3.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

1. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT VISTA CANYON EIR
State Agencies

Al 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

Bé6 Metrolink, January 19, 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

Cl14 Richard & Carolyn McCool, December 3, 2010

C15  Penny Upton, December 3, 2010

Cl6  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

C20  Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment, January 24, 2010*

* Responses to letters received not included in this transmittal due to lateness of submittal. Responses
will be included for City Council review.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-1 Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024

February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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
Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-2 Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024 February 2011



Johnson (1985) 170 Cal App. 3©.604). The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA --CA

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the California Code of Regulations §15064. 5(b)(c Y6

Letter No. A1l

STATE QF CALIFORNIA
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-6251

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site www.nahec.ca.gov
e-mail: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

PLANNING g,ws, bE [

October 28, 2010 Noy ¥, 2%
0
Mr. Jeff Hogan DI e
City of Santa Clarita 0% Sanmy CLagm,

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Re: SCH#2008041020 CEQA Notice of Completion: draft Envircnmental Impact Report and
General/Specific Plan amendments, for the Vista Canyon (185-acres) Project and Ancillary
Annexation Areas (of 3,065-acres); located on unincorporated land adjacent to the City of
Santa Clarita; Los Angeles County, California

Dear Mr. Hogan:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) is the state trustee agency’
pursuant to Public Resources Code §21070 for the protection and preservation of California’s 1
Native American Cuitural Resources. (Aisc see Environmental Protection Information Center v.

Public Resources Code §21000-21177, amendment effective 3/18/2010) requires that any
project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource,
that includes archaeological resources, is a ‘significant effect’ requiring the preparation of an

CEQA gurdellnes) Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a srgnlfrcant impact on the

environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical )
conditions within'an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or

aesthetic significance. The lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an
adverse impact on these resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APE), and if so, to
mitigate that effect. State law also addresses Native American Religious Expression in Public
Resources Code §5097.9.

The Native American Heritage Commission did perform a Sacred Lands File (SLF) 3
search in the NAHC SLF Inventory, established by the Legislature pursuant to Public

Resources Code §5097.94(a) and_several Native American Cultural Resources were not
identified within one-half mile of the Area of Potential Effect (APE).[It is important to do
early consultation with Native American tribes in your area as the best way to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway and to learn of any sensitive cultural

areas. Enclosed are the names of the culturally affiliated tribes and interested Native 4
American individuals that the NAHC recommends as ‘consulting parties,’ for this purpose,

that may have knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties
in the project area (e.g. APE). A Native American Tribe or Tribal Elder may be the only
source of information about a cultural resource.. Also, the NAHC recommends that a

Native American Monitor or Native American culturally knowledgeable person be employed 5
whenever a professional‘archaeologist is: employed dur|ng the' ‘lmtral Study and |n other ; ’

phases of the enwronmental plannlng processes )

f

. Furthermore the NAHC recommends that you contact the California Historic. o 6

Resources Information System (CHRIS) of the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), for’
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information on recorded archaeological data. This information is available at the OHP
Office in Sacramento (916) 445-7000.

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American tribes and interested Native
American individuals, as consulting parties, on the NAHC list ,should be conducted in
compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321-43351) and Section 106
and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 [f)]et seq.), 36 CFR Part 800.3, the President's
Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ; 42 U.S.C. 4371 ef seq.) and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C.
3001-3013), as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types
included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes.

Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of enwronmental justice as
defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e).

Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) when significant cultural resources could be
affected by a project. Also, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health & Safety
Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally discovered archeological
resources during construction and mandate the processes to be followed in the event of an
accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other than a ‘dedicated
cemetery. Discussion of these should be included in your environmental documents, as
appropriate.

