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3.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

1. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT VISTA CANYON EIR

State Agencies

A1 Native American Heritage Commission, October 28, 2010

A2 Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, November 8, 2010

A3 California Department of Public Health, December 2, 2010

A4 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, December 2, 2010

A5 California Department of Fish and Game, December 6, 2010

A6 California Public Utilities Commission, December 1, 2010

A7 California Office of Planning and Research, December 3, 2010

Public Agencies

B1 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, December 2, 2010

B2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department, November 10, 2010

B3 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, November 17, 2010

B4 South Coast Air Quality Management District, December 3, 2010

B5 County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Office, December 3, 2010

General Public

C1 WRA Engineering, Inc., October 18, 2010

C2 WRA Engineering, Inc., Undated

C3 Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates, October 19, 2010

C4 Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates, October 19, 2010

C5 Sierra Club, November 1, 2010

C6 Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates, November 1, 2010

C7 Friends of the Santa Clara River, November 9, 2010

C8 Carmen and Robert Mooney, December 1, 2010

C9 Kerry M PWR Tabak, December 2, 2010

C10 Mike Naoum, December 2, 2010

C11 Suzanne Silva, December 2, 2010

C12 Robert and Carmen Mooney, December 3, 2010

C13 Diane Trautman, December 3, 2010

C14 Richard & Carolyn McCool, December 3, 2010

C15 Penny Upton, December 3, 2010

C16 Penny Upton, December 3, 2010

C17 Liz Smith, December 22, 2010

C18 Crystal Springs Homeowner’s Association, December 31, 2010

C19 Fair Oaks Ranch Community, January 3, 2011

Public Hearings

D1 Comments Made at the Planning Commission Meeting on October 19, 2010

D2 Comments Received at the November 2, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing

D3 Comments Received at the December 21, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing
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Letter No. A1. Native American Heritage Commission, October 28, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information regarding the Native American Heritage

Commission’s role as a “trustee agency” under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (see

Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 15386) and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of

CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, provides background information

regarding the assessment of impacts to historical and archaeological resources under CEQA, and does not

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comments states that the Native American Heritage Commission performed a Sacred Lands File

search for the project site and did not find any Native American cultural resources within 0.5 mile of the

project site. This finding is consistent with W&S Consultants’ Phase I and II cultural resource surveys and

test excavation reports (September 2008 and March 2009), copies of which are found in Appendix 4.15 of

the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment states that early consultation with Native American tribes is the best way to avoid

unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources. Evidence of early consultation can be found in

Appendix 4.18 of the Draft EIR, which includes a signed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between

the project applicant and the Fernandeno Tatavium Band of Mission Indians. The MOA, among other

things, requires that tribal monitors be retained during grading and development of identified portions of

the proposed project site. The tribe also will provide principal tribal consultation and monitoring. Finally,

the Tribe will also provide special expertise related to Native American heritage and interest and act as

the primary liaison to the Native American community. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

3.0-6



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

Response 5

The comment recommends that a Native American monitor or culturally knowledgeable person be

employed during the environmental planning processes. Please see Response 4, above, with respect to

employment of a Native American monitor from the Tatavium Tribe. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

Response 6

The comment suggests contact with the California Historic Resources Information System of the Office of

Historic Research for information on recorded archaeological data. While the City acknowledges and

appreciates the recommendation, searches for archaeological data were performed for the Phase I cultural

resource study (September 2008) in accordance with state-approved protocol for the preparation of said

reports. An archival records search of the study area also was completed by the California State

University, Fullerton, Archaeological Information Center. The records search results indicated that the

study area has no known sites. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment states that consultation with Native American Tribes and interested Native American

individuals should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of various federal regulatory

requirements. The referenced consultation requirements apply in the event that a federal agency is

funding or permitting a project. The approvals and entitlements sought in this EIR are within the

jurisdiction of the City, and not a federal agency. Should federal agency entitlement be required at a later

date, all applicable federal consultation requirements would be adhered to. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 8

The comment provides background information regarding the definition of “environmental justice” in

Government Code section 65040.12(e) and does not appear to raise an environmental issue within the

meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 9

The comment suggests that lead agencies consider avoiding significant cultural resources that could be

affected by a project. In accordance with this direction, the proposed project is designed to avoid and

preserve the on-site Mitchell Family cemetery. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 1.0-8.)

The comment also recommends that the EIR discuss the requirements of Public Resources Code section

5097.98 and Health & Safety Code section 7050.5. In response, section 5097.98 is addressed in Mitigation

Measure 4.18-4. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.18-23.) Section 7050.5 for the most part echoes and requires

compliance with section 5097.98. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

The comment provides factual and legal background information only regarding the confidentiality of

records for historic properties of religious and cultural significance, and does not raise an environmental

issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 11

The comment outlines the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines relating to Native American

consultation and acknowledges agreements with Native Americans to ensure the appropriate treatment

of Native American human remains. As indicated above in Response 4, the applicant has entered into an

agreement with the Fernandeno Tatavium Band of Mission Indians for consultation and monitoring

activities. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment cites mandated procedures to be followed in the event of accidental discovery of human

remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery. The Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure

that addresses these requirements see Mitigation Measure 4.18-4. (Draft EIR, p. 4.18-23.) If human

remains are found, all procedures from Health and Safety Code section 7750.5, Public Resources Code

section 5097.9 and State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(d) will be followed. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.
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Letter No. A2. Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, November 8, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. It also sets forth the Santa Monica Mountains

Conservancy’s objectives in submitting the comments, which are acknowledged and included in the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. No

further response is required.

Response 2

The comment refers to prior comment letters, dated April 27 and November 23, 2009, from the

Conservancy, and incorporates those letters by reference. The City considered both letters in conjunction

with preparation of the Draft EIR for the proposed project. The Conservancy’s November 23, 2009 letter is

found in Appendix I of the Draft EIR. The April 27, 2009 letter was inadvertently not included in

Appendix I of the Draft EIR; however, it has been added to Appendix F1 of the Final EIR. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment provides factual background information regarding the Santa Clara River including its

active river channel, floodplain, and intermittent upland habitat areas, but does not raise an

environmental issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR within the meaning of CEQA. However,

the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment states that 90 percent of the project site is located within the County’s proposed SEA

boundary of the draft General Plan Update. While the comment is noted, the consistency of a project with

a draft plan, such as the draft One Valley One Vision plan (i.e., the County’s draft General Plan Update),

need not be evaluated because such a plan is not legally applicable to the proposed project. (See, e.g.,

Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista [1996] 50 Cal.App. 4th 1134, 1145, fn. 2; see also Cal. Code Regs., tit.

14, section 15125, subd. (d) [requiring EIRs to discuss any inconsistencies between a proposed project and

applicable plans].) Additionally, although the project site currently is located within the unincorporated

territory of Los Angeles County, the project contemplates annexation to the City of Santa Clarita.

Therefore, the Draft EIR correctly utilized the City’s existing SEA boundary to guide the analysis

provided in Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis. (See, e.g., Sierra Club v. City of Orange
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(2008) 163 Cal.App. 4th 523, 543-544 [finding that an EIR was not required to conduct traffic analysis

pursuant to County standards because project proposed annexation into City; therefore, City standards

were applicable].) Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment states that, from a “regional planning perspective, the only land uses that must occur on

the subject property are the construction of a Metrolink station platform and associated tracks and the

extension of Los Canyon Road and Jakes Way to the Vista Canyon Road bridge over the Santa Clara

River.” The comment further states that the other proposed residential and non-residential land uses can

be located elsewhere in the City or its Sphere of Influence.

The comment does not raise an issue that appears to relate to any physical effect of the proposed project

on the environment. Instead, the comment focuses on whether it constitutes wise policy to allow the

proposed development at the proposed location. Suffice it to say that the infill nature of the proposed

project, coupled with its introduction of additional employment, recreational, and retail opportunities to

the eastern side of the Santa Clarita Valley is considered a regional benefit of the proposed project.

Also, as discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, alternative sites of generally the same

size within or directly adjacent to the City in the eastern Santa Clarita Valley “do not exist, are presently

being utilized for other purposes, or are the subject of other development proposals.” (Draft EIR,

p. 6.0-54.) Further, potential alternative sites that provide access to similar infrastructure and alternative

transit are located beyond existing urbanized areas and may be growth inducing. (Ibid.) In addition, as

required by CEQA, the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, evaluated six on-site alternatives,

which were selected in response to identified significant impacts of the proposed project, the basic project

objectives, and other information obtained during the City’s EIR scoping process. The alternatives

included a “No Project” alternative and four “build” alternatives (Alternatives 2-6), all of which provided

a reasonable range of development alternatives to ensure informed decision making. Based on the

analysis presented in the Draft EIR, including the alternatives assessment, and because no data,

documentation, or other information was provided to support the comment (see Pub. Resources Code,

section 21153, subd. (c)), no further response can be provided or is required. Nonetheless, the comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.
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Response 6

The comment states that the proposed project, and most of the alternatives, “leave minimal upland

habitat pockets, zero flood plain buffer, and no functional north-south habitat linkage.”

As to the adequacy of the “habitat pockets,” the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, analyzed

potential impacts to habitat/vegetation communities and found as follows:

 Coast Live Oak Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than

significant level with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-67.)

 Cottonwood Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than

significant level with mitigation. (Ibid.)

 Big Sagebrush Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than

significant level with mitigation. (Ibid., at pp. 4.6-67 to 4.6-68.)

 California Sagebrush - California Buckwheat Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would

not be significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-68.)

 Chamise Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

 Elderberry Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

 Riparian Scrub: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than significant

level with mitigation. (Ibid., at pp. 4.6-68 to 4.6-69.)

 Mixed Native And Non-Native Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be

significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-69.)

 Mulefat Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

 Alkali Rye Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than significant

level with mitigation. (Ibid., at pp. 4.6-69 to 4.6-70.)

 Saltgrass: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-70.)

 Alluvial Scrub: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than significant

level with mitigation. (Ibid.)

 Non-Native Annual Grassland-Ruderal Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be

significant. (Ibid.)

 Yerba Santa Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid., at

p. 4.6-71.)
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In summary then, there is no evidence that the proposed project would significantly and unavoidably

impact sensitive biological resources through the removal of “upland habitat pockets.”

As to the adequacy of a “floodplain buffer,” impacts to the Santa Clara River’s hydrology were analyzed

in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Flood, and determined to be less than significant with adoption of the

recommended mitigation measures. As to a buffer, the project site would be raised and elevated so that

the developed elevation would be above the FEMA 100-year elevation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.2-55.) Buried soil

cement bank stabilization would be constructed on the north and south margins of the River Corridor to

prevent erosion and contain floodwaters during a Capital Flood discharge. (Ibid.) There is no evidence

that the buffer provided by the bank stabilization and elevated development pad would not be adequate,

particularly due to existing project site conditions.

As evaluated in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, p. 4.20-22, the reach of

the Santa Clara River that traverses through the project site is dry except after periods of heavy rainfall,

generally occurring in the winter months; as a result, the section of the River within the project site is not

suitable habitat for the unarmored threespine stickleback (stickleback) or other aquatic or semi-aquatic

species. (See also, Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6 [Biological Assessment, 2008, Ex. L, p. 1].) The active River

channel varies; however, based on modeling, the width of flow in the active River channel varies

“between 20 and 60 feet, which generally corresponds to a 2-year storm event. The modeling also shows

several braids with flows during a 2-year storm event. For purposes of this analysis, the Santa Clara River

channel, or active channel, is defined as this 20- to 60-foot-wide braided channel.” (Draft EIR,

Section 4.20, p. 4.20-22.)

In addition, in the post-project condition, the reach of the Santa Clara River within the project site would

retain an average width of approximately 775 feet, which would represent a much wider width when

compared to areas immediately upstream and downstream of the project site. (For reference, please see

Appendix F2 in the Final EIR.) This post-project condition would constitute an adequate buffer or setback

from the active River channel through the project site.

There also is no evidence presented that a further “buffer” or setback is needed in this segment of the

Santa Clara River. As shown in the Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, p. 2.0-4, the project site

is disturbed by existing and historical land uses. Figures 2.0-1 through 2.0-7 of the Draft EIR depict the

existing disturbed condition of the project site. In addition, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor

Analysis, of the Draft EIR, p. 4.20-24, states that “[r]ecent activities including dumping, off-road vehicle

activity, and utility construction/maintenance, have significantly disturbed remaining vegetation

communities on site and have resulted in a complex mix of native and non-native vegetation types or
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disturbed land.”1 Figure 4.20-4 and Figures 4.20-5a through 4.20-5f of the Draft EIR provide

representative photographs of the disturbed areas within the project reach of the Santa Clara River. Based

on existing site conditions, the post-project width of the River reach through the project (approximately

775 feet), and the relatively dry conditions of the river reach through the project site during average and

dry years, there is no need for a further buffer or setback from the relatively sparse native and non-native

vegetation situated within the project reach of the Santa Clara River.

Finally, as to the requested north/south habitat linkage, in a December 21, 2010 Staff Report, City staff

recommended that the proposed project be modified to eliminate 26 single-family lots located in the area

adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. At the December 21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning

Commission directed that this modification be made to the proposed project. The elimination of

development in this area would increase the size of the Oak Park from seven to 10 acres, and allow for

the preservation and enhancement of the north/south animal movement corridor from the Santa Clara

River through the project site to undeveloped land to the south. More specifically, the modified Oak Park

would provide a minimum animal corridor width of approximately 400 feet, which is consistent with the

300 to 400 feet width previously reported in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-75.) As discussed in Forde

Biological Consultants’ Species Movement: Vista Canyon Ranch, Los Angeles County, California (Species

Movement Report; July 27, 2009), a copy of which is included in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR, a

north/south corridor width of approximately 300-400 feet could accommodate movement of the species

expected to traverse the project site. (See Appendix 4.6, Species Movement Report, p. 9; see also Draft

EIR, p. 4.6-21 [discussing the range of opinions regarding specific corridor widths that are required to

facilitate wildlife movement].) It also should be noted that this proposed project modification is one of the

design changes included in Alternative 5 (Open Space Corridor) of the Draft EIR. In addition, City staff

recommended this project modification include a condition of approval requiring the applicant to retain a

qualified biologist to prepare an animal movement/corridor plan, which would include corridor design,

specifications for an undercrossing under Lost Canyon Road, and plant materials for the corridor. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment expresses support for a project that provides upland habitat pockets, a floodplain buffer,

and a north/south animal movement corridor. The comment also encourages the City to require a project

design that does not completely surround the proposed oak tree preserve and, spadefoot toad and lily

1 See also Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6, California Rapid Assessment Methodology Report, Vista Canyon Ranch Property

(CRAM Report), Dudek (February 2009), for additional site photographs of the representative conditions within

selected areas of the project site.
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preserves with development. Please see Response 6, above, which confirms that the proposed project

does not significantly impact sensitive habitat, floodplain buffers, or north/south animal movement. As

for the location of the referenced preserves, they are illustrated in Figure 1.0-32, Mitigation Areas, of the

Draft EIR. As discussed in the Slender Mariposa Lily Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for the Vista Canyon

Project (Lily Plan; June 2009) and Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan (Toad

Plan; June 2009), copies of which are included in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR, the proposed preserve

locations are expected to be successful and contain adaptive management provisions to ensure success.

(See, e.g., Appendix 4.6 (Lily Plan), p. 2; Ibid. (Toad Plan), p. 3.) Additionally, as discussed in the Draft

EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, the proposed 2-acre oak tree preserve would contribute to the

successful mitigation of oak impacts. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment questions the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the proposed project and all of the project

alternatives would not significantly impact biological resources. No data, documentation, or other

information is provided with the comment to support the comment challenging the Draft EIR’s findings

and conclusions (see Pub. Resources Code, section 21153, subd. (c)). This issue also was studied at length

in the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis.

As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, no more specific response can

be provided or is required. Suffice it to say, however, that the analysis provided was based on a thorough

literature and database review, the results of numerous biological assessments specifically prepared for

the proposed project, and extensive field surveys undertaken by qualified biologists. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.6-1

to 4.6-5, and 4.20-2 to 4.6-4.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 9

The comment states that the potential loss of groundwater recharge surface area could be significant. No

data, documentation, or other information is provided with the comment to support the statement (see

Pub. Resources Code, section 21153, subd. (c)). However, this issue, specifically the proposed project’s

impacts on groundwater recharge, was assessed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service. The project’s

groundwater recharge impacts were considered on pages 4.8-109 through 4.8-110. That analysis

provided:

The supplying of water to the project also would not interfere substantially with groundwater

recharge, because the best available evidence shows that no adverse impacts to the recharge of the

basin have occurred due to the existing or projected use of local groundwater supplies, consistent

with the CLWA/purveyor groundwater operating plan for the basin (see Draft EIR Appendix 4.8
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[2005 Basin Yield Report and 2009 Basin Yield Update]). In addition, based on the memorandum

prepared by CH2MHill (Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley,

February 22, 2004; Draft EIR Appendix 4.8), no significant project-specific or cumulative

impacts would occur to the groundwater basin with respect to aquifer recharge. This is because

urbanization in the Santa Clarita Valley has been accompanied by long-term stability in pumping

and groundwater levels, and the addition of imported SWP water to the valley, which together

have not reduced recharge to groundwater, nor depleted the amount of groundwater in storage

within the local groundwater basin. This finding is supported by the 2009 Basin Yield Update,

which modeled infiltration from irrigation (from urban and agricultural lands), precipitation, and

streamflows (stormwater and WRP discharges).

(Draft EIR, p. 4.8-109.) The Draft EIR also determined that the following three factors would serve the

counter the typical impact of urbanization on groundwater recharge: (1) the post-project increase in

clear-flow stormwater runoff volume to the Santa Clara River, whose porous nature allows for significant

infiltration; (2) the post-project increase in the area of irrigated landscaping; and, (3) the inclusion of

percolation ponds associated with the Vista Canyon Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). (Ibid.) The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

The comment states the Draft EIR’s mitigation strategy is based on the enhancement of habitat value in a

post-development condition. The comment characterizes the EIR’s mitigation strategy as reducing “the

available open land by 117 acres” and calling for the “creation of dozens of acres of multiple habitat

types” in a “constructed active river channel” that is within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’

jurisdiction.

As stated in the Draft EIR:

Based on the overall analysis, the project proposes to restore and enhance existing jurisdictional

areas on site. Specifically, the riparian vegetation communities proposed to be restored and

enhanced are alluvial scrub and riparian scrub in temporary impact areas within the active river

channel, and Great Basin sage scrub on the channel banks of the River Corridor. In addition, the

functions and values of the riparian vegetation communities to be restored and enhanced are the

same as those vegetation communities that would be impacted by the proposed project. Those

functions and values to be established include suitable breeding, foraging, and nesting habitat for

avian, aquatic, and terrestrial animal species. Also, the areas would function to promote nutrient

cycling, nutrient and compound uptake, organic carbon export, and to be hydraulically compatible

with the surrounding stream system. Further, the areas would function to maintain the use of the

Santa Clara River as a major east-west open space/wildlife movement corridor.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.20-50.) Also, the basis for the comment’s statement that the proposed project would

eliminate 117 acres of open land is not correct. As illustrated in the Draft EIR, Table 1.0-2, Vista Canyon
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Statistical Summary by Planning Area, the total project site is 185.3 acres. Of that total, 74.5 acres would

comprise the River Corridor, thereby leaving a balance of 110.8 acres of residential, mixed use, and other

(e.g., WRP; streets; community garden, park, open space) uses. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

The comment states that the Draft EIR “fails to address the potential 50 year hydrological stability” of the

restored and enhanced habitat types. First, it is not clear from the comment what is meant by the

“potential 50 year hydrological stability” of restored habitat types within the project site. However, the

Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, p. 4.20-53, summarized findings from a

technical report relative to the fluvial characteristics and long-term stability of the reach of the Santa

Clara River through the project site. Based on that analysis, the EIR concluded that there was no apparent

change in trend between the pre- and post-project condition to the fluvial mechanics of the river reach

within the project site; and, thus, there would be no significant pattern or trend related to the aggradation

or degradation in the River Corridor. Specifically, the Draft EIR, p. 4.20-53-54, stated:

In addition to the above, this EIR evaluated potential impacts due to bank hardening resulting

from the buried bank stabilization component of the proposed project (see this EIR, Section 4.2,

Flood and Appendix 4.2 [PACE Flood Technical Report, 2009]). Specifically, the fluvial analysis

conducted as part of the PACE Flood Technical Report, 2009, has provided an evaluation of the

existing and proposed fluvial characteristics and long-term stability of the reach of the Santa Clara

River Corridor between the Sand Canyon Road Bridge over the Santa Clara River and the SR-14

Bridge over the Santa Clara River. This reach includes the project site. The analysis evaluated

whether the proposed project features (buried bank stabilization, storm drain outlets, Vista

Canyon Road Bridge, etc.) along and within the River Corridor would potentially modify the

fluvial mechanics of the River and subsequently impact the biota habitat within the River Corridor

through modifications to the riverbed. This analysis concluded that there is no apparent change in

trend between the pre- and post-project condition to the fluvial mechanics of this reach of the River

Corridor and, consequently, there would be no significant impacts. In summary, the project would

not result in a new significant pattern or trend related to aggradation or degradation in the River

Corridor that could substantially change or alter the habitat characteristics of the River Corridor.

In addition, the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, p. 4.20-54, summarized other

findings in the EIR relative to the River Corridor in its post-project condition relative to the hydrology

within the river reach through the project site:

Additionally, as indicated in this EIR, Section 4.2 (Flood), no significant increases in velocity,

erosion, or water surface elevation would occur in the River Corridor post-project; and, therefore,

within the SEA boundary, the riparian/riverine vegetation communities and any aquatic or semi-

aquatic species that may be present during infrequent winter storms would not be significantly

impacted.
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In summary, the project’s proposed development design is considered highly compatible with the

sensitive biotic resources present within the existing boundary of the Santa Clara River SEA for

the following reasons: (a) the project proposes to set aside appropriate and sufficient undisturbed

jurisdictional habitat areas within the existing boundary of the SEA; (b) the project proposes to

retain the active river channel portion of the SEA in a largely natural state; (c) a relatively small

amount of jurisdictional habitat would be impacted by the project within the SEA, and the

impacted acreage areas would be mitigated; (d) the River Corridor would still be sufficiently wide

to accommodate the County’s Capital Flood and still retain jurisdictional habitat (approximately

775 feet in width); and (e) winter storm runoff would still continue to open its own channels

through the riverine vegetation, flowing in a natural manner and preserving the meandering

characteristics of the streambed.

The comment also states that frequent human and domestic animal presence will impair the ecological

value of the post-project, enhanced, and restored habitat. However, as discussed in Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, of the Draft EIR, adoption of Mitigation Measures 4.6-8 through 4.6-12 would reduce

potentially significant indirect impacts attributable to increased human and domestic animal presence to

a level below significant, thereby ensuring the viability of the enhanced and restored habitat. (Draft EIR,

pp. 4.6-76 to 4.6-77.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment states that the Draft EIR’s mitigation framework for impacts to ecological resources “shall

remain inadequate unless significant and related off-site habitat protection is added to the equation,” or

additional, on-site habitat is permanently avoided. No data, documentation, or other information is

provided to support the comment (see Pub. Resources Code, section 21153, subd. (c)). Nonetheless, since

release of the Draft EIR and in responses to comments, Mitigation Measure 4.20-1 has been revised to

provide for compensatory, off-site mitigation (new text is shown in underline):

4.20-1 The project applicant shall implement the Wetlands Plan, 2009, in order to:

(a) Satisfy the mitigation requirements of local, state, and federal agencies for wetland

and riparian habitat;

(b) Create or restore riparian and riverine vegetation communities suitable for nesting,

foraging, and breeding by native animal species;

(c) Create or restore vegetation communities to be compatible with the fluvial

morphology and hydrology of the stream channel corridor;

(d) Create or restore vegetation communities to be consistent with adjacent, existing

riparian vegetation communities; and
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(e) Create or restore vegetation communities to be self-sustaining and functional beyond

the maintenance and monitoring period.

In implementing the Wetlands Plan, 2009, the applicant shall implement the maintenance

activities during the specified monitoring, the monitoring plan for the mitigation areas,

the reporting requirements, and the contingency measures specified in that plan. The

applicant also must satisfy the performance standards and success criteria set forth in

that plan. The maintenance and monitoring will be subject to approval of the City’s

Community Development Department.

In conjunction with implementation of the Wetlands Plan, 2009, permanent impacts

within the California Department of Fish and Game’s jurisdictional delineation limits

shall be restored with similar habitat at the rate of 1 acre replaced for 1 acre lost.

This commitment represents a 1:1 ratio for the mitigation of permanent impacts. (See Draft EIR, Table

4.20-4, Jurisdictional Habitats and Impacts.) Because the project site’s existing condition is highly

disturbed (see, e.g., Draft EIR Figure 4.20-5), off-site compensatory mitigation, if provided, should be set

at a 1:1 ratio. As discussed in the Draft EIR, recent activities, including dumping, off-road vehicle activity,

and utility construction/maintenance, have significantly disturbed the remaining, on-site vegetation

communities and have resulted in a complex mix of native and non-native vegetation types or disturbed

land. (Ibid., at p. 4.20-24.) In other words, the existing environmental condition of the site, from which the

project’s impacts are assessed, is impaired, which supports the City’s determination that a 1:1 ratio is

appropriate for CEQA purposes. Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 13

The comment requests that the proposed project be modified so as to: (1) pull back development by

approximately 250 feet from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional limits; (2) eliminate all

development on PA-4 (except for the trails and interpretation facilities); and, (3) provide a north/south

animal movement corridor. While the comment’s preferred project is noted, it bears mentioning that the

analysis presented in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, concluded that the

proposed project’s impacts to the River Corridor would be reduced to a level below significant with

adoption of the recommended mitigation. Also, Appendix F2 of the Final EIR, which compares the width

of the Santa Clara River throughout the project site with the River width at other locations, illustrates that

the average width of the River through the project site is 775 feet. In comparison, the width of the River at

three off-site locations (i.e., 460, 570 and 600 feet) was well below the proposed project’s 775 feet width.

Therefore, the project’s proposed development pull-back from the River Corridor is considerably greater

in width when compared to existing development immediately upstream and downstream of the project

site. In addition, no data, documentation, or other information (see Pub. Resources Code, section 21153,
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subd. (c)), is presented in the comment indicating that the proposed development footprint needs be

pulled back further by approximately 250 feet in order to avoid significant environmental impacts. Please

also see Response 6, above, for information regarding the modification of the proposed project to

incorporate a north/south animal movement corridor. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 14

The comment states that the Draft EIR will “remain deficient” without a project alternative that provides

for a guaranteed form of habitat connectivity to the San Gabriel Mountains foothills, and an additional

40-50 acres of protected upland and floodplain habitat. No data, documentation, or information is

provided in the comment to support this statement (see Pub. Resources Code, section 21153, subd. (c)).

Please see Response 6, above, for information regarding the modification of the proposed project to

incorporate a north/south animal movement corridor. The Draft EIR also already contains Alternative 4

(Reduced Development Footprint), which is responsive to this comment. Additionally, Alternative 5, the

Open Space Corridor Alternative, in the Draft EIR, Section 6.0 provides a comparable north/south animal

movement corridor through the eastern portion of the project site. Finally, as discussed in the Draft EIR,

Sections 4.6 and 4.20, the proposed project would not significantly impact upland and floodplain habitat.

As such, there is no basis to require the provision of 40 to 50 acres of additional habitat. Nonetheless, the

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 15

The comment provides factual background information regarding the habitat connectivity located

approximately 1 mile upstream from the project site, but does not raise an environmental issue

concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR within the meaning of CEQA. However, the comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. Because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Response 16

The comment requests that the City and County be proactive in requiring sufficient wildlife

undercrossings. In the December 21, 2010 Staff Report submitted to the Planning Commission on the

proposed project, City staff recommended that, as a condition of project approval, the applicant be

required to retain a qualified biologist to prepare an animal movement/corridor plan to address corridor

design, specifications for an undercrossing under Lost Canyon Road, and plant materials for the corridor.
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(See also, Draft EIR, p. 4.6-22 [“An acceptable crossing under Lost Canyon Road should be incorporated

into the corridor to provide direct access to the Santa Clara River.”]; see also Ibid. at p. 4.20-57.) At the

December 21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning Commission directed that this modification to the project

be made. This condition of approval is responsive to the comment’s request. As it relates to an

undercrossing under the Metrolink railroad tracks, the Draft EIR and Species Movement Report, 2009,

concluded that the tracks do not pose a barrier to animal movement. This is further supported by the fact

that existing animal movement has been documented across the tracks. Therefore, an undercrossing

under the railroad tracks is not warranted. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 17

The comment requests assurances that connectivity for large animal movement, in the event that

California’s High Speed Rail is constructed, will be provided. The comment expresses support for

“requiring an adequate off-site habitat connection in lieu of an on-site connection.” First, at the December

21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning Commission directed a north/south animal movement corridor as

part of the required project modifications. Second, it bears mentioning that any future High Speed Rail

project would be subject to its own environmental review and permitting process in order to ensure that

the north/south movement corridor created by this project is not significantly impacted. That analysis

would be required to consider wildlife movement corridors and potential implications to habitat

connectivity. This comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 18

The comment suggests numerous specifications to govern the acquisition of off-site mitigation areas.

Please see Response 12, above, for information responsive to the addition of compensatory, off-site

habitat to the project’s mitigation schematic. In addition, the applicant would comply with all

requirements, if any, of the California Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

regarding the provision of off-site mitigation areas in conjunction with the federal and state permits

contemplated for the project should the City certify the EIR and provide local approvals for the proposed

project. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 19

The comment reiterates the suggestion that the project either provide permanent, off-site habitat

protection or reduce the development footprint. Please see Response 12, above, for responsive

information. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 20

The comment requests information on “why the City is proposing to allow the applicant to do mass

grading and commercial development on City-owned parkland in a visually prominent, historically and

ecologically valuable area.” To be clear, the land proposed for development and described by the

comment as “City-owned parkland” is not currently designed or operating as public parkland. Instead,

the site consists of disturbed, vacant land. Also, to the extent the comment raises economic, social or

political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, the comment will

be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project; however, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required. Nonetheless, suffice it to say that infill attributes of the proposed project, coupled

with its introduction of additional employment, recreational, and retail opportunities to the eastern side

of the Santa Clarita Valley, is considered a regional benefit.

Response 21

The comment expresses support for the development of trails along the edge of the Santa Clara River, but

opposes the development of PA-4 with a “principally commercial development with a minor public

interpretation component.” The comment is noted, and will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the

comment does not raise an environmental issue concerning the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 22

The comment states that the City-owned parkland is within the commenter’s jurisdiction and appears to

be subject to Public Resources Code section 33207, subdivision (b). Therefore, the comment requests that

the Final EIR address the applicability of section 33207.
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Public Resources Code section 33207, subdivision (b), states:

The conservancy shall have the first right of refusal on any property within the zone presently

owned by a public agency and scheduled for disposal as excess lands, except where such lands are

designated for acquisition as a park or recreation area by a federal, state, or local agency. The

conservancy shall have the right to acquire such lands at the disposing agency’s purchase price

plus any administrative and management costs incurred by the disposing agency. The disposing

agency shall have the right of first refusal to reacquire property which was acquired by the

conservancy pursuant to this division at the price paid by the conservancy before any

administrative costs incurred by the conservancy when the land is not to be used for the purposes

of this division and is to be sold by the Real Estate Services Division of the Department of General

Services.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the project applicant currently owns or controls approximately 142 acres of

the 185-acre site. (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-2.) The City owns the remaining 43 acres. (Ibid.) The applicant

proposes to purchase a discrete portion of the City’s property (approximately 12 acres), as noted in the

comment, primarily for the installation of buried bank stabilization and roadway improvements. These 12

acres have not been identified by the City as excess/surplus land within the meaning of Public Resources

Code section 33207. Moreover, the applicant would dedicate most of this property (approximately 7 of

the 12 acres) back to the City. (Ibid.) This land swap, of sorts, ultimately would result in 74.5 acres of the

River Corridor being under City ownership. (Ibid., at p. 1.0-29.) Additional project features, such as the

proposed Oak Park, also would be dedicated to the City. (See, e.g., Ibid. at p. 1.0-23.)

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 23

The comment states that the only compatible land uses within PA-4, see Draft EIR Figure 1.0-6d, is open

space, with passive recreation and interpretation facilities. The comment further opines that, if the

portion of the project site south of the Santa Clara River is developed as proposed, PA-4 would represent

“the only intact upland habitat” remaining on the project site.

The comment does not provide any basis for limiting PA-4’s land use to open space, with ancillary

passive recreation and interpretation facilities. Instead, as noted in Response 22, above, the project site

currently is designated for business park uses in the City’s General Plan. As discussed in Response 6,

above, the proposed project would not result in significant wildlife habitat impacts. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.
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Response 24

The comment requests that the Final EIR analyze an alternative that: (1) pushes back the bank

stabilization on the south side of the River Corridor by at least an average of 100 feet (as currently

provided in Alternative 4); (2) includes an approximately 10-acre park site on the eastern edge to facilitate

a north/south animal movement corridor (as currently provided in Alternative 5); and, (3) eliminates

development on PA-4.

To preface, as provided by State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (a): “An EIR shall describe

a range of reasonable alternatives to the project…which would feasible attain most of the basic objectives

of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project…An EIR

need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.” Here, the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, Project

Alternatives, considered a reasonable range of six alternatives, including the CEQA-mandated No Project

Alternative.

In addition, as stated above, State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (a) requires lead agencies

to study alternatives that “avoid or substantially lessen” a project’s significant impacts. Here, the

proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic, air quality, noise, and

solid waste. The comment’s recommended alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen impacts to

any of these environmental categories. Therefore, there is no CEQA requirement to conduct a detailed

review of the recommended alternative.

It also bears reiterating that, as discussed in Response 6, above, at the December 21, 2010 public hearing,

the Planning Commission directed that the proposed project be modified to eliminate 26 single-family

lots located in the area adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. The elimination of development in this

area would increase the size of the Oak Park from seven to 10 acres and, as requested by the comment,

allow for the preservation and enhancement of the north/south animal movement corridor from the Santa

Clara River through the project site to undeveloped land to the south. This modification to the proposed

project is responsive to the second component of the comment’s requested hybrid alternative.

The comment also states that there is no discussion in the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, about the avoidance of

the County’s proposed SEA boundary in the draft One Valley One Vision plan. Please see Response 4,

above, for information regarding the inapplicability of draft planning documents and the processing of

this project through the City (not the County). The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 25

The comment states that the proposed project and the alternatives will “eliminate scores of porous

100-year flood plain surface areas,” thereby “greatly” diminishing the groundwater infiltration capacity

of the site. No data or other information is provided to support the comment. First, please see

Response 9, above, for information responsive to this comment that also supports the finding that the

proposed project would not adversely impact groundwater recharge.

The comment also requests that the Final EIR address whether the proposed project and the alternatives

are designed to be “water neutral.” As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service: “Based on

information presented in this EIR, an adequate supply of water is available to serve the Vista Canyon

project, and the project would not create, or contribute to, any significant project-specific or cumulative

water supply impacts in the Santa Clarita Valley.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-1.) As an adequate water supply is

available to serve the proposed project, there is no need for the project to be “water neutral.” Nonetheless,

it should be noted that the proposed project would include the use of drought-tolerant and native

landscaping to reduce water use. Additionally, the project includes a WRP, which would provide

recycled water for on-site use, and result in an excess recycled water supply of 311 acre-feet per year

(afy), which ultimately would be made available to other areas in the eastern Santa Clarita Valley as part

of Castaic Lake Water Agency’s (CLWA’s) recycled water system. The comment will be included as part

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 26

The comment encourages the City to require that wastewater treated at the proposed, on-site WRP “be at

least partially filtered via the reverse osmosis process” to ensure compliance with all water quality

requirements, and specifically chloride requirements.

