe that=s what

was happening, I don=t know. But, I mean, if that=s not the case

then all at once, if we have a model and, and a whole covey of
equipment that all at once projects sound or noise into a, a far
more significant arena in planning, everything else stays the
same. I just --

MR. FOLLSTAD: Chair Berger, we have Tom Worthington

here. He=s a principle with Impact Sciences who prepared the

EIR, and I think he might be able to help out -- help us out a
little bit here.
CHAIR BERGER: That would be nice.

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR

Impact Sciences, Inc.
December 2004

112-16



49
MR. WORTHINGTON: You, you focused on what=s changed in
the Valley, and I, I presume it=s what=s changed since perhaps
you did your circulation element which had a noise -- a series of
noise models run with it, for example. And, and I, I can=t

recite your General Plan EIR chapter and verse, but I do know
that it identified several areas within the City that had or
would have significant noise impacts in the future as the City

built out. And I do know that at this point, certainly in this

part of the City, you=re nearing buildout of parcels. Now many

of the parcels don=t have as many units on them as was

anticipated in the General Plan. But I do think that you
identified in your prior documents several locations within the
City, particularly along Newhall Ranch Road, Bouquet Canyon Road,

the major arterials in the City where you would have significant
noise impacts that were unmitigated or unmitigable. So I don=t
know that this is showing anything necessarily inconsistent

generally with what you=ve already identified in your general

plan and circulation element EIR=s.

However, that said, getting to this issue of models and
models becoming more sophisticated, I=11, I=11 just try and
equate it this way. The models have become more sensitive, and
Mr. Follstad was attempting to explain why that is. And the same
is true of air quality models. It used to be that in air quality
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models, for instance, the impact model which is one of the models
you use for your Cal line runs and to calculate emissions, would
allow you to put in only three or four variables to determine
emissions. Now you can put in, you know, tens, sometimes
hundreds of different variables. You may not get a different
result at any particular spot, but you could get a higher result
at one location or a lower result as a result of that increase in
sensitivity.

And the same is absolutely true of the noise models.

Now you can differentiate traffic type much more specifically
than you used to. Before it was just a vehicle, now it=s a type
of vehicle, and trucks, and they all behave differently from a
noise perspective. You couldn=t analyze that and the sensitivity

of that difference in the past. Where now you can analyze very
fine differences in topography, before you could not do that.

You had to pick a spot, for example a hundred feet from the road,
and you identified the elevation of that spot, where now you can
do it for each foot, even half a foot approaching. So you can
get variations in the topography and that shows up, and that

absolutely will result in, in some cases very big differences in

noise, depending of course on the spot that you=re analyzing.
So I, I wouldn=t go overboard in thinking that changes

you=re seeing around the City are due just to modeling, that=s

not true. It is absolutely true that models are becoming more
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and more accurate over time, and I suspect that the next version
of Sound 32 will be more accurate than the existing method --
version.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. I guess then overall in
more of a, of a large regional basis, like California or the
United States and the planning process, have municipalities run
up against the, the, the problem of these fixed Federal standards
for decibel levels and then this more highly sensitive model in,
in, in, in carrying out their general plan?

MR. WORTHINGTON: I can=t speak for all of them, of
course, but I, I do know of a few examples where in transferring
from the old version of Sound 32 to the new version of Sound 32

changes were appearing. Some were higher, some were lower. And,

and, and frankly, that -- I think that=s to be expected when you

have a different model. It=s just a different model. It may
have the same name but because it allows more variables to be

inputted in it it=s going to behave very differently. All models
behave that way once they=re -- the new version come out, and

hopefully there are improvements. But I don=t know that there is

a rash of problems associated with changing from model to model,
just an increase in accuracy.

It used to be that, you know, fifteen twenty years ago,
before you had models that were readily available, frankly,

before you had computers that you could calculate them ready
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available, you=d go out with a hand meter, and in many cases it
was something you get equivalent today at Radio Shack, and that=s

about as good as you had. And you=d stand on a spot and you=d
measure a minute, a minute, a minute, do it ten times during the

period hour to try and get noise levels. And then you=d back up
a hundred feet and do it again. And you=d take that back into

your -- into the office and you=d just draw big lines and create

these contours.

I would say that the modeling now is much more accurate
when it comes to predicting future noise levels than it is basing
it off of an existing measurement at a spot, because the
topography may be different at that spot in the future. So as

things evolve --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Perhaps I can ask you just one
more question. Is this particular area noisier or pretty much
the same in noise as the rest of the Santa Clarita Valley in the
populated ~- in the region in which it=s located? In other
words, is there some kind of a focusing thing going on here or,
or is this -- just unfortunately has a, a, a, a noise issue,
aside from the fact that there is a development

going -- being projected to go in there?

MR. WORTHINGTON: I don=t believe there are any, any

features about the project site that are unique --
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COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.
MR. WORTHINGTON: -~ from a noise perspective. I think
that if you were to travel around the City, if you were to focus
just on the freeway areas, for example, you=re going to find some
very noisy places along the freeway corridor. The same would
hold true along Magic Mountain Parkway the closer you get to the
road.

So I, I think that if I were then to look at this
particular project site and say is there anything about it, is it
in a bowl that happens to collect noise that reverberates off the

canyon walls or things like that, the answer would be no. You

know, there=s a racetrack across the river, that=s somewhat
unique. You=ve got railroad tracks that are nearby, that=s

unique. But I don=t think so unique that it causes, causes that

site to jump out.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Thanks for the answer.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, sir. Tim?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Yeah, one, one quick one about
the noise. On -- talking about the -- to adhere to the City
guidelines we talk about removing a hundred and nine units from

one area, seventy-five from another. If those units were removed
do we meet the City=s standards because we=re reducing the noise
generator or because we=re taking the people effected out of the

contoured area where the noise is going?
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MS. TEBO: Taking the people out.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. So it doesn=t really

reduce the noise. It=s so -- if the tree falls in the forest

kind of thing.

MS. TEBO: Well, ultimately, ultimately though your
noise is going to be reduced because you=re, you=re reducing the

people that are in those homes that are traveling along the
roadways that are in those cars that are making those -- that --

those noises.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay.

MS. TEBO: But we=re --
COMMISSTIONER BURKHART: But we=re --
MS. TEBO: Essentially we=re really, for simplicity

purposes, we=re taking those people away.
COMMISSIONER BURKHART: So the people -- the, the

person -- the people aren=t hearing the noise so there is no

impact >cause there=s no one there to here it.

MS. TEBO: Correct.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: If we took all those units and
just -- say we just increase the density and just move those

people into one of the other areas the noise would be the same

and still we=d have no impact --

MS. TEBO: That=s correct.
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COMMISSIONER BURKHART: -- due to noise?

MS. TEBO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. Thanks.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Burkhart. Any other
questions? Okay. Diane?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. I guess first this is, this

is about noise, but I have a question about the traffic level

currently on Newhall Ranch Road. I had a question, and this is,
this is the question related to noise, but it has to do with what
the current level is, and that I wondered what the scenario would
be -- in what scenario would see Newhall Ranch Road, Santa
Clarita Parkway, Soledad Canyon Road and Bouquet Canyon Road
operating at a level of service C, which were -- which in the EIR

is stated as a worst case scenario because at that higher speed
they=re generating more noise. So are those roadways functioning
at that level now, and I guess particularly Newhall Ranch Road?
And if they=re going to go to a level of service D or E is that

now or is that based on project impacts? Because when the
traffic slows it will reduce the amount of noise bouncing off of
everything.

MR. PARI: Correct. Chair Berger, Members of the
Commission, Ian Pari with the City=s Traffic Division. I=d like
to address that a little bit. Right now we currently have about
fifty-five thousand cars on Soledad, and about sixty thousand or
sO cars on Bouquet per day. That is easily a level of service E
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or F conditions. A six lane arterial comfortably can carry
between forty-five and fifty thousand cars. We don=t like to see
much over that. And so those roadways are not operating at level
of service C today. We don=t expect them to operate at that

level in the foreseeable future without the Cross-Valley

Connector.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well, when that=s added though

you=re expecting it to go to one level up, so it will move from

an E to a D?

MR. PARI: Are you asking me or are you --
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. I=m -- what -- do you know

what those projections are for the Cross-Valley Connector?

MR. PARI: Yes, and actually this, I was going to
mention this if I had a chance to come up because this kind of
addresses the earlier question regarding what percentage of
traffic is due to background growth and what percentage of
traffic is due to the project, and how does that kind of split
between Soledad and the Cross-Valley Connector. And without
getting into intersection specifics, I=1l1 leave that to Daryl, I
think just to kind of give the big picture perspective, like I
said right now, Soledad which is our only east/west corridor
connecting both ends of the City operates at fifty thousand cars
a day. With background traffic only, not Riverpark the amount of

traffic along that corridor would increase to about sixty-six
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thousand.
Now if Newhall Ranch Road, i.e., the Cross-Valley

Connector is built we could assume that was split pretty close to
fifty/fifty, it=s about thirty-three thousand on each roadway.

So their local service would improve considerably.

With Riverpark that sixty-six thousand increases to about
seventy-three thousand, which would also split about fifty/fifty.
So I think that gives you a good idea of the relative terms of
what does Riverpark add to the total traffic along that corridor.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: And you said seventy --

MR. PARI: About seventy-three.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Seventy-three thousand.
MR. PARI: Yeah. So from fifty-seven to sixty-six to

seventy-three.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And, and perhaps you can
answer this question too, because again it has to -- it=s related

to the traffic noise. Page 4.5-8 of the, of the noise section
talks about the assumption that the peak hour vehicle mix in the
project area would be two percent heavy trucks, eight percent
medium trucks and ninety percent passenger vehicles. What is

that assumption based on? I don=t see any reference to how that

figure -- those figures are derived.

MS. TEBO: We can look it up in the, in the EIR and in
the appendix and get back with you -~

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.
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MS. TEBO: -- on that mix.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: I also have a question on noise.

What constitutes traffic noise? What are the components that go
to make up traffic noise? No, I=m looking perhaps at our expert

here with the --

MR. WORTHINGTON: If I understand the question it=s a

very, it=s a very simple question, what makes up traffic noise

itself. It mostly come out of the pipe, the end of the tailpipe.
Same would be -- would hold for -- true for trucks. And that

has an impact on how you measure noise. If you find the end of
the pipe, exhaust pipe for a diesel truck it=s say eight feet

tall, so a six foot wall may have little or no usefulness if the
problem is caused by a diesel truck. Automobiles we measure
noise coming out of the pipe at one foot above the ground. So

you have the pipe where most of the engine noise comes from, and

then you have tire vibration, that=s the second source. You=re

going to get music and things like that, but I would say that=s
probably a negligible influence on noise unless you happen to be

right next to that car that=s booming away. But for the most

part it=s engine noise coming from exhaust pipes and vibration
tire noise.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. That=s kind of what I had
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thought. Perhaps you can answer this question too that relates

to that. The newer technology that has been designed, the new

enhancements to road design, tire design, engine design, are they

increasing or decreasing noise levels?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, both. I know that there are
investigations underway, there are tests underway on different

roadways type surfaces. Some have rubber built into the roads
and they=re testing those to see if they have an appreciable
reduction or influence on roadway noise and the vibration, and

some do. They=re seeing that they can get -- and I wouldn=t say

it=s an appreciable reduction in roadway noise but there is a

detectible difference in roadway noise as a result of the surface
itself. And I think -- and a good example could also be in the
texture of the road. If you have a smooth asphalt surface as

opposed to concrete which has ridges built in it for drainage or

for grip you=re going to get a slightly lower level of noise.
I don=t believe that that=s a huge difference. But
whether it=s detectible or not I=m sure has to do with how many

lanes of traffic you=ve got, how fast the vehicles are going on
that roadway, a lot of things go into it.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: But this analysis that=s done

for this particular EIR is based on today=s technology --

MR. WORTHINGTON: That=s correct.
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COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: -- and not what may or may not

happen to be --
MR. WORTHINGTON: Correct.
COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: -- done in the future?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.
COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I have just, just a curiosity

question. When you do a noise profile of a particular site do
you do kind of a histogram of so many minutes or so many

decibels, of so many minutes at this decibel, and assuming that

it works out right that at the lower decibels you have more

minutes, and then you come out and you have like a hundred and
twenty decibels, heaven forbid, but it=s like two seconds, then

you have kind of a histogram, would that, would that be a

signature of a site?

MR. WORTHINGTON: That=s if you=re calculating it with

a hand meter or, or a computerized meter.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah.

MR. WORTHINGTON: It absolutely -- now you have these,
these -- this great equipment that=s very inexpensive that will

monitor twenty-four hours a day continuously. The computer logs
every data point which happens in multiples

of -- you know, each second is broken up itself, so you can get
almost any data you which to see.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. But is that the way a site |

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

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



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

61
is characterized, or do they do an average over the twenty-four
hours?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, it depends on the purpose. If
you --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: For our purposes here.

MR. WORTHINGTON: For, for a roadway purpose you=re
going to do averages, you=re going to do twenty-four, twenty-four
CNEL=s. That=s what the standards are based on. So you=re going
to measure it per the standard. And that=s going to -- where,

where if you did an LEQ which would measure -- let=s say if you
did a one minute LEQ and you wanted to find out what was the
loudest minute of the hour you=d see all kinds of spikes.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah.
MR. WORTHINGTON: A twenty-four hour CNEL or LDN is
going to be homogenized.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, something like that.
MR. WORTHINGTON: It=s going to be a smoother curve.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Right, right. Thanks.
CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Any other questions? There was
one other section, Parks and Recs. Anyone have any questions on
that? Yes?
VICE CHATIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. I have some visual --
CHAIR BERGER: Great, perfect.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: In fact, I was just looking at

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



62
the number again. I=m looking at the figure, about four hundred

and forty -- greater than four hundred and forty acres of

dedicated open space. In the project summary it says I think
four hundred and fifty-six recreation -- active/passive
recreation and open space. So what part of that is actually open
space and what part of it would break down to active/passive
parkland? Are we saying the twenty-nine acres? Because the
river is three hundred and thirty acres, correct?

MR. HOGAN: Correct.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Three hundred and thirty
acres, and then if we took out the twenty-nine acres for the

active/passive park then the remainder of that is -- has --

that=s open space also that=s not part of the river?

MR. HOGAN: Correct. Yeah, it would be slopes.
There=s some open space behind Area D. Just to clarify in the

twenty-nine active, active acres -- or active/passive park,

approximately twenty-four acres is more of an open space and then
we=re still fine tuning the, the park site itself, but we=re

looking at around five active acres, maybe an acre of passive
park. Active would mean some areas ~- maybe the
Parks -- the Rec and Parks Division can come up here and maybe

talk about it a little bit about what they=re doing in that area

right now.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right, thank you.
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MR. RILEY: Good evening, Commissioner Trautman and
fellow Commissioners. Tom Riley, Parks Development Administrator
with the City. Jeff is, if right, we=ve been working with the,
the applicant on defining that, that line between the passive and
the active within that overall twenty-nine acres. We kind of use
-— there=s active in terms of central Park and, and ball fields.
But with respect to the UDC active means basically something
that=s not just totally natural. A playground is really

considered active for purposes of the UDC. So that may be, you
know, one area where there could be some confusion.

We looked at the project and are looking at the project
with our Commission from the standpoint of, you know, zooming out
a little bit. And there is Central Park nearby so some of those

more active pursuits can be achieved over in Central Park. So
we=re looking at a five or six acre neighborhood park that would

some neighborhood type amenities. The adjacent open space
certainly augments that and, and makes it feel and act and work

as a larger park with trails and so forth. It may begin there.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: 1Is your department then
responsible and does the Commission oversee the, the trail system

and whatever since open space is considered area that you can
hike through and that sort of thing, it=s kind of passive

recreation right, so is that something that you -- that Parks and

Recreation Department and, and the Commission has some oversight
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on about maybe asking for oversight about vehicles in the river

and that sort of thing, maybe posting signs or --

MR. RILEY: To some extent and we=re -~ I think we=re

looking with any partner agencies. The Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy I know, you know, looks at, at these large open space
areas with us. To, to answer your question, to date we have two
fairly large acquisition areas on Newhall Land property in NBl
and NB2. And our department does monitor that, assure that there
are signs put in where there need to be signs saying stay on the
trail or so forth.

With respect to this three hundred and thirty acres, I
think that=s still open to discussion. But certainly the five

acre park would be within our purview and the twenty-nine acre --
the rest of the balance of the twenty-nine acres would most
likely. But when you get into that riverine area, you know, I
think we need to kind of let the process unfold to see who would
best manage that.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Oh, okay.

MR. HOGAN: Commissioner Trautman, to also maybe help
break down your original question, there about twenty-nine acres
of active/passive open space park, approximately eighty-one acres
of open space which would include some of the open space behind
Area D. The Santa Clara River was three hundred and thirty
acres. The river trail would be about eight point five acres.

The City maintains slope lots adjacent to the right-of-way, about

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



ten acres. The private recreational area=s another one point

three acres, and the Upland Preserve about eight acres.
What we can do is maybe on the May 18* give you another

break down in a matrix form --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Right.

MR. HOGAN: ~- with the current information we get from

the Parks Commission too.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: That would be very helpful.

Thank you. Okay. And on the visual, one of the things that are
-- that I was reading about, we=re talking about a varied bank

stabilization, making that look nicer. And then there were the

bridge abutments, and we read in the EIR that those are pretty
standard, they=re going to look the same as what they do out at

Whites Canyon over the river and that sort of thing. Is there

some other product, is there some other way to improve the
aesthetics of the abutments? Is there something else that=s

practiced that would an innovative approach to managing that, the

aesthetics of that on the bridge?

MR. FOLLSTAD: That=s something we=1l probably have to
get back to you. I don=t know of any, but I=m not an engineer.

And Chris Price who=s from our Engineering, he, he kind of came
in -- he was out sick all day and he came in just to try to be at

the meeting and he couldn=t make it. So we=ll have, we=ll have a
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better answer for you at our future meeting, unless Jeff has

something.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And something else that I
would like to see, there is mention that the closest area for
house to Soledad Canyon Road is about three hundred feet, and
there may be a picture of that in the materials that we saw
tonight and in the EIR. But there=s also an area that is fenced
off right now for which varied bank stabilization has been
installed, and that area is, from my understanding, to have
apartments on it. So what I would like to see is a photo
simulation of what that might possibly look like in relationship

to the view shed along Soledad Canyon Road into this project, and

an aerial because I=d like to know how close these apartments,
this aerial that=s already been approved, will be to the homes on

the other side of the river, and I=d like to know what the visual

impact will be of those structures, one on the south side of the

river, and the other on the north.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Okay. I, I believe we=re talking next

to the bowling alley and the soccer center?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Okay. We don=t have any approvals for

any apartments in that -- on that property right now. The only

thing that=s approved on there was a subdivision and the grading
to make them buildable lots, for lack of a better term. It is
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zoned Commercial right now, Commercial Office, I believe, so
apartments would not be allowed. It would require a zone change
and the General Plan amendment, similar to what this project=s
going through.

Having said that we can, we can work on, you know, with
the understanding that there is no approval over there, if
apartments were to be built on that property we could do some
type of a photo sim or something like that to determine what the
distance would be.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: How is that approved for
preparation then if, if it=s unknown what=s going there, how is

it approved for varied bank stabilization?

MR. FOLLSTAD: There was a —-- it was approved, I
believe, in >89 or >90 by the Planning Commission for Parcel Map

20838 which allowed for the grading of the site. It was
originally supposed to be a, a commercial office building, and in
fact Kaiser was originally looking at that site to put a hospital

initially into that, relocating it and turning it into a medical
center over on Turney (phonetic). So that=s what the original

subdivision was zoned there.

The improvements were made based upon the fact that
they, they, they were bonded for, and they recorded the tract.
They paid all the fees. So instead of continuing to bond for

these improvements and paying, paying a fee for the bonding, the
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improvements were just -- went ahead and were done.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Okay.

MR. FOLLSTAD: So it, it went through all the -- it
went, it went through everything back early in the >90's.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Well, then maybe an aerial
that shows us where a building could be placed at the closest
location to the river and the closest location of the house on
the other side of the river so we can where the relationship of
those properties would be, one to the other.

MR. FOLLSTAD: We, we can have the, we can have the
varied bank stabilization put in and then we=11l, we=11l figure out

what the closest points are.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And this is probably
something for the applicant. Is Mr. Adamick available?
CHAIR BERGER: We might want to wait and let
Glenn -~ finish this, and we can ask Glenn after he makes his
presentation.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.
MR. FOLLSTAD: We aren=t at the public participation

portion yet.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: No, thank you. A lot of good questions
there. Any, any other questions before -~ you know what I was

planning is to have Glenn come up and talk and then take a break
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after that, if that=s okay with the Commission?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Sure.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Sure.

CHAIR BERGER: Ladies and Gentlemen, I want to thank
you for your patience tonight. I know there=s a lot of issues

here and, and we just like you are very, very concerned, and so

it might take a little more time than normal, but thanks for your
patience. At this time I=d like to bring up the Applicant, Mr.

Glenn Adamick. Welcome back, Glenn.

MR. ADAMICK: Thank you, Chairman Berger and Members of
the Planning Commission, my pleasure to be back. The benefitter
of all the, the new models I guess, but what I wanted to do is
run through a quick PowerPoint presentation.

Before that gets started though I thought I would, I
would actually respond to some of the issues that were raised by
the Commission. 1In regards to the aerial that Commission
Trautman asked for, we certainly can provide that. We have a, a
preliminary layout for the apartments on the Soledad project site
and we can certainly put that on an aerial and create that for
the Commission.

In regards to the approval that Mr. Follstad was

referring to on the Soledad site, there was an environmental
document prepared on that approval back in the early >90's with
the parcel map that was approved. It analyzed the bank
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stabilization, it analyzed the grading on the property. That was
all approved at that time. Similar to what we do let=s say in

the Valencia Commerce Center and Valencia Industrial Center is

you get a parcel map approved and then come back at later dates
for actual development plans on the property, and that=s what

occurred there, the only difference being there was a office

building on one of the lots that was created on the Soledad site
that has not been acted upon. So that=s the, the difference

there.

What I wanted to do was kind of run through this slide
presentation very quickly, and I think spend most of my focus on
both traffic and noise. We can go to the next slide.

This again is the location of the Riverpark side, and I
keep this bringing this aerial here >cause I love it, so it just

gives you a great perspective of where the project is located in
regards to surrounding development area. This is supported in
all of our Whitaker Bermite projects, Soledad Canyon Road,
Bouquet Canyon Road, and the extension of Newhall Ranch Road.
Next slide.

As far as traffic and access I think Ms. Tebo and, and
Mr. Zerfass talked a great deal about the details in the, the
DEIR. What is one of the big benefits of the project? One of
the big benefits of the project is the Cross-Valley Connector.

The project brings a great deal of dollars to the table in the
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form of B&T funds if approved.

The other element it brings to the table is right-of-
way, land area. And I think the Commission -- Commissioner
Trautman talked about, you know, the Cross-Valley Connector
occurring with or without the project. Certainly the City=s
moving in a direction, and by preparing their own EIR/EIS on the
roadway, to do that roadway without the project. You know,
there=s another reason to do that as well. The other reason is
they may secure Federal funding or, or other funding sources and
heed a Federal environmental document to support that, and that=s
also one of the reasons.

I think what the Riverpark project brings to the table
is an acceleration of that roadway by its funding. The City
would use primary B&T funds to construct that roadway, they would

be a substantial portion of that. Without a Riverpark or

development within the Bouquet District you don=t have B&T funds,

and I think that=s an important, important element. I think the
other important element is right of way. Without a project in a
lot of cases the City is then acquiring right-of-way which has a

cost.

As far as intersection impacts, something that,
that wasn=t pointed out by staff was that there is
General Plan language, and this language is in the

circulation element that was updated, I believe, in the
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late >90's that indicates that, AExisting street

improvements are, in some cases, not able to be
modified to accommodate additional traffic or

circulation improvements due to right-of-way
limitations and existing development.@

What that basically is saying is you have certain
intersections like Bouquet/Soledad, White/Soledad, Valencia/Magic
Mountain Parkway that are considered to be presently built out.
You know, traffic improvements in the valley that would change
that are improvements like the Cross-Valley Connector which train
-~ which change traffic circulation. I think as Mr. Pari said,
you know, you look at just adding the Cross-Valley Connector and

lvhat it does to Soledad, it halves the trips on Soledad. So by
building roadways what you=re doing is you=re redistributing
traffic in the valley, so I think that=s an important point as it

relates to, to traffic improvements.

I think the last point I wanted to make was the trip

reduction as compared to the City=s General Plan and traffic

model, this was brought up in, in Ms. Tebo=s presentation, is

sixty-eight thousand fewer average daily trips than what the
General Plan has as far as the property goes.

What the City and the County did several years back
though is they created a joint traffic model. That joint traffic

model kind of looked at that general plan language and brought it
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down on most properties, and I=m, I=m somewhat familiar with that
whole process. Basically, that model was adopted by both
jurisdictions.

If you compare this project from a trip standpoint to

the traffic model there still is a substantial reduction, and I
believe it=s about fourteen thousand vehicle trips from what was

in the traffic model. The difference between the traffic model
and the General Plan is the traffic model took into consideration

some, some things along the lines of sight constraints. You
know, you=ve got a river on the property. You=ve got hillsides
on the property. Generally what are you going to get on your
Commercial/Industrial FAR=s? So it kind of took a more, I guess,

reasonable approach from a land development standpoint when it
looked at parcels. Next slide.
As far as noise, and this is a very hot topic, the,

the, the EIR assumes what we consider to be a worst case
scenario. And what that is, is they=re analyzing the, the, the

Riverpark development based upon future projected traffic volumes

at a buildout condition on Newhall Ranch Road and Santa Clarita
Parkway. That=s where you=re getting the impacts. You know,
from my perspective, if we were going to put in the Riverpark
project tomorrow and you aren=t carrying sixty thousand vehicle

trips on, on, on Newhall Ranch Road, are you exceeding the

guidelines that the City has adopted? Probably not. At a
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buildout in the future, which is what was analyzed in the EIR,
yes, you do.

I think another thing that needs to be taken into
consideration as it relates to noise is nighttime noise levels
are lower. Certainly they are increased when you do a noise
analysis because people are a little more sensitive in the
evening hours to noise, but they are lower because traffic
volumes are lower in the middle of the night. And the nighttime
is the time when, when, you know, folks are more sensitive to, to
noise.

And I think, too, this is not a unique condition to
Riverpark. And what I did is, is actually had Impact Sciences do
some additional work looking at other intersections in other
roadway corridors in the City of Santa Clarita and, and just put,

you know, kind of CNL -- CNEL lines or contour lines on that just
to show that this is what=s happening throughout the valley. And
one of the reasons for that is as you get more traffic trips on
the roadway certainly there=s more noise generated along that
corridor. So this is not unique to the Riverpark project site.
We=11 go to the next slide.

The way this analysis was done, and this is the, the
first time everybody=s seen it, is they basically put a noise

machine or a measuring machine at each of these intersections and

on a twenty-four period recorded noise levels. And as Mr.
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Worthington indicated, then they come up with what would be that
weighted average on a daily basis.