The authority for the SLF record search of the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory,
established by the California Legislature, is California Public Resources Code §5097.94(a)
and is exempt from the CA Public Records Act (c.f. California Government Code
§6254.10). The results of the SLF search are confidential. However, Native Americans on
the attached contact list are not prohibited from and may wish to reveal the nature of
identified cultural resources/historic properties. Confidentiality of “historic properties of
religious and cultural significance’ may also be protected the under Section 304 of the
NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior’ discretion if not eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal Indian
Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 U.S.C, 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or not to
disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APE and
possibly threatened by proposed project activity.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native
Americans identified by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely
presence of Native American human remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for
agreements with Native American, identified by the NAHC, to assure the appropriate and
dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated grave liens.
Although tribal consultation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; CA Public
Resources Code Section 21000 — 21177) is ‘advisory’ rather than mandated, the NAHC does
request ‘lead agencies’ to work with tribes and interested Native American individuals as
‘consulting parties,’ on the list provided by the NAHC in order that cultural resources will be
protected. However, the 2006 SB 1059 the state enabling legislation to the Federal Energy
Policy Act of 2005, does mandate tribal consultation for the ‘electric transmission corridors. This
is codified in the California Public Resources Code, Chapter 4.3, and §25330 to Division 15,
requires consultation with California Native American tribes, and identifies both federally
recognized and non-federally recognized on a list maintained by the NAHC

10

11




Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d)
of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be followed,

including that construction or excavation be stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of
any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery until the county coroner or 12
medical examiner can determine whether the remains are those of a Native American. . Note
that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native American cemeteries
is a felony.
e at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.
Program Analyst
Attachment: List o lturally Affiliated Native American Contacts
Cc: State Clearinghouse
3
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Charles Cooke

32835 Santiago Road Chumash

Acton » CA 93510 Fernandeno

suscol@intox.net Tataviam
Kitanemuk

(661) 733-1812 - cell

suscol@intox.net

Beverly Salazar Folkes

1931 Shadybrook Drive Chumash

Thousand Oaks, CA 91362 Tataviam

folkes@msn.com Ferrnandefio

805 492-7255
(805) 558-1154 - cell

folkes9@msn.com

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
William Gonzales, Cultural/Environ Depart/Rudy Ortega

601 South Brand Boulevard, Suite 102 Farnandeno
San Fernande CA 91340 Tataviam

rortega@tataviam-nsn.us
(818) 837-0794 Office

(818) 837-0796 Fax

LA City/County Native American Indian Comm
Ron Andrade, Director

3175 West 6th Street, Rm.
Los Angeles ;- CA 90020
randrade @css.lacounty.gov
(213) 351-5324

(213) 386-3995 FAX

This list is current only as of the date of this document.

Native American Contacts
Los Angeles County
October 28, 2010

Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation
John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin.

tattnlaw@gmail.com
310-570-6567

Gabrielino Tongva

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians

Delia Dominguez

981 N. Virginia

Covina » CA 91722
(626) 339-6785

Yowlumne
Kitanemuk

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
John Valenzuela, Chairperson

P.O. Box 221838

Newhall » CA 91322
tsen2u@hotmail.com
(661) 753-9833 Office
(760) 885-0955 Cell
(760) 949-1604 Fax

Randy Guzman - Folkes

655 Los Angeles Avenue, Unit E
Moorpark , CA 93021

ndnRandy@yahoo.com
(805) 905-1675 - cell

Fernandefio
Tataviam
Serrano
Vanyume
Kitanemuk

Chumash
Fernandefio
Tataviam
Shoshone Paiute
Yaqui

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. Also,
federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106 and fed

eral NAGPRA. And 36 CFR Part 800.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans for consultation purposes with regard to cultural resources impact by the proposed
SCH#2007071039; CEQA notice of Completion; draft Environmental iImpact Report (DEIR); General and Specific Plan Amendments for the 185-acre
Vista Canyon Project and the 3,065-acres of Ancillary areas to annex to the City of Santa Clarita; Los Angeles County, California.
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. Al LETTER FROM 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 one-half 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 sighed 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

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-7 Vista Canyon Final EIR
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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.