The proposed WRP’s impacts on water quality requirements, including chloride levels, were assessed in

the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.1, Water Quality. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 4.8.1-115 to 4.8.1-127 [finding

groundwater quality impacts attributable to percolation of excess recycled water at the WRP to be less

than significant].) Specific to the WRP’s effluent, the Draft EIR determined that, while chloride

concentration levels may increase, the predicted concentration would remain below the benchmark water

quality objectives. (Ibid., at p. 4.8.1-120; see also Table 4.8.1-27, Estimated Average Annual Volume and

Concentration of Percolated Water [predicted average annual concentration of chloride attributable to the

project’s recycled water and stormwater is less than the Basin Plan’s groundwater quality objective].) The

Draft EIR also discussed the use of the Alternative Water Resources Management (AWRM) program as a

basis for a future salt/nutrient management plan for the Santa Clara River watershed, and the project’s

participation in, and fair share implementation cost payment to, the AWRM. (Ibid., at p. 4.8.1-122 to 4.8.1-
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124.) The Draft EIR concluded that with the project’s participation in the AWRM, through annexation of

the site into the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District, percolation of recycled water and stormwater

from the proposed project would not result in a violation of the groundwater quality standards for

chloride. (Ibid., at p. 4.8.1-124.)

In summary, there is no evidence that the proposed WRP would result in significant water quality

impacts; therefore, it is not necessary to employ a reverse osmosis process, as requested by the comment.

Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 27

The comment requests that any questions and all future documentation be directed to Paul Edelman. The

comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question

the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. A3. State of California, Department of Public Health, December 2, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only, states that the proposed project will not

require a water supply permit from the California Department of Public Health (CDPH), and does not

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR regarding the project description, and

provides the following three observations/requests: (1) the proposed water reclamation plant (WRP) will

need to be permitted by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), with

review and comment on the WRP’s design from CDPH; (2) a recommendation that CDPH’s review be

incorporated into the LARWQCB’s permit; and, (3) a recommendation that time spent by CDPH staff

reviewing the WRP be billed by the hour to the project applicant. This information is consistent with the

information provided in the Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 4.21-5 [“Additional permits and approvals

for the proposed WRP would need to be issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control

Board, and the State and County Departments of Public Health.”].) The comment will be included as part

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the

content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. A4. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region,

December 2, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, expresses the concurrence of the Los

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) with various conclusions presented in the

Draft EIR, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 3

The comment provides factual background information regarding the State Water Quality Control

Board’s Recycled Water Policy (which is discussed in the Draft EIR on pages 4.8.1-53 to 4.8.1-54),

encourages the project applicant to participate in workshops for LARWQCB’s developing Salt and

Nutrient Management Plan (which is referenced in the Draft EIR on pages 4.8.1-123 to 4.8.1-124), and

does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Response 4

The comment provides background information regarding the Waste Discharge Requirements and Water

Recycling Requirements (which also are discussed in Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR), and

does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Response 5

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the

content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. A5. California Department of Fish and Game, December 6, 2010

Response 1

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, specifically information relating to the

project description, and does not raise an environmental issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR

within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow, and specifies that the subsequent comments

have been prepared based on the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) role as a trustee and

responsible agency under CEQA. This approach is consistent with information presented in the Draft

EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description, which disclosed that CDFG is a Responsible Agency for the

proposed project. (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-2.) Similarly, Section 15386, subdivision (a), of the State CEQA

Guidelines provides that CDFG is a trustee agency “with regard to the fish and wildlife of the state, to

designated rare or endangered native plants, and to game refuges, ecological reserves, and other areas

administered by the department.” The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment refers to California Wildlife: Conservation Challenges – California’s Wildlife Action Plan (Action

Plan), prepared by the U.C. David Wildlife Health Center for CDFG in 2007, for background information

regarding the stressors affecting wildlife and wildlife habitat in the vicinity of the project site. (This

publication, which is incorporated by reference and available for public review and inspection at the two

locations identified on page I-8 of the Draft EIR, also is available online at http://www.dfg.ca.gov/

wildlife/wap/report.html.)

Based on the Action Plan, and as noted in the comment, the project site lies within the South Coast

Region and is subject to the following stressors: (i) growth and development; (ii) water management

conflicts and degradation of aquatic ecosystems; (iii) invasive species; (iv) altered fire regimes; and, (v)

recreational pressures. The impacts of each of these stressors on the environment were evaluated

throughout the Draft EIR. For example, water management conflicts were assessed in Section 4.8, Water

Services; the potential for degradation of aquatic ecosystems was evaluated in Section 4.20, Santa Clara

River Corridor Analysis; the presence of invasive species was considered in Section 4.6, Biological

Resources; wildfire hazards were analyzed in Section 4.13, Fire Services; and, recreational pressures were
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assessed in Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation. That being said, the City appreciates CDFG’s provision of

this informational guidance document and looks forward to working with CDFG to plan for and manage

wildlife resources within the CDFG’s jurisdiction. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment expresses appreciation for the “thorough biological assessments” that were conducted for

the proposed project, and general concurrence with Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 through 4.6-48. The

comment also serves as an introduction to comments that follow with specific recommendations

regarding the project’s mitigation strategy. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment recommends that the proposed Oak Park, which is located in PA-3, include wildlife

movement opportunities, be at or near 600 feet in width, and include appropriate habitat types (e.g., oak

woodland, coastal sage, and grassland).

To preface, in a December 21, 2010 Staff Report, City staff recommended that the proposed project be

modified to eliminate 26 single-family lots located in the area adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. At

the December 21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning Commission directed that this project modification be

made. The elimination of development in this area would increase the size of the Oak Park from 7 to

10 acres and, as requested by the comment, allow for the preservation and enhancement of the

north/south animal movement corridor from the Santa Clara River through the project site to

undeveloped land to the south. More specifically, the modified Oak Park would provide a minimum

animal corridor width of approximately 400 feet; which is consistent with the 300 to 400 feet width

previously reported in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-75.) As discussed in Forde Biological Consultants’

Species Movement: Vista Canyon Ranch, Los Angeles County, California (Species Movement Report; July 27,

2009), a copy of which is included in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR, a corridor width of approximately

300 to 400 feet could accommodate movement of the species expected to traverse the project site. (See

Appendix 4.6, Species Movement Report, p. 9; see also Draft EIR, p. 4.6-21 [discussing the range of

opinions regarding specific corridor widths that are required to facilitate wildlife movement].)

With respect to the habitat types proposed for Oak Park, a 2-acre portion of the site would be provided

for up to 100 mitigation-related oak trees of the following varieties: evergreen Coast Live Oak (Quercus

agrifolia) and deciduous Valley Oak (Quercus lobata). (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-75.) The Species Movement

Report also recommended that Oak Park include appropriate habitat types, defined in that report to

3.0-41



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

include oak woodland, coastal sage and grassland. (Appendix 4.6, Species Movement Report, p. 10.) In

the December 21, 2010 Staff Report, City staff also recommended that, as a condition of project approval,

the applicant be required to retain a qualified biologist to prepare an animal movement/corridor plan to

address corridor design, specifications for an undercrossing under Lost Canyon Road, and plant

materials for the corridor. At the December 21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning Commission directed

that this project modification be made. This condition of approval would ensure that appropriate habitat

types are provided throughout the north/south animal movement corridor, as requested by the comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment recommends that all sightings of sensitive species related to the biological assessment

undertaken for the proposed project be recorded in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDD).

By way of background, the goal of the CNDD is to provide current information regarding the status and

locations of rare plants and animals in California. (For additional information, please see

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/.) The May 2010 update of the CNDD was relied on in the

preparation of Section 4.6, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-1.) The City

appreciates the comment’s recommendation and will continue to encourage the retained biologists to

submit pertinent information for inclusion in the CNDD. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment recommends that an Integrated Pest Management Plan be developed “if there is a zero

tolerance for rodent burrows on the created river stabilization banks.” First, the City appreciates CDFG’s

input; however, in consultation with the project’s biologists, it is not considered feasible or practicable to

require “zero tolerance for rodent burrows” on the buried bank stabilization areas of the proposed

project. However, the City is willing to include the following mitigation measure to the proposed project:

4.6-49 An integrated pest management plan that addresses the use of pesticides (including

rodenticides and insecticides) on site within the River Corridor, including buried bank

stabilization areas, will be prepared prior to the issuance of building permits for the

initial tract map. The plan will implement appropriate Best Management Practices to

avoid and minimize adverse effects on the natural environment, including vegetation

communities, special-status species, species without special status, and associated

habitats, including prey and food resources (e.g., insects, small mammals, seeds).

Potential management practices include cultural (e.g., planting pest-free stock plants),

mechanical (e.g., weeding, trapping), and biological controls (e.g., natural predators or

competitors of pest species, insect growth regulators, natural pheromones, or
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biopesticides), and the judicious use of chemical controls, as appropriate (e.g., targeted

spraying versus broadcast applications). The plan will establish management thresholds

(i.e., not all incidences of a pest require management); prescribe monitoring to determine

when management thresholds have been exceeded; and identify the most appropriate

and efficient control method that avoids and minimizes risks to natural resources.

Preparation of the CC&Rs for each tract map shall include language that prohibits the

use of anticoagulant rodenticides in the project site.

Through this mitigation measure, pesticides would be controlled through the integrated pest

management plan. Implementation of the plan would allow species to persist after development in the

River Corridor, including the buried bank stabilization areas.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment recommends that Mitigation Measure 4.6-6 be revised to require the qualified biologist to

coordinate with CDFG staff when assessing the timing or pre-construction surveys and release locations

of species, as needed. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.6-6 has been revised as follows,

with additions shown in underline and deletions in strikeout:

4.6-6 SixtyThirty days prior to grading activities, a qualified biologist shall contact CDFG and

consult with CDFG staff regarding the timing of pre-construction surveys. In any event,

no later than 30 days prior to grading activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a

survey within appropriate habitat areas to capture and relocate individual silvery legless

lizard, coastal western whiptail, rosy boa, San Diego banded gecko, San Bernardino

ringneck snake, coast horned lizard, coast patch-nosed snake, and San Diego black-tailed

jackrabbit in order to avoid or minimize take of these sensitive species. Individuals shall

be relocated to nearby undisturbed areas with suitable habitat, as identified by the

qualified biologist in consultation with CDFG staff. Results of the surveys and relocation

efforts shall be provided to the City with a copy to CDFG. Collection and relocation of

animals shall only occur with the proper scientific collection and handling permits.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 9

The comment recommends that Mitigation Measure 4.6-13 be revised to prohibit the use of non-native

plants in the landscaping plan in order to conserve water use and facilitate native wildlife use along the

edge of the development. In response, please note that Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, included in the Draft

EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, requires that all landscape concept plans include a palette rich in drought-
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tolerant and native plants. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.8-125.) As such, the comment’s recommendation already

would be implemented through Mitigation Measure 4.8-2; therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.6-13 need not

be revised.

Relatedly, Figure 1.0-34, Vista Canyon Conceptual Landscape Plan, in the Draft EIR lists the concept plant

schedule throughout the project site. The conceptual plan “focuses primarily on the use of native and

drought tolerant tree and plant species to create a natural and vibrant environment. All plant species

listed, both native and non-native, have been chosen due to their ability to thrive in the Santa Clarita

climate and their potential to add complexity and texture to the open space/landscape areas within the

Specific Plan. Plants listed that are non-native or drought-tolerant would be used sparingly and only in

areas that require their unique properties such as bio-swales, rain gardens, northern building exposures,

and commercial high use areas.” (Vista Canyon Specific Plan (October 2010), p. 77.) The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 10

The comment recommends that Mitigation Measure 4.6-16 be revised to require that lighting adjacent to

the Santa Clara River, Oak Park, and designated mitigation areas be shielded or shut off after nightfall. In

response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.6-16 has been revised as follows, with additions shown

in underline:

4.6-16 All bridge, street, residential, and parking lot lighting shall be downcast luminaries or

directional lighting with light patterns directed away from the River Corridor. Similarly,

all lighting immediately adjacent to the Santa Clara River, Oak Park, and designated

mitigation areas for biological resources shall be shielded. CC&Rs shall require that

exterior lighting within the residential areas adjacent to the River Corridor be limited to

low luminosity and/or shielded.

Please also see Mitigation Measures 4.16-3 and 4.16-4 in the Draft EIR, Section 4.16, Visual Resources,

which require that all outdoor lighting along the project site boundary consist of low-intensity

downlights or be equipped with a screening device, and that all such lighted be projected downwards to

minimize light spillover and glare. Mitigation Measure 4.6-16, in combination with Mitigation Measures

4.16-3 and 4.16-4, ensure that sensitive biological resources would not be adversely impacted by the

project’s light sources. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 11

The comment addresses Mitigation Measure 4.6-5, which requires implementation of Compliance

Biology’s Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Monitoring Plan (Toad Plan; June 2009), a copy of

which is included in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR. The comment recommends that: (1) pond creation be

implemented as soon as possible; (2) salvage techniques and timing be pro-active and include early

mitigation pond creation; (3) pitfall trap arrays be used around all ponded areas after each rainfall event;

and, (4) CDFG staff be included in any future revisions to the Toad Plan.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, while the western spadefoot toad is not listed under either the federal or

state Endangered Species Acts, CDFG considers it a species of special concern. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p.

4.20-40.) Additionally, while the toad was present in low numbers of the site, the project would

significantly impact this species absent mitigation. (Ibid., at p. 4.20-75 to 4.20-76.) Accordingly,

implementation of the Toad Plan is recommended to reduce impacts to a level below significant. (Ibid., at

p. 4.20-76.)

With respect to the comment’s requests that pond creation be implemented as soon as possible,

Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 requires that the Toad Plan be implemented prior to issuance of a grading

permit. This ensures that the mitigation is completed in advance of site disturbance and before any

development activities. With the plan in place, no further measures are needed, because impacts to the

western spadefoot toad would be reduced to less than significant under CEQA.

Finally, in response to the comment’s request that CDFG staff be included in any future revisions to the

Toad Plan, Mitigation Measure 4.6-5 has been revised as follows, with additions shown in underline:

4.6-5 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall employ a qualified biologist to

implement the Spadefoot Plan, 2009, with review and oversight provided by the City

Planning Department. Any substantive revisions to or deviations from the Spadefoot Plan,

2009, shall be provided to CDFG for consideration and input.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment recommends that multiple sites be utilized to assist in the restoration of slender mariposa

lily and that such sites be protected from future development through the use of a conservation easement

or restrictive covenant.
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As noted in the comment, Dudek prepared the Slender Mariposa Lily Mitigation and Monitoring Plan for the

Vista Canyon Project (Lily Plan; June 2009), a copy of which is located in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR.

The Lily Plan outlines implementation guidelines for the salvage, relocation, maintenance, and

monitoring of slender mariposa lily, with the ultimate goal of successfully reestablishing the lily at an

“appropriate/compatible on-site receptor site, where the plants can successfully exist and can be afforded

protection in perpetuity.” (Lily Plan, p. 1.) In summary, the Lily Plan provides as follows:

Implementation of the proposed project will impact a small knoll containing slender mariposa lily.

Proposed mitigation for direct impacts to slender mariposa lily will include a combination of bulb

and seed salvage. The Mitigation Plan proposes salvage and translocation of bulbs and seed from

within the disturbance area (Figure 3) to an appropriate receptor site within the Vista Canyon

property where they can be preserved in perpetuity (Figure 4). A compensation ratio of 1:1 is

recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).

(Ibid.) Although the Lily Plan only identifies one receptor site, whereas the comment requests multiple

sites, Dudek expects the relocation effort to be a success in light of the fact that the salvage and receptor

sites are in close proximity and contain similar vegetation types and topographic features. (Ibid., at p. 2.)

Further, the Lily Plan utilizes an adaptive management approach, “wherein corrective measures will be

implemented during the five-year monitoring period if problems affecting the survival and/or successful

establishment of slender mariposa lily are detected.” (Ibid., at p. 12.) However based on this comment,

Dudek will investigate the potential of updating the Lily Plan to incorporate mitigation at more than one

on-site location. Potential areas could include the mitigation site in the Oak Park or other locations

potentially suitable for lily mitigation.

As to the comment’s recommendation that the receptor site be protected from future development and

placed under a conservation easement or restrictive covenant, the Lily Plan notes that the receptor site

“will be protected and situated in designated open space.” (Ibid., at p. 13.) Therefore, it is not necessary to

require a conservation easement or restrictive covenant.

In summary, the Lily Plan would reduce potentially significant impacts to the slender mariposa lily to a

level below significant, and no revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 are required. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 13

The comment recommends that the project not expand beyond the current banks of the Santa Clara River

and that a “setback be included…to sustain the current and natural functions of the river.” In response,

the environmental impacts of the project’s current proposed configuration were assessed throughout the

3.0-46



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

Draft EIR. For example, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, presented a detailed

assessment of the project’s impacts to federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat and other sensitive

natural habitat communities, the movement of any native wildlife, and the designated significant

ecological area. Based on that analysis, there would be no significant unavoidable impacts to the section

of the Santa Clara River Corridor located within the project reach. Second, the project site’s existing

condition and the sufficiency of the post-project setback from the active River channel are evaluated

further in Response 6, to the letter from Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, dated November 8, 2010.

Please see this additional evaluation.

Additionally, the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, contains the “No Project” alternative and

two other alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5), which would decrease the total development footprint

when compared to the proposed project. The decreased development footprint would reduce impacts to

sensitive biological resources within the project site. In addition, Alternative 4 (Reduced Development

Footprint) would increase the width of the River Corridor, resulting in less impacts to sensitive biological

resources when compared to the proposed project (see, in particular, Section 6.0, Project Description,

pp. 6.0-29 (Biological Resources analysis) and 6.0-33 (River Corridor analysis). As a result, the Draft EIR

has presented the decision makers with an alternative that, if implemented, would set back the buried

bank stabilization on the south side of the River Corridor by an average of 100 feet in comparison to the

proposed project. The alternative also would lengthen the proposed Vista Canyon Road Bridge from 650

to 800 feet.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR’s

analysis; and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required.

Additionally, it bears noting that the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR

considered an alternative that would relocate the buried bank stabilization on the south side of the River

Corridor by an average of 100 feet. While Alternative 4 (the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative)

was determined to be environmentally superior to the proposed project, it would not fully achieve all of

the project objectives. (See Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-25 to 6.0-35.) The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 14

The comment states that CDFG currently is working with the project applicant to develop a conceptual

mitigation and monitoring plan in connection with the applicant’s request for a Lake and Streambed

Alteration Agreement pursuant to California Fish and Game Code section 1602. Accordingly, the

comment presents a discrete series of recommendations regarding the project’s Conceptual Wetlands
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Mitigation & Monitoring Plan: Vista Canyon, Los Angeles County, California (Wetlands Plan; May 2009),

implementation of which is required by Mitigation Measure 4.20-1 in the Draft EIR. (For a copy of the

Wetlands Plan, please see Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR.)

Although the comment notes that the Wetlands Plan “shows the restoration of temporary impacted areas

with the appropriate vegetation types,” the comment opines that, because the project would permanently

impact over 17 acres of CDFG’s jurisdictional stream areas, “[i]mpacts such as these would typically have

about 50 acres of compensatory mitigation.” The comment also states that CDFG will not accept the

Wetlands Plan’s proposed mitigation, which relies on restoration and enhancement activities. The

comment states that enhancement and restoration activities are not appropriate mitigation for permanent

impacts to jurisdictional areas. Accordingly, the comment requests that the Wetlands Plan address

compensatory, off-site mitigation.

To preface, the referenced Wetlands Plan is discussed at length in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara

River Corridor Analysis. As discussed in that section, for example:

The Wetlands Plan, 2009, has addressed the on-site restoration and enhancement of both Corps

and CDFG jurisdictional riparian/riverine vegetation communities as mitigation for project

impacts to jurisdictional wetland and riparian habitats. … Riparian scrub and alluvial scrub are

proposed in the channel bottom and Great Basin sage scrub is proposed on the buried bank slopes.

… Mitigation credit for enhancement is usually calculated by determining the amount of

enhancement area that will undergo enhancement activities, such as invasive plant removal. For

this project, the enhancement area is very sparsely vegetated, and presence of invasive plant

species is relatively low. However, the Wetlands Plan, 2009, proposes to also enhance the channel

by removing the existing old rail and wire revetment structures …

Restoration and enhancement areas would be riparian and riverine open areas under the

jurisdiction of the Corps and CDFG. These mitigation areas would function as riparian vegetation

communities, and be part of the dynamic fluvial process of the stream system. There would be no

public access to, or use of, the mitigation areas. The DPW may require a flood control maintenance

easement in some areas along the buried bank protection to inspect and maintain the public drain

system (outlets and bank protection integrity). If required, the limits of the wetland mitigation

areas would be established outside of the flood control maintenance easement. In addition, based on

the Wetlands Plan, 2009, the restoration and enhancement areas are expected to be successful for

the following reasons:

“The Santa Clara River is subject to high-velocity storm flows during the

rainy season and subsurface low flows in the dry season. The plant

species to be used in the mitigation areas are native species that already

occur on the project site and are adapted to these dynamic conditions.

Furthermore, the vegetation communities proposed for restoration are

the same as those that already occur on site.
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To address the anticipated highly dynamic fluvial conditions associated

with the Santa Clara River, the vegetation communities to be restored

will be located in hydrologically compatible locations, with sparse

riparian scrub designed for areas expected to have high velocity flows,

and alluvial scrub designed for areas expected to receive less frequent

storm flows. Velocity profiles prepared by PACE Engineering for the

Vista Canyon Ranch EIR Flood Technical Report (2009) were reviewed to

determine the most appropriate locations for the riparian vegetation

communities.

Control of invasive plant species in the habitat enhancement areas is

expected to require a long-term commitment, as the invasive species

present are tenacious and difficult to control. The enhancement areas

will be maintained for the duration of the five-year maintenance and

monitoring period so multiple follow-up visits will occur to address

recurrence of invasive plant species. The suppression of invasive weeds

over the extended maintenance period will allow native vegetation to

become better established throughout the area because there will be less

competition for water and nutrients.” (Dudek Wetlands Plan, 2009, p. 17.)

To ensure that the restoration and enhancement areas within the project site develop as intended

and meet the success criteria required by the Corps and CDFG, the 5-year maintenance and

monitoring program also would be implemented. The maintenance would include best

management, trash removal, and irrigation maintenance. The monitoring would include

construction/installation monitoring, plant establishment, performance standards, and success

criteria.

The Wetlands Plan, 2009, also contains provisions to avoid impacts to existing nesting birds and

special status reptiles (e.g., coast horned lizard). Specifically, this plan requires that pre-

construction nesting bird surveys be conducted by qualified biologists and that nest sites be

flagged/fenced and a buffer zone established. In addition, construction activities would be

postponed in the buffer zone around the nest site until the young have fledged. Depending on

proposed activities, the monitoring biologists also may establish additional setbacks and

exclusionary fencing to ensure that nesting birds are not disturbed. In addition, the plan requires

that the qualified biologist relocate any special-status reptiles that may be present in the project

work area to areas outside the area of impact. No public access would be provided to the mitigation

areas, which would be fenced and posted.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.20-51 to 4.20-53.) In response to this comment and in furtherance of the applicant’s desire

to effectively collaborate with CDFG on this issue, Mitigation Measure 4.20-1 has been revised to provide

for compensatory, off-site mitigation at a ratio of 1:1 (new text is shown in underline):

4.20-1 The project applicant shall implement the Wetlands Plan, 2009, in order to:

(a) Satisfy the mitigation requirements of local, state, and federal agencies for wetland

and riparian habitat;
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(b) Create or restore riparian and riverine vegetation communities suitable for nesting,

foraging, and breeding by native animal species;

(c) Create or restore vegetation communities to be compatible with the fluvial

morphology and hydrology of the stream channel corridor;

(d) Create or restore vegetation communities to be consistent with adjacent, existing

riparian vegetation communities; and

(e) Create or restore vegetation communities to be self-sustaining and functional beyond

the maintenance and monitoring period.

In implementing the Wetlands Plan, 2009, the applicant shall implement the maintenance

activities during the specified monitoring, the monitoring plan for the mitigation areas,

the reporting requirements, and the contingency measures specified in that plan. The

applicant also must satisfy the performance standards and success criteria set forth in

that plan. The maintenance and monitoring will be subject to approval of the City’s

Community Development Department.

In conjunction with implementation of the Wetlands Plan, 2009, permanent impacts

within the California Department of Fish and Game’s jurisdictional delineation limits

shall be restored with similar habitat at the rate of 1 acre replaced for 1 acre lost.

This commitment represents a 1:1 ratio for the mitigation of permanent impacts. (See Draft EIR, Table

4.20-4, Jurisdictional Habitats and Impacts.) Because the project site’s existing condition is highly

disturbed (see, e.g., Draft EIR Figure 4.20-5), off-site compensatory mitigation, if provided, should not be

set at the suggested 3:1 mitigation ratio. Such mitigation ratio, instead, is better suited for the

compensation of pristine, riparian habitat along rivers or riparian tributaries. In contrast, the existing

reach of the Santa Clara River within the project boundary is mostly dry and does not support extensive

vegetation growth, including riparian habitat. In addition, as discussed in the Draft EIR, recent activities,

including dumping, off-road vehicle activity, and utility construction/maintenance, have significantly

disturbed the remaining, on-site vegetation communities and have resulted in a complex mix of native

and non-native vegetation types or disturbed land. (Ibid., at p. 4.20-24.) These factors justify the City’s use

of a 1:1 mitigation ratio for CEQA purposes. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 15

The City acknowledges CDFG’s input and comments. The comments will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Letter No. A6. California Public Utilities Commission, December 1, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information regarding the Public Utilities Commission’s

jurisdiction relative to highway-rail crossings and does not raise an environmental issue within the

meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR (specifically, the proposal to construct a

Metrolink Station) and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

Response 3

The comment states that the Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) recommends that

any development adjacent to or near rail lines consider safety of the rail corridor. The Vista Canyon

project does not propose the development of any highway-rail crossings; therefore, there would be no

impacts to railroad right-of-way. Instead, pedestrians would have access to the trains by way of rail

access platforms. Rail lines would be fenced to control rail access points. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 1.0-53 to

1.0-54.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment indicates that the traffic study should address additional traffic increase impacts over

affected crossings. As discussed in Section 1.0, Project Description, of the Vista Canyon Draft EIR:

The Specific Plan’s transit component is intended to create a variety of alternatives to the use of

automobiles. The project proposes relocation of the Via Princessa Metrolink Station to the Vista

Canyon project site as part of this ‘Transit Oriented Community.’ This would be accomplished by

providing the land and partnering with the City and Metrolink on facilities needed for the

City/Metrolink transit center, located north of the existing Metrolink rail line along the Specific

Plan’s southern boundary in PA-2. The transit center would consist of a Metrolink passenger rail

station and a City transit station.
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The Metrolink station component of the center would include construction of the platforms and

accessory station improvements within the Metrolink right-of-way, including: construction of

approximately 3,500 feet of a second main line; new turnout and a new signal; construction of

approximately 1,000 linear feet of intertrack fencing; and, associated grading. The station will

likely be constructed in two phases with the first phase including construction of the north

platform, portions of the second main line, and adjacent surface parking. The second phase would

include construction of the south platform, the pedestrian overpass and undercrossing and the

adjacent parking structure and bus-transfer station.

At buildout, the Specific Plan would include one 4-story, 5-level parking structure, providing 750

parking spaces, which would be utilized for transit users during Metrolink’s hours of operation

and be part of the shared parking pool for PA-2 during evening and weekend hours. The parking

structure also would include restroom facilities and a security/waiting room. Vehicular access to

the Metrolink station would be from Vista Canyon Road and the Specific Plan’s “Main Street”

(Vista Square Drive). In addition, a pedestrian overpass from the third level of the parking

structure to the north platform and a pedestrian underpass to the south platform would be

constructed.

The City’s transit station component of the center would include a bus transfer facility, similar to

the station currently operated by the City at McBean Parkway and Valencia Boulevard. The bus

transfer facility would consist of seven bus bays arranged around a loop road with covered

passenger shelters. Vehicular access to the transit station is the same as the access to the Metrolink

station.

(Draft EIR, p. 1.0-53.) While the proposed Metrolink Station would be able to accommodate more riders

than the existing Via Princessa station, no vehicles would cross the rails as a part of the project. The Draft

EIR also acknowledges that various aspects of the Metrolink Station would require the approval of the

Southern California Regional Rail Authority, Metrolink, and Metropolitan Transit Authority. (Draft EIR,

p. 1.0-17.) Lastly, Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, takes into consideration traffic associated with the

Metrolink Station, indicating that approximately 1,430 automobile trips to/from the Station would occur

on a daily basis. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-39.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment suggests various mitigation measures that would be appropriate for impacts to

roadway/rail crossings. However, as discussed in Response 3, above, no vehicles would cross the rails at

the project site. Furthermore, security fencing would be provided to direct travelers using the rail lines to

the appropriate access point. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 6

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the

content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. A7. California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, December 3, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information regarding the state agencies that received a copy

of the Draft EIR from the State Clearinghouse and does not raise an environmental issue within the

meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. B1. County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, December 2, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow, and references the County Sanitation Districts’

October 12, 2010 letter comment letter on the proposed project. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment states that the proposed project and portions of the AAA are located outside of the

jurisdictional boundaries of the Districts and will require annexation prior to sewerage service. The

comment correctly notes that the project site is not located within its jurisdictional boundaries. (See Draft

EIR, pp. 1.0-70, 4.21-1 to 4.21-2, 4.21-5.) Nonetheless, it should be noted that the proposed project would

annex into the District. The project also includes a wastewater reclamation plant (WRP), which would be

owned and operated by the City of Santa Clarita and recycle up to 395,411 gallons per day (gpd) of

wastewater using Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) demand factors (the applicant is

estimating that the project will generate a lower amount of wastewater of 214,265 gpd, which is based

upon lower water usage. The proposed WRP would be designed as a scalping plant and would not treat

solids; any solids generated by the proposed project would be discharged to the existing sewer and

treated at the existing Valencia WRP. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, specifically noting that, based on the Santa

Clarita Valley Sanitation District’s flow generation factors, the proposed project would generate a

worst-case average total of 395,411 gpd of wastewater. (Draft EIR, p. 4.21-7.) The comment does not raise

an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Response 4

The comment provides background information regarding the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District’s

wastewater reclamation program. Of note, recycled water produced by the proposed, on-site Vista

Canyon WRP would be delivered to the Castaic Lake Water Agency for distribution both within and

ultimately outside of the project boundary. (Draft EIR, pp. 1.0-70 to 1.0-71.) Therefore, it will not be

necessary to secure recycled water from the Valencia or Saugus WRPs, as proposed by the comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.

Response 5

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the

content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. B2. County of Los Angeles Fire Department, November 10, 2010

Response 1

The comment first notes that the Draft EIR has been reviewed by various divisions and units within the

County of Los Angeles Fire Department (Fire Department). The comment then states that Section 4.13,

Fire Services, should be corrected to state that there are 13 fire stations with 11 engine companies,” in lieu

of the 14 fire stations with 12 engine companies referenced in the Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR,

p. 4.13-1.) The requested correction has been made on pages 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 of Section 4.13. Please see

the portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text

revisions. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment states that Section 4.13, Fire Services, should be corrected to state that 64 firefighters are on

duty every day, in lieu of the 67 firefighters referenced in the Draft EIR. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.13-2.) The

requested correction has been made on page 4.13-2 of Section 4.13. Please see the portion of the Vista

Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 3

The comment proposes several changes to Table 4.13-1, Los Angeles County Fire Stations Serving the

Santa Clarita Valley Area, and requests that Figure 4.13-1, Fire Station Locations, be revised to provide

the correct location and designation for Fire Station 123. The requested corrections to Section 4.13 have

been made. Please see the portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for

the actual text and graphic revisions. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment states that Section, 4.13, Fire Services be updated on pages 4.13-5 and 6 to clarify the

Developer Fee Program in effect in the project area. The requested clarification to Section 4.13 has been

made. Please see the portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the

actual text revision. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

3.0-72



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

Response 5

The comment provides a list of fire access requirements for project development. As noted in the Draft

EIR, all applicable fire code and ordinance requirements for access would need to be met by the proposed

project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.13-1.) Further, Mitigation Measures 4.13-6 through 4.13-10 in the Draft EIR

address various access requirements that are similar to (but not always the same as) those identified in

the comment. Therefore, the referenced mitigation measures have been revised to be consistent with the

access requirements outlined in the comment. Please see the portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR

entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revisions. The comment will be included as part

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment provides a list of water system requirements for project development. As noted in the Draft

EIR, all applicable fire code and ordinance requirements for water mains, fire hydrants, and water fire

flows would need to be met by the proposed project. (Draft EIR, p. 4.13-1.) Accordingly, the Draft EIR

conservatively assumed that the Fire Department would require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute

at 20 pounds per square inch residual pressure for up to a 5-hour duration (Draft EIR, p. 4.13-7), even

though the comment identifies less rigorous fire flow requirements. Further, Mitigation Measures 4.13-3

and 4.13-5 in the Draft EIR include water system requirements that are similar to, but not the same as, the

water system requirements outlined in the comment. Therefore, the Draft EIR mitigation measures

addressing water system requirements have been revised to be consistent with those outlined in the

comment. Please see the portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for

the actual text revisions. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment states that a Fuel Modification Plan be submitted and approved by the Fire Department

prior to final map clearance. Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 has been revised to reflect Fire Department’s

suggested approval timing. Please see the portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft

EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment provides background information regarding the Fire Department’s submittal requirements

(e.g., number of copies of water plans; submittal of construction plans) and does not raise an

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The City appreciates the Fire Department’s provision
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of this information, which will be utilized by the project applicant should the project be approved. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.

Response 9

The comment provides factual background information regarding the responsibilities of the Fire

Department’s Forestry Division and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 10

The comment requests that the project comply with the Fuel Modification Plan submittal requirements

addressed in Response 7, above. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

The comment expresses concern regarding the soil gas levels associated with the former underground

and aboveground storage tanks located on the project site. Section 4.15, Human-Made Hazards, of the

Draft EIR concluded that the two, on-site underground storage tanks (USTs) were removed in accordance

with applicable standards, and site development would not result in a significant impact. (Draft EIR, p.

4.15-17.) Similarly, the two, on-site aboveground storage tanks were used for fuel and water; no evidence

of past use at the project site or leakage was visible during the site reconnaissance. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-3.)

Therefore, mitigation measures requiring soil gas studies are not required. That being said, Mitigation

Measure 4.15-1 requires that areas of the project site be sampled for the presence of metals, total

petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic carbons and pesticides prior to grading. (Draft EIR, p. 4.15-19.)