At McBean and Rockwell the existing model CNEL at that
intersection was seventy-two point six. What that fifty feet
means is the, basically, the measurement device was fifty feet
from the centerline of that roadway, that=s where it was pulling
its noise reading from. On future model CNEL you can see that
goes up as traffic, future traffic, projected traffic starts
utilizing that roadway. On Whites Canyon north of Soledad you
again start off at existing at seventy-four five, which is above
the City=s guidelines, and move up to seventy-six three. Wiley
and Tournament, you see an increase in there as well. Bouquet at

Urbandale, Orchard Village near McBean, you see a substantial

increase. We=l1l go to the next slide.

This is actually looking at noise contours. And what=s

happening here, and this is in the éxisting condition today, you
can see the single-family residential along the Whites Canyon

Road corridor, and this would be true all the way up the
corridor. The only reason that it=s, it=s taking a block into
consideration is that that block is where the noise machine, the
measuring machine was at, and that=s why you have the contour

there. This again is in the existing condition. If you were to
add projected traffic at a buildout condition you basically

increase these areas that are effected. This seventy DB line,
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which is fifty feet off the center line or fifty feet off the
right-of-way, excuse me, would move to sixty-two feet. The
sixty-five feet which is shown there at being ninety feet would
move to a hundred and ten feet. So when you start adding
projected traffic volumes those contours are spreading out. Next
slide.

This is McBean and Rockwell, same circumstance. Along

McBean Parkway and the McBean Parkway corridor you=ve got multi-

family at this location, and then single-family that extends on
both sides down McBean Parkway. This is existing counts at this

-- or existing noise at this location. Again, as you add

projected traffic volumes to the roadway you=re increasing the
noise influence area. The seventy=s moving farther in. The
sixty-five=s moving farther in. The sixty=s moving farther in.

And example here, in the case of, of sixty, you=re going from two
hundred and thirteen feet off of the right-of-way to nearly three
hundred feet at two hundred and seventy-two. So you=re, you=re

increasing that with projected traffic volumes that are going to
occur irregardless of the Riverpark project. This is just
General Plan buildout in the valley. Next slide.

This is looking at Orchard Village and McBean Parkway,
the same circumstance here. This one actually though shows sixty

DB presently, and sixty DB at a buildout. So again, you see as

roadways are being more utilized by traffic and traffic=s
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increasing those noise impacts are spreading out.

The purpose of these slides is to, is to really

illustrate to the Commission that what=s occurring on Riverpark

is not different than what=s occurring throughout the valley.

You know, as we continue to populate and become more urban this
is one of the things that comes along, comes, comes along with
it, and that is increased noise due to increased traffic on

roadways.

That, that concludes my presentation. I just wanted to
be, be brief tonight and really listen to, to the issues that

were cited by the Commission. I think clearly as we get to, to
the meetings later in May, May 18%, I=11 certainly be able to, to
try to provide a lot more detailed response to the issues that
are raised, at least from my perspective, and I=m here to answer

any questions that the Commission may have.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Adamick. Any questions

for Glenn while he=s here? Okay. Diane?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: I=1l1 ask that -- let me see if I

can find it here. I was taking notes on what you=re saying.
What is now the plan for the hill behind D -- Area D and the, the
Gavilan and the Emblem Tracts, is that -- to what degree is that

hill coming down at all?

MR. ADAMICK: Well, there, there, there are, there are
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two things that we=re working on that hopefully will, will paint

a clearer picture of that. One is is we are incorporating that

design change into the tentative map. So the goal there is that
by the time we come back at May 18" you=11l see that, that

redesign reflected on the tentative map.

The second thing is is we are doing a visual sim of the

new design, so you=ll get a very good perspective of what that=s

going to look like after the fact. The idea is, and I=11, I=ll -

- Fred=s -- I=1ll try to move Fred=s head out of the way here, is
that this -- in this location over here we=ve effectively pulled
the project back toward -- and closer towards Newhall Ranch Road.

The idea is on the nose of that ridge which provides a
separation between the Emblem Tract and Area D is that we are
trying to keep the view shed that they have from Emblem exactly
what it is today. Pulling it back and then the, the new
manufactured slope that you would see you would only see from
Area D, you would not see from their area.

There is additional grading that occurs a little
farther to, to what would be the, the, the east, but that area=s

pulling back away from the Emblem Community. As you can see from
the project, that grading remains. So our focus has been on the

nose of that ridge line and pulling away from that nose. And the

visual sim that we=11 have done on that I think will, will
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probably paint the best picture.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: So, so as you pull that back are
you moving the other area out?

MR. ADAMICK: No, we=re not. We=ve, we=ve actually
worked hard and reconfigured the plan to maintain the unit count
where it was at. So we lost a little bit of area but we were
able to move some buildings around and some other things to make

it work still and pull away from the, the Emblem Community.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. But it=s not physically

moving and having an impact on the hill --

MR. ADAMICK: No.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- to the --
MR. ADAMICK: No.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- east? Okay.

MR. ADAMICK: No. The pad, the pad area gets a little

smaller, that=s what happens.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Any other questions for Mr. Adamick?

Glenn, thanks for the input tonight. Okay. If it=s okay with
everybody I=d like to take a ten minute break and come back at

9:00 o=clock if that=s okay?
COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Great.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you.
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(The Commission Recessed From 8:50 p.m., Until 9:02 p.m.)
CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Welcome back, Ladies and
Gentlemen. What we=re going to do now is have the speakers. We

will start with Eric Jakeman. Eric, welcome. Eric will be
followed by Douglas Hamilton.

MR. JAKEMAN: Thank you again for listening to our

&(

statements here. Several points I=m kind of curious about. The
four hundred and forty acres for parks, open space, et cetera,
that they=re talking about is part of the wash area. At a

meeting that I attended about three months ago I believe Amy in
the Planning Department said that that wash area was no longer

privately owned. Newhall Land and Farm had donated that to the

Santa Clara River. If that=s true how could you possible use
that in any kind of General Plan analysis? Two, if it=s private

property, and I=ve heard that they will arrest people in their

private —-- that area, how can it be open -- used for open space

and you can=t use it how do you figure all these trips that

they=re adding up? I=m not quite sure about that.

if you can=t even actually go in there? If you can=t go in there

have bridges over Soledad Canyon, that=s my understanding? Will

it have a bridge over Sierra Highway? >Cause right now, I=m not
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sure if any of you have had a chance at 9:00 o=clock in the
morning to go over there at the Cross-Valley Connector now and
it=s gridlocked. Is it going to have a bridge that goes over to

the freeway, or are we just going to take all this savings of

traffic and bottleneck it, I believe the other guy said pinch

point, on Sierra Highway? You=re still taking all the cars and

they=re still stopping on the same point on Sierra Highway. It=s

just relieving it from Valencia and Saugus, but where it ends up

is the same place.

Also, you guys are going to require them to finish the
bridges and roadways before they start construction, not after

they finish and it just drags on and on and on?

The constituents -~ I live in Canyon Country, by the
way. Constituents in Canyon Country, we=ve been accustomed to
neglect by City improvement for sometime now. We understand

we=re a smaller part, don=t have the money that Valencia, Saugus

has, and that=s okay. We=re kind of used to that. But now with

this Cross-Valley Connector and this major truck thoroughfare you

guys are kind of dumping on us. Why don=t you put the Cross-
Valley Connector through Valencia, cut it through the mountains?
Right now you=re going to make a major truck highway go through
the middle of Canyon Country and die on Sierra Highway where it=s

already gridlocked. Has anybody done any kind of a traffic
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analysis at the end? You=ve done a lot of them for the middle.

How about where it ends up?

The noise, one of the issues they brought up was noise
for pile driving. It=s noisy, I know that. Okay. Why do they

use pile drivers? Why don=t they do friction piles or caissons

or varying piles, those are all dug with dirt augers and pour the

concrete and re-forging steel, the noise level=s not there. Is

it a cost factor? And who=s paying for the bridges, the City or
the developer? If the developer is helping pay for the bridges

and they=re saving money by doing the pile driving, do we the

residents have to listen to the noise because they don=t want to

pay the money to do it a different way? 1Is that fair?

Remember, you the Planning Commission are responsible
to the current residents for the thoughtful planning development
bf Santa Clarita, not solely to create revenue for the City

coffers.

By the way, did the developer find out where the other

five and a half million cubic yards of dirt went you lost at the

last meeting? Does the City have the legal backbone to stop the
project if mitigation isn=t done correctly? If they don=t have

the legal process now for the code enforcement to clean up trash
and debris from a house where are they going to get the legal

hackbone to stop a major project in process? Thank you very
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much.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Jakeman. Douglas
Hamilton please. John Steffen.

MR. STEFFEN: I should have a very great inferiority

complex in trying to even ask a question about this. I did enjoy
Mrs. Trautman=s question as separating the cross-country or

whatever road and the building of the project, they are two
separate, totally separate questions and they seem to be lumped

together, and certainly added confusion to us all.

But the basic remaining point is that, number one, the
City of Santa Clarita has the worst air pollution in United

States right today.

The second point is that this project is going to add

to the pollution, traffic, cars, ozone, you name it. And this is

an inescapable fact. 1In fact, it should be unless these

conditions can be met this project can=t even be considered.

We=re going to have people with cancer of the lung due to the

pollution of the air, like the people who smoke cigarettes. The

biological facts are this is a dangerous situation.

Oh, yes, but what is Newhall Land and Farming

interested in? Selling land and houses and making money, though
they cloak it in a -- saying that they=re doing a humanitarian
act by providing living areas for people. This is a dangerous

business. And what it=s going to do is impact on the health of
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our people. Thank you very much. J

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Steffen. Karen Pearson.

Karen will be followed by John Gonzalez.

MS. PEARSON: Hi, I=m Karen Pearson. I live at 26617

Gavilan Drive. When you guys talk about the Awindow,@ when I go

out in my backyard and I look in a southerly direction the cut of

the hill is here and the back of Bouquet Center is here. If you,

when you took your tour, looked up at that Awindow@ and wondered

whose backyard is that that that all goes toward, it would be
mine. So I have concerns, obviously. And I, I have concerns

personally and then I have concerns as well generally. And I
won=t be able to say enough in three minutes to go over the
intrusive visual pollution, noise pollution, aesthetic pollution

and air pollution that=s going on here.

So I=m going to kind of just segue into an experience I

had a number of years when we had a sustainability conference
here. And there was a representative from the American Lung

Association that came and spoke. And, and sometimes my memory

isn=t good, sometimes it=s outstanding, and this is one of those

things I never forgot. And that is that she said that air

pollution and disease and, and of course when you=re talking
about unmitigatable impacts you=re talking about more disease. I

mean, let=s get clear that we=re talking more, more lung disease
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and we=re talking about more cancer when you=re talking about

unmitigatable air pollution. So -- but what she said was that,
that if air pollution went up like this and you were to take your
disease, that for awhile it would run fairly parallel, the
disease and air pollution. As air pollution went up disease
would proportionately go up. But there would come a point with

air pollution when disease spiked. There was no proportionality
whatsoever. And, and that=s a very dangerous point, so that=s

why we have air pollution standards because of the, the danger
involved here.

So at any rate, she also said another outstanding
thing, and that was she said we at the American Lung Association,
if you give us the projection of your geography, prevailing wind
conditions, what your roads are going to be and the proportion of
trucks and cars to it we can tell you how much extra disease that
road will cause an that traffic will cause that area and what the
parameters are away from that. Obviously the -- just like noise
the closer you get to the road the more disease goes up, and then
it spreads down away from the road.

So I would think as a Planning Commission these would
be pieces of information you=d be interested in, and I would like
to recommend you call the American Lung Association. And if
indeed they can do that, are they willing to deliver? I=d like
to see those facts. So, so that would be my recommendation on
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that.

The other thing I, I, I didn=t hear, and I think maybe

you want to thing about, is that hopefully this City will, will

stop the C-MIX proposal. Hopefully this -- there will not be

huge mining there, but right now I believe it=s projected, and

you can correct me if I=m wrong --

CHAIR BERGER: Ms. Pearson?

MS. PEARSON: -- to be one truck every two minutes.

CHAIR BERGER: You might conclude now.

MS. PEARSON: I am concluding. That that proposal
connects with Newhall Ranch rather conveniently, and I=d hate to
see those one trucks every two minutes tootling along this road,
and I don=t think there=s been any kind of consideration as to

how much that might effect this road. And I thank

you -—-

CHAIR BERGER: That=s your time, Ms. Pearson, thank

you.
MS. PEARSON: Thank you very much for listening.

CHAIR BERGER: You get you. John Gonzalez?

MR. GONZALEZ: Yeah. I, I submitted an envelope with a

little petition from our street. And basically the people on the

street do not want the ridge separating the project from Gavilan

Drive to be dropped whatsoever, I mean not, not any. There --

nobody=s okay with that. So you guys will see that.

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113

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



Impact Sciences, Inc.

87

If I heard right did, did he say that, Mr. Adamick,
that from our perspective that the, the hill=s going to look the
same despite what they do on the other side, is that what I
heard? Do you guys recall?

CHAIR BERGER: We=re not really here to answer
questions, but if you just want to address --

MR. GONZALEZ: Yeah, yeah, okay. I, I just wanted, I

just wanted to make sure that that was acknowledged by you, that,

that you heard that as meaning what I felt that it, it meant.

I think the road, the Newhall cross-connector, whatever
it is, that=s going to be the 126, that=s going to be truck

traffic going right by our school, right by my house. We need
all the buffers that we can have if that road goes through there

in, in terms of protecting us from noise and pollution.

I, I see the road as being just an opportunity for

Newhall Ranch to build their developments. I don=t see any need
for the road. It=s going east and west. We need more things

that go north and south, that=s where everybody goes. And, and

like the man said, it ends up in the 14 which is already a

problem. I, I see no point in it. Thank you very much.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Gonzalez. Teresa
Savaikie? I might have butchered that name but --
MS. SAVAIKIE: Yeah, you did.

CHAIR BERGER: Yeah, okay.
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MS. SAVAIKIE: Savaikie.

CHAIR BERGER: Say, say it again?
MS. SAVAIKIE: Savaikie.

CHAIR BERGER: Savaikie.

MS. SAVAIKIE: Correct.

CHAIR BERGER: Welcome Ms. Savaikie.

MS. SAVAIKIE: Thank you very much. Hi, good evening.
My name is Teresa Savaikie and I live in Santa Clarita. And I=m

actually here tonight -- you know, ordinarily you hear me out

here speaking about biology, but I happen to be a mother of two

children, ages nine, seven and three, and I=m really, really

concerned about air quality issues in Santa Clarita. This is a

real serious issue.

This road is going in next to Soledad Canyon Road which
is another major road. We=re going to be passing multiple

schools, homes, park, places where our children are playing. And

you know what was really interesting last year is -- my children
play soccer, and I get there, you know, it=s a hundred and five
degrees. And I looked on the charts and it said, you know, your

kids aren=t supposed to be playing outside today. Nobody knew.
The coach didn=t know, the other parents did know, nobody knew.
And here they were, you know, saying, you know, I=m concerned
about the heat. And I=m like, God, do you know it=s killing your
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children=s lungs?

I mean, this is important, and I think we really do
need to do what Karen said and look to the, to the --

MS. PEARSON: American Lung Association.

MS. SAVAIKIE: -- thank you, the American Lung
Association and have them review how this may impact the air

quality and how it may impact the elderly and those with the

asthma and the children of Santa Clarita, >cause certainly we

don=t want to see cancer rates rise with our children.

I wanted to talk a little bit also about the park and

Newhall Land=s Natural River Management Plan which Riverpark
requires. They=re monitoring, the City=s monitoring has been
horrific, it=s terrible. Since 2001 we have come to this City

over and over again. We have met with the Sheriff=s Department.

We have contacted Fish and Game. We have contacted Fish and

Wildlife. No one will address the issues. Impact Sciences can=t

find dead fish. Impact Sciences were monitoring projects with
dead Stickleback in it not so long ago and some, some guy who
knows nothing, absolutely nothing about biology, finds a bunch of
dead fish. Well, we finally had to get these Stickleback
specialists to come out and tell us what they were. They were
dead fish. Where were the monitors? Are you doing to expect us

to trust them? These are the same people who concealed the
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presence of Arroyo Toads. And the City is responsible and, and,

and it took us to force them to tell you that there were
Spadefoot Toads on Riverpark. It=s, it=s, it=s really

frustrating. You=re expecting us to believe anything else in

this document when clearly these people have been relatively

dishonest.

And, and, and so point of fact is we can=t really trust
any of this information in the EIR because if you can catch them
lying in one issue certainly you=re going to catch them in

others.

The other thing is the monitoring. The City needs

help. You need parks, you need maybe some sort of ranger or

something to monitor that -- this river. It=s, it=s trashed with
children down in there, there=s graffiti, there=s drug dealing
going on there. You know, we=ve now got kids called, what are

the called, wash kids. And, and the off road vehicle use is

ramped. There are children down there with pellet guns. It=s

really not safe for the children, and it surely isn=t protecting
their resources. And we have done all that we can do. The

agencies say it=s your responsibility to protect the resources.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Savaikie.
MS. SAVAIKIE: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Cindy Wilson please.
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MS. WILSON: Good evening. My name is Cynthia Wilson
and T used to live over there in Cordova Mobil Home Park. I sold
my mobile home and I left in the -- about ten years ago because
my asthma was such affected by the pollution already in the air
here. It really surprises and amazes me that these people over
here who are clearly connected back to the Orange County builders
through Newhall Land and Farm, Tajon Ranch Corporation and all

these other big name conglomerates which I can go on and on for,
and I am very well knowledgeable about. I=ve done my homework.

I have a lot to say but a very short time to say it, so
I=m going to get to the point.

You are all responsible as elected officials to uphold
the people in this community, the ones who voted you in these

seats. You have a responsibility to those people in the mobile

home park that you want to put pillars in their yards or uproot
them or their homes from this riverbed thing. I hope you=re

considering what happened in the 1990's with that earthquake that
was so devastating where I worked feverishly with Joanne Darcy
and the FEMA people to try to come up with a plan to help people
out here on the Calgrove, the backside of Calgrove in that little

mobile home park that was significantly impacted because those
bridges fell and they couldn=t get water. I was one of those

individuals who helped the Conservation Corp due to the little

rabbit trails back there get water back into those people and get
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the El Dorado townhouse -- or the shower houses back in there so
the seniors who were crippled in wheelchairs could get some

assistance. And it was only due to those efforts that they were

able to get those assistances.

You=ve got the riverbed here and it=s clearly on a, a

river, and with the earthquake situation it could pose a

liquefaction if we get a significant earthquake which as been,

you know, predicted for a number of years now. We=re not

ignorant to this. Ruth Newhall of the water company here, and
several other State California Water Resources people state there
is not enough water in this state whatsoever to possibly

accommodate the population we have here now. Where are you going

to get the water in the future for these guys? Good luck. It=s
going to be really expensive for the home owners to get it

trucked in, you know, or the City. You think they=re going to

absorb the cost because of the taxes? That=s a joke.

You know, I moved out of here because the taxes were
already accumulating, the mobile home parks were being picked on,

and it just seemed like nobody cared. I got disgusted and I
moved. I hope you guys are listening and paying attention >cause

you got a lot of lies to consider here.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you very much, Ms. Wilson.

MS. WILSON: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: You=re welcome. We have one last person
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in opposition but couldn=t stay. I just wanted it to be noted

that we had one that was in opposition and couldn=t comment.

We do have one person here that is just going to make
general comments, and that is Stacey --

MR. KELLEHER: Kelleher?

CHAIR BERGER: Yeah. That=s you.

MR. KELLEHER: I=11 try and keep it somewhat positive.
We talked a lot about noise level today, and I want to suggest
something that=s artistic, I think. 1In Pacifica near San

Francisco, and also near the Freeway 405, near the Hollywood
sign, instead of having ugly brick walls they used like a

concrete that looks like rock and they color it. You know, if

you did that so you don=t have a washed look in the river as you
do for the sound walls, it=s a lot prettier for us than looking

at those ugly fines to cover ugly brick, so that=s one of my

suggestions.

Another is that I wanted to make note that we have a
hundred and eighty-eight apartments that have been okayed on
McBean and Newhall Ranch Road, if you guys could write that down.

We have four hundred and ninety okayed by L.A. County that

aren=t built. So these are all not built. Then you have the

nine percent of vacancy, >cause he gave a ninety-one percent,

what do you call it, rented, so that would mean eight hundred and
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sixty-seven that are not rented.

So then if you take the river project you=re talking
about two thousand seven hundred and twenty-eight dwellings.
Let=s just estimate four people a dwelling, you=ve got ten
thousand something people. That=s a little university. 8o --
also, if you take nine thousand six hundred and forty current
apartments plus six seventy-eight that are not built, you=ve got
ten thousand five hundred and six apartments for Santa Clarita

Valley. I think that=s plenty personally.

Now on the reduction, the twenty percent reduction, I

have -- I=m not going to go into that today >cause I=d, I would
get off on a lot of negatives. I=m going to try to stay positive
tonight. I think that -- I=ve been giving this a lot of thought.
When people don=t come to solutions where everybody has
something positive it=s >cause of small minds and hardened

hearts, that=s what I feel. So let=s start brainstorming.

I feel that land is more valuable then acting like it=s
so un-valuable that we have to go high density. One, it=s, it=s,

it=s location, location, location. It=s near Bridgeport, near

the hub, near all the walking, near the trails. You=ve got the

privacy factor. Now you wouldn=t even think you could build
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homes. It has the privacy factors which the rich and famous
love. I think if you added features like homeowners that had a

fantastic homeowner that would draw you could four lots for one
home and you can=t thirteen million, or nine million a home
instead of your three million for those lots, but doing like a
homeowners that might have -- okay, I=m going to suggest
something that might raise a few eyebrows. But I came

with this idea and a friend said Heathrow, Florida=s already done
it. I don=t know, I haven=t been there. But if you had like a
little helicopter pad, way off where it=s not going to create a
lot of noise, then you=ve got -- as a homeowners you get control

over that. You=ve got these people traveling off our freeways on
the helicopter pad to go dine here and go sail here. And then
you=ve got them -- you have them going to their jets and things
like that. And we are the most north southern area of Central
California, it=s -- you know what I mean? I mean, if you don=t

look at Santa Cruz and those things, I mean our area.

So -- and so we have a location that means rich people
have more than one home because they don=t like to be in the
public eye. They go between their own homes for their privacy.

Why don=t we market this for the real rich, have very few homes

and make them more money. I mean, it=s logical.
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Anyway, that=s what I have to say.

CHAIR BERGER: Stacey, thank you very much. I
appreciate your enthusiasm. Mr. Adamick?
MR. ADAMICK: Thank you, Chair Berger and Members of

the Commission. I=1ll go ahead and respond to some of the

questions that were raised.

I think it was Mr. Jakeman that, that raised the
question in regards to the four hundred and forty acres of open
space. Three hundred and thirty of that of course is the, is
the, the river corridor. Newhall Land does own that. The City
does own river property, it was associated with the North
Valencia I development, which is the Bridgeport development

directly west of the Riverpark site. So if you look at -- maybe
a good example is if you look at the aerial that=s behind the
Commission over here, Bouquet Canyon Road, this part of the river

is under City ownership. This part of the river that=s

associated with Riverpark, it=s under Newhall Land ownership.

As far as public access to that, the proposal includes
dedication of the river corridor to the City of Santa Clarita, so
that is our proposal. If the project is approved that property
would be dedicated to the City, along with a trail.

As far as traffic, there was a comment made in regards
to the Cross-Valley Connector plan, and not going through

Valencia. The Cross-Valley Connector extends from Valencia to
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Canyon Country. Newhall Ranch Road west would extend to
Interstate 5.

I think as far as the pile driving associated with the

bridge, that is what=s proposed and what is analyzed in the, in

the DEIR that has been prepared at the direction of the City.

Concerning the grading issue, the grading is not
changed. It=s always been five point five million yards of cut

and fill, plus three point six million yards of remedial grading.
It think Mr. Jakeman came up with eleven million yards at one of
the earlier meetings as one of his comments. It -- that, that
was just inaccurate, and the grading is the same as it was
proposed to be.

As far as air quality and the, the issues that were
raised concerning air quality, I think the EIR is extremely
comprehensive in analyzing the impacts associated with the
Riverpark project. My understanding of air quality, though
limited, is that a great deal of the air pollution that occurs in
the Santa Clarita Valley does not come from the Santa Clarita

Valley, it comes from the L.A. Region. The entire L.A. Region is
a non-attainment basin so, you know, certainly as growth doesn=t

occur in Santa Clarita Valley and it occurs somewhere in, in the
San Fernando Valley or the San Gabriel Valley the air quality is
going to have an impact on the L.A. Basin.

I think, addressing some of the other comments, as far

as the, the ridge line the hope is is that when the visual
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simulation is completed and the plan is revised to reflect our
change there we can put that, that issue to rest. I know there=s

some confusion there and I think, you know, we can clear that up
as we move forward on those plans.

In regards to, to some of the statements made by Ms.
Savaikie concerning the Natural River Management Plan, the
Riverpark project, and the EIR talks in great detail about this,
the Riverpark project is, is contained within a portion of the
NRMP, or Natural River Management Plan. The NRMP was a plan that
was approved by the Army Corp as well as Fish and Game for
improvements along the Santa Clara River, such as bank
stabilization at bridge crossings and utility crossings and storm
drain, drain outlets.

We, we sought the NRMP at the advice of the Army Corp
who wanted to do a master plan of programming of these
improvements along the Santa Clara River. The Riverpark project,
the improvements with the Riverpark project that would be
associated with the approved NRMP would be the bank
stabilization, the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge,
the storm drain outlets, to name a few. But those are the
improvements that have already been permitted by those agencies
under the NRMP that are being proposed along with the Riverpark
project. And there is a, a great summary of that in the, the
Bioda section. And I think in our, our -- at the next meeting

staff and its people will walk through that in, in detail.
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As far as apartment demand, we provided an apartment
demand study at the last Commission meeting. I wish it was as
simple as, as was kind of indicated up here. You know, apartment
demand is, is, is based upon, you know, family or household
creations and job growth in a region. And the findings of that
apartment demand study indicated that when these units come on
line occupancy rates will not be at ninety-one percent but will
be closer to ninety-eight percent, and the optimum is about
ninety-five percent. Clearly there is a need for multi-family
housing in this valley. This property already has multi-family
zoning on it.

I think finally as far as the project density goes this
project is actually less than two units per acre. I think that
compares well with surrounding development and is far less than

surrounding development. So I think as far as project density
goes you=re looking at eleven hundred and eighty-three units on

almost seven hundred acres.

That really concludes my comments and I think I, I
dealt with most of the issues. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Adamick. Hold on one

quick second and let=s see if we have any questions from our

Commission. Gentleman and -- yeah, Dennis?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: There=s, there=s just one
question I had with regard to the apartment product, and that was
in, in the long term I have heard that apartments are more
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susceptible to deterioration because you don=t have like the

dwellers ownership, and that the City is exposed to having, you
know, a degradation you might say of the, of the, well, the
ambiance or whatever you might want to call it, of that
particular product as opposed to like having condominiums and
having a product that has ownership. Now what, what -~ why do we

go to apartments versus ownership based type product?