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.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-8 Vista Canyon Final EIR
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY

RAMIREZ CANYON PARK :
5750 RAMIREZ CANYON ROAD

. MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 90265
PHONE {310] 589-3200
FAX [310) 5893207

. November 8, 2010 BECEIVED
. PLANNING DIVISION

Jeff Hogan, AICP, Senior Planner NOV 19 200
Department of Community Development ,

23920 Valencia Boulevard, 140 ~ITY OF SANTA CLARITA
Santa Clarita, California 91355 ' :

Comments on Vista Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Report
‘Master Case No. 07-127, Tentative Tract Map 69164
SCH No. 2007071039 '

Dear Mr. Hogan:

The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy’s objective with these comments is to shape the

proposed project, located in and along the Santa Clara River, to increase the acreage of 1
protected river flood plain, to maintain small pockets of quality upland habitat, and to

" maintain a functional large mammal habitat linkage between the river and San Gabriel
Mountain foothill habitat located to the south. :

The Conservancy submitted NOP comments and pre-Draft Environmental Impact Report

(DEIR) comments dated April 27, 2009 and November 23, 2009, respectively. Both those
letters are hereby incorporated by reference. Those prior letters contain key points and 2

backgrgjund that are not repeated in this letter for the sake of brevity.

Statewide Significance of Santa Clara River and its Adjacent Habitat

The rarest and most ccologically significan‘t‘land in both the City of Santa Clarita and its
sphere of influence is the Santa Clara River and its flood plain terraces. The river and its 13

flood plain terraces are irreplaceable.  Together the active river channel and flood plain
terrace system, with intermittent upland habitat areas, comprises a resource of State-wide
significance. -

Ninety percent of the proposed project is within the boundary of the long-delayed new Los
Angeles County Significant Ecological Area (SEA) boundaries (Santa Clara River) for the 4

General Plan Update.

From a regional planning perspective, the only land uses that must occur on the subject 5
property are the construction of a Metrolink station platform and associated tracks and the

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-10 Vista Canyon Final EIR
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_preserve with development as with the proposed project.

Vista Canyon DEIR.Comments
November 8, 2010
Page 2

extension of Lost Canyon Road and Jakes Way to the Vista Canyon Road bridge over the
Santa Clara River. Any other commercial or residential land use can be located in numerous

other portions of the City or its Sphere of Influence| Nonetheless, the proposed project, and
most of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) alternatives, leave minimal upland
habitat pockets, zero flood plain buffer, and no functional north-south habitat linkage
between the river and foothills. To be permanently functional, a crossing is required under
the existing and future Metrolink tracks.

The Conservancy’s hope is that the City will require a project that provides all of these
missing project design elements. In addition we urge the City to require a design that does
not completely surround the proposed oak tree preserve, spade foot toad preserve, and lily

Significant Biological Impacts Unavoidable Without Avoidance or Offsite Acquisition

We must challenge the DEIR conclusion that the proposed project, and all of the project
alternatives, would not result in unavoidable significant adverse ecological impacts. How
can a project that permanently eliminates 117 total acres of open space, 35 acres of
indisputable braided river meander area, a unique hill system chocked with sensitive lilies,
and imports over 500,000 cubic yards earth in order to elevate the whole project out of ™
mapped flood plain not result in a significant biological impact to the over all habitat:

capacity of the subject narrow Santa Clara River ecosystem? | The potential loss of
groundwater recharge surface area could in and of itself be a significant impact.