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the

content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. B3. County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, November 17, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment states that the EIR should discuss the collection and disposal of wastewater, and address

capacity issues associated with the Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements (Order No. 2006-

0003). As discussed in Section 4.21, Wastewater Disposal, the proposed project includes a wastewater

reclamation plant (WRP), which would be owned and operated by the City of Santa Clarita and recycle

up to 395,411 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater. The proposed WRP would be designed as a scalping

plant and would not treat solids; any solids generated by the proposed project would be discharged to

the existing sewer and treated at the existing Valencia WRP. Mitigation Measure 4.21-3 requires that: “All

facilities of the sanitary sewer system, including the siphon, will be designed and constructed for

maintenance by the City of Santa Clarita in accordance with the applicable manuals, criteria, and

requirements.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.21-9.) The proposed project evaluated its potential impact on existing

sewers in the Vista Canyon Sewer Area Study dated August 6, 2009. The City of Santa Clarita reviewed the

study and approved it in January 2011. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment indicated that new sewer construction projects must comply with the County of Los

Angeles Department of Public Works’ (DPW) sewer design Mitigation Measure 4.22-3 requires that: All

facilities of the sanitary sewer system, including the siphon, will be designed and constructed for

maintenance by the City of Santa Clarita in accordance with the applicable manuals, criteria, and

requirements.” The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

sewer services comments, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not

address or question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 5

The comment suggests that Section 4.9, Solid Waste Disposal, be updated to reflect the disposal data from

the 2008 Annual Report for the Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, October
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2009. Pages 4.9-15 and 4.9-16 of Section 4.9 have been updated with the 2008 disposal data. Please see the

portion of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

solid waste disposal comments, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does

not address or question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 7

This commenter suggests that the Transportation Impact Study and related Draft EIR should have

identified a significant impact at the Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way intersection, and should have

recommended mitigation.

The Transportation Impact Study and Draft EIR did not report a significant impact at the Canyon Park

Boulevard/Jakes Way intersection because the intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS C when

the entire AM and PM peak hour periods are considered, which is the period the City of Santa Clarita

uses to evaluate intersection LOS.

The intersection currently is situated in unincorporated Los Angeles County, although it would be

annexed into the City of Santa Clarita with approval of the proposed project and the ancillary

annexations. Table 17 in the Transportation Impact Study, and corresponding Draft EIR Table 4.3-11,

depict the LOS conditions at the intersection based on a Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 15-minute analysis.

However, as shown in the table below, when the entire peak hour is considered, which is the period the

City of Santa Clarita utilizes to evaluate intersection operations, the intersection would operate at LOS C.

(See, Final EIR Appendix F4, Memorandum, Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Intersection, Fehr &

Peers, January 24, 2011, for technical calculations.)

Interim Plus Project Traffic Operations at Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Intersection

Intersection

Average Delay – Level of Service

during AM (PM) Peak Hour

Entire Peak Hour Busiest 15-Minutes of Peak Hour

Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way 22 – C (25 – C) 33 – D (33 – D)
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This result is consistent with the analysis of other unsignalized intersections in the Draft EIR. See, for

example, Draft EIR p. 4.3-16, in which conditions at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road

intersection, an unsignalized intersection located within Santa Clarita, are reported on an hourly basis.

Accordingly, the Transportation Impact Study and Draft EIR correctly reported that the project would not

result in a significant impact at the intersection.

This conclusion is further justified by examining conditions at the intersection. Projected traffic volumes

under project buildout/interim conditions do not satisfy the peak hour traffic volume warrant for

consideration of a traffic signal. Additionally, the majority of project trips at this intersection are added to

the southbound left-turn movement, and the resulting PM peak hour volume can be accommodated

within the 100 feet of storage that is provided. The fact that no physical improvements are needed at the

intersection further substantiates the conclusion reached in the Transportation Impact Study and Draft

EIR.

Response 8

This commenter states that the final Transportation Impact Study indicates the project is expected to

result in a significant impact at the Placerita Canyon Road/SR 14 NB Ramps intersection and, therefore,

mitigation should be included. However, as explained below, the proposed project would not result in a

significant impact at the intersection and, therefore, no mitigation is required.

Table 17 in the Transportation Impact Study lists the intersection operations under project

buildout/interim conditions. The table notes in bold font those intersections that would operate at

unacceptable levels under “with project” conditions. Included within the bolded intersections are three

intersections that would operate at unacceptable levels although the project would not cause a significant

impact at the intersections. The three intersections are intersection 20 (Soledad Canyon Road/Bouquet

Canyon Road), intersection 22 (Placerita Canyon Road/SR-14 SB Ramps), and intersection 23 (Placerita

Canyon Road/SR 14 NB Ramps).

Specific to the comment and intersection 23, the impact would not be significant (based on the

significance criteria) because the proposed project would not use 2 percent or more of the intersection’s

capacity. As shown in the Transportation Impact Study of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would

cause the intersection capacity utilization to increase by 0.8 percent during the AM peak hour and by 0.2

percent during the PM peak hour. Therefore, the conclusion of a non-significant impact is correct and no

mitigation is required.

Relatedly, Draft EIR Table 4.3-11, Intersection Operations - 2015 Conditions, incorrectly identifies the

three intersections (Intersections 20, 22, and 23) as “significant impacts.” However, the Draft EIR text
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correctly omits the three intersections from the list of significant impacts. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-57 to

4.3-58.) The Final EIR includes the necessary revisions to Table 4.3-11.

Response 9

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

traffic/access comments, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not

address or question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 10

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

comment letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. B4. South Coast Air Quality Management District, December 3, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow, and does not raise any specific issue regarding

the analysis presented in the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response can be provided or is required.

Nonetheless, the City appreciates the comment, which will be made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR regarding the project description and does

not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment states that South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff is concerned that

all feasible mitigation measures have not been considered in order to reduce the significant emissions

associated with the extensive grading activities for this project. The comment recommends that specific

additional mitigation measures, identified and addressed in Comments 5, 6, and 7, below, be

incorporated. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment requests that, pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.5, written responses to

these comments be provided to the SCAQMD prior to certification of the Final EIR. The City

acknowledges this comment and intends to provide all public agencies with responses to their comments

in accordance with CEQA’s requirements. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment states that the lead agency has determined that construction-related emissions for nitrogen

oxides (NOX), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5, fugitive dust), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs)

exceed the established significance thresholds. The comment recommends that additional mitigation

measures be included to further reduce NOX emissions, if applicable and feasible. The following provides
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a list of the recommended mitigation measures to reduce NOX emissions and discusses the applicability

and feasibility of each measure.

Recommended Measure

 Prohibit vehicle and engine idling in excess of 5 minutes and ensure that all off-road equipment is

compliant with the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulation

and SCAQMD Rule 2449.

Applicability and Feasibility

The portion of this measure recommending a 5-minute idling limit is already included in the Draft EIR as

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-57.) This measure will be revised as follows in the Final EIR

to include the additional recommendation of ensuring that all off-road equipment is compliant with

California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulation and SCAQMD Rule

2449:

4.4-1 The project applicant shall prepare a Construction Traffic Emission Management Plan to

minimize emissions from vehicles including, but not limited to, scheduling truck

deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic conditions, consolidating truck deliveries, and

prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes, and ensuring that all off-road equipment

is compliant with the CARB’s in-use off-road diesel vehicle regulation and SCAQMD

Rule 2449.

Recommended Measure

 Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure is already included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-5. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-58.)

Because this measure is already included in the Draft EIR, no changes are necessary with respect to this

measure.
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Recommended Measure

 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure was not explicitly included in the Draft EIR, but is intended to be contained within

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-57.) However, as this measure is applicable

and feasible, it will be included in the Final EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-6:

4.4-6 The project contractor shall configure construction parking to minimize traffic

interference.

Recommended Measure

 Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of construction to maintain

smooth traffic flow.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure was not explicitly included in the Draft EIR, but is intended to be contained within

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-57.) However, as this measure is applicable

and feasible, it will be included in the Final EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-7:

4.4-7 The project contractor shall provide temporary traffic controls, such as a flag person,

during all phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.

Recommended Measure

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on and off site.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure was not explicitly included in the Draft EIR, but is intended to be contained within

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR. However, as this measure is applicable and feasible, it will be

included in the Final EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-8:

4.4-8 The project contractor shall coordinate with the City to provide temporary dedicated

turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on and off site, to

satisfaction of the City.
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Recommended Measure

 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hour to the

extent practicable.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure was not explicitly included in the Draft EIR, but is intended to be contained within

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-57.) However, as this measure is applicable

and feasible, it will be included in the Final EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-9:

4.4-9 The project contractor shall schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the

arterial system to off-peak hours to the extent practicable.

Recommended Measure

 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure was not explicitly included in the Draft EIR, but is intended to be contained within

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-57.) However, as this measure is applicable

and feasible, it will be included in the Final EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-10:

4.4-10 The project contractor shall coordinate with the City to reroute construction trucks away

from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.

Recommended Measure

 All vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained according to manufacturers’

specifications.

Applicability and Feasibility

This measure is already included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. (Draft EIR, p. 4.4-57.)

Because this measure is already included in the Draft EIR, no changes are necessary with respect to this

measure.
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Recommended Measure

 Consistent with measures that other lead agencies in the region (including Port of Los Angeles and

Port of Long Beach) have enacted, require all on-site construction equipment to meet

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 2 or higher emissions standards according to the

following:

 April 1, 2010 to December 31, 2011: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater

than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet Tier 2 off-road emissions standards. In addition, all

construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any

emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no

less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a

similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.

 January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment

greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards. In addition, all construction

equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control

device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could

be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined

by CARB regulations.

 Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp

shall meet Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, where available. In addition, all construction

equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control

device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could

be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine

as defined by CARB regulations.

A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD

operating permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization or each applicable unit of

equipment.

Applicability and Feasibility

Portions of this measure are included in the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measures 4.4-6 and 4.4-7. (Draft EIR,

p. 4.4-58.) However, this recommended measure provides additional requirements that are applicable

and feasible, with the exception of the requirement to use engines certified to the Tier 4 standard. Engines

certified to the Tier 4 standard were required to be commercially available starting January 1, 2011;

however, not enough time has elapsed to allow construction contractors to incorporate these new engines

into their fleets. Therefore, this measure will be included in the Final EIR as Mitigation Measure 4.4-11,

which will replace Mitigation Measures 4.4-6 and 4.4-7 in the Draft EIR but will be amended to states

that compliance with the Tier 4 standard will be subject to the availability of the engines in construction

fleets.
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4.4-6 The project applicant shall require on-site off-road construction equipment to meet U.S.

EPA Tier 2 emissions standards at a minimum. This requirement will apply to any piece

of equipment that is expected to operate on-site more than 15 days.

4.4-7 For equipment not covered by mitigation measure 4.4-6 above, the project applicant shall

evaluate the potential for reducing exhaust emissions from on-road and off-road

construction equipment, and implement such measures. Control technologies to be

considered may include particulate traps and filters, selective catalytic reduction,

oxidation catalysts, air enhancement technologies, and the use of alternatively

(non-diesel) fueled engines. Considerations will include commercial availability of

appropriate CARB verified technologies.

4.4-11 The project applicant and contractor shall require all on-site construction equipment to

meet U.S. EPA Tier 2 or higher emissions standards according to the following:

 April 1, 2010 to December 31, 2011: All off-road diesel-powered construction

equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 off-road emissions standards. In

addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices

certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve

emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or

Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by

CARB regulations.

 January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered construction

equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions standards. In

addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT devices

certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve

emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel

emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB

regulations.

 Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater

than 50 hp shall meet Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, subject to the availability

of the engines in construction fleets. In addition, all construction equipment shall be

outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device

used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what

could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a

similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.

A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or

SCAQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization or each

applicable unit of equipment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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Comment 6

The comment recommends that additional mitigation measures be included to further reduce PM10 and

PM2.5 emissions, if applicable and feasible. The following provides a list of the recommended mitigation

measures and discusses the applicability and feasibility of the measures.

Recommended Measures

 Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit the construction site onto paved roads or wash

off trucks or any equipment leaving the site each trip;

 Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25

mph;

 All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered;

 Pave road and road shoulders;

 Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

 Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil is carried onto adjacent public paved roads

(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water);

 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site construction

activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation.

Applicability and Feasibility

The recommended measures are generally applicable and feasible, and will be included in the Final EIR

as Mitigation Measure 4.4-12:

4.4-12 During the construction phase, the project contractor shall:

 Require the installation of wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit the

construction site onto paved roads, or wash off trucks or any equipment prior to each

time they leave the site;

 Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous

gusts) exceed 25 mph;

 Require all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials to be covered;
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 Pave road and road shoulders when feasible;

 Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

 Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil is carried onto adjacent public paved

roads (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water); and

 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning

on-site construction activity, including resolution of issues related to PM10

generation.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Comment 7

The comment recommends that additional mitigation measures be included to further reduce VOC

emissions, if applicable and feasible. The following provides a list of the recommended mitigation

measures to reduce VOC emissions and discusses the applicability and feasibility of the measures.

Recommended Measures

 Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than required under Rule 1113;

 Construction/build with materials that do not require painting;

 Require the use of pre-painted construction materials; and

 Contractors shall use varying-pressure-low-volume (HPLV) paint applicators or other application

techniques with equivalent or higher transfer efficiency.

Applicability and Feasibility

The recommended measures are generally applicable and feasible, and will be included in the Final EIR

as Mitigation Measure 4.4-13:

4.4-13 The project contractor shall:

 Require the use of coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than required

under SCAQMD Rule 1113 based on the commercial availability of such products as

per the list of manufacturers and suppliers on the SCAQMD’s website “Painter’s

Guide to Clean Air” (http://www.aqmd.gov/prdas/brochures/paintguide.html);
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 Construct/build with materials that do not require painting to the extent feasible;

 Require the use of pre-painted construction materials to the extent feasible; and

 Require the use of varying-pressure-low-volume (HPLV) paint applicators or other

application techniques with equivalent or higher transfer efficiency.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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Letter No. B5. County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Officer, December 3, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 3

The comment is noted. This area has been added to the Ancillary Annexation Area.

Response 4

The comment provides factual background information regarding the County’s review of annexation

proposals and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 5

The comment states that the boundary used for the Santa Clara River SEA, as depicted in the Draft EIR,

Figure 4.20-2, Limits of the Santa Clara River Study Reach, of the Draft EIR, is inaccurate. The comment

states that the SEA boundary depicted in the County’s existing General Plan and the Santa Clarita Valley

Area Plan should be used instead.

To preface, the SEA boundary depicted in Figure 4.20-2 of the Draft EIR are based on the City’s adopted

SEA boundaries, which differ from those adopted by the County. More specifically, Figure 4.20-2,

consistent with City policy, reflects that the existing FEMA 100-year floodplain elevation line is

co-terminus with the City’s existing SEA overlay within the project site. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.20-25; see also

City-certified Riverpark Draft Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2002091081; March

2004), prepared by Impact Sciences, Inc., p. 4.6-47.) The existing SEA boundary depicted in Figure 4.20-2

of the Draft EIR also is consistent with Exhibit OS-2 of the City’s Open Space and Conservation Element

Amendment (Conservation Element; February 23, 1999).

By way of background, SEA 23 (the Santa Clara River SEA) was designated in the County’s 1980 General

Plan Conservation and Open Space Element. (A copy of the County’s 1980 General Plan is available at

http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan.) The County’s Conservation and Open Space Element’s intent,

however, was not to “preclude reasonable use of private property in these areas, but to ensure that where
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development takes place, identified natural resources are protected.” (General Plan, p. II-36.) Similarly,

the Los Angeles County Code (County Code) states: “It is not the purpose to preclude development

within these areas but to ensure, to the extent possible, that such development maintains and where

possible enhances the remaining biotic resources of the significant ecological areas.” (County Code,

section 22.56.215.B.1.) Moreover, the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan confirms that “[f]uture additions and

deletions to identify [SEAs] may be appropriate based on updated, more detailed biotic surveys.” (Area

Plan, p. 41.)

Based on the above documents discussed in the prior paragraph, all of which are incorporated by

reference and available for public review and inspection at the two locations identified on page I-8 of the

Draft EIR, compatible development within SEAs is permitted after evaluation of biological resources and

project design. For example, the County Code confirms that development is permissible if:

[T]he requested development is designed to be highly compatible with the biotic resources present,

including the setting aside of appropriate and sufficient undisturbed areas. (County Code,

section 22.56.215.2.a.)

[T]he requested development is designed so that wildlife movement corridors are left in an

undisturbed and natural state. (County Code, section 22.56.215.2.c.)

As discussed at length in the Draft EIR, the project site is located within the City’s existing boundary of

SEA 23. SEA 23 was designated primarily to protect habitat for the unarmored threespine stickleback

(UTS), an endangered species. (See, e.g., City’s Conservation Element, p. OS-5; see also Draft EIR,

p. 4.20-6.) UTS require clear, free-flowing, perennial streams with associated pools. (Ibid.) However, the

Santa Clara River is mostly dry, except after seasonal storm events, and UTS were not detected on the

project site. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 4.20-40.) Further, detailed biota surveys were completed for the

proposed project, and these surveys showed that the City’s SEA boundary, which was based on FEMA’s

100-year floodplain elevation, does not correspond to the sensitive riparian and jurisdictional resources

on the project site. (See Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, for a detailed

assessment of the project’s impacts on SEA 23.) Therefore, the project proposes to amend the City’s

General Plan by adjusting the existing SEA boundary to correspond to the area designated as open space

within the Santa Clara River Corridor, which also corresponds to the location of the sensitive on-site

biological species. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1.0-15, 4.20-6.)

In closing, although the project site currently is located within the unincorporated territory of Los

Angeles County, the project contemplates annexation to the City of Santa Clarita. Accordingly, the EIR

correctly utilized the City’s existing standards, policies, and criteria to assess project impacts. (See, e.g.,

Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App. 4th 523, 543-544 [finding that an EIR was not required to
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conduct traffic analysis pursuant to County standards because project proposed annexation into City;

therefore, City standards were applicable].) The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment states that the City’s and County’s draft One Valley One Vision (OVOV) plan proposes to

modify the SEA boundary as it pertains to the project site. Specifically, the comment states that draft

OVOV plan would reduce the SEA overlay in the southwest corner of the project site, but expand the

boundary to the north, south and east portions of the project site.

While the comment is noted, the consistency of a project with draft plans, such as the draft OVOV plan,

need not be evaluated because such plans are not yet legally applicable to the proposed project. (See, e.g.,

Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App. 4th 1134, 1145, fn. 2; see also Cal. Code Regs., tit.

14, Section 15125, subd. (d) [requiring EIRs to discuss any inconsistencies between a proposed project and

applicable plans].) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment states that the proposed SEA boundary depicted in the draft OVOV plan includes a

north-south movement linkage that links the Santa Clara River with the Angeles National Forest. The

comment then restates information contained in the Draft EIR, including Forde Biological Consultants’

Species Movement: Vista Canyon Ranch, Los Angeles County, California (Species Movement Report; July 27,

2009), a copy of which is included in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR.

As indicated in the comment, the proposed north-south movement linkage identified in the draft OVOV

plan was addressed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis:

A north/south animal movement corridor is presently shown as part of a proposed SEA 23

expansion associated with the City and County’s General Plan Updates (One Valley, One Vision).

Therefore, the Species Movement Report, 2009, also evaluated the need for a north/south species

movement area through a portion of the proposed project. The Species Movement Report, 2009,

indicated that setting aside space to preserve a north/south movement of species may not provide

significant benefit to wildlife as it would increase opportunities for detrimental interactions with

people and pets both on and off the site because the project site is generally surrounded by existing

development. It further stated that it may be preferable to concentrate corridor enhancement along

the Santa Clara River as presently proposed by the project. As presently designed, the project does

not include an area for north/south animal movement.
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However, the Species Movement Report, 2009, has indicated that black-tailed jackrabbit, deer,

raccoon, skunk, bobcat and coyote currently move north from the River Corridor to the project site

and subsequently to rural and undeveloped properties south of the eastern portion of the project

site, eventually reaching the Angeles National Forest. The Species Movement Report, 2009,

also has indicated that if land were to be set aside as a north/south movement corridor through the

project site it should be located on the east side of the proposed project. The east side of the project

site is directly bounded on the south by the Metrolink right-of-way (which does not impair animal

movement) and a commercial horse ranch. The more developed portions of the commercial horse

ranch property would impair animal movement to the south. Consequently, the Species

Movement Report, 2009, has indicated that there is an area east of the developed portion of the

commercial horse ranch that is wide enough and contains sufficient cover to accommodate animal

movement south from the project site.

In conclusion, the Species Movement Report, 2009, has indicated that there are more

appropriate locations for regional north/south animal movement, including the San

Gabriel/Castaic Connector, which is located east of the project site. Furthermore, it has indicated

that encouraging animal movement through the project site in a north/south corridor would

increase opportunities for detrimental interactions with people and pets and that future

development south of the project site could impair or eliminate the viability of this movement

corridor. In light of these facts and additional findings contained in the Species Movement

Report, 2009, the fact that the current project design does not provide for a north/south

movement corridor is not considered a significant impact under this criterion.

Incorporation of a north/south movement corridor on the east side of the project site (at a

minimum width of 300 feet) would eliminate 26 single-family residential lots located adjacent to

the project’s eastern boundary, and an acceptable crossing under Lost Canyon Road would have to

be incorporated into this north-south corridor in order to provide direct access to the Santa Clara

River.

(Draft EIR, pp. 4.20-56 to 4.20-57.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment states that the proposed project should retain the north-south linkage between the Santa

Clara River and Angeles National Forest.

In a December 21, 2010 Staff Report submitted to the Planning Commission regarding the proposed

project, City staff recommended that the project be modified to eliminate 26 single-family lots located in

the area adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. At the December 21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning

Commission directed that this project modification be made. The elimination of development in this area

would increase the size of the Oak Park from seven to 10 acres and, as requested by the comment, allow

for the preservation and enhancement of the north/south animal movement corridor from the Santa Clara

River through the project site to undeveloped land to the south. More specifically, the modified Oak Park
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would provide a minimum animal corridor width of approximately 400 feet, which is consistent with the

300 to 400 feet width previously reported in the Draft EIR. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-75.) As discussed in the

Species Movement Report, a corridor width of approximately 300 to 400 feet could accommodate movement

of the species expected to traverse the project site. (See Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6, Species Movement

Report, p. 9; see also Draft EIR, p. 4.6-21 [discussing the range of opinions regarding specific corridor

widths that are required to facilitate wildlife movement].) The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 9

The comment opines that elimination of the north-south animal movement corridor would conflict with

the Burden of Proof, specifically Condition No. 3, required for the issuance of a SEA Conditional Use

Permit (CUP) in the County permitting process.

As previously mentioned in Response 5, above, the proposed project contemplates annexation to the City

of Santa Clarita. Accordingly, Section 4.20 of the Draft EIR analyzed the project’s consistency with the

City’s SEA development standards/compatibility criteria. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.20-46 to 4.20-47

[identifying the City’s standards].) That being said, the referenced County Condition No. 3 is virtually

identical to compatibility criterion (c) identified in the Santa Clarita Municipal Code, section

17.15.020(K)(1)(2): “The development shall be designed so that wildlife movement corridors (migratory

paths) are left in an undisturbed and natural state.”

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, the project’s proposed development would satisfy this

criterion because, after project implementation, the Santa Clara River Corridor would continue to

function as an east-west wildlife movement corridor. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-56.) The Draft EIR also disclosed

that:

In addition, based on the Species Movement Report, 2009, post-project, species presently can

and would be able post-project to negotiate the length of the river, moving east or west, and

eventually reach the Angeles National Forest and other open space surrounding the City of Santa

Clarita. Further, the proposed Vista Canyon Road Bridge would be sufficiently high so as to allow

the continued use of the Santa Clara River for wildlife movement east-west along and within the

River Corridor; and lighting controls on the proposed bridge would be implemented to ensure that

the SEA would continue to function as a wildlife movement corridor. According to the Species

Movement Report, 2009 (p. 7.), ‘[t]he value of the Santa Clara River is clear; species can move the

entire length of the river and some terrestrial species would only be precluded from doing so

during infrequent major storm events.’
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(Ibid.) Additionally, as discussed in Response 8, above, the proposed project also would preserve and

enhance a north-south animal movement linkage, thereby alleviating the comment’s concerns regarding

the project’s consistency with the applicable SEA development standards/compatibility criteria. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

The comment states that the County encourages the use of the Specific Plan process and does not appear

to raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 11

The comment states that the proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies of the draft One

Valley One Vision (OVOV) Plan. The comment further notes that the County and City have agreed that

the proposed Vista Canyon project will not be illustrated on the draft OVOV Land Use Policy Map or

Plan until review of the project is completed. While the comment is noted, the consistency of a project

with draft plans, such as the draft OVOV plan, need not be evaluated because such plans are not yet

legally applicable to a project. (See, e.g., Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App. 4th 1134,

1145, fn. 2; see also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, Section 15125, subd. (d) [requiring EIRs to discuss any

inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable plans].) That being said, a consistency

assessment of the project with the proposed OVOV Plan is contained in Appendix 4.7 of the Draft EIR.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect

on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 13

Please see Response 2 to Comment Letter B3. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 14

Please see Response 3 to Comment Letter B3. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 15

Please see Response 5 to Comment Letter B3. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 16

This commenter suggests that the Transportation Impact Study and related Draft EIR should have

identified a significant impact at the Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way intersection, and should have

recommended mitigation.

The Transportation Impact Study and Draft EIR did not report a significant impact at the Canyon Park

Boulevard/Jakes Way intersection because the intersection would operate at an acceptable LOS C when

the entire AM and PM peak hour periods are considered, which is the period the City of Santa Clarita

uses to evaluate intersection LOS.

The intersection currently is situated in unincorporated Los Angeles County, although it would be

annexed into the City of Santa Clarita with approval of the proposed project and the ancillary

annexations. Table 17 in the Transportation Impact Study, and corresponding Draft EIR Table 4.3-11,

depict the LOS conditions at the intersection based on a Peak Hour Factor (PHF) 15-minute analysis.

However, as shown in the table below, when the entire peak hour is considered, which is the period the

City of Santa Clarita utilizes to evaluate intersection operations, the intersection would operate at LOS C.

(See, Final EIR Appendix F4, Memorandum, Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Intersection, Fehr &

Peers, January 24, 2011, for technical calculations.)

Interim Plus Project Traffic Operations at Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Intersection

Intersection

Average Delay – Level of Service

during AM (PM) Peak Hour

Entire Peak Hour Busiest 15-Minutes of Peak Hour

Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way 22 – C (25 – C) 33 – D (33 – D)

This result is consistent with the analysis of other unsignalized intersections in the Draft EIR. See, for

example, Draft EIR p. 4.3-16, in which conditions at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road
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intersection, an unsignalized intersection located within Santa Clarita, are reported on an hourly basis.

Accordingly, the Transportation Impact Study and Draft EIR correctly reported that the project would not

result in a significant impact at the intersection.

This conclusion is further justified by examining conditions at the intersection. Projected traffic volumes

under project buildout/interim conditions do not satisfy the peak hour traffic volume warrant for

consideration of a traffic signal. Additionally, the majority of project trips at this intersection are added to

the southbound left-turn movement, and the resulting PM peak hour volume can be accommodated

within the 100 feet of storage that is provided. The fact that no physical improvements are needed at the

intersection further substantiates the conclusion reached in the Transportation Impact Study and Draft

EIR.

Response 17

This commenter states that the final Transportation Impact Study indicates the project is expected to

result in a significant impact at the Placerita Canyon Road/SR 14 NB Ramps intersection and, therefore,

mitigation should be included. However, as explained below, the proposed project would not result in a

significant impact at the intersection and, therefore, no mitigation is required.

Table 17 in the Transportation Impact Study lists the intersection operations under project

buildout/interim conditions. The table notes in bold font those intersections that would operate at

unacceptable levels under “with project” conditions. Included within the bolded intersections are three

intersections that would operate at unacceptable levels although the project would not cause a significant

impact at the intersections. The three intersections are intersection 20 (Soledad Canyon Road/Bouquet

Canyon Road), intersection 22 (Placerita Canyon Road/SR-14 SB Ramps), and intersection 23 (Placerita

Canyon Road/SR 14 NB Ramps).

Specific to the comment and intersection 23, the impact would not be significant (based on the

significance criteria) because the proposed project would not use 2 percent or more of the intersection’s

capacity. As shown in the Traffic Impact Study of the Draft EIR to the Transportation Impact Study, the

proposed project would cause the intersection capacity utilization to increase by 0.8 percent during the

AM peak hour and by 0.2 percent during the PM peak hour. Therefore, the conclusion of a non-

significant impact is correct and no mitigation is required.

Relatedly, Draft EIR Table 4.3-11, Intersection Operations - 2015 Conditions, incorrectly identifies the

three intersections (Intersections 20, 22, and 23) as “significant impacts.” However, the Draft EIR text

correctly omits the three intersections from the list of significant impacts. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-57 to

4.3-58.) The Final EIR includes the necessary revisions to Table 4.3-11.
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Response 18

The comment clarifies that if the Vista Canyon project site and AAA are annexed to the City, vehicle

related law enforcement responsibilities would transfer from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) to the

Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (Sheriff’s Department). Sections 4.14, Sheriff Services, and

Section 4.24, Ancillary Annexation Area, have been revised to clarify that the Sheriff’s Department, and

not CHP, would be responsible for the provision of these law enforcement services. Please see the portion

of the Vista Canyon Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 19

The comment provides clarification regarding CHP’s responsibilities within the City of Santa Clarita.

Section 4.14, Sheriff Services, has been revised to reflect that CHP would not provide traffic enforcement

services to the proposed project upon annexation to the City. Please see the portion of the Vista Canyon

Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision. The comment will be included

as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

Response 20

The comment requests that additional information regarding the AAA be included in Section 1.0, Project

Description. The City believes that the description of the AAA included in Section 1.0, Project

Description, is adequate for purposes of CEQA. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1.0-4, 1.0-13 to 1.0-14.) This

discussion also specifically refers the reader to Section 4.24, Ancillary Annexation Area, of the Draft EIR

for further information regarding the AAA and the environmental impacts attributable to annexation of

the AAA. Consequently, no changes to Section 1.0, Project Description are required. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 21

The comment states that the County will only support the annexation of the Fair Oaks Ranch community

if the City agrees to assume ownership and responsibility for an existing park located in Fair Oaks Ranch.

The City will assume ownership of and responsibility for Fair Oaks Park. The comment will be included

as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.
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Response 22

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect

of the proposed project on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 23

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect

on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 24

The comment states that the information contained in Section 4.11, Library Services, of the Draft EIR

concerning County libraries will no longer apply as of July 1, 2011, because the City voted to leave the

County’s Public Library System and transfer operational responsibilities for the Canyon Country Jo Anne

Darcy Library, Newhall Library and Valencia Library to the City. This comment is correct and is noted in

Section 4.11, Library Services, which states: “Effective July 1, 2011, the City of Santa of Santa Clarita will

assume operation of the three libraries within the City.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.11-1.) The comment will be included

as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

Response 25

The comment suggests that a mitigation measure be incorporated to ensure that permits for water

infrastructure are secured. While the City does not object to the general parameters of the recommended

measure, the timing is not appropriate. Specifically, while the comment suggests that the plans be

submitted for review and approval prior to the issuance of building permits, the City believes that the

approval should occur prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit. Therefore, the following additional

mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.21, Wastewater Disposal:

4.21-8 Prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit and the use or installation of any recycled

water infrastructure, plans must be submitted to the State of California Department of

Public Health and County Department of Public Health-Environmental Health Division

for review and approval.
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Response 26

Please see Response 1 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 27

Please see Response 2 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 28

Please see Response 3 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 29

Please see Response 3 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 30

Please see Response 4 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 31

Please see Response 5 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 32

Please see Response 6 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 33

Please see Response 7 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 34

Please see Response 8 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 35

Please see Response 11 to Comment Letter B2. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 36

The comment, which provides contact information should the City have any questions regarding the

comment letter, is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. C1. WRA Engineering, Inc., October 18, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information, requests that a specified property owner be

permitted to continue processing a parcel map or that his property be excluded from the proposed

annexation, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. However, this

property has since been removed from this annexation. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. C2. WRA Engineering, Inc., Undated

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information, requests that an additional informational

meeting be held with property owners located in the AAA, and does not raise an environmental issue

within the meaning of CEQA. However, this property has since been removed from this annexation. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.
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Letter No. C3. Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates, October 19, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information, objects to the inclusion of specified properties

within the AAA, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. However, it

should be noted that the referenced properties have since been removed from this annexation. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.
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Letter No. C4. Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates, October 19, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information, objects to the inclusion of specified properties

within the AAA, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. However,

these properties have since been removed from this annexation. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. C5. Sierra Club, November 1, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that groundwater recharge areas be mapped and that development, other than

open pavers, be prohibited in those areas. The comment also requests that the project be “water neutral.”

The proposed project’s impacts on water services were assessed in Section 4.8, Water Service, of the Draft

EIR. The project’s groundwater recharge impacts specifically were considered on pages 4.8-109 through

4.8-110. That analysis concluded:

The supplying of water to the project also would not interfere substantially with groundwater

recharge, because the best available evidence shows that no adverse impacts to the recharge of the

basin have occurred due to the existing or projected use of local groundwater supplies, consistent

with the CLWA/purveyor groundwater operating plan for the basin (see Draft EIR Appendix 4.8

[2005 Basin Yield Report and 2009 Basin Yield Update]). In addition, based on the

memorandum prepared by CH2MHill (Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the

Santa Clarita Valley, February 22, 2004; Draft EIR Appendix 4.8), no significant project-

specific or cumulative impacts would occur to the groundwater basin with respect to aquifer

recharge. This is because urbanization in the Santa Clarita Valley has been accompanied by long-

term stability in pumping and groundwater levels, and the addition of imported SWP water to the

valley, which together have not reduced recharge to groundwater, nor depleted the amount of

groundwater in storage within the local groundwater basin. This finding is supported by the 2009

Basin Yield Update, which modeled infiltration from irrigation (from urban and agricultural

lands), precipitation, and streamflows (stormwater and WRP discharges).

(Draft EIR, p. 4.8-109.) The Draft EIR also determined that the following three factors would serve the

counter the typical impact of urbanization on groundwater recharge: (1) the post-project increase in clear-

flow stormwater runoff volume to the Santa Clara River, whose porous nature (i.e., alluvial soils) allows

for significant infiltration; (2) the post-project increase in the area of irrigated landscaping; and, (3) the

inclusion of percolation ponds associated with the Vista Canyon Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). (Ibid.)

The Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, also has noted that in the post-project

condition, the reach of the Santa Clara River within the project site would still retain an average width of

approximately 775 feet. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-22.) Therefore, as stated in Section 4.20, the project would

retain the active river channel portion of the existing SEA in a largely natural state; and the River

Corridor would still be sufficiently wide to accommodate the County’s Capital Flood and retain

jurisdictional habitat. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-54.) As stated above, this River Corridor area is comprised of

alluvial soils, which allows for significant infiltration. (For information regarding the subsurface

conditions of the project site, please refer to Section 4.1, Geotechnical Hazards, of the Draft EIR, p. 4.1-1-

4.1-6.) In light of Section 4.8’s determination that the proposed project would not adversely impact
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groundwater recharge, there is no need to map on-site recharge areas and prohibit development in such

areas.