MR. ADAMICK: I -- you know, I think in the case of

Riverpark it=s, it=s, it=s to meet a demand that is out there.
And clearly as housing prices escalate there=s a demand from a

lot of folks out there that can=t necessarily afford housing

prices that can afford apartments. And what we see in a lot of
our Valencia apartment projects is a lot of transitional use.
These are people that actually move out to the Santa Clarita
Valley, or have moved from one house and are waiting for another
one to be completed or, you know, waiting for something else to
close and they=11 live in an apartment complex for six months.
Our apartment rents, and this is in that apartment demand study,
are actually a lot higher than, than, than elsewhere in the
valley. And I think a lot of that goes back the quality that we
require in our apartment projects. And you know, it amazes me to
this day that, that the Prado Apartments in Town Center, they,

they have units there that, that rent for more than three

thousand dollars a month. That=s twice as much as my mortgage.
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And you know, I, I=ve got to, I=ve got to thing, you
know, at least when going back to our Harborwoods project, which
was in Bridgeport, I, I think where people get the perception of
crime and apartments is probably due to the number of people in
the area. With apartments you have higher density, you have more
people there. You know, in single-family you have lower

densities, you have less people there. You know, crime I guess
is per capita. The more people you have there it=s going to go
up respective of that. The lesser density it isn=t. So I don=t

necessarily think in the Valencia area you have problems with

apartments.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Now, one quick -- could you
comment on the -- just take a look at our City as Santa Clarita
and the population and just the makeup of it and you look at that
in terms of the percentages of different types of housing
product, are we on par or are we deficient of apartments? 1In
other words, where -- is, is that a fair way to compare where we
are with respect to other -- like, like Santa Barbara or, or

other places that we wish to emulate?

MR. ADAMICK: I, I, I think, I think clearly as you, as

you urbanize anywhere you probably see some higher density, and I
think that=s encouraged in a lot of cases. You see that around

the Town Center as, as an area matures. So I think where, where

Santa Clarita sits, you know, just shooting from the hip here I
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would, I would still think it=s primarily a suburban community.

So your number of single-family as compared to apartments is, is
probably a little bit higher, you know. But as the community

matures a little bit more certainly you get some higher density

in your core areas, this being one of those core areas. It=s in

the Valley Center Concept and that=s where you see your higher
density occur.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I was more, more trying to -- you
know, one, one thing I=m, I=m, I=m -- Commissioner Trautman said
something about beautifying a bridge and my head went, well, you
know, beautiful bridge. The idea though is, is that, you know, I
would suggest you get pictures of bridges that you think are
pretty then show it to him. And, and, and we have some ~- I
have some ideas in my mind as to what nice cities are. And if,
if we were to like list down some cities about this size would
there be a formula for like how many apartments, how many condos
and the, and, and the suburban, or is that such a -- an open --

MR. ADAMICK: I, I, I don=t know, it probably just
depends upon the city. You know, if you go closer to L.A. you
probably have more multi-family, I just don=t know.

MR. KELLEHER: Think of a city like Santa Barbara.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, it=s probably not
quantifiable.

MR. ADAMICK: Yeah.
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COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Thank you.

MR. ADAMICK: I think you could probably compare the
Santa Clarita area to similar cities, that=s probably the best
you could do.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, that=s what I was saying.

MR. ADAMICK: Irvine=s or something. I, I, I don=t

have that data but --
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, okay.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Dennis. Diane?
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. I=d like to know, because I

know we have a lack of housing that many people can afford, first
time homeowners and that sort of thing, and even apartments that
are affordable to our children who are growing up and moving up,
hopefully soon, so we need more of a mix price-wise, affordable
homes, first time homes, affordable apartments. And we know as a
City we need to move in that direction. What exactly are we

looking at in this project as far as a mix of housing product

that, that spans economic levels? Because when I look at
employment levels in here and about, let me see, I think I --1I
think it was about a quarter or a third of the people who I guess
are employed in the valley in various uses, retail, commercial,
industrial and so on, only a fraction of those, a third or a
quarter are working in industries where they could possibly

afford the price of a home here or the rent of an apartment. The
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others are working retail and service oriented jobs which means
that they can=t afford to live here, and we=ve got all of that

traffic coming in.

And if we want to do something about air quality
generated by traffic which is where the worst air quality is
coming from, and if we want to do something about cutting down on

road trips we need to be able to get that mix of affordable
living quarters here. Where does this stand where that=s

concerned?

MR. ADAMICK: I, I, you know, I think the -- it=s, it=s

twofold on the Riverpark site. What we have tried to do with the

single-family neighborhoods is, is segment those, which would be
reflected in price based upon lot size. We, we in, let=s set

Area Al starting west, are asking to go down to a forty-five
hundred square foot minimum lot size, and as we go east across

the project site we increase that up to anywhere from six to
eight thousand square feet. So that, that=s one avenue which,

which, you know, provides different types of housing types,
different types of square footages for, for homes on the
property.

The second element is the, the apartment element.
That, that provides an opportunity for folks who necessarily can
not afford a single-family home at that moment to have housing.

And you know, that, that is another affordable option. And
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again, your, your apartment projects are segmented as well based
upon location, based upon, you know, percentages as far as one

bedroom, studios, two bedrooms, three bedrooms. And those are
the types of things that, you know, we=re doing with this project

to, to kind of cross all levels, you can say that.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: So are those, let=s say the

apartments, are those going to be comparable rates to Prado and

those other --

MR. ADAMICK: I -~ you know, to looking at today=s

rates are they Prado rates? No, they=re, they=re not nearly

that, that desirable I guess as far as location. Prado is smack
dab in the middle of Town Center. It has amenities that are
within walking distance that are different than this. The rates
at this, this apartment project if this were on the market today
are probably much more similar to, to some of the other apartment
projects you see in Valencia in the North Park area. 1In Valencia
across from Grannery Square, you know, those locations. I think
Prado is, is very unique to this marketplace.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Glenn, I had a question for you. You
use the word Ahope@ with the ridge line. If next, next week,
and I know that you guys are working on that, I think that would

really help a lot of us if we get that finalized without Ahope@

and, you know, that word.
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MR. ADAMICK: 1I=m, I=m not hoping. I said I was going

to do. It=s just I want to -- bottom line is I don=t know if it
will be done next week.
CHAIR BERGER: That=s okay.

MR. ADAMICK: I think the, the game plan is by May 18"

we have a new visual sim that we can show you guys that shows it

on paper that it=s not occurring there, so --

CHAIR BERGER: I=d love to see that.

MR. ADAMICK: Okay.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Glenn. Any other questions
for Mr. Adamick? Good job tonight. Thanks, Glenn.

Okay. Discussion amongst the Commissioners? You know
what I -- if I, if I could start here, what would be nice to do
is, is, is I, I know that Ms. Tebo ran out of ink during the

first hour and a half with the questions we have, but I think

that=s so important for us to get these to them during these
meetings. I, I wasn=t at the first meeting and I, and I regret

that I, I didn=t write down all, all my questions, and I=m, I=m

asking all my colleagues here if you will be sure
to -- we, we had a huge meeting the last meeting on major topics

that might not come again before us unless we bring it up here
and make sure that it=s an issue that they will return to us.

And I know that Jeff has said on May 18" we will have every,
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everything, all the questions to him. You want them to you by
the 18, is that correct?

MR. HOGAN: Correct.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay.
MR. HOGAN: We=d like it -- yeah, >cause then June 15%,

it would give us a month, well, less than a month, but it would
give us some time to respond to those.
CHAIR BERGER: Good. So I think the question we had

tonight were very, very relevant and beneficial for all of us.
So now I=11 just open it up. Commissioners, anything else you

want to bring to the staff?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, I wanted to follow on the
Commissioner Trautman=s -- she, she brought up the affordable
housing. And you know, we have a, a development here that has a,
a large high density component. And, and you know, we=ve had the

workshops and there has to be -- as it turns out it looks like if
you just put the sticks up and furnish it and everything it

becomes unaffordable automatically. You need some augmentation
of the financing, that=s really what it boils down to. It=s not

that you can go to the developer and say, hey loock, I want you to

give me, you know, a dollars worth of product and you make, you

know, seventy cents or, you know, however, you=re, you=re the

money man. But it, it, it doesn=t work unless you have an influx
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of money. That=s what I got from our workshop.
And so -- well, first, let me make sure that I

understand that, and I=d, I=d like -- if anybody doesn=t

understand it that way I=d like to here, here that right now

before we go on in, in this discussion. Does everybody
understand it that way?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: That, that there has to be an
infusion, yes.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. But -~
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. If, if that=s the case

then maybe a, a way to go about it would be to see if there are
some grants out there and that we could mark some of these
apartment as low income housing on -- you know, in, in a sense
that they would go as far as the developer goes for, for market
rate but the people can buy into it in a subsidized way. And
this would be maybe a, a time to, to experiment. It would be
maybe transparent to the developer, but the City on its part
maybe could get a grant for say twenty-five houses, and these

become low income houses. And we can give some -- a, a test of

housing in Southern California in the City of Santa Clarita.
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CHAIR BERGER: That=s what we learned in our workshop.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah.

CHAIR BERGER: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: This is the time.

CHAIR BERGER: Diane?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Well, I, I want to agree

that I think we do need to go back and revisit topics, and I hope
that we can do that throughout. Even though we=ve asked

questions now I know others will arise as I look through other
segments of the EIR and I look at that backup documentation and
the appendices. But I was under the impression that we had a
slightly different procedure and that we were collecting
information and then having an opportunity to get into those more
detailed conversations where we can ask those questions and look
in the book and check things prior to this.

So I think that it is important to continue the

discussion and bring those questions back. And, and even though

they=re submitted in writing, when we have answers in June there

may be other questions that still arise. But I think it=s
important to have those detailed conversations, and I do want to
revisit those because there are things that I=m discovering as I

cross through other sections here that relate back to those
issues as well.
CHAIR BERGER: Thank you.
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MR. FOLLSTAD: Chair Berger, I just want to emphasize

that May 18™ isn=t a drop dead date of anything like that. It=s
-- we=11 be, we=ll be done with our -- with the EIR presentations

and we=1l1 be getting into the, to the, the nitty gritty of the
situation. There will be questions that come up out, out of the
answers that we give you. So we, we know that that=s not a drop

dead date. We just want to, as many, many questions arise we
just, we want to get them as quickly as possible so we can start
answering them.

CHAIR BERGER: Thanks, Fred.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right.

CHAIR BERGER: Rick?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: I, I just took -- I agree with
the process. Pardon me, I=m losing my voice here tonight which

some of you may find appropriate. This is an information

gathering time I think for all of us. This is the first
opportunity that, that we=re having to take sections of the EIR

piece by piece and take a look at them, have a detailed

explanation of what they are in our perusal of the staff report
and the EIR and then hearing the presentation that=s raising
questions which then we=re able to ask and, and, and get answers

to.

But I agree with, with Commissioner Trautman that we
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need an opportunity then to take everything that we=ve learned

about this project and then start to get down to the nitty

gritty, down to the, to the brass tacks.

So at this point I think, I think we=re all on
information input. We=re hearing what the public has to say.
We=re hearing what the people who put the EIR together have to
say. We=re hearing what our staff has to say. And we=re hearing

what each other has to say. And I think that that=s ultimately
and, and accumulatively going to end up to a, a pretty good
understanding of, of this project, where it=s going, what it will

do, and perhaps some ideas and suggestions as to changes,
additions, subtractions that, that may be made.

CHAIR BERGER: Well put. Tim?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: I, I just really agree with
what everyone said. I -- you know, this is going to be a long
process. And you know, I think Fred hit the nail on the head.
There will -- the answers that we get are probably going to
stimulate more questions than we initially ask. And every night

that literally every night, as I go through these books and, and

go through this thing I=m getting a sense of what this is and

what my concerns are. And I, I still don=t even know that I can

even articulate what all my concerns are at this point until we

get through the entire presentation and then start hashing it
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around amongst ourselves as we typically do at, at the end of the
presentation.

CHAIR BERGER: Great. Dennis, anything you want?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well, I, I guess my only comment
is is that I really appreciate the quality of the presentations
that we have and then, and then the issues that are brought up on
the part of the public, that they spend the time to come out here
and voice their concerns. And it really is what makes this whole

process work. Just everybody keep it up.

CHAIR BERGER: Yeah. Okay. If it=s okay with
everybody I=11 close the public hearing for now. And, and I

guess what we=1l1 do then is if staff recommends that we continue
the public hearing to May 4%?
MR. FOLLSTAD: No, that would be May 13*. 1It=s

Thursday, May 13"". It would be a, it would be a special meeting,
it will be two weeks from tonight.

CHAIR BERGER: May 13" then the meeting will be. Okay.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right.

CHAIR BERGER: Does someone want to make a motion on
that?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: So moved.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Moved.

CHAIR BERGER: All in favor please say aye.

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113
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ALL COMMISSIONERS:

Aye.

CHAIR BERGER: Unanimous.

AGENDA ITEM NO.

1 CONCLUDED AT 10:10 A.M.

* % % % *x * * * * *

Lutz & Company, Inc.
(626) 303-1113
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WEATHER :

i Cloudy early
Highs: 78-83

! Lows: 5350

Air quality:
Moderate |

raffic deaths on rise

to wear seat belts seen as cause of spike in road fatalities

Jummd and CHP Li. Mark Odle

of the Newhall station is not
pleased, The mileage death rate is
the average of futal crashes per
100 miltion miles driven
“There’s an absolute correla-
tion between seat-belt compli-
ance and the MDR,” he said
Friday, just days after his station
launched special patrols for
seat-bell violators. “Is all right

v — Otlieers

Highway
statjon are
«cite drive
aren't wear-

the
has

ewide,
th rate”

there in the numbers, During the
years when seat belt compliancels
lower, (erash-relatedi deaths go
up.”

California saw record-low
miadeage death rates in 1998 und
1999, with 1.19 deaths per 100
niilion miles of vehiele travel
But that numberinchedupto 1.22
in 2000 and now stands at an
estimated }.26, said CHP Otficer

Wendy Moore,

Oudle said his officers began
special seat-belt patrols Wednes-
duy, with an eye toward saving

e Te more proactive mm
enforving seut-belt compliance,”

Odie smd, “We take the same
resources and step up this par-
ticudar issue we need 1o address.
I've seen so many deaths where it

THE GOOD BOOK

English teacher at Canyon High School, holds up a depiction of the Tower of Babel during his Bible as

chool class teaches Bible as work of literature

While the

INTRY Atter screen-
student re-enactment of
biblical expulsion trom
:n, Canyon High English
sleh asked the members
2n their Holy Bible and
Bubel passage:
> lonk at a carefully,”
s “Bible as Literature”

'WHL going 1o find
netry.,

For educators,
approach.

Tom Adams,

Moorpark
District canceled a high school Bible his-
tory class about two weeks ago ~— it may
have violated rules on the separation of
church and state in public education —
the William S. Hart Union High School
District has oftered classes studying the
Scriptures as literature tor more than 30
1S to tittle controversy

it
State guidelines allow public
schools 1o teach about religion, but they
cannol advocate a particular rebgion, said
curriculum

Unitied School

Education

gion,

those.”

a matler of

un

director at the Calitornia Department ot

"It would have to be clear that it isn't
religrous or intended to promole 4 reh-
" he said.
the Education Code are pretty clear about

Moorpark district officials have
ubbed high school Bible history class
— proposed by a math teacher who is also
ordained
undergo public review and lacked school

Davad R Crane Sial Protograpner

“The state constitution and

said the

minister — also failed to

framework

See SCHOOL

/ Page 6

MONSTER TALENT

Iragon all in a day’s work for volunteer

INSIDE

> Samta Clarita Repertory
Theatre gets some help.
Page 10

»d with tools
scaper and

Burghout
yon Theatre

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

touches on the beast. ! used an
old motocross chest protector (for
the harness) l Ju;l hope [ can
squeeze into it

Smaug -~ pronounced smog —
as the dragon is called, consists of
chicken wire, PVC pipe, papier-

Odle saad the Newhadl station
hdsuumlui14Upuumuu 5
i traltic crashes on the (ml«.cn
State Freeway between Lyons
Avenue and SR 126 0 the first
halt” of 2063, compared with the
same pertod LM year.

“In part. its because there's
been such a high volume of

was palnfully and sadly apparent
that people weren't weuring their
seat bels.”

According to the data released
by the CHP, 3730 people were
killed in 3,331 tutal collisions in
Calitornia i 2000, More lives
were tost on Los Angeles County
roads that year than any other
county in the state, s 749 people
were Killed in 694 crashes.

/ Page 9

Citizens panel
offers input on

See FATALS

By Carol Rock
St il W

CANYON COUNTRY —
Sometimues 1Us good for a ¢ty 14
have eyes and cars in the com
munity, and local activists ar
often more than happy 1o pros d]
them.

The Canyon Country Advisory
Committee — started by the city
but carried on by its members
provides an opportunity for r
dents to talk about issues thata
important and serves as a drect
tintson to the city for their
CODCEINS

Membership is open (o anyone
who wants to attend. The group
meets the last Thursday of cuch
month and many participants
also attend meetings of the Sunta
Clarita City Council and the
planning and parks commission

According to Berta Goneatez-
Harper. the group’s vice chair-
wonman. there were several hot
topivs on the table at a recemt
meeting, inchudig traflic, reere-
atiton, beautiticution and
business

Towas hard tor her o single out
aconcern that topped. lln List, but
Hu plunned “flyover,™ or Golden

Valley Road cross valley con-
nector. was something the come-
mittee united 1o opposv, even
though n s oa project moving
forward. The road is designed to
provide a aew access to the
Antelope Valley Freeway and
bridpe over Soledad €
Road and the ncarby
track 10 ¢ase congestion.

*1went to all the public mect-
ings on that road,” Gonezalez-
Harper said. "I never heard a
single person from Canyvon
Country who said they wanted it

nyon

“Y went 1o all the
public meetings on
that road. I never
heard a single
person from Canyon
Country who said

they wanted 1t. but
nevertheless the city
will proceed. It
doesn’t ease where
Canvon Country
people need to go.”

)Y — Berta Gonzalez -Harper

b

but nevertheless the oty will
proceed, Tt doesint cuase where
Canyop Countiy people need 1o
go”

Tustead. she saird 1 creates a
patch tor Antelope Valley com-
Muters 1o cul dcross Santa € ia
e raute o jobson the Valenena
industrral parks.

“Weall feel helpiless.” she said

The flvover is the best solution
to maoving traftic, said Dave
Peterson. ni magement atulyst
tor the cdy’s bField Scrvices
Dicpartment and Junson tor the
cammitter

“lunderstind bow ihere can be
clentents of commmunity frastis-
tion with any magor public waorks
project.” Peterson swid, "But the

See CANYON /| Page 6
Loren Burghout
shows the
warking dragon
he created for
"The Hobbit," a
production at the
Canyon Theatre
Guild. He started
volunteenng at
the guild a
decade ago. He
says he knew

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004
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ONE DOLLAR"

|
i

rudin

By Nichol

Statf Wreer

Already saturated with
truckers and commuters from
Santa Clarita o Los Angeles,
the Golden State Freeway with
e saddled inocoming years
with thousands more vehiclos
as massive residential develop-
ments  sprout up  along the
interstate.

Construction could begin us

Jarn Lazar 13 Pratgranner Ly Rt
the sheriff's special tactics team patrol an apartment complex where a man was suspected of firing a gun. soon as 2006 on the recentls
| approved 21.000-home

1 Wewhall Ruanch  subdivision.

i and a 23 no0-home  Tejon

Ranch project about 40 miles

north is expected by 2007,
Between the two tract owns

i Pwhose  pland nctude’ shop-

ecial team arrests 73-year-old

iisin . - b E n
b ; - g i A | ping centers. industrial parks,
i : ; » . . o i schools and libraries — and
5 several smaller  subdivisions.

N OCOUNTRY -

neatly three-hour there will be an influx of mure

v 73-year-obd man than 200.000 yw({plc in the
: at his apartment | region. And  that’s just the
| beginning, aceording toodanas

after he

Sarurday
tysts who predict that the pop-

tired a shot at a ! ; ) 1 ¢

during a domestic i ulation in the Santa Clarita

ihorities suaid. 1 valley region could more than
Uotriple in stze by 2020, with

Jowalskiwasbooked
awa Clarita sheriff's
= pom. on suspicion
with a deadly weap-
said
s deputic csponded
100 block of Hiditway
1120390 pomy after the
roported the gunfire,
could not make con-
the suspect
cnegeniationtenmaod
vice Enforcement
the Los Angeles
et s Department’s
wotics team. were then

1 Iaterstate § as its primary con-
nection to the Los Angeles job
base

i AW

believe that 1-5

Sherift's officers use a litter to carry equiprent at a Canyon Country apartment complex,
where a shooting suspect was refusing to come aut of his apantment.

By Amanda Riddle
Ltsaocnated Prives

The roommate. who contronted hy the stapedt initiaft etused w veme out of L

enser
-5 traffic
expected

f ‘;‘\44,000 new homes

suspect had a verbal
th his roommate and
oy fovked her out of
<o said Boan Lend-
sheriffs spokesman
at to ancighbortwhelp
vack inand that's when
apuet tired at thu
|

adside mem

tock

S AR TTA o Thev've

suthorities said is inher 205 0r
A0, asked the neighbor forhelp
getting back in her apartment
The neighbor got a ladder and
crasvied through asceond-story
window., deputics said.

When the neighbor crasied
throogh the window and made
hi< way to the siatrs. he wis

FFamilies erect crosses, build gardens
to loved ones taken away by tragedy

Impact Sciences, Inc.

112-16

According to depuries, the
neighbor told the suspect he
\‘-;\»m\‘(n'}my,\mh»:lhk\\\nn\:ln
who had Jocked herselt owt
When the victim saw the pun,
be ran owt the front door and
heard one shot fired

Koewalski, whom ruthorities
fater reached on the phone.

hix residence, but just after 4
pom, authorities convineed
him to talk to officers on the |
eroand from his second-Hoor |
hadeons . 1
“When the deputies on the
pround got him e come outon \\

Geo SHOOTING | Page 10 |

orials are repositories of h

amd run. Aprit 17, 19887 C ard.
who wis 23 at the time of hi
Geuth, wits watking castbound on
Soledad when 4 car came from
behind and hit him. The diver
. L fannd hat Card’s

LOS ANGELES = One ot the
CGuatemalan twins born joined at
the head and separated Tast
suymmer was doing well and wis
ready to be refed d from @ hos-
pital Saturday afiera 16o-day stay.
ofticials suid.

Mari de Jesus Qe Abvires
Will be taken t the Los Angeles
atea home of a couple whe

ope,

75U»NDAY SPORTS

‘ ‘Y_\!‘EATHEH

T} Cloudy sarly
| Highs: 72-78
Lows: 5258
Back of
‘ Viewpoint

DESIGNATED
AREAS HIGHER !

coming

could o
hottleneck.”
semor dep

choke  point and
into a complete
~aid Bob Haueter,

uty o Supervisor Michael D
Antonovich
The two factors that will

atfeet how the 1-3 handles this
unprecedented growth are the
Jevelopers™ abidity to vreaty
locul jobs and the proposed
expansion of the freeway at
ume when Calitornie e stash
ing transpartation doilars

Arising as the biegest guues-
tion for Los Angeles County
trattic analysts, developers and
public officials is whether the
Santy Clanta repion and v
newest. and higpest, develop
ments will be able to provid
enoonh  guulity o) ernpie”
mrent to keep residents off tl
frecwuys .

“That's one ot the principles
pehind  the project - we're
looking at the numenc halance
hetween  jobs  and housing
Wetve et a goal to have 138
johs per houschold.™ said Greg
Nedeiros, vice president of thy
Centennial Jounders. o coili-
tion of  developers wha e
working on the Tejon Ranch
project

See HéMES“ P;,\gé LZ

One twin ready
for care at home

Colunteer with Healmy the € n
dren. the nonprofit gued
reaponsibie tor hometng the 2
month-ofd siaters o the Unite
States. sand co-tounder €1
Embleton of Santa Clanta

Sghets cotning rieht wlong
Pmbleton sant of Marie de Jos
“She's cchime up”

The child will be cared foraet
howme while her sister vantimt
See TWINS Page 4
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' Potential buyer sex

i By Heather MacDonald unresolvey
RS | PPN Stenserh s
: Betorelt

SANTA CLARITA - Fhe Cheroker

firm contemplating buving the  aprecment
defunct Bermite cx;\lmn es fac-  overseeiny
tory sire hasagamashed for maore what needs

[SHITCIR S a decision: but and fow
Pocompany cials  said they  Stenseth s
renvnnnterested i the pnllmml Also up
Ioproperty. Whittaher
H A fimal deal to purchase the factured o
Lohiliviand in the centerof the city missiles o
snoteapected hetore September vears, wou
23 months afler Cheroker Compan
Tavestment Partners hepan hopetul th
P . & codrattine plans o clean up and nnst Wk
fhbaol Plampcnn chacks the particudate matter hiah valiame meeasyring instrumaent at the AQMD's Newhal station redevetop the property. com- Lake Wt

pans oty s ted, Cang
i i Kid Y ™Y & : TWeNe got our heads down water agen
Lzone level in SCV hits -year m LA S
oy ﬁ@ é“:/ ~ A b R N deal™ said Pawaght Stenseth, pronndwit
Cheroked’s pumaging director, shot down
tlhere are a let of different wells. Phe

B Nichiolas Guoadin

Bl i thines to \\«Hk outsand it just land 1< theoe
‘ mitlhon,
SAMNEA CLARLEN \ir dads fout the Notth against the

Carolina-bused firm as the best “We ha
chanee torid the YU6-acre site ol that has se.
Soledad Canvon Road of toaie said, “We
chemicals and o clean ap the can resed
groundwater beneath the former tasues.”
factor . Cheroke
: Offivials wuh Cherokee, one have  apre
of the nation’s leading remedi- developme
atien firms, estimate the cleanup  tinclude
will tuke three to four years and - jobs, perh
cost 65 million. center or h
Cherokee bad been expecied  ulate econe
o complete purchase of the Santa Clar
property by the end of last
month. hut too muany  unan-  Heather M
swered UCSTIOns andd heather.mag
VEanayement District

Edi 111
Svmotomes nciude chesr 3 3 : ? : it - -

irehiny watery oves and G o AR 2 2 i «

: abone g deep breath Orone levels in Santa Clarita the nation’'s smog ¢e \pxta) in 2002 - hit an eight-ve g i ‘E ‘ C I lcl I <
Wl an - ‘e e b N P - ; o ) '

Soflution wan e heights
Pharadoy i Santa 'l the
no T SO0 Smow capital,
S et emenrencs levels
woath she hishest azone pollue
tionin the T Angeles Basm
Pho sante Clanta Valley e
shore pollution sarpassed the
vl enediour headthn air
tanddind more than any other
area s the Umited States Tast
Lot -l oan creht © high
Phiraday arterneon. ey
oo Nipre Foheadth alert,
Praring o Stare oepisode
ven the heolthy person will
notive some etlocts watking
oo the stroet,” said Sam
Vvl spokesmian tor the
southo Coast N Ouality

o measirement . Thursday. wath a measurement of 194 parts per billion. The federat smndard i5 12
ST ok per alhon danig

toring 1o coheat conk i hot vienther — 0 F200 alert davs,” Alwaoesd s i he number nl\wlmnnx m
neeadan, the v had s peb o which romt chitdren fhrough Thursdas . there Cabtornia regions
cotstoiny obaivgqualitey in 2003 and wens mdividuals had been 17 da over the  worse than magor mdn\tn 1l

adensonthe worstdass it should Hese oatdoos oxertion tederal limit, Last sear at this centers ke Baftimere, which

By Gary Gentile from Y pere
fesorsated Priss the biggest
mdustrial

Southern California Edison (omers and
customars will get lower bhills The stat

tHie entire country, The meas When fesehsreach as high as time, there had been 16 recorded only sin viedations, Pesinning Aug. T after two vears 2001 Lo hel

wienrnt wes tihen ot Sponc Thoradas o 8 4 Clarita fo 2002 with 32 dinsabove  and New Yok 275ty and e e et e T . .= :
- - bR h ofhighermatesdesignedtohelpthe  ties pecote

it dee peal for pollution cordoor athtenies e disconr- the tederal lima Santa Claeite Flouston, shich cich recorded Tty climinate debt o - by
R ) b . utility climinate debt caused by power as w
andards aved tor o recorded the most anbealthy  tive. the State’s power crisis well bevon
fhe feder! one-hout <tin- et the fast 1ae airgoolits dassofany b, The worst anr in the countrny : The Calitornia P sublic Utilities allowed to
Lot rop ocor < werhe has veelued the tedern i . N od byt i< in California, ¢ - < allowed 1o
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1 SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, THURSDAY, MAY 13, 2004

2 PROCEEDINGS BEGIN AT 7:03 P.M.

3 CHAIR BERGER: Welcome everybody. Thanks for coming
4lto our Thursday, May 13" special meeting. 1I'd like to start

5l0ff our evening tonight with the flag salute led by
Commissioner Tim Burkhart.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Everybody please stand, face
the flag.