The DEIR mitigation strategy is completely based on attempting to enhance the habitatvalue
of the remaining post-construction active river channel which would be hemmed in by buried
bank stabilization and be bordered by development and paved recreational pathways.
Essentially that strategy first shrinks the available open land by 117 acres and calls for the
creation of dozens of acres of multiple habitat types in the now constricted active river

10

channel that is 100 percent Army Corps jurisdiction] The DEIR fails to address the potential
50 year hydrological stability of these restored habitat types. This attempt to concentrate
habitat types into a severely reduced onsite area does not constitute adequate mitigation for
habitat lost. The context of the habitat is not natural. The indirect impacts of frequent
human and domestic animal presence directly adjacent to much of the restored habitat
further erodes its ecological value. In no way can ecologically sprucing up the remaining,
unbuildable active channel area mitigate for the direct loss of 117 acres and the indirect
ecological impact of a major new development being located along 4100 feet of remaining

11

river channel.
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‘guaranteed form of permanent habitat connectivity to the San Gabriel Mountains foothills

Vista Canyon DEIR Comments.
November 8, 2010 ,
Page 3 ' .

The DEIR mitigation for a host of ecological impacts shall remain inadequate unless
significant and related offsite habitat protection is added to the equation, or a significant
amount of additional habitat is permanently avoided onsite. We make this assertion about
the proposed project and every DEIR alternative. Without requiring such additional
mitigation or habitat avoidance, the City would be establishing a baseline that other projects
could eliminate equal amounts of habitat of Statewide significance and it would not
constitute a significant impact. : '

Rather than try to force a flat-land land use of the proposed scale into a dynamic flood plain
with locally unique and scenic hill features, we encourage the City to require a project that
both retains some of the site’s natural topography and leaves the river system some room to
be dynamic and thus ecologically richer. The Conservancy’s letters to date have explicitly
laid out how to achieve these objectives without sacrificing any traffic circulation or major
project components. The only way to achieve these objectives is to: 1) pull the development
back approximately 250 feet on average from the Army Corps jurisdictional boundary, 2)
eliminate all development (except the river trail and interpretation facilities - not including
any buildings other than a small public office and a restroom) on the hill system between the
river and State Route 14, and 3) leave a broad habitat linkage between the river and Jand
south of the Metrolink tracks with substantial (minimum 50-foot-wide and 12-foot-tall)
under-crossing beneath all existing and future tracks. '

The DEIR will remain deficient without a project alternative that provides for some

and additional protection of upland and flood plain habitat on the order of 40-50 acres. We
urge the City to require such an alternative in the Final EIR. By definition EIR alternatives
must be feasible.

Offsite Acquisition for Habitat and Wildlife Corridor Mitigation ‘

Approximately one mile upstream from the proposed project boundary there also is good
habitat connectivity between the river and the foothill systems to the south. However,
sloughing off a project’s habitat connectivity contribution responsibility to other unknown
private land interests does not mitigate a potential impact. For one, that set of landowner(s)
could fence their land and otherwise create significant wildlife barriers. Secondly, and most
immutably, a high speed rail line will require substantial 8-foot-tall fencing.

To address this issue, it is critical that the City and County be proactive in requiring
sufficient wildlife under-crossings wherever possible. The hurdles of getting under-crossings
upstream from the project site, without a large development already unearthing the whole

12

13

14

15

16
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Vista Canyon DEIR Comments
November 8, 2010
Page 4

affected area, are potentially insurmountable. Thus with high speedrail in the equation, the
task of maintaining habitat connectivity between the river and adjacent upland habitat will

‘be a difficult challenge both on the subject site and other locations. The seemingly simple

solution, in the case of this project, of just preserving a couple of upstream parcels between
the river and the National Forest boundary is not that simple. Assuring connectivity for
large animal movement under the tracks must be factored into the equation.

16

That assurance could take the form of acquiring parcels that comprise a river to National
Forest connection with superior conditions that would allow for a future, cost effective
railroad track under or over-crossing. To provide those conditions, for a sufficient width,
land on both sides of the tracks must be sufficiently low enough or high enough. Given the
planning time frame for the high speed rail project, this agency is willing to support taking the
risk of requiring an adequate offsite habitat connection in lieu of an onsite connection as
described in this letter and in the DEIR. That Conservancy support is completely contingent
on the land acquisition being located downstream of the Lang Station Road at-grade river
crossing (not substantially impacted by gravel mining) and upstream of the proposed project.