In response to the comment requesting that the project be “water neutral,” the Draft EIR, Section 4.8,

Water Service, addressed the adequacy of the water supplies to serve the proposed project. As discussed

in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service:

Based on information presented in this EIR, an adequate supply of water is available to serve the

Vista Canyon project, and the project would not create, or contribute to, any significant project-

specific or cumulative water supply impacts in the Santa Clarita Valley.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.8-1.) As an adequate water supply is available to serve the proposed project, there is no

need for the project to be “water neutral.” Nonetheless, it should be noted that the proposed project

would include the use of drought-tolerant and native landscaping to reduce water use. Additionally, the

project includes a WRP, which would provide recycled water for on-site use, and result in an excess

recycled water supply of 311 acre-feet per year (afy), which ultimately would be made available to other

areas in the eastern Santa Clarita Valley as part of CLWA’s recycled water system.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment expresses support for Alternative 2, the Proposed County Land Use Designation

Alternative, analyzed in Section 6.0, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. The comment also expresses

opposition to the City’s proposed annexation, which the comment states is being requested so that

development can occur within SEA 23.

The comment’s support for Alternative 2 is noted. As to the comment’s opinion regarding the applicant’s

request for annexation into the City, it should be noted that neither the City nor the County of Los

Angeles preclude development within SEA 23. For example, and by way of background, SEA 23 (the

Santa Clara River SEA) was designated in the 1980 General Plan’s Conservation and Open Space

Element. (A copy of the County’s 1980 General Plan is available at http://planning.lacounty.gov/

generalplan.) The Conservation and Open Space Element’s intent, however, was not to “preclude

reasonable use of private property in these areas, but to ensure that where development takes place,

identified natural resources are protected.” (General Plan, p. II-36.) Similarly, the Los Angeles County

Code (County Code) states: “[i]t is not the purpose to preclude development within these areas but to

ensure, to the extent possible, that such development maintains and where possible enhances the

remaining biotic resources of the significant ecological areas.” (County Code, Section 22.56.215.B.1.)
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Moreover, the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan confirms that “[f]uture additions and deletions to identify

[SEAs] may be appropriate based on updated, more detailed biotic surveys.” (Area Plan, p. 41; italics

added.)

It also bears noting that the County’s and City’s compatibility criteria/development standards for SEAs

are virtually identical; therefore, there is no inherent advantage to pursuing development in the City

versus the County when it comes to SEA 23. (Compare page 3 of Comment Letter No. B5 (County of Los

Angeles) with section 17.15.050(K)(1)(2) of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code, which is excerpted on page

4.20-47 of the Draft EIR.) The Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, presented a

detailed assessment of the project’s consistency with the City’s compatibility criteria and determined that

the project would satisfy City standards. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.20-48 through 4.20-59.) As the project

would satisfy City standards, the project also likely would satisfy County standards because those

standards are virtually identical to the City standards. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment requests that the proposed Vista Canyon WRP utilize reverse osmosis in order to reduce

chloride levels in the Santa Clara River.

To preface, the proposed project’s impacts on chloride levels were assessed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.1,

Water Quality. The Draft EIR determined that, while annual chloride load and concentration are

predicted to increase under post-project conditions, the “concentration increase is minimal and the load

increase is caused by the predicted increase in runoff volume.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.8.1-99.) Further, the Draft

EIR determined that the post-development project runoff would be “well below” the Santa Clara River

Reach 7 Basin Plan water quality objective and the total maximum daily load (TMDL) waste load

allocation for Santa Clara River Reach 5. (Ibid.) Accordingly, the Draft EIR concluded that “[b]ased on the

comprehensive site design, source control, and treatment control strategy, and comparison with

benchmark receiving water criteria and in-stream monitoring data, the project would not have significant

water quality impacts resulting from chloride” under CEQA. (Ibid., p. 4.8.1-100.)

Specific to the WRP’s effluent, the Draft EIR determined that, while chloride concentration levels may

increase, the predicted concentration would remain below the benchmark water quality objectives. (Ibid.,

p. 4.8.1-120; see also Table 4.8.1-27, Estimated Average Annual Volume and Concentration of Percolated

Water [predicted average annual concentration of chloride attributable to the project’s recycled water and

stormwater is less than the Basin Plan’s groundwater quality objective].) The Draft EIR also discussed the

use of the AWRM program as a basis for a future salt/nutrient management plan for the Santa Clara River
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watershed, and the project’s participation in, and fair share implementation cost payment to, the AWRM.

(Ibid., p. 4.8.1-122 to 4.8.1-124.) The Draft EIR concluded that with the project’s participation in the

AWRM, through annexation of the site into the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District, percolation of

recycled water and stormwater from the proposed project would not result in a violation of the

groundwater quality standards for chloride. (Ibid., p. 4.8.1-124.)

In summary, there is no evidence that the proposed project, including the proposed WRP, would

significantly impact chloride concentrations in the Santa Clara River under CEQA; therefore, it is not

necessary to employ a reverse osmosis process, as requested by the comment. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 4

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter and generally touches upon environmental issues

that received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because

the comment does not raise a specific environmental issue concerning the content or adequacy of the

Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 5

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not concern the content or adequacy of

the Draft EIR. That being said, with respect to the comment’s expressed concerns regarding local school

districts, as discussed in Section 4.10, Education, of the Draft EIR, the project applicant has entered into

school facilities mitigation agreements with both the Sulphur Springs District and Hart District. With

implementation of those agreements, impacts to school facilities would be less than significant. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment expresses concern that the “channeling” entailed by the proposed project would increase

the flow rate within the Santa Clara River. This issue, namely the project’s potential impact on the

hydrologic regime of the Santa Clara River, was assessed in Section 4.2, Flood, of the Draft EIR. The flood

analysis concluded that, with adoption of the recommended mitigation measures, the project’s

hydrologic impacts would not be significant. In addition, specific to the proposed changes in flow rate or

velocity within the Santa Clara River, Section 4.2, Flood, evaluated such issues in Table 4.2-6. This table,

p. 4.2-42, provides a summary of floodplain acreage in the reach of the Santa Clara River within the
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project site where drainage facility-related increases or decreases in velocities in excess of 4 feet per

second (fps) would occur. The use of this rate was identified in Section 4.2, as important because

“minimal loss of vegetation would occur where velocity remains less than 4 fps.” (Ibid.) The EIR

disclosed that there were increases in velocity greater than 4 fps within the project reach of the River

Corridor, resulting in a potential for erosion. However, the EIR also disclosed that:

[A]ll of the changes resulting from the project are minor, localized, and not significant to the River

Corridor as a whole. Furthermore, project increases in velocity would be mitigated by installation

of buried soil cement along the River Corridor. Based on the above, no significant impacts to the

River’s fluvial or vegetation area would occur as a result of the proposed project flood protection

improvements.

Note also Section 4.2’s evaluation of changes to water surface elevation resulting from the proposed

project’s flood protection improvements within the project reach of the River Corridor, and the findings

that minor increases in water surface elevation would be infrequent, localized, and not result in

significant impacts. (Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Flood, p. 4.2-50-4.2-52.)

As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis,

no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment expresses concern that the “channeling” entailed by the proposed project would remove

the habitat and foraging grounds of wildlife. First, the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Flood, evaluated the

project’s proposed impacts due to the floodplain modifications (i.e., buried bank stabilization, storm

drain outlets/energy dissipaters, Vista Canyon Road Bridge, etc.), and found that such impacts would not

result in substantial or harmful increases in erosion to existing vegetation within the project reach of the

River Corridor. (Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Flood, p. 4.2-42 through 4.2-62.)

In addition, this issue, namely the proposed project’s impact on wildlife habitat, was assessed in Section

4.6, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, as illustrated in Table 4.6-5, Vista Canyon Habitat

Acreages and Impacts, the “principal direct impact of the proposed project is to convert 117 acres of the

project site (about 64 percent) from an undeveloped to a developed condition.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-66.) In

summary, the Draft EIR found:

 Coast Live Oak Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than

significant level with mitigation. (Draft EIR, p. 4.6-67.)

 Cottonwood Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than

significant level with mitigation. (Ibid.)
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 Big Sagebrush Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than

significant level with mitigation. (Ibid., at pp. 4.6-67 to 4.6-68.)

 California Sagebrush - California Buckwheat Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would

not be significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-68.)

 Chamise Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

 Elderberry Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

 Riparian Scrub: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than significant

level with mitigation. (Ibid., at pp. 4.6-68 to 4.6-69.)

 Mixed Native And Non-Native Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be

significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-69.)

 Mulefat Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

 Alkali Rye Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than significant

level with mitigation. (Ibid., at pp. 4.6-69 to 4.6-70.)

 Saltgrass: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-70.)

 Alluvial Scrub: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than significant

level with mitigation. (Ibid.)

 Non-Native Annual Grassland-Ruderal Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be

significant. (Ibid.)

 Yerba Santa Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid., at

p. 4.6-71.)

 Disturbed: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid.)

In summary, and in response to the comment, the proposed project would not significantly impact

wildlife through the removal of habitat and foraging grounds. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment opines that the proposed project “appears to bring in a huge amount of dirt fill

(500,000 cubic yards) to increase the height of the lot.” The proposed project’s grading plan is discussed

in Section 1.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, and illustrated in Figure 1.0-39, Conceptual Grading

Plan. As correctly noted by the comment, “approximately 500,000 cy of soil would be imported to the

site.” (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-76.) The grading plan calls for this quantity of imported soil based on the overall

plan to raise portions of the project site to an elevation above the existing FEMA maximum flooding
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elevation. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 4.2-1.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 9

The comment states that importing 500,000 cy of soil to the project site “makes no sense and will worsen

air quality.” The comment’s opinion that the soil import “makes no sense” makes it difficult to provide a

comprehensive response; however, suffice it to say that Section 4.4, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR

considered the impacts of the soil import. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-34 to 4.4-39.) Specifically, in assessing

the construction-related impacts of the proposed project, the air quality analysis took into account a

number of variables, including the grading amounts and soil hauling amounts. (Ibid., at p. 3.4-35.) Based

on the considered variables, the maximum construction emissions for buildout of the proposed project

would exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds for VOCs, oxides of nitrogen (NOx), PM10, and PM2.5; therefore,

construction-related air quality impacts would be potentially significant. (Ibid., at p. 3.4-39.) Although

feasible mitigation measures were recommended in Section 4.4 (see Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-54 through 4.4-58),

the project’s construction-related emissions of VOCs, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 were found to be significant

and unavoidable. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

The comment expresses concern regarding the “further narrowing” of the Santa Clara River along either

side of the proposed bridge, observing that this has “been a problem before on numerous other

developments.” In response, please see Appendix F2 of the Final EIR, which compares the width of the

Santa Clara River throughout the project site with the River width at other locations upstream and

downstream of the project site. As illustrated in that figure, the average width of the River through the

project site is 775 feet, with the width at the proposed bridge approximately 650 feet. In comparison, the

width of the River at three off-site locations (i.e., 460, 570 and 600 feet) was well below the proposed

project’s 775 feet width. Similarly, the following bridges have River widths noticeably more narrow than

that proposed by the project:

 Whites Canyon: 530 feet

 Soledad Canyon Road: 400 feet

 Sierra Highway: 350 feet

 Antelope Valley Freeway: 430 feet

 Sand Canyon Road; 350 feet
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The comment does not identify any specific significant environmental adverse impact associated with the

River width contemplated by the proposed project, the impacts of which were analyzed in Section 4.20,

Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, of the Draft EIR; therefore, no more specific of a response can be

provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

The comment states that animals that “transition” through the project site will be negatively impacted by

the proposed project, and that wildlife corridors will be compromised. This issue, namely the proposed

project’s impact on wildlife movement corridors, was assessed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, and Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis. That analysis concluded that the project

would not adversely affect wildlife movement corridors for the following reasons:

[A]fter project implementation, the River Corridor would continue to function as an east-west

wildlife movement corridor, in part, because it would preserve and enhance a River Corridor

width that averages 775 feet. In addition, based on the Species Movement Report, 2009, post-

project, species presently can and would be able post-project to negotiate the length of the river,

moving east or west, and eventually reach the Angeles National Forest and other open space

surrounding the City of Santa Clarita. Further, the proposed Vista Canyon Road Bridge would be

sufficiently high so as to allow the continued use of the Santa Clara River for wildlife movement

east-west along and within the River Corridor; and lighting controls on the proposed bridge would

be implemented to ensure that the SEA would continue to function as a wildlife movement

corridor. According to the Species Movement Report, 2009 (p. 7.), ‘[t]he value of the Santa Clara

River is clear; species can move the entire length of the river and some terrestrial species would

only be precluded from doing so during infrequent major storm events.’

(Draft EIR, p. 4.20-56; see also Ibid. at p. 4.6-75 [“The project proposes to maintain, restore, and enhance

the River Corridor within the project site; and, therefore, the existing east-west River Corridor wildlife

movement area would not be significantly impacted due to project implementation.”].)

Additionally, in a December 21, 2010 staff report submitted to the Planning Commission regarding the

proposed project, City staff recommended that the project be modified to eliminate 26 single-family lots

located in the area adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. The elimination of development in this area

would increase the size of the Oak Park from seven to 10 acres, and allow for the preservation and

enhancement of the north/south animal movement corridor from the Santa Clara River through the

project site to undeveloped land to the south. More specifically, the modified Oak Park would provide a

minimum animal corridor width of approximately 400 feet. In addition, at the December 21, 2010 public

hearing, the Planning Commission directed that this project modification be made.
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As discussed in Forde Biological Consultants’ Species Movement: Vista Canyon Ranch, Los Angeles County,

California (Species Movement Report; July 27, 2009), a copy of which is included in Appendix 4.6 of the

Draft EIR, a corridor width of approximately 300-400 feet could accommodate movement of the species

expected to traverse the project site. (See Appendix 4.6, Species Movement Report, p. 9; see also Draft

EIR, p. 4.6-75 to 4.6-76 [“While the preclusion of a northerly movement corridor within the project is not

considered a significant impact, primarily due to constraints associated with the project site being

surrounding [sic] by existing and potential future development, the Species Movement Report, 2009,

indicates that an approximate 300 to 400-foot-wide northerly movement corridor along the east side of

the project site could provide for north-south movement of species.”].)

In short, there is no evidence that the project would significantly impact wildlife corridors; instead, the

project would preserve and enhance such corridors. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment addresses a general subject area, impacts to transportation infrastructure and traffic, which

received extensive analysis in Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR. The comment does not

raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided

or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 13

The comment states that the relocation of the existing Metrolink Station would require local riders to

travel through residential areas to access the southern station platform and may increase traffic at an

existing railroad crossing. This statement is not correct. Primary access to the Vista Canyon Metrolink

Station would be from Lost Canyon Road (a major highway) and Vista Canyon Road (a limited secondary

highway) via Soledad Canyon Road (a major highway), not residential collector roadways. Further, the

comment provides no supporting documentation for the statement that the relocation of the Metrolink

Station would add traffic at an existing railroad crossing. It should be noted that Lost Canyon Road

through Fair Oaks Ranch includes a bridge over the railroad right-of-way (this crossing is not at-grade).

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 14

The comment states that access to the proposed Metrolink Station would be via substandard SR-14

ramps, as well as over an unimproved bridge. Please see Response 13, above, and Mitigation Measures
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4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-4 in Section 4.3, which address improvements to SR-14 ramps. Also, the Sand Canyon

Bridge is not unimproved; it is simply not built out to its full width. Notably, the proposed project would

not require expansion of the Sand Canyon Bridge. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 15

The comment expresses opinions, which will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue concerning the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR, no further response

can be provided or is required.

Response 16

The comment expresses concerns with the impacts of the proposed project on air quality, as well as

impacts to the health of local residents. The comment also states that the project should maintain a 150

foot buffer zone from the highway and railroad tracks and residential units, citing unspecified standards

of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Section 4.4, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR

assesses the construction and operational air quality impacts resulting from the proposed project.

Specifically, page 4.4-1 acknowledges the project’s impacts on air quality:

Construction emissions would exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s

(SCAQMD) significance thresholds for VOCs and NOX, and would exceed localized significance

thresholds for nitrogen dioxide (NO2), PM2.5 and PM10. Operational emissions would exceed

SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, and PM10. The project also would result in

regional emission levels that are cumulatively considerable for VOCs, NOX, CO, PM2.5, and PM10.

Mitigation measures are provided to reduce the level of emissions and associated potential

impacts. Nonetheless, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Of note, the SCAQMD does not have a regulatory standard that requires a setback of 150 feet from

highways or railroad tracks. Finally, in 2004, the SCAQMD provided an expanded air quality analysis of

the Santa Clarita Valley subregion. The Santa Clarita Valley Subregional Analysis indicated that the Santa

Clarita Valley “is a relatively small contributor to the total emissions of the key pollutants” in both Los

Angeles County and the South Coast Air Basin. Emissions occurring in the Santa Clarita Valley typically

comprise less than 3 percent of the County and 2 percent of the South Coast Air Basin, based on 2002

emission inventory data. While the Santa Clarita Valley contributes a small amount of pollutants to the

region, it experiences disproportionately high concentrations of ozone and particulate matter. The

subregional analysis stated that “overwhelming contribution of pollution transport to the Santa Clarita

Valley comes from the San Fernando Valley and metropolitan Los Angeles.”
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The comment will be included as part of the and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 17

The comment addresses a general subject area, global climate change and greenhouse gases, which

received extensive analysis in Section 4.22, Global Climate Change, of the Draft EIR. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 18

The comment requests that green building standards be incorporated as a condition as of approval. While

the Draft EIR does not address conditions of approval, the EIR does identify the green design features of

the proposed project in Table 4.6, Compatibility with California Attorney General GHG (greenhouse gas)

Emission Reduction Strategies, and Table 4.22-7, Compatibility with Climate Action Team GHG Emission

Reduction Strategies. Please also see Appendix 2.0-2 to the Draft Vista Canyon Specific Plan (October

2010), which contains the Vista Canyon Sustainability Plan. Pages 9 through 14 of the Sustainability Plan

outline design features specific to the proposed Vista Canyon project. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

Response 19

The comment states that the project alternative under the existing County land use designation would

allow for fewer units than requested by the proposed project. The comment is correct. As noted in Section

1.0, Project Description: “Under the existing County light industrial zoning designation of M-1.5 and

taking into account parking and landscaping requirements, the industrial zoned portion of the project site

could be developed with approximately 1.0 million square feet of light industrial use. The agricultural

and residential zoned portions of the project site could be developed with approximately 170 single-

family residential units.” (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-9.)

The comment further states that the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) could not have taken

the proposed project into consideration as the project’s General Plan Amendment (GPA) request had not

been submitted. As stated in Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, pages 4.8-11 and 4.8-12, the project site

is entirely within CLWA’s service area and the service area of the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA

(SCWD). As stated in the Draft EIR:

3.0-157



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD) service area includes portions of the City of Santa

Clarita and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon

Country, Newhall, and Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and CLWA

imported water. SCWD is owned by CLWA, and its service area includes the project site. As a

result, SCWD is the retail water purveyor for the project. Figure 4.8-2, Santa Clarita Water

Division Service Area, illustrates the CLWA and Santa Clarita Water Division service area.

While the proposed project was not fully contemplated at the time the 2005 UWMP was prepared, the

Draft EIR demonstrates that an adequate supply of water is available for the entire project in each

scenario analyzed in the EIR. As shown in the Draft EIR, page 4.8-1, the proposed Project’s potable water

demand is approximately 497 acre-feet per year (afy), or 529 afy with implementation of the residential

overlay option. Table 4.8-18, Projected Average/Normal Year Supplies and Demands, Table 4.8-19,

Projected Single-Dry Year Supplies and Demands, Table 4.8-20, Projected Multiple-Dry Year Supplies and

Demands, and Table 4.8-22, Scenario 2: Santa Clarita Valley 2030 Build-Out Scenario Water Demand and

Supply, all show that an adequate supply of water is available to meet the demands of the proposed

project. This information is also consistent with the finding of the water supply assessment (WSA)

prepared by the water purveyor for the project. As presented in the Draft EIR, page 4.8-116:

the SCWD prepared a Vista Canyon WSA (2010) for the proposed project. The WSA is found in

Appendix 4.8. Based on the information in this WSA, SCWD concludes there will be a sufficient

water supply available at the time the project is ready for occupancy to meet the needs of the

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

Based on the information presented in the project’s WSA and the Draft EIR, impacts associated with

supplying the proposed Project with an adequate water supply are less than significant.

Response 20

The comment states that it is not appropriate to depend on the 2005 UWMP because it is outdated. The

City is aware that CLWA is currently updating the UWMP. However, until such time that CLWA and the

retail purveyors complete the updated UWMP, the 2005 UWMP is indeed one of the documents that

should be relied upon. Please also see Section 4.8, Water Service, which addresses the effect of various

biological opinions and court decisions on water supply. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-63 to 4.3-68.) The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 21

The comment states that the State Water Reliability Report 2009 reduces the percentage of state water

delivery to 60 percent. Please see Response 20, above. In addition, the City concurs that the 2009 DWR

(Department of Water Resources) Reliability Report provides that the reliability of the SWP in
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normal/average years is approximately 60 percent. The reliability of the SWP is described in detail in the

Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service. Please see the Draft EIR, pages 4.8-58 through 4.8-63. As stated in

the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.8-61,

The 2009 report shows a corresponding value of 60 percent (2485 taf). The 2007 report projects an

annual average of 66 to 69 percent (2725-2850 taf) for the future condition, whereas the updated

report has 60 percent.

The 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report (August 2010) included the information presented in

Table 4.8-9, Average And Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries From The Delta Under Current

Conditions, and Table 4.8-10, Average And Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries From The

Delta Under Future Conditions, below, which provide average and dry period estimated

deliveries for current conditions (2009) and future conditions (2029), and compares those figures

to those in the 2007 DWR Delivery Reliability Report.

As shown, under the updated Future Conditions (2029), average SWP delivery amounts may

decrease from 6 to 9 percent of maximum Table A Amounts as compared to earlier estimates in the

2007 DWR Delivery Reliability Report. This decrease in reliability results in an estimated average

delivery of 60 percent versus 66 percent to 69 percent as identified in the 2007 DWR Delivery

Reliability Report).

The Draft EIR then provided the following related analysis:

Table 4.8-9

Average and Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries from The Delta Under Current Conditions

SWP Table A Delivery from the Delta (in percent of maximum Table A1)

Study of Current Conditions

Long-term

Average2

Single dry-

year (1977)

2-year

drought

(1976–

1977)

4-year

drought

(1931–

1934)

6-year

drought

(1987–

1992)

6-year

drought

(1929–

1934)

2007 DWR Delivery Reliability

Report, Study 2007

63% 6% 34% 35% 35% 34%

2009 DWR Delivery Reliability

Report, 2009 Studies3

60% 7% 36% 34% 35% 34%

Notes:
1 Maximum Table A Amount is 4,133 thousand acre-feet/year.
2 1922–2003 for Update with 2007 and 2009 studies.
3 Values reflect averaging annual deliveries from the two scenarios of Old and Middle River flow targets described in the 2009 DWR Delivery

Reliability Report.

Source: 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report.

Applying the 60 percent figure to CLWA’s Table A Amount of 95,200 acre-feet, results in approximately

57,100 acre-feet expected under average Future Conditions (2029) according to the 2009 DWR Delivery
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Reliability Report. This is compared to the 77 percent, or 73,300 acre-feet, included in the water supply

planning in the 2005 UWMP in 2030 in an average year.

Table 4.8-10

Average and Dry Period SWP Table A Deliveries From The Delta Under Future Conditions

SWP Table A Delivery from the Delta (in percent of maximum Table A1)

Study of Future

Conditions

Long-term

Average2

Single dry-

year (1977)

2-year

drought

(1976–1977)

4-year

drought

(1931–1934)

6-year

drought

(1987–1992)

6-year

drought

(1929–1934)

2007 DWR Delivery

Reliability Report, Study

2027

66–69% 7% 26–27% 32–37% 33–35% 33–36%

2009 DWR Delivery

Reliability Report, Study

2029 3

60% 11% 38% 35% 32% 36%

Notes:
1 Maximum Table A Amount is 4,133 thousand acre-feet/year.
2 1922–2003 for 2007 and 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Reports with 2027 and 2029 studies.
3 Range in values reflects four modified scenarios of climate change: annual Table A deliveries were first interpolated between full 2050 level

and no climate change scenarios, then averaged over the two scenarios of Old and Middle River flow targets.

Source: 2009 DWR Delivery Reliability Report, August 2010.

Response 22

The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an environmental issue within

the meaning of CEQA over the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, this response will

endeavor to address the comment.

The comment appears to question the reliance on a 10 percent reduction in water demand during dry

years as demonstrated in the 2005 UWMP and the Draft EIR. The City believes reliance on this level of

conservation is appropriate. As stated in the Draft EIR (pages 4.8-93 and 4.8-95), the source for the 10

percent figure is the adopted 2005 UWMP, which was approved by the California Department of Water

Resources and is cited as a reference in the Draft EIR. Please see the 2005 UWMP, page 2-1, and Chapter

7, which describes the basis for this figure being the application of water Demand Management Measures

(DMMs) and the Best Management Practices (BMPs) implemented by CLWA as a part of water

conservation programs. The litigation referenced in this comment filed by the Friends of the Santa Clara

River and others is discussed in the Draft EIR as it related to the projections of water demand. As stated

on page 4.8-10 and 4.8-11 of the Draft EIR:

3.0-160



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

CLWA and the local retail purveyors have evaluated the long-term water needs (water demand)

within its service area based on applicable county and city plans and has compared these needs

against existing and potential water supplies. In addition, the 2005 UWMP was prepared by

CLWA and the local retail purveyors to address water supply and demand forecasts for the CLWA

service area (over a 25-year horizon [2005-2030]).5 CLWA estimated future water demands, retail

district-by-retail district. These demand projections are presented in the report entitled, Data

Document, Proposed 2008 Facility Capacity Fees, Castaic Lake Water Agency, November

12, 2008 (2008 Data Document). Although information in the 2005 UWMP and the 2008 Data

Document was considered, this EIR does not rely solely on that information, and an independent

analysis and determination of water-related impacts was carried out in this EIR for the proposed

project.

The associated footnote 5 on the same Draft EIR page provides:

On February 25, 2006, a lawsuit challenging the 2005 UWMP was filed by California Water

Impact Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River alleging that the plan violated the UWMP

Act because it overstated availability of local groundwater and SWP supplies and it will allegedly

facilitate unsustainable urban development resulting in harm to the Santa Clara River and its

habitat (California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et al., Los

Angeles County Superior Court No. BS103295). CLWA and other named parties opposed the

litigation challenge. On August 3, 2007, after a hearing, the trial court rejected the litigation

challenge to the 2005 UWMP. In that decision, the trial court concluded that substantial evidence

supported the determination that the 41,000 afy transfer “remains a valid and reliable water

source.” Relying upon the evidence presented in the 2005 UWMP and record, the trial court

identified the following evidence supporting the validity of the transfer: (a) it was completed in

1999 and DWR has allocated and annually delivered the water in accordance with the completed

transfer; (b) the Court of Appeal held that the only defect in the 1999 CLWA EIR was that it

tiered from the Monterey Agreement EIR, which was later decertified, and that defect was

remedied by CLWA’s preparation of the 2004 EIR that did not tier from the Monterey Agreement

EIR; (c) the Monterey Settlement Agreement expressly authorizes operation of the SWP in

accordance with the Monterey Amendments, which facilitated the 41,000 afy transfer; (d) Courts

of Appeal have refused to enjoin the 41,000 afy transfer; and (e) the DWR/CLWA contract

encompassing the transfer remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the

validity of the contract, or enjoined the use of this portion of CLWA’s SWP Table A supplies. The

trial court decision was the subject of an appeal; however, the parties have settled and the appeal

was dismissed in October 2008. Thus, the 2005 UWMP remains valid and is no longer subject to

any litigation.

Based on this information and the information presented in the Draft EIR, the water demand projections

as presented in the Draft EIR and project WSA are accurate for planning purposes. (This response also

incorporates by reference the 2005 UWMP.)

Response 23

The comment claims that the summary of water production from the Saugus Formation is not correct.

This comment is responded to below.
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The first part of the comment states that 11,000 acre-feet of water was not produced in 2010 from the

Saugus Formation due to perchlorate contamination. This comment is consistent with the information

presented in Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service. As a result of the diversity of water supplies in the

Santa Clarita Valley, this water was not needed in 2010. In future years, both the groundwater supply and

the means to pump over 11,000 AF per year from the Saugus Formation will be available. As presented in

the Draft EIR:

(a) Alluvial Aquifer

For municipal water supply, with existing wells and pumps, the three retail water purveyors with

Alluvial wells (NCWD, SCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active wells

(not contaminated by perchlorate) of 38,600 afy. Alluvial pumping capacity from all the active

municipal supply wells is summarized in Table 4.8-5, Pumping Rates Simulated for

Individual Alluvial Aquifer Wells under the 2008 Groundwater Operating Plan. The

locations of the various municipal Alluvial wells throughout the Basin are illustrated on Figure

4.8-4, Municipal Alluvial Well Locations; Santa Clara River Valley, East Groundwater

Subbasin. As indicated, the pumping capacity of the SCWD Stadium well (deactivated due to the

perchlorate contamination), representing another 800 afy of pumping capacity, has been

transferred to the Valley Center well. (Page 4.8-33 and 4.8-34)

The purveyors’ response plan also addressed the impacted Alluvial production well owned by

SCWD (Stadium Well), which was shut down due to the detection of perchlorate in 2002. In

response, SCWD recently drilled a replacement well (Valley Center Well) to the east, north-

northeast of the former Whittaker-Bermite site. The Valley Center Well also is part the Valley’s

active municipal groundwater source capability.

As discussed below, the long-term plan includes the CLWA groundwater containment, treatment,

and restoration project to prevent further downstream migration of perchlorate, the treatment of

water extracted as part of that containment process, and the recovery of lost local groundwater

production from the Saugus Formation.” (Draft EIR, page 4.8-36.)

(b) Saugus Formation

For municipal water supply with existing wells, the three retail water purveyors with Saugus

wells (NCWD, SCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active wells

(accounting for those contaminated by perchlorate) of 12,485 afy in non-drought years, and up to

34,977 afy by the third year of a three-year drought. Saugus pumping capacity from all the active

municipal supply wells is summarized in Table 4.8-6, Pumping Rates Simulated for

Individual Saugus Formation Wells under the 2008 Groundwater Operating Plan, and the

locations of the various active municipal Saugus wells are illustrated on Figure 4.8-5, Saugus

Well Locations; Santa Clara River Valley, East Groundwater Subbasin. These capacities

do not include the four Saugus wells contaminated by perchlorate, although they indirectly reflect

the capacity of one of the contaminated wells, VWC’s Well 157, which has been sealed and

abandoned, and replaced by VWC’s Well 206 in a non-impacted part of the Basin.
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(Draft EIR, page 4.8-38.) Further, the Draft EIR summarized the ongoing groundwater modeling being

conducted to examine the impact of perchlorate contamination and treatment on the groundwater basin.

As indicated in the Draft EIR, on pages 4.8-38 and 4.8-39:

The historical record shows fairly low annual pumping in most years, with one four-year period of

increased pumping up to about 15,000 afy that produced no long-term depletion of the substantial

groundwater storage in the Saugus. Those empirical observations have now been substantially

strengthened by the development and application of the numerical groundwater flow model, which

has been used to examine aquifer response to the operating plan for pumping from both the

Alluvium and the Saugus and also to examine the effectiveness of pumping for both contaminant

extraction and control of contaminant migration within the Saugus Formation. The latter aspects

of Saugus pumping are discussed in further detail in the 2009 Basin Yield Update (see, Draft EIR

Appendix 4.8).

To examine the yield of the Saugus Formation or, its sustainability on a renewable basis, the

groundwater flow model was used to examine long-term projected response to pumping from both

the Alluvium and the Saugus over the 78-year period of hydrologic conditions using alternating

wet and dry periods as have historically occurred. The pumping simulated in the model was in

accordance with the operating plan for the Basin. For the Saugus, simulated pumpage included the

planned restoration of recent historic pumping from the perchlorate-impacted wells. In addition to

assessing the overall recharge of the Saugus, pumping was analyzed to assess the effectiveness of

controlling the migration of perchlorate by extracting and treating contaminated water close to the

source of contamination.

As described in the Draft EIR, groundwater can be produced locally at sufficient capacities to meet the

planned uses of the Alluvial Aquifer and the Saugus Formation. As stated in the Draft EIR:

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Alluvial groundwater source capacity

of municipal wells is approximately 38,600 afy. This is more than sufficient to meet the municipal,

or urban, component of groundwater supply from the Alluvium.

(Draft EIR, page 4.8-34.)

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Saugus groundwater source capacity of

municipal wells of up to 19,125 afy, is more than sufficient to meet the planned use of Saugus

groundwater in normal years of 7,500 to 15,000 afy. This currently active capacity is more than

sufficient to meet water demands, in combination with other sources, if both of the next two years

are dry. At that time, the combination of currently active capacity and restored impacted capacity,

through a combination of treatment at two of the impacted wells and replacement well

construction, will provide sufficient total Saugus capacity to meet the planned use of Saugus

groundwater during multiple dry years of 35,000 acre-feet, if the third year is also a dry year.

(Draft EIR, page 4.8-38.) The comment also states that the treated water has not been approved for

potable uses by the Department of Health Services. This comment is incorrect. The California Department

of Public Health permit to use the treated water from the perchlorate treatment plant in the drinking
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water supply was issued on December 30, 2010. Delivery of the perchlorate plant treated water into

CLWA’s drinking water transmission system began on January 25, 2011.

Lastly, the comment states that the treated water would have to be blended to ensure that perchlorate

levels are below the MCL (less than 4 ppb). This comment is incorrect. Once treated at the plant, all of the

perchlorate from the local groundwater is treated and the remaining levels are “non-detect” (too small to

be measured) and well below the MCL. Therefore, is no blending is needed to reduce perchlorate levels

after treatment.

Response 24

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues; specifically, the comment requests that CLWA

increase its water connection fee to cover the cost of managing chlorides in the Santa Clara River. The

comment also incorrectly suggests that the project will rely exclusively on imported water; as discussed

in Section 4.8, however, the project’s potable water demand would be met through the use of

groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation, as well as imported State Water Project

water. (Draft EIR, p. 4.8-1.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 25

This comment states that the 35,000 acre-feet (af) of water shown as available from the Alluvial aquifer in

the Draft EIR is “yet another increase from the prior finding of a safe yield” of only 32,000. This comment

also states that the “rationalization for once again allowing additional water to be pumped from the

River” is that the western portion of the groundwater basin is receiving treated wastewater from the

Valencia Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). This comment is correct in that the amount of water available

from the Alluvial aquifer is shown in the Draft EIR as 35,000 af, not 32,000 af. While the groundwater

basin does benefit from the importation of state water project (SWP) and non-SWP water into the Santa

Clarita Valley, and by a portion of that water’s treatment at the Saugus and Valencia WRPs after use, the

primary source of the water within the basin is from the infiltration of rainfall over the Santa Clara River

watershed within and up stream of the Santa Clarita Valley. The characteristics of the groundwater basin

are described in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service, pages 4.8-13 through 4.8-55.

The short and long-term yields of both the Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation are not based on

“rationalizations,” but on substantial amounts of study over a number of years regarding the

characteristics of the groundwater basin. As summarized in the Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service,

(pages 4.8-22 through 4.8-24):
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Groundwater Operating Plan – Based on the 2009 Water Report (May 2010), the groundwater

component of overall water supply in the Santa Clarita Valley derives from a groundwater

operating plan developed by CLWA and the local retail purveyors over the past 20 years to meet

water requirements (municipal, agricultural, small domestic), while maintaining the Basin in a

sustainable condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water).