ALL: I pledge a allegiance to the flag of the United
10|states of America, and to the republic for which it stands, one

l11lhation under God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for

12fal1.
13 CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Tim.
14 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: My pleasure,
15 CHATIR BERGER: Terasa, can we please have roll call?
16 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Commissioner Winsman?
17 COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Here.
18 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Commissioner Trautman?
19 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Here.
20 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Commissioner Burkhart?
21 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Here.
22 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Commissioner Ostrom?
23 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Here.
24 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Chair Berger?
25 CHAIR BERGER: Here.
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1 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Thank you.

2 CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Terasa. Okay. I hope
3leveryone had a chance to take a look at the agenda.

4 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I move that we approve the
Slagenda.

6 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Second.

7 CHAIR BZRGER: All in favor please say aye?

8 ALL COMMISSIONERS: Aye.

9 CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Unanimous. Okay. Ms. Terasa,

10|if you’ll give the Commissioner’s Secretary report?

11 SECRETARY SULLIVAN: Thank you. Welcome to the
12|regular meeting of the Santa Clarita Planning Commission. T
13lwould like to offer some information to help you understand how
l4we conduct our meetings and how you can best participate.
15|agenda‘’s are on the back table listing the items the Commission
16fwill consider tonight, along with speaker slips.

17 If you wish to speak on an item that is before the
18lcommission this evening you must first fill out a speaker slip.
19|please place your completed slips in the tray or deliver it to
20lme prior to the item being discussed. This will help the, the
21lcommission process public comments in an orderly manner. Once
22|lagain, speaker slips are located on the back table and must be
23 |turned in before the item is discussed.

24 When Chair Berger announces your name please approach

25|che podium to address the Commission. Each person will be
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given three minutes to make his or her comments -- indicated by
2la colored light on the Commission dias. A green light appears
3when the speaker begins, a yellow light appears when thirty
4lseconds remain, and a red light appears when the three minutes

5have expired. Your comments should be complete at this time.

6 {Thank you.
7 CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Terasa. Okay. Ladies and
8lcentlemen, we have Item Number A here -- Number 1, Item Number

911, continued public hearing with the Riverpark Project. At
10jthis time I’'d like to introduce Fred Follstad.

11 MR. FOLLSTAD: Good evening, Chair Berger and Members
12lof the Planning Commission. The first and I guess only item on
13{the agenda tonight is the Riverpark Project. We're going to be
14}discussing five sections of the environmental impact report,
15lthe flood, water service and quality, bio, flood plain
l6management and the alternatives. AaAnd I'd just like to turn it
17lover to Susan Tebo at -- from Impact Sciences, the City's
18)|consultant who prepared the document, for her presentation.

19 CHAIR BERGER: Welcome.

20 MS. TEBO: Thank you. Mr. Chairman and Members of
21lthe Commission, this evening before we begin our presentation
22what I’d like to do is introduce my fellow teammates that help
23 prepare certain portions of the EIR, and they will be making
24|certain portions of the presentation this evening.

25 To my immediate right is Tom Worthington. Tom is
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President of Impact Sciences and Co-Founder of Impact Sciences.
Tom will be addressing for you this evening water and water
quality issues.

And to his right is Keith Babcock. Keith is Director
of Biological Resources for Impact Sciences and he will be
focusing his presentation this evening on the, obviously, the
BIOTA and the biological impacts of the project.
with that I'd like to begin our staff presentation.
And for, for the Commission, we’'re going to discuss
alternatives this evening first, and then water, and then
biological. We’ve discussed alternatives several times before,
so we’'re just going to briefly go over it this evening, and
I'1l1l make that portion of the presentation. But we wanted to,
to save the bulk of the presentation for those issues that are
water and biologically -- biological resources ‘cause we
believe that the Commission, per the advice of staff, is really
interested in -- in those areas, and certainly members of the
public are as well. So with that I’'11 begin my presentation.

As we’'ve discussed previously the -- this EIR
addressed five alternatives. The first alternative is no
project. And for members of the public who might not have been
here when we discussed this before, the no project alternative
is required to be addressed per the California Environmental
Quality Act Guidelines. In every EIR we have to address the no

project alternative.
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The second alternative is the Santa Clarita River
reduced bank stabilization alternative. This alternative would
implement a setback of the Qcap or fifty year line, or an
upland preserve setback from the resource line.

Alternative three was the ridgeline preservation
alternative. This alternative would preserve, to the extent
possible, the ridgeline in Area D and the ridgelines designated
by the City as secondary, with the exception of encroachments
for the two main arterial highways, Newhall Ranch Road and
Santa Clarita Parkway located on the project site. This
alternative would remove seventy-six single-family dwellings
and eighty-two multi-family dwellings for a total of a hundred
and sixty-eight dwellings that would be removed.

The fourth alternative really ties into our
discussion that we had last week, and that’s the noise and
development standards alternative. This alternative would
insure that all residential units meet and satisfy the City,
State noise compatibility guidelines and the development
standards of the residential medium zone. In other words,
instead of having a significant impact for noise as the
proposed project has, this alternative would modify the project
so that there would not be a significant impact. This
alternative would remove all of the dwelling units out of the
noise sensitive areas of the project, and in addition to that

would not allow the applicant to reduce or adjust the lot
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width, lot size, front yard setbacks and property line block
wall -- block wall heights, excuse me, of the residential lots
in Area Al. In total this alternative would remove three
hundred and one single-family dwelling units from the site
plan, and again would comply with the noise guideline
standards.

Lastly, alternative five is the deletion of the Santa
Clarita Parkway alternative. City staff when reviewing the,
the options that we had for, for what would be a good
alternative to review just said the -- it’s the -- the question
is begged, what would happen if we deleted Santa Clarita
Parkway? If Santa Clarita Parkway were removed from the site
plan nine units would actually be added to the site plan, but
vou should be aware that traffic impacts would slightly
increase because the additional housing units, as well as the
air quality and noise. Those impacts would slightly increase
as well.

One other item that the CEQA guidelines require that
every EIR address is other than the proposed project, what
alternative would be the most environmentally sensitive of all
of the alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR. And the EIR
concluded that alternative four, the noise development standard
alternative that removed three hundred and one dwelling units
would be preferred from an environmental perspective.

And with that, that concludes my portion of the
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presentation on alternatives. Do you wish for guestions at
this time, or to go on to water?

CHAIR BERGER: Thanks for asking, and I’1ll look
around here. Anybody have any questions on the first part

here? Sure, Rick.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Was there any consideration,
or what, what impacts would be incurred if instead of
eliminating on alternative five, instead of eliminating Santa
Clarita Parkway, if it were downgraded from a major highway to

a secondary highway?

MS. TEBO: We, we did not address that as an
alternative. I, I don’'t know because we didn’t address it as
an alternative.

COMMISSTIONER WINSMAN: How difficult would that be to
take a look at that from a standpoint of what impact it would
have?

MR. FOLLSTAD: It, it would be pretty hard at this
point to tell you what the -- but we can put that down as a
question and we can bring it back to you when we bring all our
answers to the questions that we, we get tonight. And next
week we’ll just include it with that.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. That would be fine.
CHAIR BERGER: Thanks Rick. I think, Mr.
Worthington, if you, if you’re up next, we’d love to hear from

you.
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MR. WORTHINGTON: Good evening. Glad to be back,
back with you again. My name is Tom Worthington and I'm
President of Impact Sciences. I'l1 be addressing the issues
tonight of water resources which will include both water supply
demand and water quality. And then after Mr. Babcock is
finished with a presentation on biological impacts I'1l1l give a
fairly brief presentation on those biological effects that are
specific to flood plain modification. So I'm kind of doing two
pieces.

As indicated up on the, the screen in front of you,
and I'11 be following through that, the first topic is water
resources as it relates to the Riverpark Project. That
includes discussing water demand, water sources, I’'ll give you
an ammonium perchlorate update, and then I‘ll give you an
overview of water quality in general to follow that.

The first topic, give you kind of an overview of
demand and supply for the project. First of all, the project
sites located within the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA.
And the project would consume approximately six hundred and
ninety-seven, seven hundred acre feet per year of water in
average years, and that would increase by about ten percent in
dry years to approximately seven hundred and sixty-seven acre
feet per year.

The Santa Clarita Water District prepared a water

supply assessment consistent with State Senate Bill 610, SB
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11
601, and they concluded that there is an adequate water supply
available to meet the demands of the proposed project in light
of all other development expected to occur in the valley.
Now getting a little more specific, let’s talk about
water sources. Water sources in the Santa Clarita Valley
include imported water, and that’s primarily water from the
State Water Project, and then local supplies which consist of
groundwater and now recycled water. The State Water Project or
SWP supplies can be reduced in years due to hydraulic
conditions, the status of State Water Project facilities
construction. The State Water Project is not completed yet and
that can lead to reductions in the reliability of the state
system. Environmental requirements in the Delta can change the
amount of water available from the State Water Project in any
given year. And then evolving policies related to endangered
species and other issues surrounding the Delta. All those
things can lead to variations in availability of State Water
Project water supplies in any given year.

And how we deal with that is to try and predict how
much water would be available as we look forward. And there
are thankfully models that have been produced by the Department
of Water Resources that can guide us and help us figure out how
much water or how much of the State Water Project system water
available will actually be deliverable in certain conditions,

and those conditions analyzed in the EIR include average years,
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12
dry vears, and then a critical dry year.

As we can see in the table here before yvou this shows
vou that of CLWA’s, in this case this is the local water
wholesaler for the State -- or a State contractor as also
termed, they presently have entitlements for ninety-five
thousand two hundred acre feet, it’s called "Table A amounts"
is how we’'ve referred to it in the document, and that’s how the
State refers to it. That’s their portion of the four --
approximately four point two million acre foot State Water
Project system.

In an average year the modeling done by the
Department of Water Resources predicts that about seventy-five
percent of the State Water Project water’s available. That'’s
the present model. However, our analysis, we’ve used fifty-
nine percent, as you can see before you, which is a lower
figure, and it's the figure generated by their prior model.
iAind the reason we use fifty-nine percent instead of seventy-
five percent, as we’ve explained in the EIR, is we wanted to be
more conservative from an analysis standpoint, and therefore we
picked the lower figure of the two. And that yields a Table A
amount of approximately fifty-six thousand acre feet per year
available in an average vyear.

In a dry year modeling indicates that approximately
thirty-nine percent, forty percent of the State Water Project

system supplies would be available to the Santa Clarita Valley,
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13
and that translates into about thirty-eight thousand acre feet
per year.

And then you have your critical dry years which are
statistically your lowest rainfall totals in the State. 2and
during those critical periods it can drop to as low as twenty
percent available from the State system, which is approximately
nineteen thousand acre feet per year.

Focusing now just on State Water Project supplies,
just to give you some statistics to give you kind of a feel for
at least lately how they’ve been doing in delivering water. In
2003 they were able to deliver ninety percent of the, the Table
A amounts, which in this case, for CLWA, translated into
eighty-five thousand six hundred and eighty acre feet. This
vear DWR estimates that about sixty-five percent of Table A
amounts, sixty-one thousand, sixty-two thousand acre feet, will
lbe delivered to contractors in 2004. The final figures aren’t
vet out by DWR. They may leave it at that figure or they may
raise it, it depends on their ultimate measurements of snow
depth and other conditions, mostly in Northern California,
before that figure comes out.

All water available from the State Water supply
system isn’t necessarily resulting from water that falls in the
form of rain and then delivered to the State Water Project
system. There are other supplies that can be available on a

year to year basis from the State Water Project system. And
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l|lthose, as you see before you, include the turnback water pool
program, interruptible water program, or otherwise termed

Article 21 water, carryover water which is water unused by

E R N

contractors in prior years made available for the following

W

lvear for sale, dry year water purchase program, groundwater
6[banking, an example of that would be Semitropic Water Storage
7pistrict in Kern County, they have a water bank, as does the
8lKern County Water Agency, water transfers which is the purchase
9lof Table A amount or contracted Table A amounts from other
10|contractors.

11 And then water conservation. The purveyors, certain
12purveyors in the Valley indicate that water conservation could
13be turned to in, in dryer years. They've had success in doing
l4|lso. And statistics that are in the Santa Clarita Valley Water
15[Reports show that there have been reductions in demand during
16|dry years as a result of advertising and other programs that
17|are enacted by the purveyors.

18 Now turning to local supplies, as I indicated before
19{local supplies consist of both groundwater and recycled water.
20{and groundwater in the Santa Clarita Valley comes from two
21fplaces. The first is the Alluvial Aquifer which is the thinner
22{layer below the Santa Clarita -- Santa Clara River,

23 lapproximately two hundred feet deep. And then the Saugus
24Formation whish is before the Alluvial Aquifer and it’s

25|thousands of feet deep. The other local source is recycled
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water now made available from the State -- the Valley’'s water
reclamation plants. I believe this year they delivered
approximately seven hundred acre feet of water from that
program and shortly will be delivering about seventeen hundred
acre feet.

That’s what this shows here. Before you is a table
from the EIR indicating how much water is available from these
local supplies. And as it shows, first, the Alluvial Aquifer
in average years and dry years it’'s expected that about thirty-
five thousand acre feet of water is available year to year in
the Alluvial Aquifer. The Saugus Formation yields anywhere
from eleven thousand acre feet in average years to fifteen
thousand feet -- acre feet in a dry year. And recycled water,
right now the plans are to have it go to seventeen hundred acre
feet.

And what you can’‘t see, at least I can’t read there
on the bottom, but I‘1ll read it to you, it’s a little dim, CLWA
and the contractors through technical studies performed in the
Valley indicate that up to an additional twenty thousand acre
feet of water is available in the Saugus Aguifer during
critical shortages.

Focusing first on groundwater supplies, the CLWA and
physical evidence and technical studies support the conclusion
that these amounts of groundwater can be produced on a long

term basis without permanent water level or storage decline in
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the Alluvial of Saugus Agquifers. What that means is that those
amounts of water on average can be pulled from the Aquifer
without negative results occurring in the Valley such as
subsidence which can lead to ground cracking and foundation
cracking. Things like that won’'t occur if those levels are,
are pumped.

Now turning to recycled water, as I said recycled
water’s now available for use in the Valley on a limited basis.
Of the seventeen hundred acre feet of recycled water that could
be produced seven hundred acre feet was delivered in 2003,
mostly because the infrastructure hasn’t caught up, delivery
infrastructure hasn’t caught up yet. Ultimately the master
plan produced by CLWA for recycled water use in the Valley
indicates that about seventeen thousand acre feet will be
available entirely in the valley.
Turning to the water supply assessment which was
prepared by Santa Clarita Water Division and is found in the
appendix to the EIR, they did an assessment to determine water
impacts, water resource impacts during average years, single
dry years and multiple dry years, and those three scenarios are
consistent with State Law.

Pulling a table again from the EIR, and I won't go
through all of these unless you have questions. We can go back
to these if you want to later on. But what this shows is that

you have in five year increments starting in year 2005 and then
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2010, ‘15 and ‘20, it shows you that at the end of the day you
have net water surpluses ranging anywhere from twelve thousand
acre feet or twelve thousand eight hundred acre feet by the
vear 2020 to a high of, it looks like twenty-seven thousand
eight hundred or so in the year 2010.

Turning to dry year and multi-dry year scenarios, the
first column you see is for the single dry year, and that
indicates that using the supplies that I discussed previously
and assuming a nineteen thousand acre feet delivery of State
Water Project water, that’s the twenty percent of State Water
Project system being available, there would be a supply surplus
of about eight hundred and fourteen acre feet.

Then turning to the multiple dry years, year one,
vear two, year three, that’s, that’'s to simulate a three year
drought, so dry years back to back, you would have a surplus
ranging anywhere from ninety-two hundred acre feet to almost
twelve thousand acre feet. And the result of that, if you look
down toward the bottom of the column, of the second column,
there are other supplies of water that if it, it appeared there
were going to be a multi-year drought that other supplies would
be tapped. For example, you’d have additional recycled water
made available, seventy-three hundred acre feet. The Saugus
Aquifer they would turn to for those critical dry year supplies
that I discussed before. There would be other water transfers.

And then water banking and conjunctive use, which I’'11 get to
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in a moment, could yield up to fifty thousand acre feet
additional water that’s available.

Regarding water banking and conjunctive use, I
thought I’'d give you an update as to what CLWA has been able to
accomplish in that arena and over the last couple of years.
Between 2002 and 2004 the CLWA's placed into the Semitropic
groundwater bank that I referred to earlier in Kern County,
almost fifty thousand, a little over fifty thousand acre feet
of usable water. And that water, when I said a moment ago that
last year they received ninety percent of their State Water
Project Table A amount, they didn’t need all that water here.
The demand isn’t that high vet. So what they did is they
transferred that water and placed it in the ground into a bank
in Kern County. They’ve done that again this year,
approximately thirty-two thousand acre feet was placed in the
ground in the Semitropic, and that gives you about fifty
thousand usable. Why I say usable, as you can see, for
example, in the first it says twenty-four thousand acre feet of
water total was placed in the ground. They only get back of
that twenty-one thousand six hundred. They, they don’t get it
all back. Some of that is lost to the system. But that’s what
that conjunctive line item was, and that’'s fifty thousand acre
feet of stored water.

In addition to the SB 610 scenarios we’'ve also

analyzed a buildout scenario for the Valley, and that’s going
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23|important that we get as many questions asked so they can
24lanswer them back to us in -- on the final EIR. So we’ll start
25joff with Dennis.

19
above and beyond a 2020 horizon and using a full buildout of
the Valley, both in a 2020 and then a 2025 horizon. And what
that shows you is that you’d have water surpluses in varying
conditions. 1In average years, for example in 2025 you’d have a
surplus of about seventy-eight hundred acre feet. And then in
dry years as a result of turning to things like conjunctive use
which you only would use in dry years, you wouldn‘t turn to
them in, in average years, you could have supplies available to
the Valley purveyors as high as eighty-four thousand acre feet,
obviously they wouldn’t use it all. But that reflects a series
of sources that are available during dry years that typically
aren’t turned to in average years when there’s plenty of local
supplies available, or State supplies for that matter.

What I’'d like to do now is -- well, I'l1 ask you. We
can either pause and talk about the supply and demand that I've
addressed and then I can go to perchlorate, or we can do
perchlorate and then --

CHAIR BERGER: That would be a good idea, Tom, if we
could do that.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Great.

CHAIR BERGER: 1I’d like to open it up to the

Commissioners to ask some questions here. And I think it's
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COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Sure, I have a few questions.

The -- you know, what we see are a lot of numbers and they all,

you know, they’re typically plus. And I was just wondering,
you know, kind of stepping back again, and I would like to if
it is possible, just to see where we stand compared to some
other cities like Thousand Oaks, you know, if there’s, if
there’s a water plan for a lot of places around Southern
California, maybe not Thousand Oaks, but I‘d like to know where

we are with respect to, you know, the rest of the Californians

you might say. Are we, you know, a tropical wonderland, or a
we a real desert or, you know, that type of thing. I just want
to know where we are on a scale of one to ten.

You have gone through some pretty serious and complex

calculations. And, you know, I, I, you know, think that the

results are, are, are very good, good for the project. But is
there a, is there a, like a -- is this a formulated approach?
Is this a -- like a standard approach that if we give it, you
know, a bunch of graduate students at a college that has a

good, you know, technical curriculum that they would come up

with the same answer, or is there a lot of art in this?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, let me give you probably a
multi-part answer to your question. Certainly our experience
statewide in dealing with or having to address water
availability for projects pretty much throughout the State,

this is a, I’'ll say generally a typical approach. And in this
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case it’'s, it’s -- you said that we went through a series of
calculations. Yeah, we did some tabulations, but in fact the
calculations that are at the root of this water analysis were
done by CLWA and the purveyors who contributed to the Urban
Water Management Plan.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. And then they were

following some sort of a code or some sort of a --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah. It -- well, it’s all based
on the State Water Code.

COMMISSIONER QOSTROM: Okay.

MR. WORTHINGTON: And the water code is what
determines when Urban Water Management plans need to be
prepared, and it’s when a water agency has more than three
thousand connections. And if they do then they’ve got to
prepare an urban plan every five years. And there is
prescribed, although I wouldn’t say it’s an exacting list of
things that need to be in them, there certainly is a

generalized list of requirements for Urban Water Management
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COMMISSIONER OSTROM: -- a series of evaluations
that --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: -- okay, that some objective
group of gurus came up with and that they, they -- it’s a --
like a recipe or, or formula.
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Plans. A lot of it depends upon the types of sources that the
water agency has at its disposal. If, for example, they didn't
rely at all on groundwater then you wouldn’'t expect to find
those groundwater pieces in their particular urban plan.

But certainly the Santa Clarita Valley and CLWA
relies on both local groundwater, recycled water, State water,
a2 plethora of sources. But I would say that the Urban Water
Management Plan, at least in my experience in reviewing others
around the State, it was very comprehensive. 1It, like others
that have groundwater, were based on technical groundwater
studies, groundwater evaluations of the aguifers to determine
production yields in varying conditions, pretty standard now
given that State Law requires both average years, dry years,
multi-dry years, that that’s now pretty typical. I would say
that given that it was year 2000 when CLWA prepared their urban
plan that was probably one of the more comprehensive urban
plans going at that time. But I would suspect in 2005 we’ll
see a lot more that mirror it.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. And just one more
gquestion then. The, the underground reservoirs that we’ve been

pumping water into, have those been tested for -- I mean, you

indicated we get a certain percentage back. Have we actually
pumped stuff into them and pumped them out and validated that

we can actually get that kind of yield?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah, in fact I don’t think the
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purveyor -- in fact I know the purveyors in the Valley didn’t
test it. Semitropic tested it themselves. That, that was a
discretionary action to establish that bank. It had
environmental studies behind that decision and they went
through their decision making process to determine how viable
that water bank is and was at the time --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.

MR. WORTHINGTON: -- and what they could expect from
the bank. So all that was studied by them on the Kern County

side.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: And was the actual validation
or evaluation of that, was that done by actually pumping out a

certain percentage of the water, or was that a theoretical type

thing?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, I, I don’t know that answer.
I'11l find out whether that was -- varied on pump tests, which
is what I would suspect it was, but I’'ll find out that --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.
MR. WORTHINGTON: -- specifically.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. That’s all.

CHAIR BERGER: Commissioner Burkhart?

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: A couple questions. Talking
about the water that this project would use, the numbers said
that in an average year it would use six hundred and ninety-

seven acre feet and then in a dry year seven hundred and sixty-
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MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, what, what statistics show,

and not just in the Santa Clarita Valley, but if you think of

it like I do in my house, I'll -- I use sprinkler timers and if
you, you presume everybody else is -- pretty much everybody
else is doing that these days with the price of water, in an

average year there will be some rainy periods where you may
turn your timer off and not run it, for instance, in January.

I know I do in -- starting in about November I start cutting it
back to, to hopefully in January I can turn it off completely,
and then it goes back on again in March and in April and May,
and then summertime it’s back up a hundred percent.

Well, if you think about a dry year when you normally
expect rainfall in January so you can turn your sprinklers off
and the rainfall doesn’t come, well, you leave your sprinklers
running. So in that year people don’t think of it in terms of,
oh, it's a drought, I’'ve got to change my behavior, they just
know that rain is not coming and they’ve got to leave their
sprinklers on.

So the first year of a drought typically you see a
rise in demand as a result of that. There isn’'t yet a response
to the conditions. And if the drought is only one year and
people go back to normal then everything’s fine and they don’t
think about it the following year and demands fall back to a, a

state of normalcy. But if the drought continues and they start
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responding to advertisements and programs put forth by the
2purveyors and they, they, they’re now aware that there is a
Jjproblem and it may be a long term one they do start to change
4ltheir behavior. So that’s why in a, in a single year drought

Slyou see a rise in demand typically.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay. That makes sense. My
next question, in discussing the sustained use of the Alluvial

and the Saugus Formation over a period of time, over a number

O 0 N &

of dry years, you stated the CLWA studies, as well as physical
10jevidence and technical studies. supported that it, it could
llfsustain that kind of use. The physical evidence and the tech

12|studies, who performed those?

13 MR. WORTHINGTON: Your water section of the FIR has,
l4lhas a fairly lengthy list of the resources that -- or the
15[studies that were relied upon for those, and I can name some of
l16|the producers of them. But in some cases one firm, for
17lexample, produced several studies looking at certain things,
18|cH2M Hill, Luhdor and Scalmanini which is a groundwater

19 hydrology firm out of Woodland, California, up near Sacramento,
20|Richard Slade and Associates which is Southern California
2l|groundwater hydrology firm, I would say those three are the
22pprimary producers of technical studies.

23 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: I guess more to -- more to my

24point, I guess the question I really want to know is were these

25|done under contract at CLWA?
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1 MR. WORTHINGTON: As, as far as I know, ves, and I'm
2ltrying to think of any were of the individual purveyors. I
3ldon‘t think so but, but I can answer that for you
4lspecifically --

5 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Okay.