The offsite acquisition mitigation measure must require the fee simple or conservation
easement land acquisition of a topographjcally suitable land connection from the National
Forest to any Army Corps jurisdictional area within the Santa Clara River. Said permanent
habitat linkage must have no portion less than 250 feet in width and be recorded by a public
agency prior to the issuance of any grading or grubbing permits for the subject project. An
analysis of parcel data shows this objective is possible but that the combinations of parcels are
not numerous. ‘

As suggested earlier in this letter, permanent offsite habitat protection is the only way to
reduce the biological impacts of both the proposed project, and all.the project alternatives,
to a less than significant level other than substantially reducing the projects’ disturbance
footprints. Two mitigation objectives can be achieved with the same parcels by acquiring
floodplain and upland that also has important habitat connectivity value.

Commercial Development on City-owned Open Space and Public Resource Code Section
33207(b) '

We respectfully question 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

17

18

19

20

and ecologically valuable area? |The Conservancy supports a trail along the river edge in the
least ecologically damaging location but opposes the development of this valuable City-owned

21
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Vista Canyon DEIR Comments
November 8, 2010
Page 5

open space for principally commercial development with a minor public interpretation
component. The subject area is located within the Conservancy’s jurisdiction and appears to

be subject to Public Resource Code Section 33207(b). This code section gives the
Conservancy first right of refusal of all public lands proposed for disposal. We respectfully
request that the Final EIR address the relevancy of Section 33207(b) to the project feasibility
and that the City offer the subject lands to the Conservancy pursuant to this section if
applicable.

The only compatible land uses on the subject knoll and plateau (Mitchell Hill)are open space
with passive recreation and interpretation facilities. If the portion of the project on the south
side of the river is constructed as proposed, this knoll and plateau would represent the only
intact upland habitat remaining on the 185-acre property.

Suggested Combination of Alternative Components for a Biological Avoidance Alternative

No single DEIR alternative includes: 1) a reduction in project footprint in the obvious braided

river flood plain, 2) a habitat connection the foothills system on the south side of the railroad

tracks, and 3) no commercial development on Mitchell Hill. (There is also no site specific
discussion in the DEIR alternative section about avoiding some of the new proposed County
Significant Ecological Area.)

We urge the City to require a fully analyzed Final EIR alternative that includes all three of
these components. The first component incorporated should be moving the bank
stabilization on the south side of the River Corridor back south by at least an average of 100
feet as presented in Alternative 4 - Reduced Development Footprint. Secondly that

alternative would include the approximately 10-acre park site green space on the eastern .

project edge as presented in Alternative 5 - Open Space Corridor Alternative. As stated in

- the Alternative 5 description, this green space would function as a permanent north-south

wildlife corridor. The description of the proposed alternative for the FEIR must state that
the park area will remain as unfenced green space in perpetuity. How declaring this park
area as a wildlife corridor is premature unless the FEIR includes specific details about which
area would have human access facilities and which parts would be restricted to hative plants.
We concur with including the Alternative 5 component that bisects the proposed park with
a gated, paved permanent emergency access road to connect the proposed project to the
terminus of Lost Canyon Road.
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Vista Canyon DEIR Comments
November 8, 2010
Page 6

Diminished Ground Water Recharge Area —

Both the proposed project and all of the DEIR development alternatives will eliminate scores
of porous 100-year flood plain surface acres. Those acres will be covered with upland soils
and compacted to an impermeable 90 percent level of compaction. The groundwater
infiltration capacity of the site will be greatly diminished for this reason and because of scores
of acres of paving. The combination of existing municipal wells pumping groundwater
directly out of the proposed project open space, and this loss of infiltration capacity, paint a
poor picture for groundwater quality and quantity within the proposed project area. The FEIR

should address if the proposed prrjcg]; and its DEIR development alternatives are designed
_-to be water neutral developments| We encourage the City to require that the onsite treated

waste water be required to be at least partially filtered via the reverse osmosis process to
ensure that no treated water returned to the aquifer does not meet chloride or other water
quality requirements.