This operating plan also addresses groundwater contamination issues in the Basin, all consistent

with both the GWMP and the MOU described above. This operating plan is based on the concept

that pumping can vary from year to-year to allow increased groundwater use in dry periods and

increased recharge during wet periods, and to collectively assure that the Basin is adequately

replenished through various wet/dry cycles. As described in the GWMP and the MOU, the

operating yield concept has been quantified as ranges of annual pumping volumes.

The ongoing work of the MOU has produced two important reports. The first report, dated April

2004, documents the development and calibration of the groundwater flow model for the Santa

Clarita Valley. The second report, dated August 2005, presents the modeling analysis of the

CLWA/retail water purveyor groundwater-operating plan for the valley, and concludes that the

plan will not cause detrimental short or long-term effects to the groundwater and surface water

resources in the valley and, therefore, the plan is a reliable, sustainable component of water supply

for the valley. The analysis of sustainability for groundwater and interrelated surface water is

described further in Appendix C to the 2005 UWMP (see, Draft EIR Appendix 4.8).

The groundwater operating plan, summarized in Table 4.8-2, Groundwater Operating Plan

for the Santa Clarita Valley, is further described below. The operating plan addresses both the

Alluvium and Saugus Formation.

Table 4.8-2

Groundwater Operating Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley

Aquifer

Groundwater Production (af)

Normal Years Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3

Alluvium 30,000 to 40,000 30,000 to 35,000 30,000 to 35,000 30,000 to 35,000

Saugus 7,500 to 15,000 15,000 to 25,000 21,000 to 25,000 21,000 to 35,000

Total 37,500 to 55,000 45,000 to 60,000 51,000 to 60,000 51,000 to 70,000

Source: 2005 UWMP, 2009 Water Report (May 2010), and 2009 Basin Yield Update. See Draft EIR Appendix 4.8 for copies of these reports.

Alluvium – A portion of the project’s water demands would be met by using groundwater

produced from the Alluvial aquifer in Los Angeles County, which would be delivered to the site by

SCWD. The project’s potable water demand is estimated to be 303 afy.

As stated in the 2005 UWMP, 2009 Water Report, the 2009 Basin Yield Update, and the Vista

Canyon WSA (2010), the operating plan for the Alluvial aquifer involves pumping from the

Alluvial aquifer in a given year, based on local hydrologic conditions in the eastern Santa Clara

River watershed. Pumping ranges between 30,000 and 40,000 afy during normal/average and

above-normal rainfall years. However, due to hydrogeologic constraints in the eastern part of the

Basin, pumping is reduced to between 30,000 and 35,000 afy following multiple locally dry years.
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Saugus Formation – The Saugus Formation is not identified as a likely source of supply for the

project. However, the operating plan for Saugus pumping is presented as additional information

regarding the Basin.

As stated in the 2005 UWMP, 2009 Water Report, and the 2009 Basin Yield Update, pumping

from the Saugus Formation in a given year is tied directly to the availability of other water

supplies, particularly from the SWP. During average year conditions within the SWP system,

Saugus pumping ranges between 7,500 and 15,000 afy. Planned dry-year pumping from the

Saugus Formation ranges between 15,000 and 25,000 afy during a drought year and can increase

to between 21,000 and 25,000 afy if SWP deliveries are reduced for two consecutive years and

between 21,000 and 35,000 afy if SWP deliveries are reduced for three consecutive years. Such

pumping would be followed by periods of reduced (average-year) pumping, at rates between 7,500

and 15,000 afy, to further enhance the effectiveness of natural recharge processes that would cause

groundwater levels and storage volumes to recover after the higher pumping during dry years.”

Response 26

Please see Response 25 above for information responsive to this comment. The operating plan for the

Santa Clarita Valley, and the groundwater modeling conducted to assess the impact of that operating

plan, takes into consideration the characteristics of the entire groundwater basin, including the eastern

portion. The constraints that exist in the basin, including those found in the eastern portion of the basin,

are documented in the Draft EIR. As summarized in the Draft EIR, pages 4.8-20-4.8-22:

(4) 2009 Basin Yield Update

In April 2009, the purveyors [Footnote Omitted] in Santa Clarita Valley determined that an

updated analysis was needed to further assess groundwater development potential and possible

augmentation of the groundwater operating plan, partly in preparation for the next UWMP in

2010, and in part because of recent events that are expected to impact the future reliability of the

principal supplemental water supply for Santa Clarita Valley (i.e., from the State Water Project).

The document entitled, Analysis of Groundwater Supplies and Groundwater Basin Yield

Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin was published in August 2009

(2009 Basin Yield Update) and is included in Draft EIR Appendix 4.8 along with its appendix

material and references. A summary of that report is provided below.

The primary objective of the updated analysis of groundwater basin yield in the Santa Clarita

Valley was to evaluate the planned utilization of groundwater by the Santa Clarita Valley

purveyors, while considering potential impacts on traditional supplemental water supplies from

the State Water Project, and recognizing ongoing pumping by others for agricultural and other

private water supply. [This objective also included the sustainability of the groundwater

resources and the physical ability to extract groundwater at desired rates.]

…
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Based on the 2009 Basin Yield Update, the 2008 Operating Plan will not cause detrimental

short- or long-term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley;

and, therefore, is sustainable. Consistent with actual operating experience and empirical

observations of historical basin response to groundwater pumping, the 2008 Operating Plan can

be expected to have local difficulty, in the Alluvium at the eastern end of the basin during locally

dry periods, with achievement of all the Alluvial pumping in the 2008 Operating Plan. This

condition is particularly evident if several decades of predominantly below-normal rainfall years

were to occur in the future such as occurred during much of the five decades from the mid-1920s

through the mid-1970s. In other words, while the basin as a whole can sustain the pumping

encompassed in the 2008 Operating Plan, local conditions in the Alluvium in the eastern end of

the basin can be expected to repeat historical groundwater level declines during dry periods,

necessitating a reduction in desired Alluvial aquifer pumping due to decreased well yield and

associated actual pumping capacity. The modeling analysis conducted to date suggests that those

reductions in pumping from the Alluvial aquifer can be made up by an equivalent amount of

increased pumping in other parts of the basin without disrupting basinwide sustainability or local

pumping capacity in those other areas. For the Saugus Formation, the modeling analysis indicates

that this aquifer can sustain the pumping from this unit that is encompassed in the 2008

Operating Plan.

Simulation of the 2008 Operating Plan with pumping redistribution indicates that westerly

redistribution of 1,600 afy of Alluvial pumping from the eastern end of the basin would help, but

not eliminate, the lack of achievability. The residual unachievable pumping in the east end of the

basin, about 4,500 afy, could be redistributed to other areas of the basin with minimal impact on

groundwater levels. In this case, total Alluvial pumping in the basin could remain near the upper

end of the 2008 Operating Plan range of 30,000 to 35,000 afy. Conversely, absent any additional

efforts to redistribute pumping, the total Alluvial pumping capacity during extended dry periods

would likely fall toward the lower end of the 2008 Operating Plan range (toward 30,000 afy).

(Emphasis added.)

Response 27

The comment suggests that an analysis of available water supply specific to the eastern Santa Clara River

should be made prior to the approval of the project’s Water Supply Assessment (WSA). The project,

however, is only required to provide a WSA for proposed uses on the project site. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 28

The comment concurs with the Retail Water Committee’s recommendation that conservation mitigation

measures be included in any approval of the WSA. While the comment is noted, the City has no approval

authority over the WSA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 29

The comment urges the City to require the proposed project to be water neutral. Please see Response 1,

above. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 30

This comment states that the Agency, and presumably the Draft EIR, should require an analysis of the

areas where the most beneficial recharge can occur. The topic of groundwater recharge was addressed in

the Draft EIR. In Section 4.8, Water Service, pages 4.8-21 and 4.8-22, when summarizing technical studies

performed in the groundwater basin, including the east end, the Draft EIR stated:

A third objective was to consider potential augmentation of basin yield via potential

artificial groundwater recharge using storm water runoff in selected areas of the basin as

planned by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

The 2009 Basin Yield Update analyzed, with the numerical groundwater flow model for the basin,

two groundwater operating plans: (1) a 2008 Operating Plan to reflect currently envisioned

pumping rates and distribution throughout the Valley, including fluctuations through wet/normal

and dry years, to achieve a desired amount of water supply that, in combination with anticipated

supplemental water supplies, can meet existing and projected water requirements in the Valley;

(2) Potential Operating Plan that envisions potentially increased utilization of groundwater

during both wet/normal and dry years. The 2008 Operating Plan is presented and addressed in

this EIR because it is relied upon to determine the sustainability of the basin groundwater in

meeting the future needs of the proposed project and other future land uses. [Footnote Omitted]

Based on the 2009 Basin Yield Update, the 2008 Operating Plan will not cause detrimental

short- or long-term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley;

and, therefore, is sustainable. Consistent with actual operating experience and empirical

observations of historical basin response to groundwater pumping, the 2008 Operating Plan can

be expected to have local difficulty, in the Alluvium at the eastern end of the basin during locally

dry periods, with achievement of all the Alluvial pumping in the 2008 Operating Plan. This

condition is particularly evident if several decades of predominantly below-normal rainfall years

were to occur in the future such as occurred during much of the five decades from the mid-1920s

through the mid-1970s. In other words, while the basin as a whole can sustain the pumping

encompassed in the 2008 Operating Plan, local conditions in the Alluvium in the eastern

end of the basin can be expected to repeat historical groundwater level declines during

dry periods, necessitating a reduction in desired Alluvial aquifer pumping due to

decreased well yield and associated actual pumping capacity. The modeling analysis

conducted to date suggests that those reductions in pumping from the Alluvial aquifer

can be made up by an equivalent amount of increased pumping in other parts of the

basin without disrupting basin-wide sustainability or local pumping capacity in those

other areas. For the Saugus Formation, the modeling analysis indicates that this aquifer can

sustain the pumping from this unit that is encompassed in the 2008 Operating Plan.
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Simulation of the 2008 Operating Plan with pumping redistribution indicates that westerly

redistribution of 1,600 afy of Alluvial pumping from the eastern end of the basin would help, but

not eliminate, the lack of achievability. The residual unachievable pumping in the east end of the

basin, about 4,500 afy, could be redistributed to other areas of the basin with minimal impact on

groundwater levels. In this case, total Alluvial pumping in the basin could remain near the upper

end of the 2008 Operating Plan range of 30,000 to 35,000 afy. Conversely, absent any additional

efforts to redistribute pumping, the total Alluvial pumping capacity during extended dry periods

would likely fall toward the lower end of the 2008 Operating Plan range (toward 30,000 afy). The

2009 Basin Yield Update also assessed the runoff conservation/groundwater recharge

projects planned by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, and determined that

the projects are unlikely to provide any substantial recharge that does not already occur

in the basin. Additionally, the 2009 Basin Yield Update concluded that these proposed

projects are mostly located in areas of the basin where the Alluvial aquifer is of

insufficient thickness and storage (and, thus is not developed for water supply), or where

the Alluvial aquifer already fully recharges when stream flows are naturally present.

(Emphasis added.)

As to the suggested mitigation measures presented in this comment, such measures are not required

because impacts to water resources resulting from the proposed project are less than significant. The City

appreciates your comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 31

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 32

The comment addresses a general subject area, impacts to water supply, which received extensive

analysis in Section 4.8, Water Service, of the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 33

The comment states that the values of Southern California would be lost with development of the project

site. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. It also bears noting that the project site

has been subject to dumping, off-road vehicle activity and utility construction/maintenance, all of which

have significantly disturbed the on-site vegetation. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 4.20-24.) The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
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proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 34

The comment indicates, without identifying any specific basis, that the proposed Vista Canyon project

could set in place a dangerous precedent. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 35

The comment states that the Sierra Club has a policy against urban sprawl projects. The proposed project,

however, is a transit-oriented development that is surrounded on all sides by existing development and

infrastructure, and incorporates higher densities, a walkable community, a multi-modal train and bus

facility. Consequently, the City does not consider this project to constitute urban sprawl. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

Response 36

The comment requests that, if the project is approved, the floodway be “protected.” Please see

Appendix 4.2 of the Draft EIR, which includes a letter from the Federal Emergency Management Agency

(FEMA) stating that the proposed project meets the minimum floodplain criteria of the National Flood

Insurance Program. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 37

The comment states that this project is poorly planned, in the wrong location, and will have detrimental

long-term effects to surrounding areas. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.
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Response 38

The commenter suggests that recharge areas be mapped and that open pavers should be used in the

recharge areas. Please see Response 1, above, for information responsive to the mapping request. Also,

Section 4.8.1 describes the permeable pavement usage as one of resources utilized to treat water quality

from the project:

Permeable Pavement: Permeable pavements contain small voids that allow water to pass

through to a stone base. They come in a variety of forms; they may be a modular paving system

(concrete pavers, grass-pave, or gravel-pave) or poured in place solutions (porous concrete,

permeable asphalt). All permeable pavements include an aggregate reservoir to retain and

infiltrate water. An overflow pipe is generally installed near the top of this aggregate layer to

ensure that water does not pond on the surface of the pavement. While conventional pavement

result in increased rates and volumes of surface runoff, permeable pavements, when properly

constructed and maintained, allow some of the stormwater to percolate through the pavement and

enter the soil below. A conceptual illustration of a permeable pavement installation is shown in

Figure 5-7 of the May 2010 Geosyntec report in Appendix 4.8.

(Draft EIR, pp. 4.8.1-80 to 4.8.1-81.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 39

The commenter states that the project should be water neutral. Please see Response 1, above. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 40

The comment requests that the project be approved for only 700 units and not be built within the

County’s designated SEA. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

Response 41

The comment expresses opposition to the proposed annexation and requests that the project be built at

the density allowed within the County. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.
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Response 42

The comment requests that the proposed WRP be reverse osmosis to reduce the chlorides in the Santa

Clara River. Please see Response 3, above. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 43

The comment as for a 60-day extension to the comment period and that a determination on the project not

be given until a Section 404 permit is issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The comment period

for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA, and no basis for

an extension has been provided. Additionally, there is no legal requirement that the City refrain from

taking action on the project until a Section 404 permit is secured. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Letter No. C6. Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates, November 1, 2010

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information, objects to the inclusion of specified properties

within the AAA, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. Of note, the

specified properties have since been removed from this annexation. The comment will be included as part

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. C7. Friends of the Santa Clara River, November 9, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that the comment period be extended by 30 days in light of the proposed project’s

impacts to biological resources and the Santa Clara River. However, the comment period for the Draft

EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA. Moreover, in support of the

extension request, the comment refers to two subject areas that received extensive analysis in Section 4.6,

Biological Resources, and Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, of the Draft EIR. The

comment does not identify any specific issue relating to that analysis; therefore, no more specific of a

response can be provided. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment has referenced a report by Ambrose, et al., entitled, “An Evaluation of Compensatory

Mitigation Projects Permitted Under the Clean Water Act section 401 by the Los Angeles Regional Water

Quality Control Board, 1991–2002” December 2004, as evidence that wetlands mitigation “is not

working” and that the proposed project is not adequately mitigating impacts to wetlands.

In the referenced study, which is incorporated by reference and available for public review at the two

locations identified on page I-8 of the Draft EIR, Ambrose, et al., evaluated compliance and wetland

conditions of selected compensatory wetland mitigation projects permitted under section 401 of the Clean

Water Act by the California State Water Quality Control Board between 1991 and 2002. The study

specifically assessed 143 permit files from throughout California; 129 sites were visited to assess on-site

compliance with permit conditions, and 14 permit files were evaluated for compliance only. Ambrose, et

al., through application of the “California Rapid Assessment Method” (CRAM), found that mitigation

sites taken together exhibit an increase in riparian vegetation and were moderately successful in meeting

mitigation plan and wetland permit requirements, and concluded that “permittees are, for the most part,

meeting their mitigation obligations.” (Ambrose, et al., p. iv.) However, the study also concluded that

there was an overall loss of wetland function because the mitigation plans/permits did not adequately

address functional values. Therefore, the study found that mitigation requirements are not achieving the

goal of section 401 because wetland functions (landscape context, hydrology, abiotic structure, and biotic

structure) and overall services (flood water storage, flood energy dissipation, biogeochemistry, sediment

accumulation, wildlife habitat, and aquatic habitat) are not adequately addressed in the permit

conditions. It is important to understand, however, that the study does not say that preserving functions

and services is technically infeasible or impractical; rather, the permitting agencies, in coordination with
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permittees, must improve upon the setting of standard and special permit conditions that result in the

preservation of wetland functions and services.

As part of the project planning effort, a qualified environmental consultant (Dudek) evaluated existing

functions and values of the on-site jurisdictional areas, using the most current version of the CRAM for

wetlands, as described in the Dudek CRAM Report, 2009 (see Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6). (Note that

Dudek’s use of the CRAM for the on-site wetlands assessment is similar to the diagnostic tool used by

Ambrose, et al., in his report referenced above.) As stated in the EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River

Corridor Analysis, p. 4.20-34, the Dudek CRAM Report evaluated the existing wetlands and riparian

habitat within the project area against the achievable wetlands functions/values after implementation of

the project’s development design. (See also, Draft EIR, Section 4.20, pp. 4.20-34-4.20-36.)

To ensure that wetland mitigation is adequate to offset impacts, Dudek also prepared a Conceptual

Wetlands Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (Wetlands Plan; May 2009), a copy of which is found in

Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR. Compliance with the Wetlands Plan is required by various mitigation

measures, including Mitigation Measures 4.6-2, 4.6-14, and 4.20-1. Further, the Wetlands Plan is subject to

the approval of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Los Angeles Regional Water

Quality Control Board, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The Wetlands Plan is discussed at length in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor

Analysis. As discussed in that section, the primary goals of the Wetlands Plan are to:

(a) Satisfy the mitigation requirements of local, state, and federal agencies for wetland and riparian

habitat;

(b) Create or restore riparian and riverine vegetation communities suitable for nesting, foraging, and

breeding by native animal species;

(c) Create or restore vegetation communities to be compatible with the fluvial morphology and

hydrology of the stream channel corridor;

(d) Create or restore vegetation communities to be consistent with adjacent, existing riparian vegetation

communities; and,

(e) Create or restore vegetation communities to be self-sustaining and functional beyond the

maintenance and monitoring period.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.20-55.) Accordingly, the Wetlands Plan provides for restoration via revegetation of

temporary impact areas following construction of buried bank stabilization on the north and south

margins of the Santa Clara River. (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6 (Wetlands Plan), p. v.) Additionally, the entire

Santa Clara Riverbed and slopes for the buried bank stabilization would be subject to enhancement
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activities. (Ibid.) The Wetlands Plan would require the removal of existing flood revetment structures,

and the control of invasive plant species. (Ibid., p. vi.) As illustrated in Table 2, Mitigation Acreage, of the

Wetlands Plan, approximately 59.1 acres of riparian scrub would be enhanced, and approximately

16.0 acres of alluvial scrub, riparian scrub, and great basin sage scrub would be restored. (Ibid., p. 16.)

(For further responsive information concerning the results of the post-project CRAM analysis and the

associated Wetlands Plan, please see the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, pp.

4.20-48-4.20-54.)

Additionally, in response to a comment received from CDFG and in furtherance of the applicant’s desire

to effectively collaborate with CDFG on this issue, Mitigation Measure 4.20-1 has been revised to provide

for compensatory, off-site mitigation. This commitment represents a 1:1 ratio for the mitigation of

permanent impacts. (See Draft EIR, Table 4.20-4, Jurisdictional Habitats and Impacts.)

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment references two reports, “Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in California: Replacing

Guesswork with Science,” by Kelly and Rotenberry, 1993, and “Predicting Impacts of Urbanization on

Riparian Bird Communities,” by Rottenborn, 1999, as evidence that the proposed project establishes

inadequate buffer areas between the proposed development and the Santa Clara River’s riparian corridor.

In the first referenced study, a copy of which is incorporated by reference and available for public review

at the two locations identified on page I-8 of the Draft EIR, Kelly and Rotenberry recommend a

scientifically based buffer analysis to develop a “buffering protocol,” including:

1. Identification and ranking (if possible) of those external forces likely to impact the sensitive

population(s) or community (communities) in question.

2. An empirical non-specific approach: censusing sensitive species at set distances from reserve

boundaries, under varying impact conditions, to estimate penetration and impact of negative

external forces of the protected population(s).

3. Mechanistic hypothesis testing; study of the most significant forces (e.g., alien predators or

competitors, trespass, runoff, light, noise, vibration, etc.) to quantify impacts.

4. Adoption of mitigation management practices that maximize buffering but minimize future

costs. Public policies affecting conservation programs are subject to sudden change, so it is

important to minimize reliance on the future availability of funding for management.
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(Kelly and Rotenberry, p. 91.) This “buffering protocol” demonstrates that the intent of the study was to

provide an objective method for identifying the appropriate buffers for a particular reserve relative to its

species populations and vegetation community characteristics. As noted in the comment, the report also

identified several potential indirect impacts, which should be taken into account in developing sufficient

buffer areas between development and riparian corridors.

Consistent with the Kelly and Rotenberry report (1993), the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources,

pp. 4.6-76-4.6-79, analyzed several of the indirect impacts on biological resources that would occur within

the River Corridor habitat areas after completion of the proposed project. Those indirect impacts to

biological resources included increased human and domestic animal presence in the River Corridor area;

increase in populations of non-native plant and animal species; increased light and glare; and

construction activities. After analyzing each of the identified indirect impacts, Section 4.6 identified

several mitigation measures to offset such impacts. Section 4.6 also found that, with implementation of

such mitigation measures, the identified indirect impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

(Please refer to Section 4.6, pp. 4.6-83-4.6-85, for a description of the mitigation measures identified to

reduce such indirect impacts – see, specifically, Mitigation Measures 4.6-8 through 4.6-33.)

The comment indicates that Rottenborn (1999) showed that urbanization effects on riparian bird

communities can extend up to 500 meters (1,500 feet). On that basis, the comment suggests that this

finding shows the inadequacy of the project’s interface with the on-site River Corridor.

Consistent with Rottenborn (1999), the Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, pp. 4.6-74-4.6-75,

analyzed impacts of the proposed project on special-status wildlife species. Section 4.6 also identified

mitigation measures to minimize direct impacts to individual special-status wildlife and their nesting or

denning sites during construction phase of the project; see, specifically, Mitigation Measures 4.6-2

through 4.6-7. (For further responsive information regarding the project’s interface with the on-site River

Corridor, please see Response 6 to the letter from Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, dated

November 8, 2010.)

It also should be noted that a minimum 100 feet of high-quality upland habitat from the edge of riparian

habitat is recommended by CDFG’s (Northern California-North Coast [Region 1]) 2001 buffer criteria for

avoiding significant impacts to riparian species and habitats adjacent to urban development. (A copy of

CDFG’s 2001 criteria is included in Appendix F3 of the Final EIR.) In developing the buffer criteria,

CDFG stated that “[d]epartment biologists have relied on scientific research and literature and

professional experience to develop the following recommendations to protect the public’s fish, wildlife

and native plant resources.” For example, CDFG recommends a 75-foot buffer from the outside edge of

the riparian habitat for the Sacramento River, a 50-foot buffer for main tributaries, and a 25-foot buffer for
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secondary tributaries. CDFG also stated that “[i]f development restrictions related to mandatory

requirements do not allow a project to completely avoid the area of the buffer zone outside the riparian

vegetation, the project proponent may average the setback distance along the riparian habitat for the

length of the project.” Therefore, there is flexibility in the minimum buffer width as long as the average

width criteria are met.

The above analysis of buffers focuses on flowing riverine habitats and relatively pristine riparian

tributaries where such setbacks are appropriate to minimize indirect impacts, or edge effects, resulting

from proposed development. At this project site, however, impacts to the Santa Clara River, habitat, and

hydrology were analyzed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Flood, and determined to be less than significant

with adoption of the recommended mitigation measures. As to a buffer, the project site would be raised

and elevated so that the developed elevation would be above the FEMA 100-year elevation. (Draft EIR, p.

4.2-55.) Buried soil cement bank stabilization would be constructed on the north and south margins of the

River Corridor to prevent erosion and contain floodwaters during a Capital Flood discharge. (Ibid.) There

is no evidence that the buffer provided by the bank stabilization and elevated development pad would

not be adequate, particularly due to existing project site conditions.

As evaluated in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, p. 4.20-22, the reach of

the Santa Clara River that traverses through the project site is dry except after periods of heavy rainfall,

generally occurring in the winter months; as a result, the section of the River within the project site is not

suitable habitat for the unarmored threespine stickleback (stickleback) or other aquatic or semi-aquatic

species. (See also, Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6 [Biological Assessment, 2008, Ex. L, p. 1].) The active River

channel varies, however, based on modeling, the width of flow in the active River channel is “between 20

and 60 feet, which generally corresponds to a 2-year storm event. The modeling also shows several braids

with flows during a 2-year storm event. For purposes of this analysis, the Santa Clara River channel, or

active channel, is defined as this 20- to 60-foot-wide braided channel.” (Draft EIR, Section 4.20, p. 4.20-22.)

In the post-project condition, the reach of the Santa Clara River within the project site would retain an

average width of approximately 775 feet, which would represent a much wider width when compared to

areas immediately upstream and downstream of the project site. (For reference, please see Appendix F2

in the Final EIR.) This post-project condition would constitute an adequate buffer or setback from the

active River channel through the project site.
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There also is no evidence presented that a further “buffer” or setback is needed in this particular segment

of the Santa Clara River. The Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, p. 4.6-6, described the existing

vegetation conditions within the project site, noting the site’s existing disturbed conditions:

Most of the project site lies primarily on flat terraces above the active channel of the Santa Clara

River. Historical impacts, along with the cumulative effects of more recent activities, including

dumping, off-road vehicle activity (not sanctioned by the current owners of the property), and

utility construction/maintenance, have significantly disturbed the remaining vegetation

communities, and have resulted in a complex mix of native and non-native vegetation types on the

project site.

Figures 2.0-1 through 2.0-7 of the Draft EIR depict the existing disturbed condition of the project site.

Figure 4.20-4 and Figures 4.20-5a through 4.20-5f also provide representative photographs of the

disturbed areas within the project reach of the Santa Clara River. Based on existing site conditions, the

post-project width of the project reach through the River Corridor (approximately 775 feet), and the

relatively dry conditions of the river reach through the project site during average and dry years, there is

no need for a further buffer or setback from the relatively sparse native and non-native vegetation

situated within the project reach of the Santa Clara River.

Taking into account the unique conditions within the project reach of the River Corridor, for purposes of

the proposed project, the EIR’s analysis of that reach focused on preserving a viable east-west animal

movement corridor along the Santa Clara River. Therefore, the project was designed to preserve and

enhance the River Corridor, which is approximately 775 feet wide in the post-project condition. (Draft

EIR, p. 4.20-22.) As discussed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, “the project proposes to maintain,

restore, and enhance the River Corridor within the project site; and, therefore, the existing east-west River

Corridor wildlife movement area would not be significantly impacted due to project implementation.”

(Ibid., p. 4.6-75; see also Ibid., pp. 4.20-36 to 4.20-38, and 4.20-56 to 4.20-57.)

Further, as the active River channel varies between just 20 and 60 feet during a 2-year flood event, an

extensive setback area exists between the active River channel and the proposed development. (Ibid.)

These setback distances ensure that wildlife will have adequate movement areas under post-project

conditions.

Additional evidence supporting the post-project viability of the River Corridor is provided by the results

of Dudek’s CRAM Report. CRAM attributes include buffer and landscape concepts, with a specific

submetric assigned to average buffer width. (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.6 (CRAM Report), p. 2; see also Draft

EIR, p. 4.20-35.) As explained in the CRAM Report:

The average width of the buffer adjoining the AA [Assessment Area] is estimated by averaging the

lengths of eight straight lines drawn at regular intervals around the AA from its perimeter
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outward to the nearest non-buffer land cover or 250 meters, whichever is first encountered. It is

assumed that the functions of the buffer do not increase significantly beyond an average width of

about 250 meters. The maximum buffer width is therefore 250 meters. The minimum buffer width

is 5 meters, and the minimum length of buffer along the perimeter of the AA is also 5 meters. Any

area that is less than 5 meters wide and 5 meters long is assumed to be too small to provide buffer

functions.

(Ibid., p. A-2.) The average buffer width in the project’s three assessment areas considered in the CRAM

Report is 25 meters (~82 feet), 250 meters (~820 feet), and 176 meters (~577 feet). (Ibid., Appendix B,

CRAM Metric Field Worksheets.) More importantly, perhaps, is the CRAM Report’s determination that

the post-project conditions would be more favorable than the pre-project conditions, and “result in a

regional increase of jurisdiction resource functions and provide for an ecologically meaningful resource

to existing riparian resources associated with” the reach of the Santa Clara River in the project site. (Draft

EIR, p. 4.20-59; see also Ibid., pp. 4.20-59 to 4.20-64.)

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment states that the project “usurps far too much of the Santa Clara River floodplain,” and

should incorporate additional floodplain avoidance into the project’s design to avoid impacts to

upstream and downstream River hydrology.

Section 4.2, Flood, of the Draft EIR addressed the potential hydrologic impacts of the proposed project.

The analysis presented in that section primarily was based on two technical reports contained in

Appendix 4.2 of the Draft EIR: Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering’s Vista Canyon VTTM #69164 Santa

Clara River Bank Protection Draft EIR Flood Technical Report (Flood Technical Report; 2009), and Alliance

Land Planning and Engineering, Inc.’s Drainage Concept/SUSMP Vista Canyon (2010). As discussed in that

section, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to flood events, localized erosion,

localized increased sedimentation, discharge rates, water surface elevations, fluvial mechanics, and

surface water flows.

Similarly, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, addressed the predicted post-project

hydraulic conditions. Based on the fluvial analysis conducted as part of the Flood Technical Report, the

proposed project would not change the fluvial mechanics of the reach of the River Corridor between the

Sand Canyon Road Bridge and SR-14 Bridge. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-67.) The proposed project also would not

significantly alter the existing drainage patterns, and overall discharge to the Santa Clara River under
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pre- and post-project conditions would be the same. (Ibid.) Finally, changes to river velocities and water

surface elevation would not be significant. (Ibid., p. 4.20-68.)

In summary, the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project would not significantly impact the

River’s hydrology; accordingly, there is no need to incorporate additional floodplain avoidance into the

project under CEQA. (Please also refer to Response 6 to the letter from Santa Monica Mountains

Conservancy, dated November 8, 2010, for further responsive information.) The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 5

The comment objects to the use of the entire Santa Clara River watershed for purposes of evaluating the

project’s cumulative impacts. The comment instead asserts that cumulative impacts must be assessed on

the basis of the riparian zone and uplands of the Santa Clara River.

As first discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 3.0, Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology, the potential

for cumulative effects to biological resources can occur regionally, particularly when sensitive resources

that occur over a large regional context are involved. (Draft EIR, p. 3.0-6.) Therefore, as addressed in

Section 4.6, Biological Resources:

This EIR has used a combination of both the ‘list’ and the ‘plan’ methods of discussing significant

cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project. The ‘list’ method has focused on related

cumulative projects within both the City of Santa Clarita and the unincorporated area of the

County of Los Angeles. This area is considered reasonable for a project the size of Vista Canyon

because it encompasses a geographic area that includes both incorporated and unincorporated

areas within 12 miles of the project. This area is considered reasonably broad to encompass

cumulative development within the overall project vicinity.

In addition, because the list approach provides project-specific location, size, and acreage data, but

does not necessarily specify the cumulative project impacts to sensitive biological resources, this

EIR has relied on a watershed plan that has assessed the cumulative impacts of development on

biological resources, as well as ecological functions and processes, within the Santa Clara River

Watershed (‘SCRW’ or ‘watershed’). Specifically, this EIR’s cumulative impacts assessment has

utilized the Santa Clara River Watershed Study (Watershed Study or Dudek 2007), as copy of

which is provided in Appendix 4.4 of this Draft EIR. The Watershed Study utilized more

extensive lists of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects within the SCRW

than is shown on the lists of City/County projects cited in this EIR. As a result, the Watershed

Study is necessarily a broader cumulative impacts assessment on biological resources in both the

project vicinity and the region.

(Ibid., p. 4.6-92.) In light of the project’s ability to mitigate all potentially significant impacts to biological

resources to a level below significant, the analysis concluded that the project would not result in
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cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources. (Ibid., p. 4.6-109.) This conclusion was

buttressed by the finding that the project site constitutes a very small proportion of the overall watershed,

and the proposed site development would not significantly contribute to the overall development in the

watershed or to the amount of development permitted by current land use classifications. (Ibid.)

As to the comment’s focus on the Santa Clara River’s riparian resources, the Santa Clara River Watershed

Study (Watershed Study) identified the major vegetation communities and land cover types in the

watershed. (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.4 [Watershed Study], pp. 15-17.) The Watershed Study defined the

riparian/wetland category as containing the following vegetation communities and land cover types:

mulefat scrub; permanently flooded lacustrine habitat; Southern coast like oak riparian forest; Southern

cottonwood/willow riparian forest; Southern sycamore/alder riparian woodland; and, Southern willow

scrub. (Ibid., pp. 15-16.) The riparian/wetland category totals 14,283 acres, or approximately 1.4 percent of

the total watershed. Approximately 3,802 acres (27 percent) of this total area is classified for development,

whereas 10,481 acres (73 percent) is classified as open space. (Ibid., p. 16; see also Ibid., p. 24.) Table 12 in

the Watershed Study also summarized the impacts of planned and approved projects in the City of Santa

Clarita and Los Angeles County on vegetation communities and land cover types. (Ibid., p. 45-48.) The

riparian/wetland category was found to be least impacted, with just 869 acres (6 percent) of the total

14,283 acres encompassed by planned and approved projects. (Ibid., p. 45.)

In light of the above, the Watershed Study concluded that the riparian/wetland category is “still relatively

common in the watershed and would remain relatively common due to the substantial set-aside of

existing public lands and open space in and adjacent to” the watershed. (Ibid., p. 89.) The Watershed

Study further concluded that, although 27 percent of the studied riparian/wetland area is classified for

development, such resources would be regulated by federal and state agencies and impacts would be

mitigated. (Ibid., p. 91.) This conclusion also was reached in light of evidence that newer and better

technologies are being employed to protect and restore waters and wetlands, such that wetland and

riparian functions and values in the watershed likely will be enhanced in the future. (Ibid., pp. 92-93.)

As the Watershed Study supports the determination that riparian and wetland resources are being

protected throughout the watershed, and as the project’s impacts to biological resources would be

reduced to a level below significant, substantial evidence supports the Draft EIR’s determination that the

project’s impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 6

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 7

The comment states that cumulative impacts must be analyzed, understood and mitigated. The City

believes that all cumulative impacts have been addressed within Section 4.0, Environmental Impacts

Analysis. Please also see Response 5, above. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment incorporates by reference the project-related comments of other environmental

organizations, specifically Heal the Bay, Ventura Coastkeeper, Sierra Club, Santa Clarita Organization for

Planning and the Environment, and the Center for Biological Diversity. The comment is noted, and will

be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Letter No. C8. Robert Mooney, December 1, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that the comment period and public hearing schedule be extended by three

months in light of the size of the Draft EIR. However, the comment period for the Draft EIR complied

with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA. Additionally, numerous public hearings on

the proposed project have been held before the Planning Commission (October 19, November 2,

December 21, 2010, as well as a future meeting scheduled for February 15, 2011), and additional hearings

will be held before the City Council. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment expresses concern regarding whether Sand Canyon residents received sufficient

notification of the proposed project, and the City’s consideration of intersection design options at Lost

Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road. By way of background, the project applicant has had over 50

community meetings on the project. These meetings have included multiple presentations to the La Veda

Homeowners Association, Fair Oaks Ranch Homeowners Association, Sand Canyon Property Owners

Association and Board, Canyon Country Advisory Committee, as well as numerous meetings with

homeowners and community members in the Sand Canyon and Canyon Country area. The project

applicant also contacted and met with each of the property owners at the intersection of Lost Canyon

Road/Sand Canyon Road to discuss the four potential improvement options for this intersection and the

impact of each on the their respective properties.