6 MR. WORTHINGTON: -- next time. Let me make a note
7lof that.

8 COMMISSIONER BURKHART: That’'s all I have, Mike.

9 CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Winsman?

10 COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Yeah, the projections, the

ll|[drought use projections for water usage that are part of this
12|study, do they include all of the approved projects that are on
13|the books for the both the City and the County that are within

l4ithe service area of the water agency?

15 MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah, let me touch on that for a
l6moment, because we, we produce actually several different
17|scenarios. And if can separate them first between the -- I’11
18|come them the SB 610 scenarios which are, are different than
19ithe valley buildout scenario, and maybe I’'1ll start with that

20 one.

21 The Valley buildout scenario is intended to be a
22|scenario where all land use that, that can be built upon is
23|developed per the general plans of both the City and the County
24for the Santa Clarita Valley planning area, which is

25lessentially from the County line to probably Agua Dulce on the
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east side, and from basically the connect of the I-5/14 above
Castaic on the north side. And the general plans of both

areas, City and County are then taken and pushed to buildout,
and so the answer to your question is, yes, they do take into
consideration buildout of the whole Valley. The 610 analysis
in the shorter horizons obviously don’t build out the whole

thing at once, it, it’s done in stair step fashion.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: But that’s taken in to
consideration, everything that is known that’s going to be a
water user or that already has a how or will sort of approval.
MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: It’s, it’s included in those

figures?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah, it includes projects that are
approved and unbuilt, projects that are proposed and unbuilt,
and, and -- so that includes any -- a list of any projects that
are proposed, whether or not they are consistent with the
general plan. What’s done is if there’s a, a parcel of land
that has a proposal on it and they’'re proposing a greater
amount of development then the general plan shows then it’s the
greater amount of water demand. And conversely, if there’s a
proposal on that that results in a smaller development then
they go with the smaller development.

If there’s no development proposed on that site then

they use the general plan. So it includes virtually all of the
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various stages of development.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. And then, whosé
responsibility is it to provide assurance of, of compliance
with, with SB 610? 1Is it -- I'm speaking now as a Planning
Commissioner, are, are we to treat this as like school
mitigation where we rely on others and another board, as an
example, to negotiate to those things and to certify that the
applicant has met the, the criteria that is required by State
Law, or are we as Planning Commissioners -- do we need to
become water professionals? And although we have the detailed
reports that are provided within the EIR and from the various
water agencies, are we to look at those and be able to say,
well, that, that looks, that looks right to me, or based on my
in depth professional knowledge of the water industry that’s
correct or that’s wrong? Where, where do we fit into this and
what’s our, our responsibility as, as Commissioners looking at

this particular aspect of an EIR?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, T’'11, I’'ll give you, I'll
give you my answer and then I’1l turn to your City Attorney,
‘cause he may have a, a more legalistic answer.

I -- you are required, or at least my understanding
of the State Law, you are required as the lead agency to query
the water purveyor for a project, in this case Santa Clarita
Water Division. And in this instance the City requested

information from them, requested an answer to the question, is
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there enough water. And under SB 610 the water purveyors
obligated to answer those qguestions for you. And you can turn
to them as the expert on water for this particular project for
answers.

So I, I don't think you need to be water experts.
You're, you're asking them their professional opinion based on
their information. And based on 610 and other laws it can no
longer be based on just a single sheet of paper they can fire
back to you saying, yeah, there’'s water, trust us. It’s got to
be backed up by, by information.

In this case it’s taken the form of the, the 610 and
the water supply assessment that they provided back, along with
other information like the Urban Water Management Plan, the
Santa Clarita Valley Water Reports. There'’'s, there’s quité a
lot of information that‘s available in the Santa Clarita
Valley.

S0, I mean, that’s my answer. I don’t know if
that’s --

MR. WOLENBERG: And I would agree. As 610 puts most
of the, most of the burden on the water purveyor and not on the
City.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Okay. That’s, that’s good,
thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Commissioner Trautman?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well, I'm going to piggyback on
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that feedback on that for just a minute because even though we

2|-- clearly the purveyor, if the information they receive
Jldoesn’t seem conclusive or has deficiencies or a methodology
4ithat doesn’t seem to work then it is our responsibility, is it,
SHis it not, as Planning Commissioners to, to ask for further
6jclarifications or to ask for additional information to seek

7

some outside advice. I‘m am ask the -- Brad about that.

8 MR. WOLENBERG: Well, my understanding of it the way
9610 is set up is we have to seek this information, and where
lI0we're directed to seek it from is from the purveyor, so if the
Il purveyor provides us with information I'm not sure if we have
12fthe jurisdiction to question the basis for that information and
13jcarry out our own analysis, because the law requires that they

l4[carry out the analysis and provide the answer back to us.

15 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: But we still have the capacity

16|to determine whether that answer fulfills --

17 MR. WOLENBERG: Right. There does then come a time
I8 where we have to determine whether the -- we make the final
19/determination as to whether there’s sufficient supply for this
20project based on the information supplied by the purveyor.

21 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. Because otherwise we
22|could just accept that letter and be done with it. T mean, it
23|seems to me that it -- that finally resides with us, if you

24 make sure that we understand and agree with all the information

25|that’'s presented to us. Otherwise you’re going to have just a
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letter verifying that it’s there and you don‘t --

MR. WOLENBERG: Right. The, the -- it has to be
wrapped up under the approvals of the project that we have to
make that determination that there is sufficient water supply,
and it’s usually based on the -- like I said, based on the
information provided. But ultimately that decision is being
made by the City that, yes, there’s sufficient water.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you. I do have other

questions. I had a number of them and some of them may well be

passed on to you in written form. But in reviewing the water
section the number of service connections for the year 2002 is
listed at fifty-eight thousand two hundred and twenty-one acre
feet, and the project -- and the projected number of service
connections for 2025 is a hundred and seven thousand two
hundred. So then given that information is the 2025 figure
consistent with the population projections as stated in the
population housing and employment section of the DEIR, which is
at about four hundred and fifty thousand dollars -- four
hundred and fifty thousand people, population.

The reason I ask that is because when we talked about
traffic versus population, housing and employment we were
looking at number that were taken from different sources. We
were looking at numbers in traffic that were taken based on
general plan and area plan buildout which had outdated numbers

that went back more than ten years, but then we were also
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looking at population, employment and housing that was based on
the latest SCAG figures, latest Department of Finance numbers.
So I guess my -- what I'm trying to connect here is how do we
go from, from less than two hundred thousand, just under two
hundred thousand or just over two hundred thousand population
to about four hundred and fifty thousand population without
doubling the amount of service connections and doubling the
amount of water that’s required, and I don’'t see that

connection. Let’'s see.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Can I give -~ you want me -- are
vou done with that question?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Sure, you know, I have other
questions, too.

MR. WORTHINGTON: I'm going to rephrase it so
hopefully I'm going to get your question right.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right.
MR. WORTHINGTON: What the sense of your question to
me is that, that you want to know first and foremost I guess,
it has to do with the water connections. And I would, I would
make a clarification here or make a statement about water
connections that’s important to understand first, that when we
talk about water connections that doesn’t necessarily transfer
into one family on an -- on the residential side for example.
It could be that one water connection serves and entire

apartment complex. So within it you could get the demand
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equivalent of say five hundred households under one connection.
That ‘s probably an exaggeration but, but I think you understand
the point. It could be that one connection serves an entire,
entire industrial complex.

So you can’t necessarily equate the number of
connections with the number of people or the number of
households. There, there needs to be some rational movement
between those numbers. So keep that in mind.

And the, the other part of your question focuses on,
I think, finding out if we’re using the same population
projection figure, and then spreading that population figure to
the traffic study, to the noise modeling, to the water
modeling, and using one figure on everything. Is that it?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well, that’s true. I want to,
I want to make sure that we’'re using the same figures --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- because we obviously weren’'t
in those, those two previously discussed sections of the draft
EIR. But the other thing, too, is even if the connections
don’t match household per household, if we’re locking at water
demand increasing to about a hundred and thirty-eight thousand
acre feet per year at buildout of 2025 and we’'re using about
eighty-five thousand acre feet now in an average year, why
aren’t we talking -- we may not be doubling connections, but

surely we would be increasing water demand over that hundred
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and thirty-eight thousand acre feet?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, not necessarily, and
I‘l1l -- we’ll come back with a very specific answer because I
can’'t answer all of that off the top of my head. But in having

to grapple with these issues before I kind of know where the
answer’s going to lead. And, and if I can speak just for a
moment, for example, about where we get this projection of
connections as they go forward and compare that to the
projections for water demand in the future, and I could recite
some figures here but, but it would probably confuse me even
more than anybody else.

All of those connection projections and projections
of demand come from CLWA. And when they did their 2000 Urban
Water Management Plan they did a, I'll say, very comprehensive
estimate of, of behavior, water behavior for the Santa Clarita
Valley. And they compared and actually did projections using a
variety of methods.

And ultimately, and this is explained in the section,
you’ll find it in there, it'’s, it’s a description of how CLWA
went about deciding which is the best way to project future
water demand, and they ultimately settled on a combined
approach. They, they pulled together two methods and used
them. And, and there’s a graph in there that shows you what
connections do per year and, and population projections that

result in certain water demands. So I don’t believe, and I
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2mnext time, I don't think you’'re going to get a direct match

3between the water demand projections going out into the future

7land it’s based on land -- buildout of land use, and that’s its

9lmethod that CLWA considered in determining connection activity
10year to year which was in part based on past number of
Illconnections. They went back and locked in prior years where
12|development was happening rapidly and where it wasn’t and said

13lhow many connections occurred, so what could we expect in the

14/future, as opposed to population projections.

15 So that’s a convoluted answer to your question, at
l6|least a part answer, but we’ll, we’ll come back with a specific
17 |response.

18 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And as far as
19jconjunctive uses, the Semitropic water storage is up you said

20jnow to fifty thousand acre feet, that’s the amount of water

21
22
23
24

25mow, maybe not as much later because there are multiple users

4land say, let’s say, traffic. I think it will be close but I
S/don’t think it’s going to exactly match up because you've got
6

Los Angeles County and the City run a combined traffic model,

8method it selected, as opposed to, for example, the logarithmic

35

could be wrong here, and so we’'ll give you a specific answer

that’'s actually stored there.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Does it -- if that is

available. But is it also the case that it is available maybe
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who are drawing on that same pool of water, I think it was
twelve thousand five hundred acre feet that was in there
before, but we didn’t necessarily have access to that all the
time. And once that’s used what else do we have access to? I
guess what I‘'m asking is is there an explanation in the Urban
Water Management Plan as to a range of possibilities of what
water is availlable at any given time from any of those
conjunctive uses, the water banking, the desalinization, water,
vou know, transfers, those sorts of things?

What I see reported a lot in the water reports is a
static number, as though that number is always available. So
in reviewing the Urban Water Management Plan did you see that

there was a range of possibilities for all of those?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, I would, I would tell you,
and you asked a couple, at least I heard a couple of different
things in that statement, and so I'l1l try to deal with them one
at a time.

The first has to do with my understanding of a
conjunctive use, in this case the, the physical water that’s in
Semitropic. It’s absolutely true that as the water goes in a
certain amount can never come out, they could never have access
to it, they lose a certain percentage. I think it’s also true
that once they put water in and then they use it they’re going
to have to replace that water. 1If, if they’re to keep, for

example, their level at fifty thousand, they’re going to need
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to replace it in future years. So I would suspect that if they
use -- they go to that bank next year and draw ten thousand
acre feet out it’s going to drop, now they’ve got forty
thousand of acre feet of water available. And, you know, I, I
think that they would tell you, although I don’t want to put
words in their mouth and -- but I think that they would tell
yvou that their efforts at tying up a contract with Semitropic,
and the fact that they don’t always use all of their Table A
allocations, their Table A amounts from the State Water Project
system that, that they expect there’ll be years where there’ll
be no water available to put in the bank, and there’ll be years
where there is water available to be put in the bank, and they
intend to take that water when it’s available and put it in the
bank, and they would use the last couple of years as an example
of that.

For example, in 2003 they had of their ninety-five
thousand and change Table A amount in the State Water Project
system they received about eighty-five thousand acre feet.
Well, the, the demand for State water was around forty, forty-
three thousand acre feet this year so they have obviously an
excess amount. Their choice was to either turn it back and say
we can’'t take it, or to take it and put it somewhere, and they
put it in the bank. But I think it’s absolutely true that that
amount in the bank will fluctuate year to year as they draw it

down and as they don’'t touch it.
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As it -- as your question relates to the Urban Water
Management Plan and sources of supply that are listed such as
conjunctive use or desalinization, and, and to me this speaks
to the figure, and we had them up on the board, but in, in, in
most instances when you look at these tables you see under the
dry year scenario out 2020 or 2025 you see a higher surplus
than you see in an average year. So you asked the question,
does it show a range of water or are they going to use all of
those amounts from all those sources in every year, is, is all
that water always available?

The way I view that is certainly if there’s a year
where we show in a table in a, in a dry year scenario that
there is eighty-five thousand acre feet of surplus, well, that
kind of doesn’'t make sense. You, you pause on that and say
wait a minute, it’s a dry year. How can there be a surplus of
water?

That isn’t necessarily a surplus of water that
they’1ll, they’ll be able to put someplace, like in a bottle,
and say, all right, we have that. It represents a series of
sources that are available to them in varying amounts and they
can turn to any one of those or all of those in any particular
vear and take water, if it was needed.

So why we show a surplus is obviously, obviously if
you add up all of those sources and you use them all or they

were all available you’d have more water than you knew what to
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do with. Well, they certainly wouldn’t go purchase all that
water. They would pick and choose from various sources, I'm
sure, based on financial considerations and, and deliver
ability considerations and take the water they needed.

So in some ways when we’'re forced to show surplus or,
or deficit figures way out into the future and you tap into all
the sources that may be available and add them all up it looks
like a huge number, but in reality they'’re never going to go
buy all that water or buy access to all that water ‘cause they
wouldn’t need to.

So you have to, at least I do, I look at those tables
and say, okay, you struck on the word range, well, it’s not a
range listed in the urban plan. It tells me that up to that

amount of water is available in a given year. And I think

that’s what that‘s, that’s saying.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. I think some of these
questions are probably better answered by CLWA, but a question
directly related to the Riverpark. The EIR is -- I understand
that the Saugus and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants are near
capacity, and I'm wondering if there’s not much -- much more
room for expansion at those locations how will the water from

Riverpark be treated? Will it be transported?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Actually, if you look through the
document and in the waste water treatment section of the EIR

vou're correct in that presently their, their nearing capacity.
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But there’s -- they also have an expansion planned, I believe
already approved. And, and they anticipate having enough
capacity in those two plants to treat the buildout of the
Valley, at least through 2025. I could be wrong about that
figure but I’'1l bring back a specific answer for you. But it’'s
still intended that, that the combination of Plant 32 and 26,
as they’'re tied together, will still be the location where
wastewater would be treated. But I‘ll bring you back specific
figures on the amount --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And how is that --

MR. WORTHINGTON: -- of future capacity.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Then how, how is that
transported? Because I understand there was an issue with the
water that was released from the Saugus Treatment Plant that
killed some of the cottonwoods in the river and so on. There
was, there was a -- an overabundance of nitrogen in the water
needed to be moved for treatment, so there was some damage done
in the river in moving that water. So I’'m interested in

hearing how that would be moved.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay. Yeah, I hadn’t heard about

that so I'11, I'11 check that out.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: And just one other question for
now, and that is regarding the Saugus Formation. Throughout
the report that I read the -- I was reading things like the

information on the aguifer characteristics are limited. So I'm
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wondering -- and I think that was the one that you mentioned
before where there is supposedly an additional twenty thousand

acre feet --

MR. WORTHINGTON: From the Saugus.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- from the Saugus
Formation --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- in addition to the seventy-
five hundred to fifteen thousand that'’s being used now, or can

be used now. How do we know that that twenty thousand acre
feet is actually available when we don’t have a lot of
historical data on the Saugus Formation, how to get it out, how

accessible, how potable it is, those issues?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, the studies that are provided
in the appendix and those on the reference list address that
issue specifically, and clearly they’re based on estimates made
by groundwater hydrologists, and in some cases they’'re based on
pump tests. I know the Saugus Aquifer has been pump tested, as
has the Alluvial Aquifer. But they base those estimates on
pump tests and then modeling on top of the pump tests to
determine first of all the size of the agquifer. And in this
case they know from using old oil well data how deep the Saugus
Aquifer of the Saugus Formation runs. And that’s why, as I
said before, it’s in the thousands of feet deep. They then,

based on soil type characteristics and the, the, the, the
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sloping of the basin itself, the characteristics of the basin
determine how much water is in there. And it’s approximately,
if I get this figure right, one point six million acre feet of
water is the estimate for the Saugus Aquifer.
So it then gets down to the guestion how much is
available in the future as, as we go forward. They touch
on ~- touch upon that. I believe it’s Slade who has provided
that analysis, but I'll answer that, that one for you
specifically, as well.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: That’s all, Diane?
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Great. Mr. Worthington, if you
wanted to go to the next subject that would be great.
MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay. What I'd like to do is give
you an update on ammonium perchlorate. And as before, this
information can be found in the water section itself of the
EIR.
And just by way of background, I don’'t know how many
people have a history and, and know what’s going on, so I'm
going to repeat some things that maybe you’ve heard before, but
we’ll go through it.

Perchlorate was first discovered in four wells in the
Saugus Aquifer, I think around 1997. At this point five wells

have been voluntarily, voluntarily taken out of service for
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Saugus Wells and one Alluvial Well. And the source of that
perchlorate is likely the Whitaker Bermite site or the
Portobelo site.

In 2000 the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors
filed a lawsuit against the Whitaker Corporation, Santa Clarita
LLC and Remediation Financial, that’s the owners of the site,
operates of, of the former Whitaker Bermite plant, seeking
recovery of response costs and other damages, as well, as well
as injunctive and declaratory relief. 1In essence they filed a
lawsuit to try and get some costs back.

In April 2002 CLWA approved a plan with the U.S. Army
Corp of Engineers to study the perchlorate issues near the
Whitaker Bermite site. Federal funding of this effort was made
possible through the Santa Clarita Valley Congressman Buck
McKeon’s Office and work began in August of 2002.

In March 2003 water purveyors entered into an
environmental oversight agreement with the California EPA and
DTSC, the Department of Toxic Substance Control. DTSC will
provide the review of actions being taken by the purveyors to
respond to the perchlorate contaminations near the well sites.
The investigation will include long term, and if necessary
interim solutions, to address impacted groundwater wells.

In September 2003 purveyors agreed to an interim
settlement of their lawsuit with Whitaker Corporation, Santa

Clarita LLC and Remediation Financial. And under that interim
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settlement agreement the defendants have agreed to pay certain
costs, past costs and fund up to five million dollars to
prepare a cleanup plan that will restore water production and
capacity of the impacted wells and protect future wells from
future contamination. When the cleanup plan is submitted to
the regulatory agencies for approval the costs for remediation
-- or for a remedy is developed the parties will, will enter
then into a good faith negotiation to complete the settlement.
And at the end of the day, from a water supply
standpoint, the qguestions that we’ve seen by various parties
have centered on, well, if, if the water’s polluted how much is
really available. Well, clearly the five wells that have been
shut down aren’t producing any water. But information from the
water purveyors and, and as evidenced by the ground -- the
Santa Clarita Valley Water Reports, just as one source, still
shows a similar amount of groundwater’s being produced, even
without those five wells in operation. So in essence they’ve
been able to tap into other wells in order to make up that lack
of supply from those five. And you can leave it for a second.

The bottom line is is that the guestion comes to is
there approved treatment technology for the perchlorate or not,
and there is. There are cases already ongoing in the State
where treatment technologies are being employed to return that
water to a condition of potability, of drinkability. The

purveyors have stated that ammonium perchlorate was discovered
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in the local groundwater, has not at all limited the amount of
2water local purveyors have planned to deliver from the Alluvium
Jland the Saugus Formation, and there are some key words in
4lthere. It's not only -- it hasn’t limited the amount they pump
Sltoday, but how much they plan to pump in the future. It's
6ltheir belief, and this is also in the EIR, that it’s there
7Tlbelief, the purveyors belief, that the technologies that are
8proven to exist today can treat this issue, can treat the
9water, and can prevent it from spreading. Now obviously that,
10[that whole plan isn’t done yet and we haven'’'t seen the end
Iljresult. We can’'t look at that and say, ves, it’s all cleaned
12lup.

13 So at this point, and this gets back to a question
14j0f, of, of who do you believe. Well, the water purveyors and
I5ICLWA I think, as least from our standpoint, have developed a
16plan that meets the Corps satisfaction so far, and they’'ve
17lidentified treatment methodologies that are actually permitted
18oy the State now. That wasn't the case five years ago. So a
19flot of progress seems to be being made on the treatment of
20perchlorate, so it's a reasonable expectation that they would
2l pe able to treat this water and get production back from those
22wells. You can go ahead and go to the next one.

23 That’s kind of a roundup of the perchlorate issue.
24[you can kill that one. And what I’'d like to do now, unless we

25want to stop on perchlorate, ‘cause there’s kind of a clear
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division here. We talked about perchlorate and then we’'re

2lgoing to talk about water quality in general.

3 CHAIR BERGER: Yeah, we have questions. Dennis-?

4 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: There was a time line on the
Sperchlorate cleanup?

6 MR. WORTHINGTON: I haven’t seen a definitive date
7lyet on how long it specifically will take to clean it up and to
8lget a plan going. My understanding, and I’'11l verify that, is
9ithat they intend a pump as you go program.

10 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah.

11 MR. WORTHINGTON: So there won't necessarily, I don't

12{think, be a, a total end date or maybe there will.

13 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Be more of a management --
14 MR. WORTHINGTON: Correct.
15 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: -- thing. Okay. And then

l6|secondly, is there an estimate of how much perchlorate is down

17 there?

18 MR. WORTHINGTON: I have not seen one. I can ask

19|that question and, and come back to you with an answer.

20 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay.

21 MR. WORTHINGTON: But I have not seen an estimate

22 yet.

23 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Thank you.

24 CHAIR BERGER: Tom, I think that finishes that.

25 MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay. The next topic is, is water
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quality, I‘1ll say water quality in general, and this has to do
with, with storm water runoff from a project site, in this case
the Riverpark, Riverpark site. And the section in the EIR
follows the water supply and demand section and it addresses
water gquality. An the purpose of that section is to analyze
the projects potential impact on storm water flows ultimately
that end up in the Santa Clara River and then the Pacific
Ocean. And we analyzed the project from a perspective of
construction, what are the impacts, what can be expected during
construction, and then operation of the project, and then
accumulative impact. And the project -- the EIR includes a
series of mitigation measures, or as they’ll be termed best
management practices that are employed to project sites to
prevent groundwater pollution or water pollution in general.
The EIR section we have is based on a water quality technical
report prepared by Psomas Associates.

As everybody knows by this point storm water, when it
rains, carries pollutants. And it can carry them into the
pipes and they end up in the Santa Clara River in this case.
It's good to know when you‘re talking -- you’re thinking about
this issue for the project site the existing conditions that
are present on the project site. 2And as we’ve heard in prior
presentations the existing uses of the site include part of the
site being used as a contractors storage yard. And the

remainder of the site, generally speaking, has been used for
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dry land farming and row crop farming, not on the entire site
lbbut on a good portion of it. And then the, the balance of that
land has just been vacant. 8o I would say the sources of, of
potential contaminants that could get caught up in storm water
would include pesticide use for agricultural production and
perhaps some oil staining and the like at the contractor yard
and those types of things. But as development occurs most of
that will be removed from the site, at least the portions that
will be developed.

Also important to know that the Santa Clara River for
most of the year is dry. And, and pollutants are, are only
carried downstream when there’s water flowing. So most of that
will occur during the big storm events. So any mitigation
measures that apply, at least the big hitters, the ones that
will reduce or, or eliminate most of the pollutants will
address capturing as much of that storm water runoff as
possible, up, up to about seventy-five or eighty percent of it
is what the law requires.

The Santa Clara River is an impaired water body for
chlorides and, and nutrients. And what that means is the, the
State and Federal Government have, have identified it as a --
as in essence a problem area for those two pollutants. So they
have produced plans, and I won't go into all these in detail,
this is a very generalized discussion. Both your staff report

and then the EIR section gets into very significant detail on
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these topics.

But suffice to say that the water quality runoff from
a site is, 1s heavily regulated by the Federal Government in
terms of the Clean Water Act, by the State Government, the
Porta Cologne Act, by the City of Santa Clarita, by the County
of Los Angeles Flood Control and Watershed Divisions. All of
them play a role in capturing and treating runoff from a
project site in its various stages, both construction, there
are a series of plans that are required to help meet the
objectives that the, the Regional Water Quality Control Board
has for this basin. In essence, all of those laws and plans
are intended to result in runoff from project sites. There’s a
specific term for it, I’'1ll read it to you but they’'re aimed at
meeting water quality objectives of the receiving waters.

So what State and Federal Law does is it places in
essence a target for water quality for a basin, in this case
the Santa -- upper Santa Clara Basin. And it says how much
pollution can go into this and still meet those standards. And
then all the mitigation that is laid out for projects in the
various plans that are, are requirements of developments have
to enact certain best management practices in order for that to
happen. Those include things, and some of them you see
everyday, sandbagging during construction to capture sediment.
'You see now very commonly these, these rolled burlap mats,

those are to trap not just sediment but some pollutants. In
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longer term you see a lot of basins that are designed to
capture or detain water long enough so that water can filter
into the ground and pollutants can be filtered out of it before
it gets put into the river. That’s just a very quick thumbnail
of, of the types of issues or types of ways that water is
treated.

Also, understand that as we’ve discussed under prior
questions that there are two wastewater treatment plants in the
Valley a well, and they also have discharge to the river and
contribute to the quality of the water that’s present, and they
also have permits that they operate under, much like
development projects have to in order to make sure the quality
of water meets the standards.

What we did, or actually what Psomas Associates did
as part of the EIR is model loadings. So in essence what that
does 1s for a series of pollutants that are of concern they
model how those pollutants will come from the project site,
ultimately through the best management practices, through those
measures, and then ultimately in the river. Aand, and that
model is in essence a prediction of the quality of water that
ultimately gets into the receiving water, in this case the
Santa Clara River. And it’s a pretty comprehensive model
effort and it‘'s a -- a long description of it exists in both
the appendix and the section itself.

But as a result of that modeling and the best
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management practices that are employed, many of which are
requirements now of development projects, the modeling
indicates that the quality of water can meet the objective for
the basin coming from the project site. And no additional
mitigation measures beyond those that are listed as best
management practices in the various plans that are requirements
of State and Federal Law are necessary in order for that to
happen.

CHAIR BERGER: Dennis?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I have a real guick guestion.
In terms of capacities, you know, containment of these several
dams and things like that, is that sort of spelled out in terms
of like the drainage area? Do you have so much of a ~- so many
thousands of square yards you’ve got to have so many cubic feet
of holding?
MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah.
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: But is that codified and
everything?
MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah, it is, and it’'s, it‘s based

on things, several characteristics.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Impactability of the soil, the
slope, how much of that land area is impervious and how much is
nmot, a variety of factors go into that. But, yeah, it is

codified at this point.