Please address any questions and all future documentation to Paul Edelman of our staff at

25
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the above letterhead address and by phone at (310) 589-3200 ext. 128.

Sincerely,
~

ANTONIO GONZ,
Chairperson
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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. 4™ 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
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provided in Section 4.20, Santa Clara River Corridor Analysis. (See, e.g., Sierra Club v. City of Orange
(2008) 163 Cal.App. 4™ 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:

e 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.)

e Cottonwood Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than
significant level with mitigation. (Ibid.)

e 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 -68.)

e California Sagebrush - California Buckwheat Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would
not be significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-68.)

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

e 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 -69.)

e Mixed Native And Non-Native Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be
significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-69.)

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

e 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 -70.)

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

e 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.)

e 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.”! 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 Amngeles 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; id. (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 -5, and 4.20-2 to -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 -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 [2005 Basin Yield Report and 2009 Basin
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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.
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(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
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.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-23 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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.

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 -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):
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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

(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 assesses, 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
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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,
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 40-50 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.
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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.
(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 id. 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.
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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.

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
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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.

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., id. 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.
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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.

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.
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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.

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 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 -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
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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 -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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eern gy e 4 e e o

| State of California—Health and Human Services Agency
&8  California Department of Public Health
® CBPI—I

HARK B HDRTON MD, MSPH ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER

RTOK, Govomor
December 2, 2010 DEC 02

Cily of $anta Clarita o

Attn; Jeff Hogan; AICP STATE CLEARING HOUSE

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 913535

RE: Cit"y of Santa Clarita — Vista Canyon and Ancillary Annexation Area (Fair Oaks Ranch,
Sand Canyon, and Jakes Way) Draft EIR, SCH #2007071039

Dear Mr. Hogan: : —

Thank ybu for the opportunity to review the above mentioned docnment. The California
Department of Public Health (COPH), Division of Drinking Water and Environmental
Management is responsible for issuing water supply permits administered under the Safb 1
Drinking Water Program. A project triggers a permit if it includes changes to the water supply,
storage, treatment of drinking water, or consolidation of one or more public water systems; this
project will mot require a Water Supply Permit from CDPH.

The project entails developrment of a recreational area and transportation station, construction of
a water reclarnation plant and bridge ctossing over the Santa Clara River; as well, the County of
Los Angéles will annex multiple properties to the City of Sania Clarita. CDPH would like to
provide comments pertaining to the water reclamation plant.

& The plant needs to be permitted by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control
Board (Bosrd), and the plant design should be submitied to CDPH for review and
comment;

¢ récommendations from the CDPH review will be incorporated into the Board’s permit;
and the time spent by the CDPH ‘s staff will be billed by hour to the project proponent.

Please contact CHiff Tien-Tsu Cheng, Associale Sanitary Engineer at the CDPH Angeles District
Office, at (818) 551-2023 or email to cliff.chénp@cdph.ca.goy if you have any questions ‘ 3
regarding CDPH's role in the proposed project. If you have any questions about this letter,
please call me at (916) 449-5285 or email to jefferv. werth h.ca.gov.

Six;t@ d) L\~___,

"7 effbry Werth
CDPH Environmental Review Unil

Ce: CDPH Angeles District Office
State Clearinghouse

Division of Drinking Water and Envnr%t?menlal Meanagement
P.O. Box 997377, MS 7400, 1616 Capitol Avenus, 2™ Floor, Sacramento, CA 96898-7377
. (916) 449-5577 (916) 449-5575 Fax

internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov
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LETTER NO. A3. LETTER FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC HEALTH, DATED 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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Q Callfornla Reglonal Water Quality Control Board

v Los Angeles Region

Linda S. Adams - Phone (2]3) 576-6600 FAX (213) 576-6640 - Internet Address: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles Arnold Schwarzenegger