The project applicant has also met on several times with the Sulphur Springs School District in regards to

the proposed improvements on Lost Canyon Road and other project-related items. The applicant and

City staff have also reached out to Pinecrest School over the last six months. Only recently did a

representative from Pinecrest School contact the applicant. The representative asked several questions

about the project and schedule, and indicated that there would be no need for a presentation from the

applicant at this point.

In addition to the public scoping meeting and three EIR Notices of Preparation, the City sent a public

hearing notice to over 4,300 property owners in the Sand Canyon, Fair Oaks Ranch and Jakes Way areas.

Eleven public hearing signs were placed on the property and in the Jakes Way, Sand Canyon and Fair

Oaks Ranch areas (three signs were placed on the Vista Canyon project site). A larger than normal public

hearing notice was also placed in the Santa Clarita Signal. In conclusion, the public outreach and noticing
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associated with this project have been very extensive. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment indicates that there are other projects located at the east end of Lost Canyon Road that have

been excluded from the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR. As explained below, the traffic

impact analysis did consider future development, both in assessing potential impacts and proposing

appropriate mitigation.

As required by CEQA, the cumulative conditions analysis assumed reasonable and foreseeable land uses

in the study area. This includes additional residential development on Lost Canyon Road east of Sand

Canyon Road. This is illustrated by a comparison of the existing and project buildout/interim no project

peak hour turning movement volumes at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection, which

confirms that additional background trips (i.e., trips not related to Vista Canyon) are using the easterly

segment of Lost Canyon Road. (See Draft EIR Table 4.3-11; Traffic Study Table 17.) These additional trips

are associated with new residential developments in that area such as the Mancara project. These trips are

reflected in the analysis of the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection and in the evaluation of

proposed mitigation measures.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment requests that a notification sign be placed at the intersection of Lost Canyon Road/Sand

Canyon Road. Please see Response 2, above, for information regarding the public outreach and

notification efforts utilized in connection with this project. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 5

The comment notes that the commenter lives on La Veda Avenue, and anticipates being substantially

impacted by the proposed project. Please note that in a December 21, 2010 Staff Report submitted to the

Planning Commission regarding the proposed project, City staff recommended that the project be

modified to eliminate 26 single-family lots located in the area adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. At

the December 21, 2010 public hearing, the Planning Commission directed that this modification to the
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project be made. The elimination of development in this area would increase the size of the Oak Park

from seven to 10 acres and allow for the preservation and enhancement of the north/south animal

movement corridor from the Santa Clara River through the project site to undeveloped land to the south.

Additionally, the Planning Commission directed City staff to add conditions of approval requiring the

project applicant to minimize potential dust and vibration impacts associated with project related

construction to the existing La Veda neighborhood. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. C9. Kerry Tabak, December 2, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that the commenter be included in any future mailings relating to the proposed

project. The comment is noted and the City has added the commenter to its mailing list. Please also see

Response 2 to Comment Letter C8 for information regarding the public outreach and notification efforts

utilized in connection with this project. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment requests that the comment period and public hearing schedule be extended by 90 days. The

comment period for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA.

Additionally, numerous public hearings on the proposed project have been held before the Planning

Commission (October 19, November 2, December 21, 2010, as well as a future meeting scheduled for

February 15, 2011), and additional hearings will be held before the City Council. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 3

The comment requests that the City endeavor to better notify residents who will be directly affected by

the proposed project. Please see Response 1, above. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 4

The comment indicates that there are other projects located at the east end of Lost Canyon Road that have

been excluded from the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR. As explained below, the traffic

impact analysis did consider future development, both in assessing potential impacts and proposing

appropriate mitigation.
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As required by CEQA, the cumulative conditions analysis assumed reasonable and foreseeable land uses

in the study area. This includes additional residential development on Lost Canyon Road east of Sand

Canyon Road. This is illustrated by a comparison of the existing and project buildout/interim no project

peak hour turning movement volumes at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection, which

confirms that additional background trips (i.e., trips not related to Vista Canyon) are using the easterly

segment of Lost Canyon Road. (See Draft EIR Table 4.3-11; Traffic Study Table 17.) These additional trips

are associated with new residential developments in that area such as the Mancara project. These trips are

reflected in the analysis of the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection and in the evaluation of

proposed mitigation measures. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. C10. Mike Naoum, December 2, 2010

Response 1

The comment voices concern regarding the proximity of the proposed project to two elementary schools

and the safety concerns given the additional traffic load.

Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, addresses the distribution of project traffic as follows:

Figure 4.3-6, Project Trip Distribution – 2015 illustrates the expected distribution of external

project trips in 2015. The forecast trip distribution takes into account the modest amount of traffic

that would be redistributed as a result of the street connections that would be constructed as part

of the project (e.g., Lost Canyon Road), and also accounts for the redistribution of traffic related to

the future relocation of students from the existing Sulphur Springs Elementary School to the new

Spring Canyon Elementary School. It is estimated that approximately 50 percent of the students

attending Sulphur Springs Elementary School come from residential neighborhoods north of SR-

14. Upon completion of Spring Canyon Elementary School, future students located in residential

neighborhoods north of SR-14 would attend Spring Canyon Elementary School and students

generated in Vista Canyon would attend Sulphur Springs Elementary School (see Section 4.10,

Education). Of the four project access roads, the Lost Canyon Road access (to/from Via

Princessa) and Vista Canyon Road access (to/from Soledad Canyon Road) are each expected to be

used by 37 and 38 percent of project trips, respectively.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.3-43.) Furthermore, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon

Road intersection is presently congested in the morning and afternoon when Pinecrest School and

Sulphur Springs Elementary School are in session due to student drop-off and pick-up. However,

roadways improvements to Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road (Mitigation Measure 4.3-5) will serve

to improve circulation in the project area, as well as provide more orderliness to the circulation

surrounding the school. Lastly, the project applicant has entered into an agreement with the Sulphur

Springs Unified School District, and the District has not indicated that there was a school safety issue to

be addressed. Nonetheless, the project applicant will be required to fund, as a condition of approval, a

crossing guard, for a temporary period, after the completion of the intersection improvements at Lost

Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter, specifically expressing opposition to the

residential overlay option due to the Santa Clarita Valley’s need for more jobs. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Response 3

The comment opines that the proposed project must be required to provide affordable housing. As

discussed in the Draft Vista Canyon Specific Plan (October 2010), the proposed project would provide a

range of housing types that would accommodate households with varied income levels. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

Response 4

The comment states that the proposed project would eliminate a large area of groundwater recharge with

no offset. Section 4.2, Hydrology, of the Draft EIR provides responsive information that contradicts the

assertion that the project design does not include an offset for groundwater recharge:

Table 4.2-8 compares the existing and proposed development condition hydrology and concludes

that a net decrease of 85.6 cfs is expected to occur in the proposed project condition. The apparent

cause of the reduction of the peak discharge is a function of the reduction of the time of

concentration for the proposed project. In other words, the increase in imperviousness reduces the

time of concentration for various subbasins. As a result, the hydrograph of water discharged from

the project site is flatter and broader, reducing the peak. This small change (<1 percent) shows that

the existing and proposed project conditions are substantially consistent. Importantly, the existing

condition is the 50-year burned and bulked discharge, also defined as the Capital Flood discharge.

The proposed project condition, in contrast, is burned and unbulked discharge. While the volume

of water is the same for both the existing and proposed project conditions, the existing condition

discharge is laden with sediment while the proposed project condition discharge removes the

sediment.

(Draft EIR, p. 4.2-52.) Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.8, Water Service, of the Draft EIR, project

impacts on groundwater recharge and levels would be less than significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.8-109.) As

discussed in Section 4.8:

The increase in paved area would reduce overall recharge on the site; however, two factors would

serve to counter the impact of urbanization on groundwater recharge:

 Development on the project site would increase stormwater runoff volume discharged after

treatment (e.g., in water quality control facilities) to the Santa Clara River, whose channel is

predominantly natural and consists of vegetation and coarse-grained sediments. The porous

nature of the sands and gravels forming the streambed allows for significant infiltration to

occur to the Alluvial aquifer underlying the Santa Clara River;

 Development of the project site would increase the area of irrigated landscaping on currently

undeveloped land, which would serve to increase the amount of recharge to the project area;

and,
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 The percolation ponds associated with the water factory would result in increase recharge in

the project area.

(Ibid.) The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment states that the setbacks are the minimum required by state code. For purposes of the

proposed project, the design and analysis has focused on preserving a viable east-west animal movement

corridor along the Santa Clara River. Therefore, the project has been designed to preserve and enhance

the River Corridor, which is approximately 775 feet wide. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-22.) As discussed in Section

4.6, Biological Resources, “the project proposes to maintain, restore, and enhance the River Corridor

within the project site; and, therefore, the existing east-west River Corridor wildlife movement area

would not be significantly impacted due to project implementation.” (Ibid., at p. 4.6-75; see also Ibid. at

pp. 4.20-36 to 4.20-38, and 4.20-56 to 4.20-57.)

Further, as the active River channel varies between just 20 and 60 feet during a 2-year flood event, an

extensive setback area exists between the active River channel and the proposed development. (Ibid.)

This corridor width ensures that wildlife will have adequate areas to navigate and migrate under post-

project conditions.

Additional evidence supporting the post-project viability of the River Corridor is provided by the results

of Dudek’s California Rapid Assessment Method Report (CRAM Report; February 2009), a copy of which is

included in Appendix 4.6 of the Draft EIR. The CRAM for wetlands is a diagnostic tool used to evaluate

the existing condition of wetlands and riparian habitats within a project area compared to achievable

wetlands functions/values after implementation of the project’s development design. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-

34.) The CRAM Report determined that the post-project conditions would be more favorable than the

pre-project conditions, and “result in a regional increase of jurisdiction resource functions and provide

for an ecologically meaningful resource to existing riparian resources associated with” the reach of the

Santa Clara River in the project site. (Draft EIR, p. 4.20-59; see also Ibid. at pp. 4.20-59 to 4.20-64.) The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.
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Response 6

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in Section 4.20, Santa

Clara River Corridor Analysis, of the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding

that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, please

see Section 4.20 and Response 5, above, for responsive information. Additionally, please see

Appendix F2 of the Final EIR, which compares the width of the Santa Clara River throughout the project

site with the River width at other locations. As illustrated in that figure, the average width of the River

through the project site is 775 feet, with the width at the proposed bridge approximately 650 feet. In

comparison, the width of the River at three off-site locations (i.e., 460, 570, and 600 feet) was well below

the proposed project’s 775 feet width. Similarly, the following bridges have River widths noticeably more

narrow than that proposed by the project: Whites Canyon: 530 feet; Soledad Canyon Road: 400 feet; Sierra

Highway: 350 feet; Antelope Valley Freeway: 430 feet; and, Sand Canyon Road; 350 feet. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment states that there is not enough parkland on the site for the residents, and concludes that

future residences would be forced to make more trips out of the community for recreational purposes. As

discussed in Section 4.12, Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the project would comply with Quimby

requirements and City Code standards, and would not result in significant impacts to parkland and

recreational facilities. The 10-acre Oak Park, Town Green, Community Garden, and up to six private

recreational areas would provide sufficient recreational opportunities for on-site residents. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter regarding the scheduling and routing of the

City bus system and Metrolink. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Response 9

The comment states that the project is not located close to existing job centers. While the eastern Santa

Clarita Valley is not known for large employment centers, the project is proposing to build a Metrolink

Station and Bus Transfer Station, which would facilitate access to off-site centers. Additionally, and

importantly, the project itself contains a significant amount of employment-generating, non-residential

uses. As proposed, the project would result in 164,000 square feet of retail; 646,000 square feet of office;

and, 140,000 square feet of hotel. (See Table 1.0-2, Vista Canyon Statistical Summary By Planning Area, of

the Draft EIR.) These uses would provide potential employment opportunities for future residents of the

Vista Canyon project. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

The comment expresses support for the project, in general, but believes it is better suited for a different

site. Relatedly, the comment expresses support for turning the proposed site into a regional park. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.
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Letter No. C11. Suzanne Silva, December 2, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that the comment period and public hearing schedule be extended by 90 days. The

comment period for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA.

Additionally, numerous public hearings on the proposed project have been held before the Planning

Commission (October 19, November 2, December 21, 2010, as well as a future meeting scheduled for

February 15, 2011), and additional hearings will be held before the City Council. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Letter No. C12. Robert Mooney, December 3, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that a three-way stop be installed at the Lost Canyon Road/La Veda Avenue

intersection in place of a roundabout (traffic circle) due to concerns over pedestrian safety. As described

on page 1.0-31 of the Draft EIR (Project Description), the project proposes to construct a roundabout at

this intersection as a means to “calm” traffic on Lost Canyon Road between the project site and Sand

Canyon Road by reducing vehicle speeds and discouraging through traffic travel. The roundabout would

be designed to accommodate a variety of vehicle types and accommodate pedestrians via crosswalks,

protected splitter islands, and American with Disabilities Act (ADA) ramps. Figure 1.0-8, Vista Canyon

Mobility Plan, of the Draft EIR depicts a mid-block pedestrian crossing west of the roundabout that

would connect the proposed Vista Canyon development and La Veda neighborhood to the equestrian

and multi-use paths located along the Santa Clara River. Accordingly, any potential impacts to

pedestrians would be less than significant. The comment will be made available to the City prior to any

decision regarding the proposed project; however, it is unlikely that the City would support the

installation of an all-way stop-control as minimum vehicular warrants (particularly on the La Veda

Avenue approach) would not be satisfied.

Response 2

The comment expresses a preference for Option 2 (i.e., traffic signal that maintains heritage oak tree) at

the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection. This comment is noted and will be made available

to the City prior to any decision regarding the proposed project. Of note, on December 21, 2010, the

Planning Commission selected Option 3 (i.e., roundabout). The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment expresses concern regarding potential damage to homes on La Veda Avenue during project

construction. Construction of the proposed project would not result in potentially significant impacts to

homes on La Veda Avenue. First, construction truck and equipment routes would not use Lost Canyon

Road west of Sand Canyon Road, nor would construction staging occur near La Veda Avenue.

Additionally, much of the rough grading, earthwork, and backbone infrastructure will be completed

during the initial phase of project construction, prior to construction of the extension of Lost Canyon

Road westerly from its current terminus into the project site. Therefore, the amount of construction

activities occurring at any one time would be limited. Finally, the Planning Commission has added

conditions of approval, at the request of residents along La Veda Avenue, to minimize potential dust and

vibration impacts associated with project-related construction to the existing La Veda Avenue
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neighborhood (see Draft Conditions PC1 and PC2). The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment expresses concern regarding the amount of dust/debris generated by the project that could

impact the La Veda Avenue residents. Please see Response 3, above, for information regarding the

conditions of approval designed to address this concern. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. C13. Diane Trautman, December 3, 2010

Response 1

The commenter states that she has the same concerns as those articulated in Comment Letter C10;

accordingly, please see the Responses to Letter C10. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 2

The comment requests that the comment period be extended by 60 days. However, the comment period

for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.
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Letter No. C14. Richard and Carolyn McCool, December 3, 2010

Response 1

The comment states that the commenters, residents of La Veda Avenue, did not receive a copy of the

Draft EIR. Please note that CEQA does not require lead agencies to distribute hard copies of Draft EIRs;

instead, it requires that a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR be circulated. (See Cal. Code

Regs., tit. 14, Section 15087.) Here, the City sent the NOA to over 4,300 property owners in the Sand

Canyon, Fair Oaks Ranch and Jakes Way areas. Eleven public hearing signs were placed on the property

and in the Jakes Way, Sand Canyon and Fair Oaks Ranch areas (three signs were placed on the Vista

Canyon project site). A larger than normal notice was also placed in the Santa Clarita Signal. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment asks whether the residents of the Sand Canyon community have been notified of the

proposed project. In response, the project applicant has had over 50 community meetings on the project.

These meetings have included multiple presentations to the La Veda Homeowners Association, Fair Oaks

Ranch Homeowners Association, Sand Canyon Property Owners Association and Board, Canyon

Country Advisory Committee, as well as numerous meetings with homeowners and community

members in the Sand Canyon and Canyon Country area. The project applicant also contacted and met

with each of the property owners at the intersection of Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road to discuss

the four potential improvement options for this intersection and the impact of each on the their respective

properties. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment observes that the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection presently is

congested. As noted in Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR, the referenced intersection

currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) D during the AM peak hour. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-13.) On

December 21, 2010, the Planning Commission selected Intersection Design Option 3 for the mitigation

strategy for that intersection. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 4

The comment opines that more people need to be notified of the proposed project. Please see Response 2

and Response 3, above. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 5

The comment states that a traffic signal is needed at the intersection of Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon

Road. Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 outlines the mitigation options for this intersection as follows:

4.3-5 Prior to the completion and full occupancy of the project (beyond Phase 1), the project

applicant shall install the selected Intersection Design Option (No. 2, 3 or 4) at the Sand

Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road intersection. If Intersection Design Option No. 1 is

selected, the project would have a significant, unavoidable impact.

The four design options are:

 Option 1 (Four-Way Stop) – this design option (See Figure 4.3-16 and 4.3-16a) is presently

in place at the intersection. The intersection is presently congested in the morning and

afternoon when Pinecrest School and Sulphur Springs Elementary School are in session due

to student drop-off and pick-up. Under this design option, the operation of this intersection in

the future would worsen to a Level of Service (LOS) F with or without the Vista Canyon

project. If this option is selected, the project would result in a significant unavoidable impact

at the intersection.

 Option 2 (Signalized Intersection “Look Ahead Signal”) – this design option (See Figure 4.3-

17) would result in a signalized intersection, with a “look ahead” signal at the southwest

corner to address northbound “line of sight” requirements. Minimal widening of the

intersection would occur with this design option, with right-of-way necessary at the

northwest and southeast corners. Encroachment within the protected zone of the heritage oak

tree located along the eastern edge of Sand Canyon Road would remain similar to the existing

condition. A fence, located within the right-of-way, would have to be removed to adhere to

“line of sight” requirements. Option 2 would result in the improved operation of the

intersection in the future (LOS D) even with future growth (including Vista Canyon), as

compared to the existing four-way stop design.

 Option 3 (Roundabout) – this design option (See Figure 4.3-18 and 4.3-18a) would include

the installation of a “roundabout” or traffic circle at the intersection. This option would

involve the relocation of the intersection to the north and west to adhere to northbound “line

of sight” requirements. Right-of-way acquisition would be necessary on all four corners; most

of it would come from the northwest corner (which is presently vacant). Encroachment within

the protected zone of the heritage oak tree located along the eastern edge of Sand Canyon Road

would still occur, consistent with the existing condition. From a traffic operational

standpoint, this design option would be the best of the four, improving the future LOS F
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under the existing design to an LOS C in the AM peak hour and LOS B in the PM peak hour

even with future growth (including the Vista Canyon project).

 Option 4 (Signalized Intersection - Standard Configuration) – this design option (See Figure

4.3-19) improves the intersection of Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road with a right-turn

lane extension. This option would require the acquisition of right-of-way on the northwest

and southeast corner. A “line of sight” easement would be needed from three properties

located east of Sand Canyon Road and south of the intersection. All vegetation and fencing

within this easement would need to be removed, including the heritage oak tree located along

the eastern edge of Sand Canyon Road. Similar to the “Look Ahead Signal” design option,

this option would result in the improved operation of the intersection (LOS D), as compared

to the existing design, even with future growth (including the Vista Canyon project).

On December 21, 2010, the Planning Commission selected Intersection Design Option 3 for the mitigation

strategy for that intersection. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment asks whether projects located at the east end of Lost Canyon Road have been accounted for

in the Draft EIR’s impact analysis. As required by CEQA, the cumulative conditions analysis assumed

reasonable and foreseeable land uses in the study area. This includes additional residential development

on Lost Canyon Road east of Sand Canyon Road. This is illustrated by a comparison of the existing and

project buildout/interim no project peak hour turning movement volumes at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand

Canyon Road intersection, which confirms that additional background trips (i.e., trips not related to Vista

Canyon) are using the easterly segment of Lost Canyon Road. (See Draft EIR Table 4.3-11; Traffic Study

Table 17.) These additional trips are associated with new residential developments in that area such as

the Mancara project. These trips are reflected in the analysis of the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road

intersection and in the evaluation of proposed mitigation measures. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.
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Response 7

The comment requests that the comment period and public hearing schedule be extended by 90 days.

However, the comment period for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration

requirements of CEQA. Additionally, numerous public hearings on the proposed project have been held

before the Planning Commission (October 19, November 2, December 21, 2010, as well as a future

meeting scheduled for February 15, 2011), and additional hearings will be held before the City Council.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. C15. Penny Upton, December 3, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that the comment period and public hearing schedule be extended by 90 days. The

comment period for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA.

Additionally, numerous public hearings on the proposed project have been held before the Planning

Commission (October 19, November 2, December 21, 2010, as well as a future meeting scheduled for

February 15, 2011), and additional hearings will be held before the City Council. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 2

The comment addresses a subject area, namely impacts to Lost Canyon Road and La Veda Avenue, which

received extensive analysis in Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR. The comment does not

raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided

or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment states that many residents in the Sand Canyon area are not aware of the proposed project.

By way of background, the project applicant has had over 50 community meetings on the project. These

meetings have included multiple presentations to the La Veda Homeowners Association, Fair Oaks

Ranch Homeowners Association, Sand Canyon Property Owners Association and Board, Canyon

Country Advisory Committee, as well as numerous meetings with homeowners and community

members in the Sand Canyon and Canyon Country area. The project applicant also contacted and met

with each of the property owners at the intersection of Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road to discuss

the four potential improvement options for this intersection and the impact of each on the their respective

properties.

The project applicant has also met on several times with the Sulphur Springs School District in regards to

the proposed improvements on Lost Canyon Road and other project-related items. The applicant and

City staff have also reached out to Pinecrest School over the last six months. Only recently did a

representative from Pinecrest School contact the applicant. The representative asked several questions

about the project and schedule, and indicated that there would be no need for a presentation from the

applicant at this point.
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In addition to the public scoping meeting and three EIR Notices of Preparation, the City sent a public

hearing notice to over 4,300 property owners in the Sand Canyon, Fair Oaks Ranch and Jakes Way areas.

Eleven public hearing signs were placed on the property and in the Jakes Way, Sand Canyon and Fair

Oaks Ranch areas (three signs were placed on the Vista Canyon project site). A larger than normal public

hearing notice was also placed in the Santa Clarita Signal. In conclusion, the public outreach and noticing

associated with this project have been very extensive. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 4

The comment indicates that there are other projects located at the east end of Lost Canyon Road that have

been excluded from the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR. However, as required by CEQA, the

cumulative conditions analysis assumed reasonable and foreseeable land uses in the study area. This

includes additional residential development on Lost Canyon Road east of Sand Canyon Road. This is

illustrated by a comparison of the existing and project buildout/interim no project peak hour turning

movement volumes at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection, which confirms that

additional background trips (i.e., trips not related to Vista Canyon) are using the easterly segment of Lost

Canyon Road. (See Draft EIR Table 4.3-11; Traffic Study Table 17.) These additional trips are associated

with new residential developments in that area such as the Mancara project. These trips are reflected in

the analysis of the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection and in the evaluation of proposed

mitigation measures. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Letter No. C16. Penny Upton, December 3, 2010

Response 1

The comment requests that the comment period be extended. The comment period for the Draft EIR

complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Response 2

Some health problems, particularly those of the eye and respiratory tract (i.e., Coccidioidomycosis or its

common name Valley Fever) may be exacerbated by fugitive dust generated at the project site. Valley

Fever is not new to the Los Angeles County area. In fact, many people who have resided in Ventura

County, Los Angeles County and the Central Valley portion of California have been exposed to Valley

Fever during their lifetimes and have developed an immunity. As discussed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, of

the Draft EIR, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) recommends the

implementation of dust control measures. The mitigation measures in the Draft EIR would minimize dust

generation and, therefore, the corresponding risk of coccidioidomycosis exposure. (See Draft EIR,

pp. 4.4-54 to 4.4-59.) Furthermore, at its meeting of December 21, 2010, the Planning Commission directed

staff to add conditions further minimizing dust and vibration impacts to the La Veda Avenue residents

(Draft Conditions PC1 and PC2). Therefore, it can be concluded that grading associated with

development activity on the project site, or any other site, would not result in outbreaks of Valley Fever

or pose any significant or unique health risk. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment asks if the existing bridge located on Lost Canyon Road west of Sand Canyon Road can

bear the weight of the additional traffic or if additional improvements or widening are necessary. Lost

Canyon Road, including the bridge over Sand Canyon wash, is a public street and has been built in

accordance with public street requirements. The Vista Canyon Transportation Impact Study and Draft

EIR (see Section 4.3, Traffic and Access) do not require any widening of this bridge to accommodate

project traffic. A separate pedestrian/equestrian bridge, adjacent to this bridge, would be constructed as

part of the project. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 4

The comment states that the two residential projects at the east end of Lost Canyon Road are neither

mentioned in the Draft EIR nor considered in the cumulative analysis. As explained below, the traffic

impact analysis did consider future development, both in assessing potential impacts and proposing

appropriate mitigation. As required by CEQA, the cumulative conditions analysis assumed reasonable

and foreseeable land uses in the study area. This includes additional residential development on Lost

Canyon Road east of Sand Canyon Road. This is illustrated by a comparison of the existing and project

buildout/interim no project peak hour turning movement volumes at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand

Canyon Road intersection, which confirms that additional background trips (i.e., trips not related to Vista

Canyon) are using the easterly segment of Lost Canyon Road. (See Draft EIR Table 4.3-11; Traffic Study

Table 17.) These additional trips are associated with new residential developments in that area such as

the Mancara project referenced in the comment. These trips are reflected in the analysis of the Lost

Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection and in the evaluation of proposed mitigation measures.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment expresses concern that efforts to find available space east of Sulphur Springs School for

off-street student pick-up/drop-off have failed. The comment also asks how such improvements would

mitigate the traffic problems. The Draft EIR presents a summary of an analysis specifically undertaken to

address school access and potential traffic-related impacts of the proposed project relative to the Sulphur

Springs and Pinecrest schools. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-54 to 55.) Based on the analysis, to alleviate existing

congestion on Lost Canyon Road in the vicinity of the schools and to accommodate project-generated

traffic, certain improvements will be constructed as part of the project, including: a median turn lane, a

trail along the north side of the roadway, a roundabout at La Veda Avenue, parallel parking on the south

side of the road, and construction of a narrow raised median at the easterly Pinecrest School driveway

including a sign prohibiting U-turns. (Draft EIR p. 4.3-55.) Additionally, the Draft EIR identifies the need

for improvements at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection and includes four potential

mitigation measure options; the option that is selected will be determined by the decision maker, which is

the City in this case. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-76 to 4.3-77.) Field observations indicate that this intersection

contributes to the overall levels of congestion along Lost Canyon Road during school pick-up/drop-off

hours. As shown on Draft EIR Table 4.3-13, with implementation of the mitigation measures, the

intersection would operate at acceptable LOS C.
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The improvements to be constructed as part of the proposed project, in combination with the traffic

mitigation measures, would reduce the project’s potential impacts to a level below significant and no

further mitigation is required. Additionally, street parking adjacent to the proposed Oak Park would be

available for school pick-up and drop-off. Finally, as noted in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.3),

approximately 50 percent of the children presently attending Sulphur Springs Elementary School come

from homes north of SR-14, exacerbating existing pick-up and drop-off conditions along Lost Canyon

Road. In the future, these students would be replaced by children within the Vista Canyon project, The

proximity of Vista Canyon to Sulphur Springs Elementary school would encourage walking, especially

from easterly areas of Vista Canyon, further reducing congestion along Lost Canyon Road. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment expresses concern regarding pedestrian safety at the proposed roundabouts at Lost Canyon

Road/La Veda Avenue and Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road. Both roundabouts would be

constructed with crosswalks, ADA ramps, appropriate signing/striping, and pedestrian refuge areas

within the splitter islands. (The roundabout is a means to “calm” traffic on Lost Canyon Road between

the project site and Sand Canyon Road by reducing vehicle speeds and discouraging through traffic

travel. As explained at page 103 of Roundabouts: An informational Guide (Federal Highway Administration,

2000), roundabouts are a means of enhancing pedestrian safety: “Roundabouts have fewer conflict points

in comparison to conventional intersections. Pedestrians need only cross one direction of traffic at a time

at each approach as they traverse roundabouts. The speeds of motorists entering and exiting a

roundabout are reduced with good design. Single-lane roundabouts have been found to perform better

(in overall safety) than two-way stop-controlled intersections in the U.S.”

As to the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection, a roundabout is one of four options for the

intersection that the City’s Planning Commission and City Council will be reviewing and, ultimately,

selecting a preferred improvement. The Planning Commission has initially selected the roundabout

option and will be making this recommendation to the City Council. The concerns raised by the comment

are noted and will be made available to the City prior to any decision on the proposed project. Also of

note, the project applicant will be required to fund the retention of a crossing guard, for a temporary

period of time, after the completion of the intersection improvements at Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon

Road (Draft Condition No. PC6). The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 7

The comment requests clarification of the impact at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road

intersection during Phase 1 of the project. In short, the proposed project would result in a significant

impact at the intersection. Although Phase 1 does not include the extension of Lost Canyon Road

westerly from La Veda Avenue into the project site, a modest number of Phase 1 trips will nevertheless

travel through the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road intersection, which is projected to operate at

LOS F without the project during the AM peak hour under 2012 conditions, assuming no improvements

are made. The addition of Phase 1 traffic exacerbates to a significant degree (i.e., increases delays by more

than two seconds per vehicle) the unacceptable operations at the intersection. (See Draft EIR Table 4.3-8.)

Although the project causes a 1 percent increase in traffic, the resulting impact is considered significant

under the City’s significance criteria. The impact would remain significant until project buildout, when

the connection to Lost Canyon Road at La Veda Avenue is completed and the Lost Canyon Road/Sand

Canyon Road intersection is improved with one of the three mitigation options described in the Draft

EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR did not adequately address the impacts of the proposed project

relative to the supply of parking in the vicinity of Sulphur Springs School.

The proposed project would not result in an increase in parking demand in the vicinity of the Sulphur

Springs School. As noted in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.3), the proposed project would help fund a new

elementary school that would be located north of SR-14, which would result in the transfer of some

students who are currently driven to/from Sulphur Springs School to the new school. These students

would be replaced with new students that will reside within the Vista Canyon project, which would be a

short walk or bike ride to the school. Thus, the project is likely to result in a net reduction in parking

demand at the Sulphur Springs School.

Additionally, the proposed project would upgrade Lost Canyon Road to include one travel lane in each

direction, a median turn lane, and parallel parking on the south side of the street between Sand Canyon

Road and La Veda Avenue. This is preferable to maintaining parking on the north side, as that condition

requires parents/students to cross Lost Canyon Road at multiple unmarked locations and, therefore,

would help improve pedestrian safety and circulation related conditions. Also, the proposed placement

of a roundabout at La Veda Avenue would enable westbound motorists to make a U-turn to access

eastbound parallel parking, further improving conditions. Finally, it is noted that on-street parking

would be provided on both sides of Lost Canyon Road west of La Veda Avenue along the proposed Oak
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Park. Based on this information, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to the

parking supply in the vicinity of Sulphur Springs School. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 9

This comment relates to motorists parked on Lost Canyon Road that are dropping off or picking up

students from Pinecrest School. The Draft EIR considered the vehicles related to the Pinecrest School in

that the existing traffic volumes and conditions, and the related analysis, reflects these related trips.

Specific to parking, as discussed in Response 8, above, the proposed project would not result in an

increase in parking demand in the vicinity of the Sulphur Springs School and the adjacent Pinecrest

School. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 10

This comment relates to the need for a CEQA project alternative in which Lost Canyon Road does not

extend westerly from La Veda Avenue into the project site. The Draft EIR includes an alternative that

eliminates this roadway connection – Alternative 5 (Open Space Corridor Alternative). Both the Planning

Commission and City Council could consider implementing all or portions of this Alternative or other

Draft EIR Alternatives. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

The comment suggests that the impacts of grading of Lost Canyon Road to La Veda Avenue to

accommodate emergency traffic and an emergency fire gate in Alternative 5 were not addressed in the

Alternative 5 analysis. The geotechnical analysis within the Alternatives section does discuss the impacts

of grading in a more generalized method, which is appropriate for an alternatives analysis pursuant to

State CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment appears to support express support for Alternative 5, as studied within Section 6.0,

Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. No further response is required.
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Response 13

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an environmental issue

within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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From: Liz Smith [mailto:pl-smith@pacbell.net]
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2010 11:44 PM
To: Jeff Hogan
Subject: Vista Canyon Plot

Hi Jeff,

Thanks for taking my call yesterday regarding the proposed annexation of the Sand Canyon areas (with
regards to the Vista Canyon
development) and for identifying that my property is NOT being affected by the proposed annexation.
And thanks for offering to email a plot map of the actual location of the development; as I mentioned,
I'm still a bit uncertain about how close the retail, hotel and housing elements will come to our Sand
Canyon entrance (at Lost Canyon and Sand Canyon Rds).

I should also go on record as saying that my husband and I and all of our immediate neighbors (those
we've spoken to) are opposed to the entire development, specifically due to: 1) the negative
environmental impact upon the area, the narrowing of the river bed and destruction of so many
heritage oaks (and the encroachment upon several others);
2) the disturbance to the existing wildlife corridors; 3) the increased traffic and noise that will be
brought to the rural setting of Sand Canyon (I also fully expect to see an increase of traffic coming from
Placerita Canyon Road onto Sand Canyon Road - we already have a big speeding problem with
commuters who choose that path to avoid slow-down's on the I-14); 4) further damage to our
deteriorating property values - how on earth will MORE housing help boost our realty woes? 5)
unwanted transient traffic and possible increase in local crime via the proposed hotel - building hotel
rooms amidst a residential neighborhood is ill-advised and brings no benefit to residents whatsoever; 6)
the height of the structures does nothing to enhance the rural setting of Sand Canyon and is
incongruous with the surrounding community. Does the City really want to recommend additional retail
development when the nearby Lowes/Target/Kohl's complex adjacent to Fair Oaks STILL has so many
empty storefronts? Who really benefits from Vista Canyon other than the City and the developers?

Thanks again, Jeff, for forwarding those documents and for answering my specific questions regarding
annexation.

Have a Merry Christmas!

Best Regards,
Liz Smith
15375 Live Oak Springs Canyon Road
Canyon Country, CA 91387

pl-smith@pacbell.net
661-250-2088 (home)

Letter No. C17

1
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Letter No. C17. Liz Smith, December 22, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow, and provides background information

regarding a telephone conversation between the commenter and Jeff Hogan, Interim Planning Manager

for the City. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter, and specifically expresses opposition to the

project. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project because of the narrowing of the river.