Lutz & Company, Inc.

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004



Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

52
COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Okay. Thank you.
CHAIR BERGER: Any other guestions? Okay. Diane?
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: I guess my first question is

and, and I think this ties in with what you were talking about,

T would like to know more about how the corrosion of impervious

surfaces does not substantially increase velocity to the river.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: I have other gquestions, too,
but is that something that you can address?
MR. WORTHINGTON: I‘ll give it a shot.
VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.
MR. WORTHINGTON: First, I, I -- you said that
doesn’t result in an increase in velocity. I think that, that
the statement should be that it won’'t cause a significant
increase in velocity. Increase in impervious surfaces alone
don’'t necessarily translate into an increase in velocity. 1In
this case for example you have a project site, not all of which
will be developed. Some of which will be developed, in essence
graded, but left in a, a condition where water can infiltrate
the soil, open space areas, parks, et cetera. A lot of those
will be reconfigured so they’ll be able to capture and slow
down water.

So while if you envision a piece of concrete where
water can’t infiltrate it, it runs off. Instead of running off

into the natural environment it may run off into a basin that
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catches that water. So in essence, it captures it, it detains
it, which means that it holds that water until a storm passes
and then it releases that after the storm is gone. So that at
the end of the day during the peak when the velocity is the
highest in the river this water didn’t make it to the river and
it didn‘'t then result in any change in velocity in the stream.
The peak then passes, the storm’s over and that water is slowly
released. So it, it is possible that you can develop a site
through augmenting its characteristics and not have an increase
in velocity.

In this particular case the modeling that was done
indicates that there will be some changes in velocity in the
river. In some cases they go up, in some cases they do
actually go down, and that's a result of the change in the
configuration of the slopes. In some cases there is bank
stabilization being installed, there are hard surfaces being
installed for bridge abutments for example, and that does
change how the water moves through the river. So it could very
well be that any particular spot, if let’s say in a normal
twenty year storm without the project velocity was four cubic
feet per second, but that very same spot once the project's
built with the bridge that it goes to five cubic feet per
second here but drops to two over here, so you're definitely
getting a change. And the graphics that are presented in the

flood plain modification section visually illustrate those
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changes. There’s a series of colors that represent different
rates of velocity. And you can, if you flip them, you can kind
of see how they change.

But you can develop project sites without a necessary
increase in velocity in the storm channel depending on how that
water’s handled from the project site.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And so all of that

reference calculation, how that was arrived at, how many catch
basins, or not catch basins but retention basins and that sort

of thing, that’s all explained in the appendices?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yes, it is.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. I was also reading that
flows from this, what are being called I think side drainages,
are the seven, the seven --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Correct.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- streams that run in --

MR. WORTHINGTON: They're intermittent drainages as
opposed to streams but --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well, it says streams.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: It calls them drainages but
then it describes them as streams.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Some are ephemeral and, and,

and some connect to the river above ground. But if the
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drainages are not that substantial from those streams is it
possible to leave them in their natural state, or is the

applicant requesting to put concrete in those?

project site develops they’re not leaving them. They’re going

ultimately find its way to a basin and then into the river.
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MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, that, that -- I think that’s
a question probably for the applicant is what they’re willing

to do. Several of the drainages are -- I'11 just say as the

to remove those drainages completely and replace them with dirt
and land uses. And, and the drainage that would otherwise come

from that would end up being in a series of pipes and

site, and I think we have a diagram that shows that. If we

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.

MR. WORTHINGTON: -- maybe we can get that up and
show you which ones stay and which ones don’t.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. One in five I think are
the ones that we’re told connect --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- to the river, and they come
under the jurisdiction of the Army Corp of Engineers.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Correct, right.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. So you’'re saying that
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all of those will be treated in one way, shape or form because
they did contribute.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah. Some remain, some go. They
don‘t all go is my recollection, but we’ll, we’ll dig that up

at the break and then --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.

MR. WORTHINGTON: -- and then put that up. But they
do all go.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: And I also noticed, as you say,
with the diagrams of velocities I see that we’re talking about

keeping velocity, velocity away from the riverbank, but I see
that there’s a high velocity at the -- in the residential area
where A2 and B descend toward the river. It almost seems to,
to skip from the toe area to the buried bank stabilization with
a little bit of a gap in between. So that -- is that going to
~-- and since I think maybe we’'re also talking about an area
where homes are -- is this an area, Susan, maybe you know,
where the homes are proposed to be removed as part of one of
the plans or that fall -- there are several homes that fall

into the one hundred year flood plain area.

MS. TEBO: That’s area A2.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: That’'s it, A2, okay. So if, if
those remain is that -- if those residences remain does buried
bank stabilization, is it effective for dealing with the

velocity that does come close to the shore there?
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MR. WORTHINGTON: Generally speaking there, there is

no case in where -- and I, I didn’t finish my statement before,
I apologize. 1It'’s not necessarily that, that you try and
design a project to where there is no increase in velocity.

It's -- you want to avoid having significant increases in
velocity, approximately five, you know, five CFS increase can
be considered significant. It depends on the agency involved.
But you can get changes in velocity without causing significant
effects. And how we know that is those velocities are modeled,
and there are certain velocities that are considered erosive
and certain velocities that are not. And as long as you can
keep velocities below those that are erosive then you haven’t,
yvou haven’t changed the characteristic, even though velocity
may go from four CFS to five, you haven’t made that river
erosive.

SO0 to answer you question about the bank
stabilization, it is specifically designed to prevent changes
in velocity from being significant so that they’re not erosive
and don’t result in erosion on the project site and then later
additional deposition downstream on somebody else’s property.
So there will be changes in velocity, just not large enough to

be considered significant.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And I also gather too
that there are -- there will be some sort of retention areas

for burn off coming down the river before this project, prior
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to the bridge, because what came to mind this afternoon as T
2was looking at that is the damage that was done to bridges when
Jwe had significant rains here before, and I would like to know
4|that we’'re taking steps to avoid that happening to the, the
SNewhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Bridge over the river.

6 MR. WORTHINGTON: Just to clarify for me so we can
7lanswer your question, you were referring, you mentioned burn,
8lare you referring to times when the basin, the watershed is
9purned and is the design sufficient to handle increases in flow

10jthat come from recently burned areas or --

11 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Well --
12 MR. WORTHINGTON: -- was that the guestion?
13 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: I’'m not using the right term,

l4put there is a term for the debris that comes down, water

15|from --

16 MR. WORTHINGTON: The burned bulk. The -- burned and
17bulked -~

18 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Burned and bulked.

19 MR. WORTHINGTON: -- are the two terms.

20 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.

21 MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay.

22 VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: So burned and bulked coming

23|down river before the bridge which does not have any
24jstabilization, you know, prior to that bridge. Is there a plan

25lto do something to adjust velocities coming down from that area
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where -- that’s not protected to protect that bridge?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay. I think I understand that.___
I think what would probably be helpful is if at maybe in the
break or maybe for next we, we huddle and --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay.

MR. WORTHINGTON: -- and come up more with a
comprehensive description for you of exactly what’s expected to
occur and what’s being anticipated and planned for --

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.

MR. WORTHINGTON: -- from a stabilization standpoint.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Rick?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Could you tell me where I
could find or explain perhaps the effect that this project has
on groundwater recharging for the particular area, the, the

scope of the project?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Sure. There’s a technical study
that was produced by CH2M Hill that specifically addresses that
topic. And to briefly summarize it it concludes that there --
and it doesn’t just analyze the project site. It analyzes
development in the Santa Clarita Valley as a whole, and it, and
it, it tends to address the question or it does address the
question of has there been or will there be a reduction in
groundwater recharge as a result of development. And the, the

wvery quick conclusion for you, and it’s not a long, you know,
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17/Clarita Valley at all how much of the recharge would occur in
18]|the actual river?

19 MR. WORTHINGTON: I don’t know that figure.

20 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Oh, okay.

21 MR. WORTHINGTON: If I can get my hands on the, on
22{the -- some of those figures.

23 COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, because I’'m, I’'m thinking
24]that maybe you're sort of including everything that’s taken

25
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maybe seven or eight pages, so it’s, it’s fairly readable, but
it’s in the documents, in the appendix to the document. But
the conclusion is is that because most of the recharge today
occurs in the Santa Clara River Basin, basically in the river
area itself, that -- and, and because that area is not being
developed that there still will be sufficient areas for
recharge. The development in general hasn’t resulted in a
decrease, a substantial decrease in recharge, nor will it in
the future. There are still areas available in the river

itself to handle that recharge.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: So any, any change at all in

the amount of groundwater recharge would be basically

MR. WORTHINGTON: Right, correct.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: I just -- I want to follow on

that a little bit. If there was no development in Santa

place now and I'm really not getting a sensitive for the
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question that he originally asked.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: So I would kind of like to know
-- I mean, because what you’re saying is that virtually all the
recharge takes place in the river. And, you know, I think I’'ve
-~ you know, I really don’t know but I've heard a lot of people
say that recharge, you know, takes place outside of the river
too. And I just wanted to really critically address that.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay. We’ll get into that.

CHAIR BERGER: Tom, what’s -- is there anymore water
or 1s it -- are we going to pass it on to the --

MR. WORTHINGTON: That’s, that’s -- we’re done for
water.

CHAIR BERGER: Let me ask you a question then that'’s
just an education if you can for me. This is kind of a
question on credibility of purveyors or credibility issue. You
know, a lot of this research and information you said was given
to us by our purveyor. I’'m wondering how -- it, it seems like
it’s so simple once, once you see this, I mean, where the water

is and we can contract with this person to get more water, and
during tough times we can go to these people, I'm wondering how
certain purveyors or certain communities, cities, let’s say
Santa Barbara for instance, is this a bad management, maybe a
misinterpretation of the purveyor, but how does a city, if, if

we can plan out what we have, and I know our demographics are
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different than Santa Barbara, but how does a city get
themselves into a jam when there seems to be so much
availability of water at that time? It’s not like the whole
State, we’'re all in, in the same position they were. But is --
was their purveyor not -- did they not have the insight or the,
the, the vision, or do they just -- was it -- they just don't
have the water cost to much? But it seems to me that even if,
if they can’t have the water, they don’t have anything
underneath, they could at least contract it. Am I wrong, oOr
did their purveyor mislead them, or how does a city get into

trouble?

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, I can’t necessarily speak
from a position of, of authority on the Santa Barbara
condition. But based on what I‘m told of the Santa Clarita
Valley, if I were to use it and compare it to places like I
live in Moorpark, complacent to Ventura -- compare it to
Ventura County. And, and if I look at Callegus Water District
to see what they’ve done in the last six or seven years as a
result of the 1900/'91 drought, which quite frankly educated a
lot of water districts.

The Santa Clarita Valley benefits greatly by having a
variety of water sources at its disposal, and particularly a
wvery large supply of groundwater relative to other locations,
Santa Barbara being one of them. And as a result, because it

has many different water sources that it can choose from it, it
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is easier for Santa Clarita Valley compared to other places

that let’'s say are on just State water to ride out times when

short -- supplies are short.
So I wouldn’t necessarily say that a water, a water
district in Santa Barbara or anywhere is poorly managed if it’s

having problems. It could be very well be that they are
constrained by having limited numbers of sources that they can
turn to. So if the State water supply, for instance in the
Santa Clarita Valley, if the State water supply is down in one
particular year you can turn to your groundwater and make up
the difference. Now, maybe not forever, but the State Water
Project won't be down forever.

So you can use different supplies to ride through
that, whereas other communities can not do that. They’ve been
forced to build desal plants that, that now, frankly, just sit
there and aren’t being used. But you can look at Callegus
which has been investing a huge amount into a large water bank,
and their taking all the State water they can get and putting
it in the ground to the tunes of hundreds of thousands of acre
feet. And that’s one way of, of saying, hey, we woke up in the
last drought where we didn’t have all of those supplies locally
at our disposal and we’re going to fix that. We’re going to
put a lot of water in the ground when it’s available so we’ll
be able to use it and turn to it.

So bad management, I don’'t, I don’'t know if that'’s
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Slguess my question was did Santa Barbara or does any community
6lyou’ve ever dealt with think like us, that we have tons? We

7

8worst years on your displays we're still fine.
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true of Santa Barbara. I do know that the Santa Clarita valley

advantageous.

CHAIR BERGER: What you said was -- it helped, but I

just have tons. We can go anywhere to get it. Even in, in the

MR. WORTHINGTON: There are.

CHAIR BERGER: Are there communities that say the
same thing, that purveyors say the same thing and then other
issues come into play and, and that’'s how they get themselves

in a jam. I just don’t want to say everything’s cool because

times, and then all of a sudden the State says, hey, things are
changed, we’'re not -- you're not getting any water here and
this guy says no water here, that’s the kind of worries that I
see.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Well, one -- that one statement you

don’t think any of the purveyors would tell you if you asked
them that you have tons of water.

CHAIR BERGER: Poor use of words, as well.

MR. WORTHINGTON: But I think they would tell you

that, that they have an adequate supply of water, that they
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lhave -- they’‘re fortunate to have many supplies that they can
turn to in, in good times and in bad times, and that the water
quality available locally is generally good, and that’s a big
advantage that they have over other areas that don’t have all
those at their disposal. You know, whether, whether it’s a lot
of water and they don’'t have to worry, I would, I would tell
you that they, they do worry about, at least as I’'ve been told,
they do worry about their supplies and they want to make sure
that they are adequate. And a lot of dollars and time has been
invested in things like Semitropic Groundwater Bank and water
transfers that they have purchased from other water
contractors. You know, the 1999 purchase of forty-one thousand
acre feet was an example of, of making sure that in the future
they have access to as much water as they can get, at least in,
in terms of their planning. So I don't know if that helped or
mot.
CHAIR BERGER: ©No, that helps a lot. Thank you very
much, Tom. What we’ll do then is have Mr. Babcock now make the
next presentation. Welcome sir.
MR. BABCOCK: Thank you. I want to switch gears here
a little bit and talk about biology. What I’'11l do right now is
just go through, excuse me, the biological resources section in
the EIR, as well as the staff report.

By way of introduction here let’s talk about the, the

background of the plan here, which is a Natural River
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Management Plan, NRMP, which was, as you know, approved by Army
Corp of Engineer, California Department of Fish and CGame, and
Regional Water Quality Control Board back in 1998 where permits
were issued, approved for that, as well as certification of the
EIR/EIS for that plan.

I mention this because, first of all, you know, any
-- this plan covers of course all the, all the modifications to
the banks and river corridor along the Santa Clara River which
the Riverpark Project is a part of. And so any, any aspects of
the project that would effect bank stabilization or effect the
river corridors of the banks would have to be sure through a,
what’s called a verification request letter to be sure that,
that their project aspects of the Riverpark are consistent with
the conditions and permits approved under the NRMP back in
1998.

Secondly, the Riverpark really is a subset of a
number of ongoing surveys, tedious surveys conducted along the
entire regional river for biology, and continuing surveys being
conducted along the river.

And that sort of segues into our next, next point
there that the volatile fuel surveys were conducted in 2002,

‘03 and ‘04 for a variety of special status plant, animal
species, as well as common species. And you can see the
various plant and animal species that surveys were conducted

for. TIt’s important to point out here though that our role in
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this, Impact Sciences role in this was primarily that of, of
compiling and reviewing and synthesizing surveys conducted by a
mumber of, of other independent biologists, and let me just go
through that list very quickly.

First of all for the NRMP, URS Greyer (phonetic)
conducted a number of conducted a number of biological surveys
for that report. The oak tree report for the Riverpark site
was conducted by Tree Of Life in 2003. Rare plants surveys
were conducted by Carol Acheson (phonetic) in 2002 and '03.
Butterfly and insect surveys by Grier Bio-Consulting (phonetic)
in 2003. Gnatcathcer surveys, mammal surveys and spadefoot
toad surveys by Compliance biology in 2003 and 2004. And bird
surveys conducted by Dan Guthrie, but he’s been conducting
surveys since 1993 along the Santa Clara River, so he’s got a
long history of surveys, and that includes the portion of the
river on the Riverpark site. And finally Entrix did, did some
work in 2004 on flood plain modification, which Tom will go
into a little later, regarding impacts on arroyo toad,
stickleback and red legged frog.

In summary there is -- there are fourteen different
plant communities identified as occurring on the site. A few
of them are listed there, sage scrub and chaparral scrub
communities, some nadia (phonetic) grasslands, and several
communities, riparian type communities associated with the

river and some of the ephemeral and intermittent drainages on
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the site.

We found -- the reports of all of the surveys that
have been conducted over a number of years, as well as this
past year, no State or Federally listed threatened or
endangered plant species were observed on the site, however,
six species are considered to be a concern by resource
agencies, primarily Fish and Game and Fish and Wildlife, as
well as California Plant Society were observed. And of course,
there are also a number of oaks on the site that are protected
by the City’s tree ordinance.

With respect to animal species, again, no State or
Federally listed threatened or endangered species were found
breeding on the site. However, unarmored, unarmored three-
spine stickleback which is a Federally listed and State listed
endangered species, as well as the Santa Ana sucker, do migrate
through the site during high water flows, and that primarily
occurs, of course, in the winter months when there’s water and
nothing there for them to pass through the site on their way to
breeding areas above and below the site. But there have never
been any documented instances of these species breeding in the
river on this, on this particular location.

0f all the species, of, of the fifty some-odd species
that are addressed in the EIR, twelve were considered of
concern again to resource agencies, primarily Fish and Game and

Fish and Wildlife. This, this concept of concern, species of
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concern, just is a really a -- almost a term of our -- it, it
condones -- I mean, it implies no legal protection under either
the California or Federal Endangered Species Act. There is a,
a term used by the agencies to -- sort of a warning flag that
these species may be eventually listed if, if the rest continue
to increase.

In terms of areas under the jurisdiction of Army Corp
of Engineers and Fish and Game with respect to drainages, of
course, the Santa Clara River, all of that is under the Army
Corp jurisdiction, Fish and Game jurisdiction, as well as --
well, there were seven small ephemeral and intermittent
drainages observed but not found on the site, of those the Army
Corp recently submitted a letter claiming jurisdiction on only
two of those drainages. There are five they are not claiming
jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

However, we have not heard from Fish and Game. Our assumption
is that they will take jurisdiction on all seven of these
drainages under the Stream and Alteration Agreement, Section
1600 of the Fish and Game Code.

0f course, Santa, Santa Clara River is under the
jurisdiction of both agencies and also functions as an, an
cast/west wildlife movement corridor. I'm sure all of us have
heard much about movement and have, have linkage issues in this
area. And, and the EIR readily acknowledges the movement

corridor function of, of the river.
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In terms of impacts, under CEQA a number of
significant impacts were identified. These include, of course,
lots of riparian vegetation along the Santa Clara River. Also
a net loss of over two hundred and eighty acres of, of wildlife
habitat, natural open space. A number of these vegetation
communities combined to create this ecosystem based value to
outnumber wildlife species. And so that net loss can’t be
captured, so that’'s considered a significant impact.
Potential loss of active nests of common bird
species, loss of active bird nests are a violation of Fish and
Game Code and Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as well as a loss of
populations of three special status plant species that were
considered of concern by Fish and Game or CNPS.
Rural oak trees, I think there’s twelve trees that
are being proposed for relocation, three being removed entirely
because of the conflicts with the City Tree Ordinance, that’s
considered a significant impact. And loss of Western spadefoot
toads, I’'ll go into that a little bit later if there’s any
questions on that. Obviously, we found some, some toads this
past year out there. Although they are not listed as State or
Federally endangered and there is mitigation measures in the
EIR to minimize impacts, we’'re still calling that significant
impact because of the -- it has an -- the ability to, to fully
capture and relocate Western spadefoot toad has not been fully

tested and ultimately it’s a significant impact that becomes
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unavoidable. There’'s also a potential loss of active nests of
four special status bird species for the same reasons for
common species.

Other significant impacts include a potential loss of
stickleback and arroyo chub. Arroyo chub is a fish species for
those not familiar with that. Again, that‘s during high water
flows during that period of time when the -- when either fish
species may migrate up through the, the site. Any
construction, bank stabilization, bridge construction, so
forth, that might impact those species during that time period
lbecause they are significant.

Potential loss of three special status lizard species
and one small mammal species, loss of riparian habitat and
ephemeral drainage under Army Corp and Fish and Game
jurisdiction. Open habitat immediately adjacent to the Santa
Clara River, the, the threshold here is habitat within a
hundred feet of the edge of the riparian resource line. Aand
this is primarily because of a number of studies, including one

of our own, has supported the fact that species that are

dependent on riparian vegetation, some species are -~ only live
in their riparian habitat, some -- and won’t move to very far
out of it. Some live in the habitat but do, do often use

adjacent upland habitat as part of their life cycle, their life
history, and it’s considered very important to sustaining those

species. So we identified a significant threshold in the EIR
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that identified a habitat within a hundred feet as being a
significant loss.

Permanent net loss of habitat within the SEA, as you
know this isn‘’t the City’s jurisdiction. Originally the Santa
Clara River, a portion of the Santa Clara River was under the
County SCA Program Number 23, I believe, SCA Number 23. The
City has adopted a similar designation for habitat along the
river and there would be a permanent net loss of habitat within
that, so that was identified as a significant impact.

When -- a number of indirect impacts result in human
and domestic animal presence, increased light and glare from
adjacent development, increased storm water and urban runoff,
and activities conducted during construction and grading
periods.

And finally, cumulative impacts associated with both
the construction of the, of the parkway through the project
site which includes the addition of a bridge across the Santa
Clara River as an extension of the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden
Valley Bridge, and then also cumulative impact associated with
your typical scenario of other projects in the watershed or in
the area that are proposed or under construction.

The EIR addresses -- identifies a number of
mitigation measures. Going back to the NRMP, and that EIR/EIS
identified a whole host of mitigation measures that the

applicant has elected to incorporate as part of the project
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design, so all those measures are incorporated into this EIR
that were certified a number of years ago by the Army Corp and
Fish and CGame. Okay.

Here is just a -- you can’t see if very well but
that’s a graphic of, of the extent to the, the project and the
riparian areas in the, in the, the site. Okay.

The EIR also, again, mitigate -- mitigation measures
from the EIR/EIS are incorporated into the project, and the
EIR, some of the significant impacts identified by the EIR were
mitigated to less than significant by these NRMP measures which
include a variety of, of reguirements from habitat restoration,
creation, avoidance of stickleback and chub during high water
flows, preconception surveys of these viable species or
relocation of them, and so on, as well as loss of active bird
nests and, and other species.

The draft EIR, again, also adopt or includes and
identifies a number of other mitigation measures to mitigate
significant impacts, and these include a development of a, of a
resource management and monitoring plan, extensive re-
vegetation requirements, the, the preservation of open space
for oaks and a number of special status plant and wildlife
species, and measures to protect the resources associated with
the Santa Clara River.

After all the mitigation we’ve -- there are several

impacts that are remaining significant, even after mitigation.
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Again, that includes the net loss of two hundred and eighty
acres of wildlife habitat and natural open space, the loss of
habitat associated with the SEA along the Santa Clara River,
loss of that upland habitat adjacent to the river, as I
mentioned a minute ago. And also, as I mentioned, the
potential loss of spadefoot toad, even though the EIR includes
a, a, a very extensive program to be coordinated with Fish and
Game to create additional habitat pools for this species.

Again it's, it’s, it’s not documented that this kind of program
will be successful and so there’s potential for that loss to be
significant and unavoidable.

I believe that’s it for biology, a pretty quick run
through of the, of the EIR. I assume you want to take
questions on this now or do you want to jump into the special
status species issues with the --

CHAIR BERGER: Let me just check real quick, what the
Commissioners would like to do here. Okay. Questions? You
know what we can do, if you don’'t mind, we’ll take about a ten
minute break right now and then we’ll come back and we can ask
some questions. Is that okay?

MR. BABCOCK: Deal.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay, great. Thank you.

(The Commission Recessed From 8:43 p.m., Until 8:57 p.m.)

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Ladies and Gentlemen, I’'d like

to call the meeting back to order. At this time I think Mr.
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Worthington says that there’s -- he’d like to talk about a
section that’s relevant and might excite a few questions and
answers to a few questions.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah, the, the topic is biology as

it relates to flood plain modification.

CHAIR BERGER: Perfect.

MR. WORTHINGTON: And what Mr. Babcock addressed was
the -- I’'l1 say the more general, and some were specific
impacts of the project site, but it didn’'t focus on those

changes that would occur primarily in the river as a result of
the construction of bank stabilization, the construction of the
bridge, installation of bridge abutments. And we were sort of
touching upon this earlier, about velocities and change in
sedimentation, change in behavior of the river as a result of
the project. And there’s two aspects to that. There’'s the
engineering aspect which deals with questions like velocity and
sedimentation scour, erosion and, and the physical changes that
occur to the river itself, and then downstream. And then
there’s the bioclogical effect it has on, on species that occupy
that area, and in particular there are three species that are
studied in the EIR that are sensitive aquatic species, and
those three species are the stickleback, the arroyo toad and
the red legged frog. Those three species have been talked
about a lot lately, not just in the Santa Clarita Valley but in

the State.
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So what I, what I, I'd like to do is briefly describe
the analysis that was done and then, then we can go into
questions. I think it, it, it may, may probably give you more
questions, but we’ll do it that way.

The purpose of this section is to address the
biological effect and the effect on those three sensitive
agquatic species that occur from the project, which includes the
installation of buried bank stabilization, bank stabilization,
I'11l call it traditional bank stabilization at bridge
abutments, and the installation of the bridge which has piers
sunk down into the river. All those things have the potential
to effect the way the river behaves which then can effect
species that, that inhabit the river. And as I said the three
species are stickleback, arroyo toad and red legged frog.

Also, keep in mind ‘cause it’'s important to the
biological analysis amongst other things that the Santa Clara
River certainly upstream of Treatment Plant 26, which is at
Saugus, basically at Bouguet or south of Bouguet Bridge, or
downstream of Bouquet Bridge, excuse me. The river upstream of
that point is typically dry unless there are storm events
occurring. So when we talk about what effects the project has
on let’s say stickleback fish, that primarily is going to occur
during large stormy -- or storm events that result in flow,
visible flow through the river. Not necessarily so when it

comes to toad or frog, they, they behave differently, obviously
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have different requirements during different times of year than
2ldo fish.

3 What we want to know, in essence, are, are the
4|changes that are going to occur to the river, changes in
Sivelocity or, or changes in the location of certain velocities
going to significantly impact these species. and as a, as a

6
7lresult of that question the firm of Entrix was retained in

oo

order to produce a very focused survey or study that addressed

O

that question. They surveyed the project site, have knowledge
10jof the site and its surroundings up and downstream as it
lljrelates to these aqguatic species and provide that level of
12lexpertise for us, and then we incorporated a summary -- a
13|summarization of their study into our section. Their report is
l4|found in the appendix to the EIR if you want to read that.