Letter No. A4

320 W. 4th Street, Suite 200, Los Angeles, California 90013

Cal/EFA4 Secretary Governor

Y
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" Regional Board staff reviewed section 4.8.1 Water Quality of the draft EIR. The Regional Board

" metals, chloride, pathogen, petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, trash and ‘debris, methylene

“Vista Canyon Project is subject to Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) and Water Recycling
" Requirements (WRR) for its wastewater treatment plant. The project applicant must be aware

December 2, 2010

Mr. Jeff Hogan, Senior Planner

City of Santa Clarita/Community Development Department
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

COMMENTS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR VISTA CANYON PROJECT
LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES IN THE SOUTHWEST INTERSECTION OF
SAND CANYON ROAD AND STATE ROUTE 14

Dear Mr. Hogan:

e

On _Oct_ober 26, 2010, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
received a copy of the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Vista Canyon Project,
which is approximately 185-acre project site, Comprlsed primarily of vacant and undeveloped
land.

staff concurs with the findings in the EIR that the project would generate pollutants of urban
residential and commercial areas during construction and even when the project is built out and
occupied. The primary pollutants of concern will include total suspended solids, nutrients, trace

blue activated substances, cyanides, and bioaccumulation. After reviewing the facts presented
in the draft EIR, Regional Board staff agrees with the conclusion that the impact to groundwater
by the project would be less than significant. However, Regional Board staff believes that the
less than significant impact to groundwater by the project would be achieved if the project
applicant complies with all the Regional Board's program’s requirements.

that the State Water Quality Control Board has a Recycled Water Policy. This Regiona! Board
is working on a Salt and Nutrient Management Plan for the Los Angeles Region and we
encourage the project applicants to participate in the workshops related to the Salt and Nutrient
Management Plan. The project lies in the Upper Santa Clarita Basin and the Regional Board
coordinator for that area is Dr. Yanje Chu at (213).576-6681. -
The project applicants should also be aware that the WDR and WRR should be submitted at
least 120 days before the planned discharge. For information regarding WDR and WRR,
please contact Dr. Rebecca Chou, Chief of Groundwater Permitting and Land Disposal Section
at (213) 576-6618. For all Stormwater related permits including construction permits, please
contact Mr. Ejigu Solomon, Chief of the Stormwater Compliance and Enforcement Unit at (213)
620-2237.

California Environmental Protection A gehcy

Qé Recycled Paper
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and, ﬁztm ¢ generations.




Mr. Jeff Hogan _ 2 December 2, 2010
City of Santa Clarita /Community Development Depa_rtment .

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact PrOJect Manager, Ms. 5

Dionisia Rodrlguez at (213) 620-6122 or me at (213) 576-6618.

ebecca Chou, Ph. D., P.E.
Chlef Groundwater Permitting and Land Disposal Section

Cc: Mr. Dexter Wilson, Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc.

California Environmental Protection Agency -

(4
% Recycled Paper ‘
Our mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and future generations. -
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LETTER NO. A4. LETTER FROM CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY
CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES REGION, DATED
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 -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 -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.
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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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Califarnig Natural Resources Agengy ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME JOKN MeCAMMAN, Direclor

South Coast Region
4649 Viewridge Avenue
ban Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
hitp/www.dfg.ca.gov

December 6, 2010

Mr. Jeff Hogan

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Blvd. Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Fax £ (861) 286-4007

Subject: Draft Environmental impact Report for the Vista Canyon Ranch Project,
SCH 2007071035, Los Angeles County

Dear Mr. Hogan:
The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above-referenced Draft

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Vista Canyon Ranch Project, Santa Clarita,
California. The project site is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, directly adjacent to

the City of 8anta Clarita, and in the Santa Clarita Valley Planning area. The project propases to
develop the approximately 185-acre Vista Canyon project site. The land uses proposed include 1

1,117 dwefling units, and up to 960,000 square feet of commercial and medical offics, retail,
theater, restaurant, and hofel uses within four Planning Areas. The project also includes
approximately 18 acres of parks/recraation facilities, including the Oak Park, Town Green,
Community Garden, River Education/Community Center, private recreation facilities, and project
trails.