This comment addresses a general subject area, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. For

example, Section 4.2, Flood, of the Draft EIR determined that the potential hydrologic impacts of the

project would not be significant with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures.

Similarly, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis,

evaluated the project’s impacts on sensitive biological resources and habitat and concluded that impacts

would not be significant with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. As the comment

does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, no more specific response can be provided or is

required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project because of the project’s “destruction

of so many heritage oaks (and the encroachment upon several others).”
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The proposed project’s impacts on oak trees were assessed in Section 4.6, Biological Resources, of the

Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 4.6-73 to 4.6-74.) As disclosed in that analysis:

In total, the project’s oak tree permit could permit the removal of up to 11 oak trees (five of which

are heritage), the encroachment into the protected zone of up to 12 oak trees, including the

trimming or pruning of up to eight of the 12 oak trees. Because of the sensitivity status of oak trees

in the City of Santa Clarita, the removal of up to 11 oak trees, and potential adverse impacts

within the protected zone of 12 oak trees is considered a significant impact, absent mitigation.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-34 through 4.6-48, the impact would be

reduced to less than significant. In addition, the applicant intends to relocate one of the oak trees

proposed for removal.

(Ibid., p. 4.6-74.) The referenced mitigation measures are found on pages 4.6-88 through 4.6-90 of the

Draft EIR and, in summary, require the following:

 Receipt of an Oak Tree Permit prior to removal or encroachment (Mitigation Measure 4.6-34);

 Compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance and Preservation and Protection Guidelines

(Mitigation Measure 4.6-35);

 Adherence to the recommendations of the applicant’s Arborist of record (Mitigation Measure 4.6-36);

 Dedication of the 2-acre oak preserve located adjacent to the proposed Oak Park to the City

(Mitigation Measure 4.6-37);

 Installation of protective fencing (Mitigation Measure 4.6-38);

 Compliance with design specifications for the protective fencing (Mitigation Measure 4.6-39);

 Monitoring by City staff and the Arborist of Record during construction (Mitigation Measure 4.6-40);

 Proper signage (Mitigation Measure 4.6-41);

 Submittal of all future site plans to the City’s Oak Tree Specialist and approval from the City’s Urban

Forestry Division (Mitigation Measure 4.6-42);

 Relocation shall be completed by an approved and qualified company (Mitigation Measure 4.6-43);

 Compliance with relocation specifications (Mitigation Measure 4.6-44);

 Monitoring of all relocated oaks for a five-year period (Mitigation Measure 4.6-45);

 Incorporation of large scale trees (Mitigation Measure 4.6-46);

 Inclusion of Coast live oak or Canyon oak (Mitigation Measure 4.6-47); and,

 Compliance with all requirements of the Oak Tree permit (Mitigation Measure 4.6-48).
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With adoption of the recommended mitigation measures, the project would not significantly impact oak

trees, contrary to the comment’s statement. Furthermore, at its meeting of December 21, 2010, the

Planning Commission directed several modifications to the project, including the elimination of 26 single-

family homes near the project’s eastern boundary. This modification eliminates the removal of one

heritage oak tree resulting in the project now removing a total of nine oak trees on-site and preserving the

remaining 32 on-site oak trees. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project because it would disturb “the existing

wildlife corridors.”

The proposed project’s impacts on wildlife movement corridors were assessed in Section 4.6, Biological

Resources, and Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, of the Draft EIR. That analysis

concluded that the project would not adversely affect wildlife movement corridors for the following

reasons:

[A]fter project implementation, the River Corridor would continue to function as an east-west

wildlife movement corridor, in part, because it would preserve and enhance a River Corridor

width that averages 775 feet. In addition, based on the Species Movement Report, 2009, post-

project, species presently can and would be able post-project to negotiate the length of the river,

moving east or west, and eventually reach the Angeles National Forest and other open space

surrounding the City of Santa Clarita. Further, the proposed Vista Canyon Road Bridge would be

sufficiently high so as to allow the continued use of the Santa Clara River for wildlife movement

east-west along and within the River Corridor; and lighting controls on the proposed bridge would

be implemented to ensure that the SEA would continue to function as a wildlife movement

corridor. According to the Species Movement Report, 2009 (p. 7.), ‘[t]he value of the Santa

Clara River is clear; species can move the entire length of the river and some terrestrial species

would only be precluded from doing so during infrequent major storm events.’

(Draft EIR, p. 4.20-56; see also Ibid., p. 4.6-75 [“The project proposes to maintain, restore, and enhance the

River Corridor within the project site; and, therefore, the existing east-west River Corridor wildlife

movement area would not be significantly impacted due to project implementation.”].)

Additionally, in a December 21, 2010 staff report submitted to the Planning Commission regarding the

proposed project, City staff recommended that the project be modified to eliminate 26 single-family lots

located in the area adjacent to the La Veda neighborhood. The elimination of development in this area

would increase the size of the Oak Park from seven to 10 acres, and allow for the preservation and

enhancement of the north/south animal movement corridor from the Santa Clara River through the

project site to undeveloped land to the south. More specifically, the modified Oak Park would provide a
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minimum animal corridor width of approximately 400 feet. At the December 21, 2010 public hearing, the

Planning Commission directed that this project modification be made.

As discussed in Forde Biological Consultants’ Species Movement: Vista Canyon Ranch, Los Angeles County,

California (Species Movement Report; July 27, 2009), a copy of which is included in Appendix 4.6 of the

Draft EIR, a corridor width of approximately 300-400 feet could accommodate movement of the species

expected to traverse the project site. (See Appendix 4.6, Species Movement Report, p. 9; see also Draft

EIR, p. 4.6-75 to 4.6-76 [“While the preclusion of a northerly movement corridor within the project is not

considered a significant impact, primarily due to constraints associated with the project site being

surrounding [sic] by existing and potential future development, the Species Movement Report, 2009,

indicates that an approximate 300 to 400-foot-wide northerly movement corridor along the east side of

the project site could provide for north-south movement of species.”].)

In short, there is no evidence that the project would significantly impact wildlife corridors; instead, the

project would preserve and enhance such corridors. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 6

The comment expresses concern with regard to increased noise and traffic, particularly from Placerita

Canyon Road onto Sand Canyon Road. The comment also mentions that speeding is an issue with

existing commuters. Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR concludes that, while noise may increase, increases will

be within acceptable levels (outside of SR-14). Additionally, Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, provides a

thorough assessment of the proposed project’s traffic-related impacts. That said, the existing speeding is

beyond the scope of the Vista Canyon Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment voices concerns regarding property values, thereby raising economic, social or political

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Response 8

The comment states that the project would bring unwanted transient traffic and an increase in local crime

via the proposed hotel component. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department submitted comments

on the Draft EIR and did not mention a concern with regard to increased crime at the proposed hotel.

With regard to unwanted traffic, the comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.

Response 9

The comment states that building a hotel amongst residential units brings no benefits to residents. The

comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. Additionally, it bears noting that the proposed

project is a mixed-use, transit oriented development with office and retail uses. The hotel would serve to

accommodate, in part, the demand of these non-residential uses for lodging opportunities. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

Response 10

The comment states that the height of the structures does not compliment the rural setting of Sand

Canyon and is incongruous with the surrounding community. The impacts of the proposed project on

visual resources were evaluated at length in Section 4.16, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, and

determined to be less than significant. It should also be noted that its meeting of December 21, 2010, the

Planning Commission directed staff to eliminate 26 single-family lots adjacent to the project’s eastern or

Sand Canyon boundary increasing the Oak Park from 7 acres to 10 acres. The Oak Park provides a

500-foot open space buffer between the existing homes along the La Veda Avenue neighborhood in Sand

Canyon and development in the proposed project.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 11

The comment wonders why the City wants more commercial development when existing buildings are

vacant. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 12

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. C18. Crystal Springs Ranch, December 31, 2010

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment expresses concerns regarding the size and number of trips to be generated by the project,

and states that there is no way to mitigate the impacts along the Sand Canyon Road corridor.

The comment’s assertion that impacts to the Sand Canyon Road corridor cannot be mitigated is not

accurate. The traffic impact analysis presented in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR identified significant project

impacts under project buildout/interim conditions at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road, Sand

Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road, and Soledad Canyon Road/SR-14 SB Ramps intersections. (Draft

EIR, p. 4.3-57.) Draft EIR pages 4.3-75 through 4.3-77 describe the mitigation measures recommended for

these intersections that would lessen these impacts to less than significant. Further, Table 4.3-13,

Intersection Operations - 2015 Conditions With Mitigation, of the Draft EIR illustrates the post-mitigation

operations at each of these intersections. As shown on the table, in each instance the intersection would

operate at the same level of service or better than pre-project conditions with the project mitigation.

Additionally, each of the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR is feasible and is the

responsibility of the project applicant. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The comment states concerns regarding worsened operating conditions along portions of Sand Canyon

Road and Soledad Canyon Road if the project is constructed. However, as noted in Response 2, feasible

mitigation measures are proposed in the Draft EIR to mitigate all significant impacts at intersections

along these corridors. This includes installation of new traffic signals and intersection widening to

accommodate project trips. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 4

The comment expresses concerns regarding the changing character of Sand Canyon Road due to the

“type” of traffic that would be generated by the project. It is correct that implementation of the project

will attract new trips from outside the immediate area to the proposed office space, Metrolink station,

and other on-site uses. However, the site will also provide substantial benefits for local residents and

thereby attract local residents for shopping, employment, and entertainment-related trips. For example,
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the Draft EIR notes that almost two-thirds of trips to/from the project’s office, retail, and entertainment

uses will come from locations within a 6-mile drive. (Draft EIR, p. 4.3-1.) Additionally, while it is correct

that traffic volumes would increase on Sand Canyon Road if the project were to be developed, it should

be noted that less than 10 percent of project trips will use the segment of Sand Canyon Road between

SR-14 and Lost Canyon Road. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 5

The comment expresses concerns regarding how the additional traffic on Sand Canyon Road south of

SR-14 could adversely affect access to adjacent residences and businesses. Although the referenced

segment of Sand Canyon Road has a median turn lane, the additional through trips could result in added

delays for motorists turning to/from driveways in this corridor. This segment currently carries 11,100

average daily trips (ADT). Under cumulative conditions without any development of the proposed

project, it would carry 32,800 ADT. The ADT on this segment is nearly unchanged when the proposed

project is assumed in place because the project adds several new street connections. This data suggests

that regardless of whether the project is developed, additional traffic growth is expected in the Sand

Canyon Road corridor. Therefore, any potential impacts in this regard are not attributable to the

proposed project. Separately, in conjunction with future corridor capacity enhancement projects, the City

of Santa Clarita will be examining driveway access consolidation and management concepts to facilitate

safe and efficient access to residences and businesses on Sand Canyon Road. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project.

Response 6

The comment expresses concerns regarding project trips being added to Lost Canyon Road, particularly

during hours when the two schools begin/end. Although the project would add trips to Lost Canyon

Road, the proposed project would also be responsible for making improvements to the corridor to

improve traffic flow and safety. In connection with preparation of the Draft EIR, a traffic analysis specific

to school access was conducted. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-54 to 4.3-55.) Based on the results of the study,

improvements will be implemented as part of the project to improve traffic flow and safety. These

improvements include the addition of a median turn lane, a trail along the north side of the roadway, and

a roundabout at the intersection of La Veda Avenue and Lost Canyon Road. A new traffic signal or

roundabout also would be installed at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection, which is

the current bottleneck that causes much of the congestion during school hours. A roundabout at these

intersections would “calm” traffic on Lost Canyon Road between the project site and Sand Canyon Road
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by reducing vehicle speeds and discouraging through traffic travel. The roundabout would be designed

to accommodate a variety of vehicle types and accommodate pedestrians via crosswalks, protected

splitter islands, and ADA ramps.

In addition, the project would also be contributing to the construction of a new school north of SR-14.

This new school would result in fewer parents traveling on Sand Canyon Road and Lost Canyon Road to

drop-off/pick-up students at Sulphur Springs School. In summary, although the project is likely to result

in a net increase in trips on Lost Canyon Road, the associated access improvements and capacity

enhancements on Lost Canyon Road and at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection would

result in improved traffic flow and enhanced pedestrian safety. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 7

The comment expresses concerns that Lost Canyon Road to Sand Canyon Road will be the preferred

travel route to SR-14 and other more easterly destinations. As shown on Draft EIR Figure 4.3-6, only

about 20 percent of all project trips are anticipated to travel through the SR-14/Sand Canyon Road

interchange (either to travel to/from the north on SR-14, easterly on Soledad Canyon Road, or northerly

on Sand Canyon Road). These trips can either be made via the Lost Canyon Road-to-Sand Canyon Road

route or the Vista Canyon Road-to-Soledad Canyon Road route.

The anticipated usage of each route was carefully analyzed and discussed in detail in the Draft EIR traffic

technical study included in Draft EIR Volume II. The analysis used in-field peak hour travel time runs,

project-only traffic assignments from the Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Travel Demand Model

(SCVCTDM), and a review of existing travel patterns. The analysis determined that about 40 percent of

project trips that desire to use the SR-14/Sand Canyon Road interchange (either to travel to/from the

north on SR-14, easterly on Soledad Canyon Road, or northerly on Sand Canyon Road) will use the Lost

Canyon Road-to-Sand Canyon Road route. The remaining 60 percent will use Vista Canyon Road via

Soledad Canyon Road. (See Draft EIR Figure 4.3-6, Project Trip Distribution - 2015.) To discourage the use

of Lost Canyon Road to Sand Canyon Road, the project site has been designed so that the extension of

Lost Canyon Road westerly from La Veda Avenue forms a circuitous connection to/from Planning Area 2

within Vista Canyon reducing cut-through traffic and use of Lost Canyon Road east of La Veda Avenue.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 8

The comment expresses concerns that the Vista Canyon project creates too many traffic and safety issues.

However, the traffic impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR identified the proposed project’s

potentially significant impacts on the surrounding roadway system, and feasible mitigation measures are

proposed to lessen their significance. Draft EIR Table 4.3-13 shows the eight study intersections that were

impacted by the project under project buildout/interim conditions. At each intersection, feasible

mitigation measures were identified, which either restore the operation to an acceptable level or improve

the condition to better than no project levels. There is no evidence to suggest that the project would create

new traffic and safety issues or exacerbate existing issues beyond those identified in the Draft EIR. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

Response 9

The comment expresses concerns that the Vista Canyon project unfairly burdens local residents due to

increased travel times, etc. To address this burden, the comment suggests that the City require that the

project be reduced in size and types of uses to reduce trips. Page 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR notes that almost

two-thirds of trips to/from the project’s office, retail, and entertainment uses will come from locations

within a 6-mile drive, indicating that many residents and businesses in the surrounding area will derive

benefits from the project. These benefits include the proximity of a new Metrolink transit stop, a new

Class I bike/pedestrian trail along the Santa Clara River, and other project amenities including

employment and retail opportunities. Additionally, the project applicant is responsible for the cost of

constructing off-site mitigation measures that are necessary to mitigate project impacts. The comment will

be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project.

Response 10

The comment suggests that new freeway on/off ramps with direct access to the project site be required at

Vista Canyon Road to lessen the project impacts in the Sand Canyon and Fair Oaks areas. An evaluation

of such improvement was required by the City’s Planning Commission at the November 2010 Planning

Commission hearing.

In response to this request, three conceptual alternatives consisting of SR-14 southbound off- and

on-ramps were developed and then analyzed by the EIR traffic engineer. Each of the conceptual design

alternatives was found to have fatal flaws, including: resulting interchange spacing (with Sand Canyon

Road interchange) would not meet Caltrans 1-mile standard, Vista Canyon Road ramp terminal
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intersection would operate at LOS F under two of the three alternatives, geometric conditions under the

third alternative would require design exceptions and not likely be supported by Caltrans. Therefore,

new freeway on/off ramps at Vista Canyon Road are not considered feasible. The complete results of the

supplemental analysis are included in Final EIR Appendix A. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

The comment states that the County land use would only 700 homes, which is more in keeping with the

surrounding areas. As noted in Section 1.0, Project Description, “Under the existing County light

industrial zoning designation of M-1.5 and taking into account parking and landscaping requirements,

the industrial zoned portion of the project site could be developed with approximately 1.0 million square

feet of light industrial use. The agricultural and residential zoned portions of the project site could be

developed with approximately 170 single-family residential units.” (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-9.) Further, under

the County’s proposed land use designation in the draft One Valley One Vision Land Use Plan (dated

October 2008), the project site could be developed with up to 700 residential units. (Ibid.) However, goals

and policies within OVOV support higher densities and intensities for projects with transit accessibility.

The Vista Canyon project would have both a bus transfer station and Metrolink Station The comment will

be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment reiterates requests assessed in Responses 9 and 10, above. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.
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Letter No. C19. Fair Oaks Ranch Community, January 3, 2011

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment opposes relocation of the existing Via Princessa Metrolink station to the Vista Canyon

project site given that the current location is not proximate to any homes, does not experience traffic

congestion, noise or safety issues, and has adequate parking. The comment only expresses the opinions of

the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, it should be noted that the Vista Canyon Traffic Study includes a ridership survey that was

conducted at the Via Princessa Metrolink Station. Riders were asked for their home and work ZIP codes.

Over 80 percent of the surveyed riders come from areas north and east of the station, with over 50 percent

of the surveyed riders coming from 91387 (Fair Oaks, Sand Canyon, Pinetree areas). In addition,

Metrolink and the City have identified various constraints associated with the existing Via Princessa

Station, which was constructed as a temporary station following the Northridge Earthquake.

 Parking – A total of 392 parking spaces exist at the Via Princessa Station. The vast majority of parking

spaces at this station are filled Monday through Friday. Additional parking is needed in the future to

accommodate increased ridership and the Via Princessa site is built out from a surface parking

standpoint. A parking structure could be added to the site; however, the site is oddly configured

resulting in a far more expensive structure as compared to the Vista Canyon Station. Further

increasing the costs of this structure would be the inclusion of a bus-transfer station within the

structure.

 Location - The station is located in close proximity to the Santa Clarita Station and both Metrolink

and the City believe the overall community would be best served with the station moved farther to

the east in closer proximity to the population it is serving.

In summary, the Metrolink station would be in closer proximity to many of the riders who reside in the

communities surrounding the project.

Response 3

The comment states that the relocation of the Via Princessa Metrolink station would have a devastating

effect on the lives of many Fair Oaks Ranch residents. The comment only expresses the opinions of the

commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
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makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 4

The comment discusses the train activity that would occur on the project site and the associated horn

blowing and brake noise. The comment states that some residences are located within 100 feet of the train

tracks, though the effect of the station would reach many.

As discussed in the December 21, 2010 Vista Canyon staff report to the Planning Commission:

As indicated in the DEIR, the project also would result in the generation of stationary point noise

sources. The new retail, restaurant, office, and residential uses, as well as the Metrolink station,

on the proposed project site could introduce various stationary noise sources, including electrical

and mechanical air conditioning. These same noise sources currently occur near the project site

and contribute to the ambient noise levels that are experienced in all similarly developed areas in

the vicinity. Noise levels generated by these sources would not exceed the normally acceptable

noise levels identified in the City Guidelines due to their intermittent nature. Therefore, the DEIR

concludes that impacts from point noise sources would be less than significant. Furthermore, the

DEIR concludes that off-site residential uses (including homes in Fair Oaks Ranch) and the

project’s proposed residential and non-residential uses are located at a sufficient distance from the

railroad tracks and Metrolink Station to ensure that residential units would not be located in areas

with exterior noise levels in excess of 70 dB(A), and non-residential units would not be located in

areas with exterior noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) CNEL.

Concerns were raised by a resident in Fair Oaks Ranch at the last Planning Commission meeting

concerning increased noise due to the project and more specifically the Metrolink Station. As

indicated at the last meeting, the DEIR assessed post project noise impacts utilizing real sound

level measurements at on-site locations as well as one at the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station. Ambient

noise levels at these locations were less than 70 db(A) CNEL. All of these locations were

approximately 60 feet from the railroad tracks.

However, to further assess the post-project ambient noise levels, staff directed the environmental

consultant to complete additional analysis utilizing measurements from the on-site monitoring

location closest to Fair Oaks Ranch. Additionally, since the November 2nd meeting the project

applicant has committed to constructing an eight foot tall berm/wall along the southern boundary

of the future Metrolink Station to further reduce noise impacts. This berm/wall design is shown in

Attachment 3. In light of this additional requirement, the additional analysis includes an

evaluation of ambient noise levels with and without the wall/berm in place.

3.0-262



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

Existing noise levels at the on-site measurement location (approximately 60 feet from the railroad

tracks) are 62 db(A) CNEL. The project would increase those noise levels at that location to 67

db(A) CNEL due to project operation (vehicle traffic, Metrolink Station, stationary noise sources,

etc.). The closest homes in Fair Oaks Ranch to the Metrolink Station are approximately 300 feet

away. At 300 feet the post-project db(A) CNEL would be 63.5 without a noise barrier.

Construction of an eight foot tall berm/wall along the southern boundary of the railroad right-of-

way adjacent to the Metrolink Station would reduce ambient noise at off-site locations including

Fair Oaks Ranch. With the berm/wall the db(A) CNEL would be reduced to 57.5 at 300 feet which

is well within the City’s Guidelines.

In other words, based on the additional information contained in the referenced staff report, post-project

conditions (with construction of the berm/wall) would not be significant. The comment will be included

as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

Response 5

The comment states that the proposed Bus Transfer Station also would contribute to noise pollution and

unnecessary traffic. The project’s traffic and noise impacts are addressed in the Draft EIR Section 4.3,

Traffic and Access, and Section 4.5, Noise. As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding

that analysis, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

Response 6

The comment states that the relocation of the Metrolink station would create noise pollution and take

away the existing tranquility in the project area. The comment further mentions that most residents

bought homes in Fair Oaks Ranch because the Santa Clara River would provide insulation from SR-14

noise. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. Further, it bears noting that the

project is not proposing to construct new train tracks in an area where tracks did not exist before;

Metrolink and freight trains currently utilize the existing rail line adjacent to the project site and Fair

Oaks Ranch. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 7

The comment states that the project’s 1,400 plus residential units will add to traffic and congestion. For

clarification purposes, the project as revised proposes 1,091 or 1,324 dwelling units (overlay option). The

project’s contribution to traffic and congestion is addressed in Section 4.3, Traffic and Access. As the
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comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, no more specific response can be

provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 8

The comment states that the project is proposed in an area that is occupied with lovely homes with a

country feeling. The comment suggests that including a project with the characteristics of both Sand

Canyon and Fair Oaks characteristics would be a better fit. The comment only expresses the opinions of

the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 9

The comment requests that the Via Princessa Metrolink station not be moved from its present location.

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 10

The comment requests that Los Angeles County and the City of Santa Clarita conduct a more in-depth

study of extending Lost Canyon Road through to Soledad Canyon Road. Project related impacts of

connecting Lost Canyon Road through to Soledad Canyon Road have been addressed in Section 4.3,

Traffic and Access. As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis, no more

specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

The comment requests that noise from trains be accurately measured at residences as opposed to the

speculative nature of the current data. The data contained in Section 4.5, Noise is not speculative. Noise

readings were made on and off of the project site to ascertain noise readings. Please also see Response 4,

above, for additional responsive information. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 12

The comment states that the project in its current form will ruin the quiet lifestyle of Fair Oaks Ranch

residents and will not be consistent with the draft OVOV concept. The comment only expresses the

opinions of the commenter. Moreover, as discussed in Section 4.7, Land Use, the project is consistent with

the goals and policies of the proposed OVOV General Plan. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.7-11 and Appendix 4.7.)

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 13

The comment expresses support first for Alternative 1, and then for Alternative 2 when compared to the

proposed project. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 14

The comment attaches the concurring signatures of approximately 150 homeowners that oppose the

proposed project. The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does

not address or question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Letter No. D1 Comments Made at the Planning Commission Meeting on October 19, 2010

1. Alan Ferdman, Chairman of the Canyon Country Advisory Committee (CCAC) stated that he

generally supports the proposed project.

The City acknowledges your input and comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

2. Karl Mallick noted that he is a resident of Sand Canyon and that he is in favor of the project and that

more services are needed in the project area.

The City acknowledges your input and comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

3. Jim Lentini stated that he was a resident of La Veda Avenue and was in support of the proposed

project.

The City acknowledges your input and comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

4. Colleen Doan, of WRA Engineering, Inc. stated that her client (Palo Plesnik) had no concern with the

proposed Vista Canyon project, but did not want to be a part of the AAA.

This property has since been removed from the AAA. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

5. Rosemary Chavez stated that she lived in Fair Oaks Ranch and was concerned with the train and

associated noise. She stated that the train is noisy now and the project would only bring more train

noise to the site. Ms. Chavez’s Request to Speak slip included a mention of a sound wall in

association with the train/railroad.

As discussed in the December 21, 2010 Vista Canyon staff report to the Planning Commission:

As indicated in the DEIR, the project also would result in the generation of stationary point noise

sources. The new retail, restaurant, office, and residential uses, as well as the Metrolink station,

on the proposed project site could introduce various stationary noise sources, including electrical

and mechanical air conditioning. These same noise sources currently occur near the project site

and contribute to the ambient noise levels that are experienced in all similarly developed areas in

the vicinity. Noise levels generated by these sources would not exceed the normally acceptable

noise levels identified in the City Guidelines due to their intermittent nature. Therefore, the DEIR

concludes that impacts from point noise sources would be less than significant.
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Furthermore, the DEIR concludes that off-site residential uses (including homes in Fair Oaks

Ranch) and the project’s proposed residential and non-residential uses are located at a sufficient

distance from the railroad tracks and Metrolink Station to ensure that residential units would not

be located in areas with exterior noise levels in excess of 70 dB(A), and non-residential units

would not be located in areas with exterior noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) CNEL.

Concerns were raised by a resident in Fair Oaks Ranch at the last Planning Commission meeting

concerning increased noise due to the project and more specifically the Metrolink Station. As

indicated at the last meeting, the DEIR assessed post project noise impacts utilizing real sound

level measurements at on-site locations as well as one at the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station. Ambient

noise levels at these locations were less than 70 db(A) CNEL. All of these locations were

approximately 60 feet from the railroad tracks.

However, to further assess the post-project ambient noise levels, staff directed the environmental

consultant to complete additional analysis utilizing measurements from the on-site monitoring

location closest to Fair Oaks Ranch. Additionally, since the November 2nd meeting the project

applicant has committed to constructing an eight foot tall berm/wall along the southern boundary

of the future Metrolink Station to further reduce noise impacts. This berm/wall design is shown in

Attachment 3. In light of this additional requirement, the additional analysis includes an

evaluation of ambient noise levels with and without the wall/berm in place.

Existing noise levels at the on-site measurement location (approximately 60 feet from the railroad

tracks) are 62 db(A) CNEL. The project would increase those noise levels at that location to 67

db(A) CNEL due to project operation (vehicle traffic, Metrolink Station, stationary noise sources,

etc.). The closest homes in Fair Oaks Ranch to the Metrolink Station are approximately 300 feet

away. At 300 feet the post-project db(A) CNEL would be 63.5 without a noise barrier.

Construction of an eight foot tall berm/wall along the southern boundary of the railroad

right-of-way adjacent to the Metrolink Station would reduce ambient noise at off-site locations

including Fair Oaks Ranch. With the berm/wall the db(A) CNEL would be reduced to 57.5 at 300

feet, which is well within the City’s Guidelines.

6. Carolyn Ingram Seitz stated that she represented Frank and Vera Vacek, Derek Hunt and Steve and

Diane Arkin. She stated that her clients wanted their parcels removed from the AAA. She mentioned

her clients supported the proposed Vista Canyon project.

This property has since been removed from this annexation. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

7. Lynne Plambeck, representing SCOPE, indicated that she supports sustainable, mixed-use projects.

Ms. Plambeck stated that the wastewater treatment plant (WRP) is a reclamation plant and that the

plant should be a reverse osmosis plant. Ms. Plambeck asserted that the jobs that would be provided

by the project would be minimum wage jobs and would not benefit the community. Ms. Plambeck

stated that there were no cars in the project video and that it was a cartoon.

Ms. Plambeck’s comments regarding mixed-use development, sustainability and the video being a

cartoon only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the
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record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Letter A4, California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Los Angeles Region), expressed concurrence

with the findings of Section 4.8.1, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR and did not suggest that the WRP be

reverse osmosis. Nonetheless, Ms. Plambeck’s comment that the WRP should be a reverse osmosis plant

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

With respect to the jobs generated by the project, the majority of jobs generated by the project would be

professional office jobs, which can support the housing costs of the community.

8. Cam Noltemeyer wondered how the public could comment on the Draft EIR when it was not

available. Ms. Noltemeyer stated that the project was building in the riverbed and floodplain and

filling in the floodplain and corridor. Ms. Noltemeyer want to know if the FEMA flood maps that

were used were the most current maps available. Ms. Noltemeyer wanted to know the grading

proposed for the site and where the imported soil was coming from.

The comment period for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of

CEQA. Additionally, numerous public hearings on the proposed project have been held before the

Planning Commission (October 19, November 2, December 21, 2010, as well as a future meeting

scheduled for February 15, 2011), and additional hearings will be held before the City Council.

The analysis presented in the Draft EIR, Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, concluded that

the proposed project’s impacts to the River Corridor would be reduced to a level below significant with

adoption of the recommended mitigation. Also, Appendix F2 of the Final EIR, which compares the width

of the Santa Clara River throughout the project site with the River width at other locations, illustrates that

the average width of the River through the project site is 775 feet. In comparison, the width of the River at

three off-site locations (i.e., 460, 570 and 600 feet) was well below the proposed project’s 775 feet width.

Therefore, the project’s proposed development pull-back from the River Corridor is considerably greater

in width when compared to existing development immediately upstream and downstream of the project.

The FEMA maps used in the Draft EIR are the latest maps available.

As noted on page 1.0-16, in the Project Description of the Draft EIR: “Import materials are to be from one

or both of the following borrow sites: (a) the George Caravalho Santa Clarita Sports Complex Expansion,

and (b) the Center Pointe Business Park. Development on both of the borrow sites has been previously

approved by the City.”
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9. Clarence Simmons noted that he opposed the project and that moving the Via Princessa Metrolink

Station would be a hardship for him. Mr. Simmons uses a motorized wheelchair and he presently

lives 15 minutes from the Via Princessa station. The buses only access the site a few times a day. The

Via Princessa Metrolink Station is his source of transportation out of the Santa Clarita Valley.

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect

on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

10. Carolyn Simmons questioned how can the new stores associated with the project work when there

are so many empty stores in this area. Ms. Simmons suggested that the Metrolink Station should be

left in its present location (i.e., Via Princessa) and that a park should be constructed at the proposed

Metrolink location on the project site.

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect

on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

11. The Planning Commission raised various comments that were addressed in subsequent staff reports

for the October 19, 2010, November 2, 2010 and December 21, 2010 public hearings.
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Letter No. D2 Comments Received at the November 2, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing

1. Robert Benjamin indicated that he supports the project. The City acknowledges Mr. Benjamin’s

support. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

2. Colleen Doan (WRA Engineering, Inc.) noted that her clients do not want to be annexed to the City of

Santa Clarita. It should be noted that the referenced property has since been removed from this

annexation. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not

raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

3. Steve Arklin provided general comments regarding the project area, but did not specifically comment

on the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

4. Penny Upton asked if the Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) was finished for the project.

Ms. Upton also questioned how opening up Lost Canyon Road would help traffic on Sand Canyon

Road, Lost Canyon Road, and La Veda Avenue. Ms. Upton opined that that roundabout would harm

pedestrians, and noted that the Sulphur Springs School District favors opening up the road but is still

looking for ways to ease traffic. Ms. Upton stated that the EIR addresses the temporary drop-off of

students and she is looking for ways to ease the traffic. She suggested using an emergency gate on

Lost Canyon rather than opening up the road. Ms. Upton asked if Alternative 5 would include an

emergency gate.

On November 13, 2009, FEMA approved the CLOMR for the Vista Canyon project. Please see Section 4.2,

Flood, of the Draft EIR and Appendix 4.2 for additional information, including copies of the letter

granting the CLOMR request.

Also, impacts to Sand Canyon Road, Lost Canyon Road and La Veda Avenue received extensive analysis

in Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

With respect to the concern that efforts to find available space east of Sulphur Springs School for off-street

student pick-up/drop-off have not been successful, the Draft EIR presents a summary of an analysis

specifically undertaken to address school access and potential traffic-related impacts of the proposed

project relative to the Sulphur Springs and Pinecrest schools. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-54 to 55.) Based on

the analysis, to alleviate existing congestion on Lost Canyon Road in the vicinity of the schools and to

accommodate project-generated traffic, certain improvements will be constructed as part of the project,

including: a median turn lane, a trail along the north side of the roadway, a roundabout at La Veda
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Avenue, parallel parking on the south side of the road, and construction of a narrow raised median at the

easterly Pinecrest School driveway including a sign prohibiting U-turns if a roundabout is constructed at

the intersection of Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road. (Draft EIR p. 4.3-55.) Additionally, the Draft

EIR identifies the need for improvements at the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection and

includes four potential options; the option that is selected will be determined by the decision maker,

which is the City in this case. (See Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-76 to 4.3-77.) Field observations indicate that this

intersection contributes to the overall levels of congestion along Lost Canyon Road during school

pick-up/drop-off hours. As shown on Draft EIR Table 4.3-13, with implementation of the mitigation

measures, the intersection would operate at acceptable levels of service.

The improvements to be constructed as part of the proposed project, in combination with the traffic

mitigation measures, would reduce the project’s potential impacts to a level below significant and no

further mitigation is required. Additionally, street parking adjacent to the proposed Oak Park would be

available for school pick-up and drop-off. Finally, as noted in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.3),

approximately 50 percent of the children presently attending Sulphur Springs Elementary School come

from homes north of SR-14, exacerbating existing pick-up and drop-off conditions along Lost Canyon

Road. In the future, these students would be replaced by children within the Vista Canyon project. The

proximity of Vista Canyon to Sulphur Springs Elementary School would encourage walking, especially

from easterly areas of Vista Canyon, further reducing congestion along Lost Canyon Road. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

As for the comment regarding pedestrian safety at the proposed roundabouts at Lost Canyon Road/La

Veda Avenue and Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road, both roundabouts would be constructed with

crosswalks, ADA ramps, appropriate signing/striping, and pedestrian refuge areas within the splitter

islands. The roundabout is a means to “calm” traffic on Lost Canyon Road between the project site and

Sand Canyon Road by reducing vehicle speeds and discouraging through traffic travel. As explained at

page 103 of Roundabouts: An informational Guide (Federal Highway Administration, 2000), roundabouts

are a means of enhancing pedestrian safety: “Roundabouts have fewer conflict points in comparison to

conventional intersections. Pedestrians need only cross one direction of traffic at a time at each approach

as they traverse roundabouts. The speeds of motorists entering and exiting a roundabout are reduced

with good design. Single-lane roundabouts have been found to perform better (in overall safety) than

two-way stop-controlled intersections in the U.S.”

As to the Lost Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road intersection, a roundabout is one of four options for the

intersection that the City’s Planning Commission and City Council will be reviewing and, ultimately,

selecting a preferred improvement. The Planning Commission has initially selected the roundabout
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option and will be making this recommendation to the City Council. However, the concerns raised by the

comment are noted and will be made available to the City prior to any decision on the proposed project.