15 I'1l go through briefly the three species and, and a,
l6jland a determination as to how likely the species presence is
17jor, or are on the project site or in the river. And the first
18jof those is the stickleback. And as I said, when water’s
19|flowing, and as Mr. Babcock said, when water's flowing it’s
20ppresumed that stickleback may very well inhabit that project
2l[site or adjacent to it in the river.

22 Arroyo toad, an important fact -- factor to consider
23when thinking about or talking about arroyo toad is a recent
24biological opinion by the Fish and Wildlife Service for the

25Natural River Management Plan that’s been mentioned. And that
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plan stated that Natural River Management Plan improvements,
including bank stabilization and bridge crossings, are unlikely
to damage the Santa Clara River arroyo toad population. The
toad does exist downstream of the project site at various
locations and also -- well, no, that’s not true, different
species, sorry. But it does occur downstream of the project
site in various locations. But the Fish and wildlife Service
has indicated that the habitat that occurs on the project site
for arroyo toad is -- will not likely yield the presence of
arroyo toad here. And we’ve relied on that opinion, as did
Entrix, and the information contained in that to help with the
analysis.

The next species, red legged frog, the red legged
frog, based on a lack of habitat on the project site for it is
highly unlikely to occur on the project site. It does not
occur in the local vicinity. It does occur up in San
Francisquito Creek, far upstream of, of Copper Hill, well
upstream of Copper Hill, several miles up in the Forest Service
property, but it’s not likely to occur on the site at all.

So as a result the pertinent question would be what
effect does this project have on stickleback and arroyo toad if
it were to occur. The types of impacts that can happen involve
certainly velocity changes, is scouring going to be changed or
where scour occurs going to be changed, are banks going to be

-- unprotected banks going to be moved or eliminated as a
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result, resulting in downstream deposition which can effect
downstream populations. So those are the types of questions we
endeavor to, to answer.

And as a result of the analysis, the hydrological
analysis first of all which indicated that there would be no
significant changes in velocity resulting in then downstream
effects of deposition, there will be changes in velocity. And
in this section you’ll find a series of, of graphs, charts,
pictures that, that show the modeling that took place. Aand,
and let’'s pause and talk about that for just a moment.

Psomas and Assoclates ran a hecres model that, that
was for their flood analysis, and that model attempts to take
varying storm and storm conditions and model the amount of flow
in the river. And there are series of a cross-sections where
data’s provided that shows how the water behaves during various
storm events, two year storm, five year, ten year, twenty year,
fifty year, a hundred year. All of those events are analyzed
and they’re compared for not only the amount of water flowing
in the river, the, the water depth during those storms at
locations and in various locations in the river, the velocity
of the water during those storms in the river, all of those are
compared in various forms, either in graphs, charts, data
tables, and then pictures. And what we’ve tried to do is take
a very technical topic and boil it down to the behavior of

water during those storm events to try and answer the question
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of what effect those changes may have on species that inhabit.
And we focused that on stickleback primarily.

And as a result of that modeling it indicated that
there would be no significant changes in velocity that could
then lead to scouring. There are changes in velocity. In some
cases velocity increases, as I said before, and in some cases
it actually decreases in certain spots. That’s because the
river is being modified. You’'re having piers put in to support
bridges so the footprint of that pier is eliminated and that
results in a little eddying effect around that pier, for
example. You can put in stabilization which could transfer the
energy water has which would normally dissipate at that spot,
that hard surface could transfer that energy downstream as it
in essence bounces off and moves around.

So there will be changes as a result of the project
in the river, but not to an extent to cause any significant
effects on these particular species and those that would be
present. That’s the ultimate conclusion of the analysis. So
we’'re prepared to answer any questions on the biology that you
have at this time.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Tom. Diane?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes. Let’s see, I’'ve noticed
some comments throughout the report, biology report. This one
is in particular in connection with the Summer tanager bird.

And it’s -- and I think it said that it’s not considered a
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resident bird. No birds found on the location. So by what
criteria does one determine whether the, the species is, is
truly migratory or is a resident that migrates elsewhere and

returns?

MR. BABCOCK: Well, for, for starters we -- you know,
almost all the bird data that we included in the EIR was based
on surveys conducted by Dan Guthrie since 1993 or so, and Dan'’s
been conducting surveys up and down the river during all the
variety -- all the various breeding periods and nesting periods
of the various species that could nest there and today he has
not documents any nesting species in that area. Another way to
determine whether a species is a migratory or -- might look at
some of the records, local records for, for these species.
You’'ve got Audubon records. You can look at Fish and Game
databases. You can look at a variety of nesting records that
are out there to determine if there are -- if this species has,
has a history of nesting on the site or in a particular region.
And some species are just -- are near tropical migrants. They,
they are known to, you know, only occur in the area during the,
during the, during the summer nesting season and, and then head

south during the fall.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. I was a little bit
confused also about a statement in here that the -- there’s a
certain habitat that is not considered significant by

California Department of Fish and Game, but within that habitat
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there would be a loss of five significant status plant species.
How does that effect the -- does the lack of jurisdiction with
Department of Fish and Game over that particular habitat
preclude our ability to, to protect those species in some way,

to take some other action?

MR. BABCOCK: First of all, the, the habitat, we’ve
-- the basic assumption we go into the impact analysis is that
a vegetation community in and of itself generally has less
value than if you take all vegetation communities together and,
and look at that from a wildlife habitat ecosystem perspective.
A number of plant species, special status plant species and a
number of wildlife species don’t necessarily depend on one
habitat type, it would depend on a variety of habitat types.
So while the loss of that one particular habitat may in and of

itself not be significant, we look at the variety of habitat

types when combined that are occupied by a variety -- or
utilized by a variety of species, and that’s where -- that'’s
why we came up with the, with the conclusion that the net loss

of two hundred and eighty acres of combined habitat for plant
and wildlife species is a significant impact.

However, as you know, those three species that we did
identify is higher on the level of sensitivity with Fish and
Game, a loss of those species themselves were considered a
significant impact. Also, the habitat that those species we're

-- we're within is very fragmented, it was in very patchy
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distribution over the site. And so these species occurred
within these little patches. And so from a, from a habitat
perspective there wasn’t a nice big, you know, habitat
consistent or contiguous piece of that habitat type that we

could call out.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Okay. And one other question
related to the streams, the drainage areas, Susan was kind
enough to bring the map up to me and we were talking about
that. And I'd love to know whether those streams are above
ground and they're -- and they fall into the jurisdiction of
the Army Corp of Engineers, or they’re ephemeral streams that
go underground and connect with the river that way, what does
the loss of one of more of those streams, what kind of an
effect does that have on the water in the river? Because
obviously whether it’s above ground or below it’s still feeding
into that system, it’s still feeding into that aquifer. So
does it have a large effect if you combine all of those areas
that will be done away with, because I understand some will be

gone?

MR. BABCOCK: Tom?

MR. WORTHINGTON: I, I, I think that what vyou're
referring to is, is recharge ultimately. You, you know, and
I'll try and phrase a question that, that mirrors yours. If
you remove a tributary or develop over a tributary what impact

does that have on recharge to the river, ‘cause --
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VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: The recharge and, and the
habitat --

MR. WORTHINGTON: Okay.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: -- is what I want to know.

MR. WORTHINGTON: Yeah, if you, if you split those
two and say, okay, first, what’s, what’s the impact on
recharge, the technical study that’s in the appendix that
addresses that very question I think is a good source. And,
you know, you have to look at the overall effect of development
in the Santa Clarita Valley and determine what, what
incremental effect does this project have on the recharge of
the Valley. On parcels that had been developed has there been
a change in the way recharge occurs, or in some cases an
elimination of recharge for that site? Sure, that happens.

You then though need to look at what contribution those
particular locations were making to the overall recharge of the
area.

Santa Clara River carries a lot of water. You don’t
always see it but there’s a lot of water in that river,
particularly as you go downstream. Portions of Ventura County
where rarely you see visible water, there’'s a lot of water in
there. So you have to look at where is recharge, where does
primarily recharge occur, and is it occurring on the uplands,
and then you get into guestions like where the Saugus Formation

daylights where you have really high rock, so you’re not having
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much recharge at all from those areas versus the alluvium where
2lyou do.

3 But I think as we go and, and answer the specific
4lquestion that Commissioner Ostrom had next time we’ll get into
S5ithat very topic and talk, talk about recharge and what effects
6jthose tributaries or losses of tributaries has on that. From a
Thabitat standpoint, a loss, I’1l let, I’1ll let Keith answer
8lthat qguestion.

9 MR. BABCOCK: Well, you all, you all talked about the
10|-- let me start off with the, with the Army Corp point of view,

1

—

the other question you pointed out. The Army Corp needs to, to
12|see certain distinguishing characteristics before they take
13|jurisdiction over these drainages. Commonly used, what's
l4|called ordinary high water mark, so there needs to a definition
15jalong the bank of the drainages that says here’'s the ordinary
16fhigh water flow for this, for this drainage and therefore it
17/does convey water on the surface. And two, that it has a

18 hydrological connection to what is called a Waters of the U.s.,
19in this case the Santa Clara River is a Waters of the U.S..
20[They determined that, that two of the drainages had minimal

2

—

evidence of surface flow and therefore no ordinary high water
22marks. They did take jurisdiction over those two. And three
23waters had a ordinary high water mark but exhibited no
24lhydrological connection to the Santa Clara River, therefore

25|they did not take jurisdiction over those three. The two
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remaining drainages they did take jurisdiction over because
they exhibited both those characteristics.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: All right. Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Diane, anything else?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: No, thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. I think -- any other questions
from the Commissioners? Okay. Thank you very much. I’'m sure
we'll have some more questions after we here the presentations,
but at this time if T could I'd like to bring up the applicant,
Glenn Adamick. Welcome back, Glenn.

MR. ADAMICK: Thank you, Chair Berger and members of
the Commission. I know you got a very extensive presentation
tonight so I will do my best to brief.

One, one point I wanted to, to focus in on is really
related to the biological section and the Natural River
Management Plan. As Mr. Babcock talked about, as well as Mr.
Worthington, we did obtain back in 1998 the Natural River
Management Plan which covered an area of the river, basically
extending from the Riverpark site on its eastern edge down to
the Castaic Junction site which is located directly west of the
City limits in unincorporated Los Angeles County.

That NRMP was really a master plan for improvements
along the Santa Clara River and was conducted at the request of
Army Corp who rather than wanting to, to, to look at these

things on a piecemeal basis said let’s look at the whole as far
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as improvements in that stretch.

What was granted in conjunction with that
environmental documentation, that EIR/EIS was permits. These
permits included permits from those agencies which would
include Army Corp, Fish and Game and the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, permits to construct bridges, permits to
construct bank stabilization as far as those agencies and, and
the rules and laws that are governed by those agencies.

Mr. Babcock in his presentation showed a slide that
showed really the topo bank stabilization that’s permitted by
the NRMP, what was analyzed in that EIR/EIS that was prepared
by both Army Corp and Fish and Game versus what is being
proposed by Riverpark. And in summary I think we’ve done a
very good job of being consistent and even better than what was
permitted under the NRMP.

In the area of Al, and this exhibit’s in the EIR as
well, in the area of Al the topo bank stabilization has been
set back from the main channel anywhere from fifty to two
hundred and thirty feet from where the NRMP analyzed bank
stabilization. Also the Riverpark Project does not include
bank stabilization from the eastern terminus of the toe
protection which is near Area B all the way to the Newhall
Ranch Road/Golden Valley Bridge. That was the, the, the
elimination of thirty-one hundred linear feet of bank

stabilization that was analyzed and permitted under the NRMP.
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And I think finally it does acknowledge there were
two encroachments as it relates to, to the NRMP, but those
encroachments we believe were for very good reasons, one was to
save a Heritage oak tree, and the other was based upon a
realignment of the Golden Valley Road/Newhall Ranch Road
Bridge. And those encroachments are discussed in detail in
the, in the draft EIR.

I think finally I wanted to touch on the issue of
drainages and, and how we came to the design on the project.
What, really, what we tried to do from the get go was pull away
from the Santa Clara River. We felt that to be the Tier 1
drainage on the property and to pull away from it because of
its wildlife corridor aspects and because of its resources.

Then we kind of looked at what we felt were Tier 2
drainages, and those drainages have both been identified as the
Corp -- by the Corp as under their jurisdiction. One of those
drainages is the drainage that goes through the, the main
canyon that we were all at that has been disturbed and has been
developed. And the idea there is to actually enhance that
drainage. The other drainage is on the eastern edge of the
property, it comes out of what would be a canyon that, that I
guess I would kind of characterize as the Golden Valley Canyon.
And that is a drainage where we do not have any residential
development, where we have pulled away from that from a

residential standpoint. And the impacts to that drainage have
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lbeen minimized and are all related to the roadway. And as far
as the other drainages on site, we put those at a Tier 3 and,
and really developed on those drainages as a part of our plan.

I think that concludes my comments. As always I’11
-- I'm here to answer any questions you may have and, and
thanks for the opportunity.

CHAIR BERGER: Thanks, Mr. Adamick. Any questions
for Glenn while he's up? Not yet. Thanks, Glenn.

Okay. Ladies, Ladies and Gentlemen, I want to thank
you very much for you patience tonight. I know it’s been
another long evening but it’s your time now to speak to us.
And I’11 first ask Shelley Luce to please come up. Shelley?
Shelley represents the Heal the Bay. Welcome.

MS. LUCE: Hello. Thank you, and thank you for the
opportunity to speak to you tonight. I appreciate it. I’'m Dr.
Shelley Luce and I'm the Science and Policy Director for Heal
the Bay which is a nonprofit environmental group representing

ten thousand members in Southern California.

Our overall concern with this project is that it
impinges upon the natural functioning of the Santa Clara River

to such an extent that we believe significant unmitigable will

be done to water quality and aquatic habitat. Chapter One the
draft EIR first should clarify that three hundred and thirty of
the four hundred and forty acres to be preserved as open space

are the actual riverbed of the Santa Clara River and therefore
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should not be included in the open space calculations since
this area is virtually undevelopable do to physical and legal
constraints. So in fact, the project will build upon two
hundred and forty-five acres of a three hundred and sixty-five
acre site, leaving about a hundred and twenty acres of open
space, and that includes active use parks and landscaped areas.

That’s something that I think should be clarified in the EIR.

At least seven streams on the property, as you guys
have discussed, would be destroyed by the proposed project, and
I do not see any mitigation proposed for these. To me this is
a blatant violation of the Clean Water Act since these
tributary streams provide extremely important water quality and
habitat, aquatic habitat functions. At least the two that are
under the Army Corp of Engineers jurisdiction should have
mitigation provided, and I would also question why the Army
Corp does not claim jurisdiction over the other five since the
hydrological connection subsurface is very likely to exist
between those streams and the Santa Clara River. So I would
request to see documentation on that before I would approve any

EIR.

The streams should also be described in linear feet
rather than acres, and the project should be designed to

protect and preserve all of the natural drainages and necessary

buffer zones. The impacts of completely burying these

tributary streams go well beyond their aerial measurements in
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llacres and they include complex effects on nutrient and sediment

cycling between upland and riparian areas, as well as wildlife

2
3migration corridors and refugia (phonetic). When streams are
4

destroyed appropriate mitigation at a greater than one to one

W

ratio should be required. Scientific evidence clearly
demonstrates that buffer zones are crucial to protecting water
quality and that a minimum, minimum width of one hundred feet

of naturally vegetated buffer zone is required to prevent

O o O

irreversible damage to river systems. The proposed project
10limpinges on the one hundred year flood plain of the river, and
Il|the actual banks of the river, and leaves zero buffer zone

12fpetween residential development tracks and the river itself in
13isome areas. Any development should occur well outside the one
l4lhundred year flood plain of the river and should maintain at a

ISminimum a one hundred foot vegetative buffer.

16 You talked a bit about increased imperviousness, this
171is a key factor, as you know, in the degradation of stream

18 water quality, and research demonstrates unequivocally that as
19[little as ten percent increased imperviousness leads to a
20|degradation of stream functions and water quality. And this is
2l|due to the increase in water velocity and to the added
22pollutants that go along with it. We don’t know what a
23jsignificant increase in velocity is. It may be five CFS but it
24Imay be one CFS. Erosive velocities depend on many factors, and

25T did not see the justification in the EIR demonstrating that
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all of these factors were accounted for in the stream flow and

—_—

2bank stabilization analysis.

w

I see that my time is up. I have other comments to
4Imake but I hope that you receive my written comments, which
Sbasically covers everything I was going to address tonight.

6 Thank you.

7 CHATIR BERGER: Thank you, Doctor, I apprecilate your
8itime. Next up, Teresa Savaikie. Boy, welcome back, Teresa.
9 MS. SAVAIKIE: Hi, good evening, Planning
10|Commissioners. Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you

1

pa—

tonight. I was so glad that Glenn Adamick brought up the

12[Natural River Management Plan.

13 The mitigation of the Natural River Management Plan
14lis clearly not working. These are just some of the issues and
ISjvery few of the issues that ordinary citizens in Santa Clarita
16 have witnessed over the last several years. Tributaries, ponds
17land associated wetlands in San Francisquito Creek were

18|destroyed with native fish and amphibians in them. The loss of
19{this habitat was never addressed in the NRMP and are mitigated

20|for.

21 Dead cottonwood planted for wetland mitigation, we
22ladvised in 2001 and first observed and reported that cottonwood
23ltrees planted were dying. Many of these trees have now died

24 between Bouquet Canyon Road and McBean Parkway, all of them for

25mitigation for wetland loss elsewhere in the project area.
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Massive off road vehicle use continues on top of the
Santa Clara River. Hummers, motorcycle bikes and SUV’s
regularly utilize the Santa Clara River destroying wetlands,
ponds and the overall value of the integrity of the Santa Clara

River. This is has been reported on numerous occasions.

Inadequate monitoring, Newhall’s biologists who
unfortunately also work for the sanitation districts, the City
of Santa Clarita, L.A. County Flood Controcl. Several months
ago we reported a stickleback was found dead below the
conversion line of the pony league fields. Where was the
monitor? Obviously, they did not rescue the stranded dying

stickleback. The NRMP said that they would.

On numerous occasions I have observed children in the
river with pellet guns, bee-bee guns, et cetera, and now it’s
my understanding that there are a group of drug dealing kids in
the river referred to by our sheriff’s department as wash kids.

Human encroachment must be brought down to less than

significant. The NRMP is only a document created by Newhall
Land and Farming to support their development requirements

without any real regard to the environment.

There’s not enough time tonight to address the long
list of negative impact the Natural River Management Plan has
had on the river, but I would be willing to walk with any of
you in the Santa Clara River and point out and discuss the

issues pertaining to the Natural River Management Plan. Hawks,
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owls, falcons all occur along the stretch of the river within
Riverpark because it provides suitable habitat. Migratory
birds still nest in the shrubs, dead and living trees, and on
the ground. These birds include western bluebirds, nettles,
woodpecker, flicker, oak tip mouse (phonetic), California toey
wrens (phonetic), California quail, California thrashers and
roadrunners, they all persist there. The habitat within the
project area is suitable habitat for many threatened and

endangered songbirds.

The loss of this open space will, will displace all
of these species. They do not do well in urban areas. Instead
the area will be ran -- run over with non-native starlings,

sparrows and more ravens and crows. Just what we need.

The spadefoot toad, a declining species, still occurs

there. The declining black tailed jack rabbit still breeds in
the hills and along the river in this area. They do so without

the threat of others -- uneducated people who may collect them

and without the introduction of bobcats and dogs. Mountain
lions, coyotes, bobcat and fox can still forage here, and they
do so with little interaction with humans. Many --

CHAIR BERGER: Teresa, Teresa, your time’s up.

MS. SAVAIKIE: Okay, thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you for your time. Next up we
have Mr. Ron Botteroff.

MR. BOTTEROFF: I have copies of a map and two
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scientific papers I'd like to refer to, one copy for Mr. Hogan
and one copy for each member of the, of the Commission.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, sir.
MR. BOTTERCFF: I represent Friends of the Santa
Clara River. We previously turned in written comments. I’'m

just going to hit the high points tonight.

Cumulative impacts, due to continued encroachments by
development of the river flood plain and terrace lands by
projects such as Riverpark have resulted in habitat loss and
fragmentation which have been cited by many experts as the
cause of decline in species and loss of biological diversity in
the river corridor. These cumulative impacts have not been
adequately analyzed or addressed in the subject EIR or other
EIR’'s for projects in the Santa Clarita watershed, Santa Clara
watershed. Continuing failure to address these cumulative
impacts we believe is having a very effective -- very negative

effect on the river corridor and its ecosystem in this area.

Damage occurs primarily because, first, the river is

channelized by hardening its banks. Second, riparian and

terrace habitats have been lost and fragmented. Third, urban

edge effects the grade riparian biological values. And fourth,
adequate buffer zones protecting the riparian corridor have not

been provided.

We’'re submitting two scientific papers which I’ve

distributed to you in support of a statement that urban
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development degrades adjacent biological resources. The first
is a paper by two University of California Riverside scientists
which shows that even nature reserves overlapping in width
suffer urban edge effects at their centers. And of course the
Santa Clara River riparian corridor’s much narrower than any of

these reserves and even more susceptible to such effects.

The second paper by a Stanford University scientist
shows impacts to bird communities up to a distance of five
lhundred meters, which is fifteen hundred feet from the urban
edge. The Riverpark Project will have impacts bringing into
play the City’s general plan policies on significant ecological

areas. Policy 5.3 under Goal 5 states,

"New development must be sensitive to the significant
ecological area through utilization of creative
planning techniques to avoid and minimize disturbance

of these and other sensitive areas."

That’s a gquote. Only by creating an adequate buffer
zone around Riverpark Project can this policy be effectively
implemented. We suggested among the most creative planning
techniques which could be used and should be used here is the

development of a flood plain terrace avoidance alternative for

Riverpark. This is not in the EIR. The EIR alternative two is

a step in that direction but considers only the Q50 flood plain
instead of the entire flood plain. Besides larger buffer

areas, establishing the east terminus of the river trail at
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Santa Clarita Parkway would greatly help in protecting riparian
resources. Continuing the trail beyond the parkway will
negatively impact the eastern portion of the project area.

Thank you for very much.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, sir. Next up can we please

MS. WALPOLE: Good evening, Commissioners, and thank
you very much for this opportunity to speak. My name is
Barbara Walpole and I'm a thirty year resident in the Santa
Clarita Valley. And I wanted to just point out initially
before I read the comments for California Native Plant Society
for Eileen Anderson who can’t be here tonight that my memory as
a thirty resident here was that the reason why the NRMP was put
into place is not because the Army Corp of Engineers or the
California Department of Fish and Game wanted to or even needed
to have fewer situations where they had to issue permits.
Newhall Land and Farming want to simplify their process and
the, and the agency wanted to avoid the violations that were
happening with this company, like the illegal channelization,
the botched channelization of Bouguet Canyon -- at Bouquet
Creek over here, which they were (inaudible) for, for the
McBean Bridge widening, for things that happened like in
Ventura County, like the Tapia Canyon area in Ventura County,

and over like things that continue to happen like the D.A.'s

investigation of spineflower incidence on the Newhall Ranch
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currently. So I'd like to make it at least clear that my
memory was that it wasn’t the agencies that wanted the NRMP,

but it was the applicant who wanted the NRMP.

In the meantime, I would also like to say that we
will keep trying to remind everyone here that this is the last
wild river in Southern California. This is not just anything.
This is something extremely critical to our area that we should
be proud of and that our community -- we should have people
filling this room who understand what this river is. It’'s,
it’s the role of the City of Santa Clarita to educate this

community about what this resource is.

In the meantime, I will now read for this -- the
California Native Plant Society, which is a nonprofit
organization of more than ten thousand laypersons and
professional botanists throughout Southern California whose
mission is to increase understanding and appreciation of
California’s native plants to conserve them in their natural
habitat through education, science, advocacy, horticulture and

land stewardship.

The CNPS has said they can not support the project as

proposed because of significant unmitigable impacts on unique

vegetation resources. The failure of the document has
presented to minimize and mitigate to the maximum extent
bracticable -- the impacts to biological resources and the

failure of the document to fully evaluate the impacts to the
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plants and plant communities as described below. Our comments
are divided into two categories, general comments made up
primarily of issues that the document failed to address and

documents specific comments.

In the area of general comments the document fails to
address many issues necessary to appropriate mitigation to be
developed to minimize and mitigate for impacts. CNPS feels the
document fails to address the -- and the EIR needs to address
the impacts of fire regulations and clearance activities on the

areas of native habitat that will be adjacent to the developed

areas. This is especially important based on the presentation
of previous City Planning meetings for this project where the
proponent is touting the value of clustered housing. While
clustered housing does focus the project on the landscape, the
open space between housing clusters may often be required as

fuel reduction zones which will further degrade the biological

resources, so it’s important to look at those. Hazing machines

should not -- be strictly forbidden on the project site.

And in, in the area of the documents specific
comments which are quite lengthy, I won’t specify the names of
pages, I'll try to cover those quickly, because I obviously
don’t have any more time.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you so much for your time.

MS. WALPOLE: There are lots of things, and all I'd

like to do is say thank you for this opportunity to speak.
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I'11 be giving you copies for each of the Commissioners, as
well as one for Jeff.
CHAIR BERGER: Great. Thank you. Mr. John Gonzalez.

Welcome back.

MR. GONZALEZ: Hi. Thank you. I consider the, the
community of wildlife by where I live my neighbors, and this
project will wipe out a whole community of animals, racoons and
hawks, snakes, possumg, racoon -- I said that -- toads,

rabbits. I think that’s sad and I feel badly about it.

The other thing that hasn’t been discussed is the
wisual aspect of this whole thing and I, I, I think this
concept has a visual pollution. I was told that the lots are
going to be about four thousand square feet and that -- this is
what that looks like. And this is, this is unsightly.

I -- it’'s not like the artists -- the renderings of the very
nice Photoshop things that they -- have been turned in will
look, you know, like you can barely notice the houses in the,
in the hills there. That -- this is what it’s going to look
like and I think this is, this is very bad. I’ll give you a
copy of that. I, I wasn’'t able to make a color copy because

the copier at Kinko's was Dbroken.

It, it is said that the -- one of the reasons for the
-- this project is to provide affordable housing. At four
hundred thirty thousand dollars ($430,000) you’'d have to make a

hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) to qualify for a loan, and
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I don’'t know if that’s really affordable. And I understand
2[that there'’'s an apartment, three apartment units. A two
Jpedroom apartment at twelve hundred and fifty dollars ($1,250),

4land to qualify for that you have to make forty-five thousand

dollars ($45,000), so I don’t know how many students and, and

N W

people that work at Burger King are, are going to be able to

~

afford that.

8 The estimate for the amount of children are at three
9lhundred for elementary school kids. I think for that amount of
10fhouses that’s a very unrealistic figure. We average two, two
l1kids per house in my immediate street, as far as my, my, my <::>
12[immediate neighbors is what I'm trying to say. At that ratio
13T, T think the, the, the number of children’s going to be

l4|closer to about nine hundred.

15 Just in closing I’'d like to say that I think it’'s

l6jcime to stop grading hills and pulling trees, eradicating the

17wildlife. These are all the qualities that make our area

18jexceptional. Thank you very much.