Also of note, the project applicant will be required to fund the retention of a crossing guard, for a

temporary period, after the completion of the intersection improvements at Lost Canyon Road/Sand

Canyon Road (Draft Condition No. PC6). The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Alternative 5 would not include a temporary gate. Ms. Upton’s suggestion to include an emergency gate

rather than open up Lost Canyon Road is noted for the record. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

5. Rosemary Chavez addressed noise associated with the proposed Metrolink Station, and noted that

the existing train turnout will be removed. Ms. Chavez asked if recording devices have been placed at

homes to measure noise, and requested that the noise analysis address starting and stopping rather

than trains just rolling through. Ms. Chavez finally stated that homes on English Ivy Lane have a

direct line of sight to the tracks, and opined that the comparison to the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station is

not a good one.

The December 21, 2010 staff report addressed Ms. Chavez’s concerns regarding noise as follows:

As indicated in the DEIR, the project also would result in the generation of stationary point noise

sources. The new retail, restaurant, office, and residential uses, as well as the Metrolink station,

on the proposed project site could introduce various stationary noise sources, including electrical

and mechanical air conditioning. These same noise sources currently occur near the project site

and contribute to the ambient noise levels that are experienced in all similarly developed areas in

the vicinity. Noise levels generated by these sources would not exceed the normally acceptable

noise levels identified in the City Guidelines due to their intermittent nature. Therefore, the DEIR

concludes that impacts from point noise sources would be less than significant.

Furthermore, the DEIR concludes that off-site residential uses (including homes in Fair Oaks

Ranch) and the project’s proposed residential and non-residential uses are located at a sufficient

distance from the railroad tracks and Metrolink Station to ensure that residential units would not

be located in areas with exterior noise levels in excess of 70 dB(A), and non-residential units

would not be located in areas with exterior noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) CNEL.

Concerns were raised by a resident in Fair Oaks Ranch at the last Planning Commission meeting

concerning increased noise due to the project and more specifically the Metrolink Station. As

indicated at the last meeting, the DEIR assessed post project noise impacts utilizing real sound

level measurements at on-site locations as well as one at the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station. Ambient

noise levels at these locations were less than 70 db(A) CNEL. All of these locations were

approximately 60 feet from the railroad tracks.

However, to further assess the post-project ambient noise levels, staff directed the environmental

consultant to complete additional analysis utilizing measurements from the on-site monitoring

location closest to Fair Oaks Ranch. Additionally, since the November 2nd meeting the project
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applicant has committed to constructing an eight foot tall berm/wall along the southern boundary

of the future Metrolink Station to further reduce noise impacts. This berm/wall design is shown in

Attachment 3. In light of this additional requirement, the additional analysis includes an

evaluation of ambient noise levels with and without the wall/berm in place.

Existing noise levels at the on-site measurement location (approximately 60 feet from the railroad

tracks) are 62 db(A) CNEL. The project would increase those noise levels at that location to 67

db(A) CNEL due to project operation (vehicle traffic, Metrolink Station, stationary noise sources,

etc.). The closest homes in Fair Oaks Ranch to the Metrolink Station are approximately 300 feet

away. At 300 feet the post-project db(A) CNEL would be 63.5 without a noise barrier.

Construction of an eight foot tall berm/wall along the southern boundary of the railroad right-of-

way adjacent to the Metrolink Station would reduce ambient noise at off-site locations including

Fair Oaks Ranch. With the berm/wall the db(A) CNEL would be reduced to 57.5 at 300 feet,

which is well within the City’s Guidelines.

Ms. Chavez’s comment regarding the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station not being a good comparison is noted

for the record. However, the City disagrees with this statement as the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station design

is very similar to that proposed for the Vista Canyon Metrolink Station. Noise readings taken at the Jan

Heidt Metrolink Station also would be consistent with and likely higher (due to adjacent roadways) than

noise generated at the proposed Vista Canyon Metrolink Station. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

6. Jeff Beebe noted that he loved horses and is concerned about pedestrian and horse safety at Lost

Canyon Road with the road open near the elementary school. Mr. Beebe believes that the open road

would make existing problems worse and suggested that the road not be opened.

With regard to pedestrian and horse safety on Lost Canyon Road, please see Response 4, above. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project.

7. Lynne Plambeck stated that she was startled to hear Daryl Koutnik from Impact Sciences speak about

the SEA line. Ms. Plambeck noted that SEATAC are a group of qualified biologists who are neutral,

and opined that environmental consultants are biased because they are paid for by project

developers. Ms. Plambeck also stated that the FEMA line should not be used for environmental

analysis; instead, she requested that the resource line be used. Ms. Plambeck noted that she had not

evaluated the noise impacts of the project, but requested that readings be taken at existing homes to

record noise levels—as the levels exceed thresholds now. Lastly, Ms. Plambeck stated that the 2005

UWMP cannot be relied upon because the project’s GPA was not accounted for.

Ms. Plambeck’s comments regarding SEATAC and consultants being biased because of whom they are

paid by only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, specifically addresses the issue of the resource and

FEMA lines on page 4.20-1: “This existing SEA overlay generally corresponds to the limits of the Federal

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain elevation. Based on detailed biota surveys

completed for the proposed project, the existing SEA/FEMA overlay boundary does not correspond to the

sensitive riparian and jurisdictional resources within the project site. Therefore, the project proposes a

General Plan Amendment, which would revise both the land use designation for the Vista Canyon

property to SP (Specific Plan), and adjust the existing SEA/FEMA overlay boundary to correspond to the

area to be designated SP-OS (open space within the Santa Clara River Corridor). Proposed project

impacts to biological resources within the existing SEA/FEMA overlay area would not be considered

significant because the project design proposes to minimize impacts to jurisdictional and sensitive

riparian-associated resources on site, and assure project compatibility with ongoing ecological functions

of the post-project SEA/FEMA overlay area. In addition, the project’s proposed development footprint

corresponds to and preserves and enhances the sensitive biological and jurisdictional resources present

within the River Corridor on the project site, and is designed to: (a) be compatible with the sensitive

biological resources present, including the set aside of undisturbed areas; (b) maintain the Santa Clara

River watercourse in a natural state; (c) maintain the existing east-west wildlife movement area within

the Santa Clara River Corridor; (d) preserve adequate buffer areas between proposed development and

sensitive natural resources; and (e) ensure that roads and utilities are designed to reduce or avoid impacts

to sensitive biological and jurisdictional resources.”

With regard to noise readings, please see Response 5, above and note that the post-project noise levels

will be within threshold standards with mitigation.

As indicated in Draft EIR Section 4.8, Water Service, pages 4.8-11 and 4.8-12, the project site is entirely

within the service area of the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) and the Santa Clarita Water Division

of CLWA (SCWD). As stated in the Draft EIR,

CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD) service area includes portions of the City of Santa

Clarita and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon

Country, Newhall, and Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and CLWA

imported water. SCWD is owned by CLWA, and its service area includes the project site. As a

result, SCWD is the retail water purveyor for the project. Figure 4.8-2, Santa Clarita Water

Division Service Area, illustrates the CLWA and Santa Clarita Water Division service area.

While the proposed Project was not specifically fully contemplated at the time the 2005 UWMP was

prepared, the Draft EIR clearly demonstrates that an adequate supply of water is available for the entire

project in each scenario analyzed in the EIR. As shown on Draft EIR page 4.8-1, the proposed Project’s

potable water demand is approximately 497 afy, or 529 afy with implementation of the residential overlay

option. Table 4.8-18, Projected Average/Normal Year Supplies and Demands, Table 4.8-19, Projected
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Single-Dry Year Supplies and Demands, Table 4.8-20, Projected Multiple-Dry Year Supplies and

Demands, and Table 4.8-22, Scenario 2: Santa Clarita Valley 2030 Build-Out Scenario Water Demand and

Supply, all show that an adequate supply of water is available to meet the demands of the proposed

Project. This information is also consistent with the finding of the water supply assessment (WSA)

prepared by the water purveyor for the project, the SCWD. As presented on Draft EIR page 4.8-116:

[T]he SCWD prepared a Vista Canyon WSA (2010) for the proposed project. The WSA is found

in Appendix 4.8. Based on the information in this WSA, SCWD concludes there will be a

sufficient water supply available at the time the project is ready for occupancy to meet the needs of

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

Based on the information presented in the project’s WSA and the Draft EIR, impacts associated with

supplying the proposed project with an adequate water supply are less than significant. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project.

8. Carolyn Ingram Seitz objected to the inclusion of specified properties within the AAA. Of note, the

specified properties have since been removed from this annexation. The comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

9. Cam Noltemeyer stated that there must be an agreement with Metrolink first. Additionally, she

opined that there should be an agreement with the City for wastewater. She stated that the developer

could do an assessment district, but there would be no opposition because homeowners are not there

yet. Ms. Noltemeyer asked if there was a FEMA agreement because the site would need to be raised

and filled in above the floodplain as the project is not meeting FEMA standards. She also noted that

the project would be taking down a ridgeline. Ms. Noltemeyer finally asked if there was an

agreement with Caltrans, and opined that the project applicant does not have to pay for SR-14

impacts because there is no agreement in place.

Ms. Noltemeyer’s comment regarding a Metrolink agreement expresses the opinions of the commenter.

Suffice it to say, however, that the need for action from the Southern California Regional Rail Authority,

Metrolink, and Metropolitan Transit Authority is recognized in Table 1.0-1, Future Agency Actions, of the

Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Ms. Noltemeyer’s suggestion that the project applicant enter into an agreement with the City for the

wastewater treatment facility has been addressed in the Draft EIR by the following mitigation measures:

4.21-1 Upon completion of the WRP, the applicant shall dedicate the WRP property to the City

of Santa Clarita.

3.0-290



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

4.22-2 A 395,411 gallon per day water reclamation plant shall be constructed on the Vista

Canyon Specific Plan site, pursuant to local, regional, state and federal design standards

(as applicable), to serve the Vista Canyon Specific Plan. The project applicant shall assign

the responsibility for ownership, operation, and maintenance of the water reclamation

plant to the City of Santa Clarita.

Also, FEMA has issued a CLOMR for the project. Please see Response 4, above.

Ms. Noltemeyer’s suggestion to execute an agreement with Caltrans now cannot be accomplished.

Caltrans policy is to not execute agreements until after the project has received approval by the

decision-making body. However, Mitigation Measure 4.3-9 requires that the project applicant enter into

an agreement with Caltrans: “The applicant shall execute and adhere to the terms of the mitigation

agreement with Caltrans to minimize the project’s impacts to SR-14. “ Nonetheless, the draft agreement

contained within Appendix 4.3, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR has been reviewed and approved by

Caltrans and would be signed upon project approval. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

10. Gordon Purzak stated that he is a local business owner and represents the little guys. He noted that

many shops and medical facilities are empty now. He believes that the Santa Clarita Valley is

becoming the San Fernando Valley and that the City does not need the project. Mr. Purzak asked

where the estimates for job figures came from and opined that the project will not produce any jobs.

Mr. Purzak’s comments regarding Santa Clarita becoming similar to the San Fernando Valley and not

needing the project express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Section 4.17, Population, Housing, Employment, of the Draft EIR provides the source of job estimates as

follows: “Using the SCAG employment generation factor of 2.36 employees per 1,000 square feet of

commercial retail uses and 3.14 employees per 1,000 square feet of office uses,2 these uses would generate

a total of 3,288 employees (540 commercial retail employees, 2,568 office employees and 180 hotel

employees). With implementation of the residential overlay option, 250,000 square feet of office space

would be removed resulting in a reduced project employment generation of 1,963 employees. This

increase represents 5.3 percent of the employment within the City for year 2010 (62,227 jobs). In

summary, the proposed project, with or without application of the residential overlay, would result in a

substantial increase in jobs.” (Draft EIR, p. 4.17-8.) The comments will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

2 The Natelson Company, Inc., Employment Density Study Summary Report Prepared for Southern California

Association of Governments (October 31, 2001).
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Letter No. D3 Comments Received at the December 21, 2010 Planning Commission Hearing

1. Robert Nolet, Superintendent of the Sulphur Springs School District (District), indicated that the

project was beneficial for the District. Mr. Nolet also noted that the project applicant had entered into

a school agreement with the District, which provides for construction funding for a school north of

SR-14.

The comment restates school information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an environmental

issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

2. Susan Carey appeared on behalf of the Crystal Springs Homeowners Association and expressed

opposition to the project. Ms. Kerry noted the impact of traffic along Soledad Canyon, Sand Canyon,

and Lost Canyon roads. Ms. Carey stated that the investigation in the EIR does not appear to be

adequate. Ms. Carey stated that the project was too dense and not compatible with the surrounding

area. Ms. Carey also suggested that there should be an on-and off-ramp directly accessible to the

project.

Ms. Carey’s comments concerning the Crystal Springs Homeowners Association’s opposition to the

project, project density and compatibility with surrounding areas, and adequacy of the EIR are

acknowledged. These comments only express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed project. However, because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Post-project traffic conditions along Soledad Canyon, Sand Canyon, and Lost Canyon roads is discussed

in depth in Section 4.3, Traffic and Access, of the Draft EIR. Also, there is not enough traffic volume

attributable to the proposed project to warrant additional on- and off-ramps to SR-14, nor is there a

feasible design to accommodate said on/off ramps.

3. Greg Foster stated that he did not know much about the project but that he felt that the EIR was

comprehensive. He was concerned with the additional traffic generated by the project, particularly

Soledad Canyon Road and Sand Canyon Road. Mr. Foster noted that he liked the project. Mr. Foster

suggested that the project should be designed consistent with Alternative 5.

Please see Response 2, above, with regard to traffic, and in particular the Soledad Canyon and Sand

Canyon roadways.

Mr. Foster’s support for Alternative 5 also is acknowledged. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

3.0-300



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

4. Penny Upton stated that she did not have enough time to review the Draft EIR. Ms. Upton was

concerned with the impacts of connecting Lost Canyon Road to the project. Ms. Upton also stated

that she was asking for a meeting in January with the City’s Traffic Engineer.

With regard to Ms. Upton’s comments regarding adequate time to review the Draft EIR, the comment

period for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration requirements of CEQA. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue,

no further response is required.

The impacts of connecting Lost Canyon Road to the project are discussed in detail in Section 4.3, Traffic

and Access. Ms. Upton’s request to meet with the City’s Traffic Engineer is noted, but does not raise an

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. However, it should be noted that City staff met with

Ms. Upton in January 2011. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

5. Lynne Plambeck, SCOPE, asked if comments could be submitted up to January 15, 2010. Ms.

Plambeck also noted that the FEMA line is not the resource line and FEMA is not concerned with

wildlife. Ms. Plambeck stated that, before any action is taken on the Vista Canyon project, the project

should receive its federal and state permits first. Additionally, Ms. Plambeck stated that the project

must look at chlorides. Finally, Ms. Plambeck noted that CLWA does not have enough water and that

people must use a contaminated source of water.

Ms. Plambeck’s comment with regard to the submittal of comments provides factual background

information only and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis, of the Draft EIR specifically addresses the issue of the

resource line and FEMA on page 4.20-1:

This existing SEA overlay generally corresponds to the limits of the Federal Emergency

Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain elevation. [¶] Based on detailed biota surveys

completed for the proposed project, the existing SEA/FEMA overlay boundary does not

correspond to the sensitive riparian and jurisdictional resources within the project site. Therefore,

the project proposes a General Plan Amendment, which would revise both the land use

designation for the Vista Canyon property to SP (Specific Plan), and adjust the existing

SEA/FEMA overlay boundary to correspond to the area to be designated SP-OS (open space

within the Santa Clara River Corridor). Proposed project impacts to biological resources within

the existing SEA/FEMA overlay area would not be considered significant because the project
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design proposes to minimize impacts to jurisdictional and sensitive riparian-associated resources

on site, and assure project compatibility with ongoing ecological functions of the post-project

SEA/FEMA overlay area. In addition, the project’s proposed development footprint corresponds to

and preserves and enhances the sensitive biological and jurisdictional resources present within the

River Corridor on the project site, and is designed to: (a) be compatible with the sensitive

biological resources present, including the set aside of undisturbed areas; (b) maintain the Santa

Clara River watercourse in a natural state; (c) maintain the existing east-west wildlife movement

area within the Santa Clara River Corridor; (d) preserve adequate buffer areas between proposed

development and sensitive natural resources; and (e) ensure that roads and utilities are designed

to reduce or avoid impacts to sensitive biological and jurisdictional resources.

In other words, the analysis concurs with Ms. Plambeck’s opinion that the FEMA line is not the resource

line.

Ms. Plambeck’s request that no action be taken on the Vista Canyon project until such time that

applicable federal and state permits have been issued is acknowledged. This request only expresses the

opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

The comment states that the County Sanitation Districts have failed to meet the Santa Clara River

chloride total maximum daily load (TMDL) standard of 100 mg/L, mainly as a result of the increase in use

of State Water Project (SWP) water, and that this failure resulted in the stakeholder development of a

comprehensive compromise plan to achieve compliance.

SWP water intended for use by the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) is conveyed through the West

Branch of the California Aqueduct to Quail and Pyramid Lakes and then to Castaic Lake, the terminus for

the West Branch. Chloride concentrations in SWP water at Castaic Lake have been consistently below 80

mg/L since 2004 based on data collected by CLWA (see Figure 1, below). This water quality is well below

the adopted site-specific objectives (SSOs) for Santa Clara River Reach 5 (e.g., 150 mg/L as a 12-month

rolling average) and the lower reaches of the Santa Clara River (e.g., 117 mg/L as a three-month rolling

average at Reach 4B, downstream of Blue Cut). Therefore, SWP water is not expected to cause the Santa

Clarita Sanitation District to fail to meet the TMDL for chloride.
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Chloride in SWP Locations
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Figure 1: Chloride Concentrations in Locations throughout the State Water Project

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) first adopted a TMDL for chloride in

the Upper Santa Clara River in October 2002 (Resolution No. 2002-018). On May 6, 2004, the RWQCB

amended the Upper Santa Clara River chloride TMDL to revise the interim wasteload allocations (WLAs)

and implementation schedule (Resolution 04-004). The amended TMDL was approved by the State Water

Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Office of Administrative Law, and the US Environmental Protection

Agency (USEPA), and became effective on May 4, 2005.

As stated in the TMDL, the principle source of chloride loads in the Upper Santa Clara River is the

effluent from the Saugus and Valencia water reclamation plants (WRP). The WRP effluent chloride load is

comprised of two main sources: chloride present in the imported water supply and chloride added by

residents, businesses, and institutions in the Saugus and Valencia WRP service areas. The chloride load

added by users can be further divided into two parts: brine discharge from self-regenerating water

softeners (SRWS) and all other loads added by users. Excluding the chloride load that exists in the water

supply, non-SRWS sources of chloride include: residential, commercial, industrial, infiltration, and

wastewater disinfection. The two largest sources of chloride in the WRP effluent are the imported water

supply and SRWS, which have historically comprised from 37 percent to 45 percent and from 26 percent

to 33 percent of the chloride in the WRP effluent, respectively (RWQCB, 2008).
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At the time the TMDL was adopted and approved, there were key scientific uncertainties regarding the

sensitivity of crops to chloride and the complex interactions between surface water and groundwater in

the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The TMDL recognized the possibility of revised chloride water

quality objectives (WQO) and included mandatory reconsiderations by the RWQCB to consider Site

Specific Objectives (SSO). The TMDL required the County Sanitation Districts to implement special

studies and actions to reduce chloride loadings from the Saugus and Valencia WRPs. The TMDL included

the following special studies to be considered by the RWQCB:

 Literature Review and Evaluation (LRE) – review agronomic literature to determine a chloride

threshold for salt sensitive crops.

 Extended Study Alternatives (ESA) – identify agricultural studies, including schedules and costs, to

refine the chloride threshold.

 Endangered Species Protection (ESP) – review available literature to determine chloride sensitivities

of endangered species in the Upper Santa Clara River.

 Groundwater and Surface Water Interaction Study (GSWI) – determine chloride transport and fate

from surface waters to groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River.

 Conceptual Compliance Measures – identify potential chloride control measures and costs based on

different hypothetical WQO and final wasteload allocation (WLA) scenarios.

 Site Specific Objectives and Antidegradation Analysis – consider a site-specific objective for chloride

based on the results of the agricultural chloride threshold study and the GSWI.

The TMDL special studies were conducted in a facilitated stakeholder process in which stakeholders

participated in scoping and reviewing the studies. This process has resulted in an alternative TMDL

implementation plan that addresses chloride impairment of surface waters and degradation of

groundwater. The alternative plan, termed Alternative Water Resources Management (AWRM), was first

set forth by Upper Basin water purveyors and United Water Conservation District (UWCD), the

management agency for groundwater resources in the Ventura County portions of the Upper Santa Clara

River watershed.

Revised Chloride TMDL Resolution No R4-2008-012, which was approved by the RWQCB on December

11, 2008, established numeric targets that are equivalent to conditional SSOs. The conditional SSOs are

based on the technical studies regarding chloride levels, which protect salt sensitive crops and

endangered and threatened species, chloride source identification, and the magnitude of assimilative

capacity in the upper reaches of the Santa Clara River and underlying groundwater basin. The

conditional chloride SSO of 150 mg/L (based on a 12-month rolling average) supersedes the previous

water quality objective of 100 mg/L for Santa Clara River Reaches 5 and 6. This SSO is conditional in that
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it applies only when chloride load reductions and/or chloride export projects are in operation by the

County Sanitation Districts. If these conditions are not met, WLAs shall be based on existing water

quality objectives for chloride of 100 mg/L.

Lastly, Ms. Plambeck’s contention that CLWA does not have enough water and that people will be using

a contaminated source of water is unsubstantiated and incorrect. Section 4.8, Water Service, of the Draft

EIR concludes that there is adequate water to serve the proposed project.

6. Suzanne Silva indicated her interest in knowing how traffic would be affected on Lost Canyon Road

to La Veda Avenue. Ms. Silva also wanted to know if the families who commute to Sulphur Springs

Road know about this impact. How will parking be addressed for those who park in from of Sulphur

Springs School?

Project impacts to Lost Canyon Road to La Veda Avenue are discussion in detail in Section 4.3,

Traffic/Access, of the Draft EIR. In brief, there will be short-term impacts to one of the intersections: Sand

Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road. Recommended improvements at this intersection would not be

completed until after Phase 1, as a connection to Lost Canyon Road at La Veda Avenue is not proposed

with Phase 1; therefore, the project would have a temporary significant and unavoidable impact.

However, implementation of identified mitigation at this intersection as part of project buildout would

reduce impacts to a less than significant level.

Sulphur Springs Elementary School and Pinecrest School both take vehicular access from Lost Canyon

Road. Presently, this segment of Lost Canyon Road is congested when school is in session during the

morning when students are being dropped off and in the afternoon when students are being picked up.

The proposed improvements to this segment of Lost Canyon Road include:

 Pavement widening and striping to accommodate one travel lane in each direction with a median

turn lane, a trail along the north side of the roadway, a roundabout at the intersection of La Veda

Avenue and Lost Canyon Road, and parallel parking on the south side of Lost Canyon Road (these

improvements would be completed within the existing right-of-way);

 Restricting the outbound-only driveways at each school to right-turns to minimize conflicting turning

movements (provided that a roundabout is installed at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road

intersection); and

 Construction of a narrow raised median at the easterly Pinecrest School driveway, including a sign

prohibiting U-turns.

7. Kerry Tabak stated that notification needs to be given to the parents of the students that do not live in

the immediate area (those that come from Timberland/Mammoth area). Additionally, Ms. Tabak

requested that after the restructuring of Lost Canyon Road, in front of the school, she would like to

meet with the Traffic Commission regarding traffic flow and parking availability.
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The comment period and noticing for the Draft EIR complied with all of the noticing and duration

requirements of CEQA. Additionally, numerous public hearings on the proposed project have been held

before the Planning Commission (October 19, November 2, December 21, 2010, as well as a future

meeting scheduled for February 15, 2011), and additional hearings will be held before the City Council.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Ms. Tabak’s request to meet with the City’s Traffic staff after project improvements are in place is

acknowledged. The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the

environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

3.0-306



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

Letter No. D4

3.0-307



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-308



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-309



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-310



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-311



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-312



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-313



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-314



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-315



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-316



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-317



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-318



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-319



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-320



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-321



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-322



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-323



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-324



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-325



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-326



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-327



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-328



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-329



Vista Canyon Final EIR
April 2011

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

3.0-330



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 April 2011

Letter No. D4 Comments Received at the March 22, 2011 City Council Hearing

1. Jim Lentini expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

2. Alan Ferdman expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

3. Charles Gill expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

4. Mike Berger expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

5. Tom Lee expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

6. Wayne Crawford expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

7. Craig Peters expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

8. Dana Martin, a member of the Sand Canyon Association Board, expressed support for the project.

The City acknowledges your input and comment. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

9. Mike Boone, a member of the Crystal Springs Homeowners Association, expressed support for the

project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

10. Bob Benjamin expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

11. Jon Georgio expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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12. Clarke LaVine expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

13. Daniel Rodriguez expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and

comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

14. Chris Angelo expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

15. Terri Kingery Crain, CEO of the Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce, expressed support for

the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The comment will be included as part

of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

16. Jim Pilarski expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

17. Dana Cop expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

18. Geri Jacobs expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

19. Jami Kennedy expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

20. Claudia Regh expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

21. Erin del Villar expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

22. Mike Morrell expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

23. Linda Hafizi expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.
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24. Chris Fall expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

25. Tracy Hauser expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed project.

26. Kim Carriles expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

27. Paul Kruger expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

28. Karl Mallick expressed support for the project. The City acknowledges your input and comment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project.

29. Brian Folsom, Castaic Lake Water Agency, stated that the proposed water reclamation plant is

beneficial. Mr. Folsom noted that recycled water would not be available on the east side of the Santa

Clarita Valley without projects like the proposed Vista Canyon project. The comment addresses a

general subject area (i.e., the project’s proposed production of recycled water) that received extensive

analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,

therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be

included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on

the proposed project.

30. Penny Upton stated that the City Council should take their time in reviewing the proposed project

and encouraged the City Council to keep asking questions about the project. Ms. Upton expressed

concerns regarding traffic in front of the elementary school, and recommended that a trail be

relocated to the front of the school. She also stated that opening up Lost Canyon Road may be a

problem, and expressed her preference that Lost Canyon Road only be used for emergency access

purposes. Additionally, Ms. Upton voiced concern regarding the roundabout, and opined that the

roundabout would not alleviate LOS F traffic conditions. Please see the following Responses to

Letter C16, Penny Upton: Response 6 for roundabout concerns, Response 5 for elementary school

traffic, and Response 7 for LOS concerns. Ms. Upton also wanted the trail proposed along Lost

Canyon Road from the project’s easterly boundary to Sand Canyon Road be relocated to adjacent to

the River. It should be noted that the draft conditions of approval now require the relocation of that

trail to adjacent to the River, provided the project applicant can secure the easements.

31. Carol Lutness expressed support for planned communities, but is concerned with building in the

floodplain and recharge impacts. She further stated that, while she supports the mixed-use nature of

the project, there is presently no commitment for the Metrolink Station - Ms. Lutness recommended

that the City Council wait for the commitment. Ms. Lutness also requested that AB 32 be addressed,

suggested the use of a reverse osmosis plant, and asked where the affordable housing was proposed.

Finally, Ms. Lutness suggested that the project be sent back to the Planning Commission.
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The project’s impacts to the floodplain, groundwater recharge, and AB 32 were extensively analyzed

in Section 4.2 (Flood), Section 4.8 (Water Service), and Section 4.22 (Global Climate Change) of the

Draft EIR. As the comment does not raise any specific issue relative to that analysis, no more specific

of a response can be provided. That said, with regard to recharge issues, please also see Response 9

to Letter A2 (Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy).

As for the project’s commitment to provide the Metrolink Station, the local rail agencies will not

commit to any location without project approval from the local agency (here, the City). In any event,

there is clear evidence that the project applicant, City, and local rail agencies are coordinating to

facilitate construction of the proposed Metrolink Station. (See, e.g., Letter No. 5.1 [Metrolink] and

Letter No. 5.8 [Metro].)

Also, there is no evidence that the proposed WRP would result in significant water quality impacts;

therefore, it is not necessary to employ a reverse osmosis process, as requested by the comment. See

also Response 3 to Letter No. C5 (Sierra Club).

Lastly, the project contains a range of housing product types that would accommodate a range of

income levels.

Ms. Lutness’ suggestion to send the project back to the Planning Commission is acknowledged,

though it raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

32. Cam Noltemeyer, SCOPE, stated that traffic issues associated with the school have not been

addressed. Ms. Noltemeyer also stated that the project contemplates more housing than the County

would allow on the site. She further stated that no agreements with Caltrans and Metrolink exist. She

also noted that the project would be taking down a ridgeline, and filling the floodplain.

With respect to the potential traffic impacts to the local elementary schools, please see Response 1 to

Letter No. C10 (Mike Naoum), which summarizes the lengthy analysis provided in Section 4.3

(Traffic and Access) of the Draft EIR on this issue. As the comment does not raise any specific

objection to this analysis, no more specific of a response can be provided.

The need for action from the Southern California Regional Rail Authority, Metrolink, and

Metropolitan Transit Authority is recognized in Table 1.0-1, Future Agency Actions, of the Draft EIR.

And, as evidenced by Letter No. 5.1 (Metrolink) and Letter No. 5.8 (Metro), the project applicant is

continuing to coordinate with the applicable transit agencies in connection with the proposed

relocation of the Via Princessa Metrolink Station to the Vista Canyon site.

With respect to Caltrans, as previously discussed at various Planning Commission hearings, Caltrans

policy is to not execute agreements until after a project has received approval by a local decision-

making body. Nonetheless, the draft mitigation agreement contained within Appendix 4.3 of the

Draft EIR has been revised and approved by Caltrans, and would be signed upon project approval.
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The comment is correct that the County’s existing land use designations contemplate less residential

development than that proposed by the project. As noted in Section 1.0, Project Description: “Under

the existing County light industrial zoning designation of M-1.5 and taking into account parking and

landscaping requirements, the industrial zoned portion of the project site could be developed with

approximately 1.0 million square feet of light industrial use. The agricultural and residential zoned

portions of the project site could be developed with approximately 170 single-family residential

units.” (Draft EIR, p. 1.0-9.) However, the comment does not raise an environmental issue in this

respect.

The comment is incorrect to the extent it suggests that the project site contains ridgelines; there are no

ridgelines on the project site.

Finally, please see Response 8 to Letter D1, Responses to Public Hearing Comments on October 19,

2010, for information regarding filling of the floodplain.

33. Lynne Plambeck stated that the Vista Canyon project must comply with the draft OVOV Plan. Ms.

Plambeck also opined that the project not was protecting the Santa Clara River or riparian resources.

Ms. Plambeck asked if the projected 4,000 jobs would be in service or construction.

First, the consistency of a project with a draft plan, such as the OVOV Plan, need not be evaluated

under CEQA because such a plan is not legally applicable to a project. (See, e.g., Chaparral Greens v.

City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145, fn. 2; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, Section 15125, subd.

(d).) In any event, please see Draft EIR Appendix 4.7 for an assessment of the project’s consistency

with OVOV. As presented in Appendix 4.7, the proposed project is consistent with the City’s draft

OVOV Plan.

Second, as stated on page 4.20-50 of the Draft EIR:

Based on the overall analysis, the project proposes to restore and enhance existing jurisdictional

areas on site. Specifically, the riparian vegetation communities proposed to be restored and

enhanced are alluvial scrub and riparian scrub in temporary impact areas within the active river

channel, and Great Basin sage scrub on the channel banks of the River Corridor. In addition, the

functions and values of the riparian vegetation communities to be restored and enhanced are the

same as those vegetation communities that would be impacted by the proposed project. Those

functions and values to be established include suitable breeding, foraging, and nesting habitat for

avian, aquatic, and terrestrial animal species. Also, the areas would function to promote nutrient

cycling, nutrient and compound uptake, organic carbon export, and to be hydraulically compatible

with the surrounding stream system. Further, the areas would function to maintain the use of the

Santa Clara River as a major east-west open space/wildlife movement corridor.

Consequently, the City believes that riparian resources are protected by project design and the

implementation of mitigation measures.

Finally, with respect to the jobs generated by the project, the majority of jobs generated by the project

would be professional office jobs, which can support the housing costs of the community.

34. David Lutness expressed concern with the filling of the Santa Clara River and additional annexations

to the City. Mr. Lutness also expressed support for District elections, and stated that the Metrolink

Station must be firm prior to project approval.
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Please see Response 32, above, with regard to placing fill in the floodplain to accommodate the

project and the commitment to provide a Metrolink Station. As to the annexation and election

comments, these issues do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

35. TimBen Boydston stated that the project is in the wrong location. Mr. Boydston noted that the project

would result in additional cars without enough roads, thereby worsening traffic and air quality. He

also expressed concern with the proposed density of the site when compared to what the County

would allow. Mr. Boydston also opined that relocating the Metrolink Station is a bad idea as there is

excellent access at its present location, and questioned the availability of funding for the Metrolink

Station and ultimate MTA approval.

The comment regarding the project being in the wrong place only expresses the opinions of the

commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not

raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

The comments regarding traffic and air quality addresses general subject areas, which received

extensive analysis in Section 4.3 (Traffic and Access) and Section 4.4 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR.

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

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Please see Response 32, above, for information regarding the County’s existing land use designations

for the project site and corresponding density levels, as well as Metrolink approval. These comments

do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, but will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

36. Fred Sealey, Crystal Springs Board of Directors, stated that the majority of homeowners in his

community oppose the project. He also stated that additional mitigation is needed for the traffic on

Sand Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road. Mr. Sealey also expressed concern with the density

levels, location of the Transit Station, and safety of roundabouts.

The comments regarding opposition to the project, high density, location of the Transit Station and

roundabouts express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

However, because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

The comment regarding additional mitigation on Sand Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road

addresses a general subject area that received extensive analysis in Section 4.3 (Traffic and Access) of

the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,

no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as

part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.
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37. Susan Carey stated that the project was too dense and too large, and recommended that it be

downsized. Ms. Carey stated that traffic mitigation is not adequate for Sand Canyon Road and

Soledad Canyon Road. Ms. Carey also stated that the project would add to air quality impacts. Ms.

Carey also expressed her belief that roundabouts cannot handle the anticipated traffic volumes. She

observed that in order to accommodate the roundabout a Heritage-sized oak tree would be removed.

Please see Response 36, above, for information on impacts to and mitigation for Sand Canyon Road

and Soledad Canyon Road, and Response 35 for information regarding air quality.

The comments regarding density, scale, and roundabouts express the opinions of the commenter. The

comments will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comments do not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

For purposes of the “roundabout” at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road intersection, the

requested permit would allow for encroachment into the protected zone of two oak trees.

Encroachment for one tree is needed for the construction of a trail along Lost Canyon Road, east of

the project site, and encroachment for the Sand Canyon Road tree is required by improvements to the

intersection of Lost Canyon Road and Sand Canyon Road. Trimming or pruning also would be

permitted on the tree along Lost Canyon Road to provide for trail clearance requirements. Contrary

to the comment, no oak tree removal would occur to accommodate the roundabout.
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