19 CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Gonzalez, for your
20jtime. Karen Pearson.

21 MS. PEARSON: I have some flyers for each of you and
22|for anybody else who wants --

23 CHAIR BERGER: Welcome back, Karen.

24 MS. PEARSON: -- wants them, including the

25|developers. Don’t want you left out, Glenn. Anyway, this is,
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this is the Santa Clara River Greenway Campaign that the Sierra
Club has done. Many of you have seen this already. This has
been mailed to over eight thousand people so far in our
community and it is a campaign to preserve and protect the
Santa Clara River. Among many things that are mentioned in
here is the importance of protecting the five hundred year
flood plain. And the reason the Sierra Club pushes for this is
because in areas where there has been a river, even a dry one
that is dry this often, when the floods come and you’ve got
homes or business built up close to the edge of the river the
floods of course damage these homes. And then there becomes a
human cry to cement the river, let’s control this nasty thing.
And, and so it, it -- in the end run it’s, it's very damaging
to the river. Then you start cementing it and you're
increasing velocity. The more velocity you increase not only
-- you were talking velocity before, not only does it effect
sedimentation but it effects percolation. The faster the
velocity the less water percolates down to your aquifer and
that is something you’ve been very astutely questioning about
how, how about the sustainability of our aquifers. See, I
should have passed those out at the end so you’'d pay attention

to me now. I'm here, I'm here. Anyway, I'm kidding you.

So I wanted to say that I, I also got involved with
the perchlorate question, which is not in this, in this little

booklet, and I thought some pretty evasive answers were done to
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some pretty intelligent questions. So for instance, when
Dennis Ostrom asked the intelligent question, how long will it
take to clean up the wells, he received the evasive answer,
something to the effect that it will be a, oh, pump as vou go
kind of a thing, more of a management kind of a thing. That'’s
not really telling it like it is, is it? I've been told that
they’1l take up to thirty-five years to clean that perchlorate
out of there, and maybe I’'ve been told wrong. But I think that
you deserve more accurate and better answers than oh, that kind
of thing. And even, even in your Page 23 of your little book
here, if you look at the, the opener on that it’s pretty
evasive language. Also, on a long term basis, that’s a

qualifier. That means maybe thirty-five years from now this

perchlorate will get cleaned out. On a long term basis there’s
no evidence of any historic or recent transport, permanent
water level or storage decline, blah, blah, blah, blah, blah,
blah. Anyway, and then it actually says that,
"The volume of perchlorate discovered in local
groundwater has not limited the amount of water local
purveyors have planned to deliver from these sources,
because of course closing five wells will have no
difference on the total amount of water."

What’'s wrong with this picture? So there’s something
going on with the way that was reported. And I’'m getting a

little carried away here, sorry about that. But I would look

Lutz & Company, Inc.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004




—

=2 CHE BN e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2

b

22
23
24
25

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

104
very closely at your words. And I see that I'm getting flashed
here. I don’'t know, it’s just a shame. —
CHAIR BERGER: You're not getting flashed but --
vou’1ll know that. But thank you very much for your time.
MS. PEARSON: Thank you very much for everything.
CHAIR BERGER: See you next week. Next up we have
Melanie Winter representing the River Project. Welcome.

MS. WINTER: All right. Thank you for allowing me to

speak this evening. I represent the River Project. We're a
monprofit organization based in, actually, based in Studio
City, but we are set up to work on watershed issues in Los
Angeles County, and we do a lot of that in Los Angeles on the
Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers where we are currently
working to undo the damage done by the kind of project that’s
being proposed here. That takes a long time to do. And I, I
hope you’re being very thoughtful in looking at what’'s being

proposed here.

We are now looking at wishing that we had setback
from the hundred vear flood plain development. We'’re looking
at the impacts of that to water quality, water supply, habitat,
and wishing we had done it differently. You have an
opportunity to do it differently here. You also have twenty-
first century technology to rely upon, lessons learned, new
technologies. None of these new technologies are being taken

advantage of here. What you’'re relying on is the same kind of
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engineering and technologies that were devised a hundred years
ago, or at least eighty years ago, that we used in Los Angeles
that we now know were not well thought out, certainly not from
an innovative perspective looking at things sustainably and
towards the future. You do have an amazing resource here in
the Santa Clara River and you, you really should be

appreciative of that.

In the project proposal it says that an alternative
would be to set it back to a fifty year flood plain, as though
that were a real big gracious gift. And it -- but it does say
that that would require greater flood protection and that would
not provide significant adequate flood protection, and it would
also not meet housing needs. You would need less flood
protection if you set if back fifty, and we recommend a hundred
years. That’s just a logical follow on that. And you would,
you would also still meet the housing needs by just building

multi-family units. So that’s a little bit illogical to me.

I want to clarify a question earlier asked about the
Corp jurisdiction. Understand that out here even the Corp
acknowledges internally that they are -- their jurisdiction
using the ordinary high water mark is appropriate for rivers
and streams in the Midwest and the East. It is not appropriate
to Southwestern streams. They are internally even frustrated
by that because a high water mark, an ordinary average high

water mark is not a flag here with our water cycles. Even the

Lutz & Company, Inc.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

(626) 303-1113

Riverpark FEIR
December 2004




Impact Sciences, Inc.
112-16

o

DO 00 Y v s W

10
1

—

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

109
Corp is aware of this but they are hampered by the current way
that they are structured. So know that they would like to be
able to exert their jurisdiction over a flood plain rather than
where the, the stream is ordinary high water mark, so be aware

of that.

You are -- the point of the kind of engineering that
we had in Los Angeles that is being proposed here is to

increase velocities and to support higher volumes, that’s what
that engineering is for, so that’s what’s going to happen here.

Your buried bank stabilization will be in tradition

(inaudible) in the future, it just will be. Concrete is going

to decrease your water quality. You already have a TMDL

established here for nutrients. You are already out of

compliance with it. This development will certainly exacerbate
nutrients alone, not to mention several other TMDL's. When you
have concrete rather than natural riverbank you have extreme

variances, a decrease in your water quality.

You have an opportunity here to do something that’s
done up north and throughout the country that we need to be

doing here, it’s called bio-engineered bank stabilization, also

known as soil bank stabilization.

CHAIR BERGER: Ms. Winter?

MS. WINTER: The Department of Fish and Game and the
Corp approved this. You can do this here without losing

habitat, flood protection or water quality.
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CHAIR BERGER: Ms. Winter, you know, I thank you for
your time., If you, if you want to put some of that in writing
to us we’'d really appreciate it.

MS. WINTER: Sure.

CHAIR BERGER: That would be nice.

MS. WINTER: Thank you.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Ms. Winter. John Steffen.

Welcome back, John.

MR. STEFFEN: There's been some interesting comments
made by Tom Worthington tonight, most of them wrong. Let’s get
something straight. Santa Clarita Water Company is owned and
operated by Castaic Lake Water Agency, which is owned and

operated by Newhall Land and Farming.

Now the guestion tonight, I was able to retain my --
contain myself, was how do the purveyors feel about the water
situation. And Mr. Worthington said purveyors will say they
lhave an adequate supply of water. Now I don’t know
Worthington’s excuse. I know Rip Van Winkle’'s excuse. Where
has he been? Every day in the newspaper they want to hang Ms.
Planbeck and the other members of the Newhall County Water
District because these people are telling the truth. They --
we do not have another water -- enough water. Simply, they can
mot supply the people who want to build and land developers.
Look at Newhall Land and Farming’s Newhall Ranch. They’'re

going to get their water from Kern County under a private
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contractor. Why is it that they do this if we have so much

water?

The little problem he mentions of the drought of
1990/91, we -- the purveyors were able to provide us with
water, but they had five other wells that they don’t have now.

Perchlorate was not the problem, or at least it was not

recognized as it is now. So we have him mentioning Mr. Slade

twice, who is the laugh of the hydrologists in this area.

Now we have another little problem that -- what
happens 1f we have the same drought of '90/91 and today we have
thirty percent larger population. We have five less wells, but
Mr. Slade said purveyors say they have an adequate supply of
water. I asked Mr. Worthington if I quoted him correctly and
he said yes. Why is it we pay these guys to come in and say
these lies? I'm wondering if next it will be -- Mr. Rumsfeld
will be here talking about water. We are in a dangerous supply
-- position. And another drought of '90/91 will have dire
consequences. The people at Newhall Land and --

CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Steffen, if you can come to a
close now.

MR. STEFFEN: -- Newhall County Water District will

agree. Thank you very much.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Steffen. Randy Martin.
Welcome, Randy.

DR. MARTIN: Thank you. My name is Doctor Randy
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Martin. I’'m a homeowner in Bridgeport, Bridgeport Development.
Residents of Bridgeport, especially those residents who reside
on Windward Loan in the Cove, but also those in other
developments which are immediately adjacent to Newhall Ranch

Road will be significant impacted by this proposed project.

The EIR states that the noise from -- on Newhall Ranch Road
that would be generated from the project would have a
significant impact on the project residents and those people
who live near the road because the noise would exceed the
City’s normally acceptable noise standards as defined by the

City’'s own noise and land use compatibility guidelines.

To be complete, I'd like to see the EIR address the
decibel levels for the current Newhall Ranch Road noise at
various hours throughout the day. Then the EIR should, to be
complete, should show the projected decibel levels given the
project increase for those areas adjacent to Newhall Ranch
Road. The study should show levels both outside our homes in
Bridgeport, in the yards where kids are playing, people are
reading and relaxing on their balconies on a Sunday or in the
evening. And the study should especially address the impact of
the large trucks and the motorcycles on the noise levels since
these types of trucks are currently not on Newhall Ranch Road.
The study should also specifically try to register noise levels
at the stop lights, because when people stop and then restart

these motorcycles and trucks are really loud and we hear them
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in our homes, even with the windows closed.

Additionally, it would be great if the EIR could
address the issue of children playing in the streets in the
Bridgeport area because now a lot of people use the shortcut on
Newhall Ranch Road to McBean and cut through Bridgeport.
Teenagers do it and dragsters do it. It’s kind of -- you
wouldn't believe it unless you live there because they have the
round things, but people are actually racing through there with

really loud cars in the middle of the night often times.

And lastly, I'd like to see the, the EIR address the
issue of where people like myself who currently use the project
area as an area on the weekends to hike and birdwatch, where we
might be able to go or find a significantly similar unspoiled

riparian corridor in close proximity or within the City limits.

Thank you very much.
CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Dr. Martin. Kris
Ohlenkamp.

MR. OHLENKAMP: Good evening. I’m Chris Ohlenkamp.
I'm Conservation Chairman of the San Fernando Valley Audubon
Society. That includes this territory. I didn’t really want
to speak tonight but there were a few things said that I want
to comment on.

First, I’'d like to say that I think this EIR was much

better than most of them I‘ve seen, it was a little more open

minded than most of them I see, but there are a few things that
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I think was very uninspired, and I think I’'d like to make some
suggestions on.

Well, first of all, I'd like to address Diane
Trautman’s comments about the summer tanager and the residency
status of, of the birds in the area. I consider a resident
bird a bird that lives in that area. It doesn’t necessarily
meed to live there twelve months out of the year. If it’s
dependent upon that habitat I consider it to be a resident in
that area. The majority, vast majority of birds that we have
in Southern California do not stay here twelve months a year.
The majority of them do either spend the summer here as
breeding or spring and summer is breeding, or the wintertime
winter birds. So just because they’'re not here twelve months a

vear doesn’t mean they’re any less important.

Now maybe Mr. Babcock mis-spoke when he said that
there were no nesting species documented here by, by Dan
Guthrie because I just find that pretty hard to believe. I
could go out there tomorrow and show -- or Saturday, and show
any one of you half a dozen nesting species in that, in that

territory, I'm sure of it.

And that’‘s one of the issues from the EIR that I
don’t really understand. There was a list of organizations
that were consulted for the EIR, and basically governmental
organizations and some landfills and other large corporations,

but there were no non-governmental organizations, no
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environmental organizations were consulted. And if the Audubon
2iSociety was consulted on this then you would have had access to
3ithe Breeding Bird Atlas, which is just about ready to be

4published, and I'm sure you'd find a list of breeding birds, I
Swould, I would estimate probably thirty species of breeding

birds along the river.

6

7 Wow, times up already. As far as mitigation there’s
8lalways an emphasis on mitigation. Again, that is very, very
Ouninspired. You're, you're removing two hundred and eighty
Olacres of wildlife habit as unavoidable impact, and yet why

Iljcan’t you mitigate that by requiring native trees and native

12jplants to be part -- to be planted along public right-of-ways?

13fyou talk about loss of these seven ephemeral streams and

l4|they’'re not water resource, why can’t you provide a water

15S[dripping system in some of these, these open areas? You talk

16jabout bird nesting --

17 CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Ohlenkamp --

18 MR. OHLENKAMP: Okay.

19 CHAIR BERGER: Thank you so much for you time
20{tonight.

21 MR. OHLENKAMP: Sure.

22 CHAIR BERGER: I appreciate it. We have someone

23who’s going to speak on just general comments. Mr. Jonathan
24Baskin. Welcome, Jonathon.

25 MR. BASKIN: My name’'s Jonathan Baskin. I‘m a
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biclogist. 1I’ve been teaching at CAL POLY University in Pomona
since 1979 when I first came to this area, and I’'ve been
thrashing around in this river basically all that time when the
guy from Chino, Mr. Jim St. Amant from Fish and Came dragged me
up here to show me the stickleback. And I also do some
consulting in San Bernardino Environmental Associates and I‘ve
done a lot of work in this area.

But here I speak for myself and for the bugs and
bunnies, and especially the aquatic organisms, and most
particularly the stickleback. And one is to say that Dr.

Luce’s comments pretty much said almost everything I was going

to say, so I'm going to describe most of what I say and just
point out, number one, the hard sides are a disaster. Once the
buried bank stabilization becomes unburied your going to have
smooth concrete. A flood comes along, there’s no place for the

bugs and bunnies to hide and everybody gets washed away.

Secondly, I want to point out that the EIR does not
analyze the downstream impacts. They have -- they mentioned
tonight that they exist but the analysis is not there. Water
flows downstream and immediately downstream of the boundary of
this project the stickleback is known to live, even though in
the area of the project it is almost always dry, as was

correctly pointed out by our people here tonight.

The main thing -- I, I also want to point out that

the horned lizard habitat is identified on the project but no
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surveys were made for them, much to my surprise. But I really
want to point out in particular the value of the riparian
habitat that’s going to be destroyed. And this really -- and
so much tonight centers around this word significant.

These -- I sit on SEATAC and I see this word thrown around as
you’ve heard it so many times tonight, significant, it’s
significant, it isn’t significant. And yet it’s real -- this
is a difficult thing to decide. 2and what I want to point out
here is that significant varies depending on what the impact is
your talking about, on whom and on what bug or bunny or fish.
And what I do not see in this EIR and in many EIR’s is exactly

what does it mean for the particular situation.

Now to focus on the particular issue here that’s the
most important in my point of view, or one of the most
important, are these streams that are going to be destroyed,
the seven of them. And as pointed out in the EIR there’s only
four point six acres at the maximum, four point six acres out
of a total of six hundred and ninety-four acres. And in fact
one of your members this evening asked very pointedly of the
project proponent, what are the biological values and impacts
of that, of removing that habitat, and basically no answer was

really given.

Let me point out to this word significant, as I see
it, certainly four point six acres is insignificant in the

whole scheme of such a large project, but I notice everybody
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here’s busy drinking water. You all have a glass of water

I've seen you drink several times tonight. Consider six
hundred and ninety-four days you’'re going to get all the water
you need, six point four days you have no water. Is it

insignificant? I don’t think so.

CHAIR BERGER: Mr. Baskin, thanks for coming out
tonight. Okay, Ladies and Gentlemen, that gives all the people
that I have here time. At this time I'11 ask Mr. Adamick to
please come back up and if you'd like to say anything.

MR. ADAMICK: I think very briefly. Many of the
comments were, were really related to the environmental
document, and I'm sure City staff and the environmental
consultant will respond to those in, in, in due time. I think
there were several though that were raised that I’'d like to run
through.

I think first and foremost, the, the NRMP issues that
were cited by Ms. Savaikie. And you know, the Natural River
Management Plan is a highly monitored document by both Army
Corp and the Department of Fish and Game. We work with those
agencies on a very regular basis as it relates to
implementation in that plan. And to say that that plan’s not
being implemented properly I think is inaccurate.

I think as far as lot sizes that were referenced,
they are not as low as four thousand square feet. The lot

sizes proposed at a, at a minimum would be forty-five hundred,
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on the plan are at about five thousand square feet and go up to
almost ten thousand square feet.

As far as school impacts, the student generation
rates were rates that were certainly public and available from
the districts. I think on top of that we have full mitigation
agreements with both the Saugus District and the Hart District,
and those are the districts that are effected by this project.
I think there was a reference to, to technology and
utilizing twenty-first century technology as it relates to the
river. The, the, the Santa Clara River is not going to look
like the L.A. River. Buried bank stabilization is a new
technology. It is a technology that is very new to Southern
California and has been implemented really only the last five
or six years on projects of ours. This is not a hard bottomed,
hard side technology that you see in some of the older
developments within L.A. City proper.

And I think finally the last time I checked we do not
own the Castaic Lake Water Agency, and I just wanted to point
that out. So that, that’s my final comments.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Adamick. Any questions
for Glenn? No. Thanks, Glenn. Okay. I'll open it up to
fellow Commissioners to discuss this issue. Rick, you want to
start?

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: I will. This is probably one

of the most highly technical aspects of this EIR that, that
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we’ll probably get into. There was a lot of information that I
think we all have to digest to take back. I, I appreciate the
input from the public, perhaps putting a different aside, a
different light to the issues that were so adequately
interpreted from the EIR by the, the staff, and I thank you for
that very detailed briefing. I asked my questions and I, I
await the answers at the next opportunity that we have to get
together on this.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Winsman. Commissioner
Trautman?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yes, there is quite a bit of
information to digest and I, and I thank the public also for
their comments. I’'d like to look into some of those issues as
well. And if you have additional information to supply I
invite you to send it in so that we can all take a look at
that.

I have a lot of other guestions and they’'re very
detailed questions, and I think that they -- I’'11 have to put
them in writing and send them to you, send them to Castaic Lake
Water Agency and to others who are involved (inaudible). I
have not had a chance to go through all the appendices and
check on references, but I do find that there are a lot of
comments about assumptions that I think we need to look at very
carefully. So I am going to refrain from any other guestions

for tonight and try to digest some of this now.
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CHAIR BERGER: Thanks, Commissioner Trautman. Tim?
COMMISSIONER BURKHART: Actually, I, I asked the
questions regarding tonight’s topics when we had our question
period earlier. But I, I would like to ask Fred and have the

staff -- something that came up after our last presentation and

I was thinking about later. 1I'd like to get some more
information on the effect of this project on the development of
Golden Valley or the Cross-Valley Connector road, specifically
the BNT fees issues that would be generated by the project and
their contribution to the, to the roadway, the right-of-way
dedication versus the purchase of the right-of-way by the City
in order to complete the road. Just a, just an overall if, if
we don’t do this project what’s the status of the road in terms

of time and cost to the city versus if we do the project.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Okay. We’ll, we’ll have somebody at a
future meeting to discuss that.

COMMISSIONER BURKHART: That would be great, thanks.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Tim. Dennis?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, I‘m looking forward to
seeing some of the questions I asked answered. 2and there are
five comments I wanted to make.

One, I’'d like to get Dan Masnada from Castaic Lake
Water Agency down here and, and basically tell us there’s
enough water. And I understand -- I mean, I have spoken with

him before on many topics and he’s a, he’s a very good and
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Jwas, you know, something that would be in this room so that
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clear thinking speaker, and I would just like to get some of

people can see if and, and have his clear view of what the

Secondly, sort of looking for the relief of the site,
I would like to see -- you know, we, we have requested it, I
know it takes a lot of work. I just want to make sure that

that gets to us soon because we’re looking at alternatives, and
I don’t want to, to sort of get buried in the quandary of, you
know, the hundred year flood or anything like that. I, I, I
just want to see what the proposed site looks like out on
Thomson Ranch, you know, that type of technology. And I, I, I
know it takes time. I, I just really want --

MR. FOLLSTAD: The 3-D Sims.

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Correct.

MR. FOLLSTAD: The 3-D simulations?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Yeah, yeah.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah. Before -- do you want before
and after, or after?

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Well, I would like to have some
understanding of what the before looks like because sometimes
when you see the after you sort of lose sight of what actually
took place. So I guess, yeah, I'd like to see a before and

after.
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Just, you know, people come in and they, they make
some just bold statements and -- about the technigues that were
used being eighty years old. 2and I'm a technical person and
that sort of threw me for a loop because it’s in an area that I
don’t have expertise in. And I don’t know where those
strategically planted, you know, the proverbial thing of the
jpunch bowl or, or if it’s -- and I really don’'t believe it's
true, but I just really -- and Glenn, Glenn addressed it. And
you know, it’s just, it’s just amazing that if that is a true
statement, I mean, I've been really rubbed one way. 2And so I,
I just want kind of a reaffirmation somehow that, that what
we're doing is, is the latest technology.

Last few comments, we had a couple of, a couple of
speakers that really sounded intelligent, I haven’t seen them
before, and they made some real interesting comments. One,
the, the bio-mitigation measures, simple things that can be
done somehow or another, you know, and maybe they’re not
practical. Maybe there’s issues within the union that have
already been thought of but, you know, the idea of, of having -
- you know, replacing a, a blue line stream with some, some
sort of a watering system in the, in the, in the wild is really
-- it’'s very appealing to me. May I -- I may be naive.

And the downstream impacts, some sort of a, of a
treatment of that. I don’t know how significant that is but

it, it, it is compelling to me the argument put forth. So I
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would just like to understand what they -- and, and I know what
2thappens on the coast shoreline, and I'm sure you do too. So,

3you know, just look at, at that and just be -- and talk a

4llittle bit about it sometime in the future. Thank you.

oo

10

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Dennis. If that’s all the

6|comments we have then it’s the recommendation of the staff
7|today to continue this public hearing ‘til May 18, which is

believe is Tuesday?

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Yeah.

MR. FOLLSTAD: Yeah. Before we go and I just wanted

I1ito go over the issues I heard.

12
13

CHAIR BERGER: Fred, please.

MR. FOLLSTAD: You’d like to have the, the effect of

l4|the Cross-Valley Connector on the BNT, the right-of-way

ISpurchase, further explanation of that. You’'d like -- your --

I6|that you’ve asked for them previously, we just haven’'t -- they

17lhaven’t been produced yet, is the relief of the site, you want

18|to know if the latest of technology is being used, especially

19}in the area of streambed protection. The bio, bio-mitigation

20measures, you want a little bit more of an explanation on that,

2l|including the use of guzzlers or watering sources on site. The

22|downstream impacts of the Santa Clara River south -- down,

23|downstream of the project.

24

And as far as having somebody from Castaic Lake Water

25|Agency being here, it -- we heard this before from the Planning
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Commission so we, we spoke with Dan Masnada, Masnada, I hope
I'm saying that right, with Castaic Lake Water Agency. He will
be able to give us a short presentation at our next meeting on
the 18™. The agenda you receive tonight, he’s item one on that
agenda. He does have another engagement afterwards, so he will
be -- he will give about a half hour presentation and then
there will be a short gquestion and answer period after that.

So hopefully he can answer some of your questions at that time.

SO —--

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Fred. One other thing, Mr.
Babcock, if you could point out to me in the EIR where the --

you brought up about the no nesting species, is, is -- I don't
know if that was a true statement that, that’s in the EIR that

says there are no nesting species in the --

MR. BABCOCK: I think what he was referring to is not
-~ no nesting species for all bird species, but for that summer
tanager my comment was there was no indication from all the
surveys that are conducted to date that that particular bird
species nests on the project site.

CHAIR BERGER: Oh, I see, okay, okay. Thank you.

MR. BABCOCK: There are many other bird species that

do nest on the site.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Great. That’s clarification.
Okay. Any other comments or questions? Does staff have
anything?
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MR. FOLLSTAD: Yes. At the next meeting, which is

next Tuesday, since you've already go the, you’ve got the
packet tonight for next Tuesday --

CHAIR BERGER: Yes.

MR. FOLLSTAD: -- we just want to make sure that you
quys bring as, as many questions as you have. We'll try --
give them to us and we’ll have about a month to come -- and,
and they’ll come back to the June 15 meeting with hopefully

some of the, the answers.

CHAIR BERGER: On any subject that’s come up so far?
MR. FOLLSTAD: Anything, anything you want.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Mr. Hogan?

MR. HOGAN: I just want to add to that, on May 187
we’'ve got a recommendation from the Parks Commission too, so

I'm going to show you a few slides and just give you a briefing

on what they’re recommending to you guys. So --

CHAIR BERGER: Okay.

MR. HOGAN: -- we’ll be showing that too.

CHAIR BERGER: Thank you, Mr. Hogan. Okay. I'1l1l
entertain a motion that we take the -- this meeting and --

COMMISSIONER OSTROM: Move that we go with staff’s
recommendation.

COMMISSIONER WINSMAN: Second.

VICE CHAIR TRAUTMAN: Second.

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. All in favor, please say ave.
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1 ALL COMMISSIONERS: Aye.

2 CHAIR BERGER: Anybody opposed? No? Great. Thank
3lyou very much, Ladies and Gentlemen, for your time and input
4

tonight.

ITEM AGENDA NO. 1 CONCLUDED AT 10:02 P.M.
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SANTA CLARITA, CALIFORNIA, TUESDAY, MAY 18, 2004
AGENDA ITEM NUMBER 1
CHAIR BERGER: First up we have Item Number 1, which
is we're lucky enough to have a presentation tonight. It is a

presentation for the education of the Commissioners tonight,

and just wanted to make the public know -- known that we’re not
going to hear -- open this to public comment after the
presentation. We are open at the end of the meeting at the

public business time that we will listen to anybody who’'d like
to speak on this item, that’s, that's fine. But tonight if --
we're just going to hear this presentation as an educational
for us. And I'll ask my fellow Commissioneré if, if we can
hold all of our gquestions and comments until the speaker is
finished, and that would make it a little easier on him so that

he can go right through his presentation.

MS. PLAMBECK: That’s a Brown Act violation,
Commission.

CHAIR BERGER: And so --

MS. PLAMBECK: It’s a Brown Act violation, Mr.
Berger.

CHAIR BERGER: Lynne, I just -- I check with our, our
attorney and, and I'm just following their -- his instructions.

MS. PLAMBECK: It's --

CHAIR BERGER: Okay. Tonight, Item Number 1, does
staff want to introduce or am I going to.
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MR. BERTONI: Thank you, Chair Berger and Members of
the Planning Commission, thank you. And tonight really is a
request of -- to provide some information to the Planning
Commission.

The Planning Commission requested that we have
someone from Castaic Lake Water, Water Agency make a
presentation at the Commission, and the goal I believe of the
Planning Commission was for the Commission itself to receive
information, for the Commission itself to gain some information
about water supply for the water wholesaler for our -- for the
Santa Clarita Valley as being somewhat the, the one water
agency'which