The following statements and comments have been prepared pursuant to the Depariment’s

authority as Trustee Agency with jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project
(CEQA Section 15386) and pursuant to our autharity as a Responsible Agency under the 2

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15381 over those aspects of the
propased project that come under the purview of Fish and Game Cade Section 1600 of seq.
regarding impacts to streams and lakes.

The Califonia Wildlife Action Plan, a recent Depariment guidance document, identified the

following stressors affecting wildlife and habitats within the project area: 1) growth and
development; 2) water management conflicts and degradation of aquatic ecosystems; 3) 3
invasive species; 4) altered fire regimes; and §) recreational pressures. The Depariment locks

forward to working with the City of Santa Clarita to minimize impacte to fish and wildlife
resources with a focus on these stressors. Please let Department staff know if you would like a
copy of the plan to review,

The Department appreciates the thorough biological assessments that were conducted for this

project that allow well-planned mitigation measures to be developed. The Department in
general concurs with biological rrlitigation measures 4.6-1 through 4.6-48, including consultation 4

with the Department regarding preparing a Streambed Alteration Agreement with the following
recommendations:

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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Mr. Jeff Hogan
December 5, 2010
Page 2 of 3

. As discussed in the Species Movement Appendix, the proposed project includes Oak
Park, which is to be located near the east side of the project site. The Departmant recommeands
that the function of the park include wildlife movement opportunities. Oak Park should be at or
near 600 feet in width, and should include appropriate habitat types (cak woodland, coastal
sage, and grassland).

. The Department recommends that all sightings of sensitive species related to the
biclogical assessment of this project be entered in to the California Natural Diversity Databasa.
s The Department recommends that if there is a zero tolerance for rodent burrows on the
created river stabilization banks, that an Integrated Pest Management Plan be developed and
implemented.

= Biological Mitigation Measure 4.8-6: The Department recommeands that the consulting
biclogists work with Department staff to determine timing of preconstruction surveys and release
locations of species as nesded. ‘

» Biological Mitigation Measure 4.8-13: The Department recommends that only native
planis be included in the landscaping plan to conserve water use and facilitate native wildlife
use along the edge of the development. N
. Biological Mitigation Measure 4.6-16: The Department recommends including in the
measure that lighting adjacent to the river, park and mitigation areas be shielded or shut off afier
nightfall. S
» Western Spadefoot Toad (WST) Censervation Plan:

1. The Department appreciates the time and affort that has been taken to assess WST
in the project area and develop the WST Conservation Plan. The Department
recommends that the pond creation should be implemented as soon as pessible so
salvage efforts can begin and continue over an extended period of time; that salvage
techniques and timing should be pro-active and include early mitigation pand creation to
relocate any tadpoles or egg masses; and that the use of pitfall trap arrays around all
ponded areas after each rainfall event should be used to capture adults for salvage
operations. ..
2. The Department recommends that our biclogical staff be included in future WST
Congervation Plan revisions.
¢ Lily Conservation Plan: Slender mariposa lily, Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis, (Lily)
occurs on the site and has a Califarnia Rare Plant Rank of 1B.2. A conservation plan has been
developed to guide mitigation for impacts to Lily. The Department recommends multiple sites
be used for restaration to increase the probability of successful establishment of viable
populations and to have the restoration sites pretected from future development and place them
under a conservation @asement or restrictive covenant.

» The Department recommends that a set back be included in the project to sustain the

current and natural functions of the river. Encroackiment on the river will require the proposzed
bank stabilization, which then requires maintenance, repairs, and therefare, more impacts to the
river channel. This project is permanently impacting over 17 acres of Department jurisdiction
and over 12 acres of temporary impacts. The Department recommends that the project not
expand beyond the current banks. The project will also be impacting the floodplain and alluvial
sage scrub habitats which are becoming rare in this area and depend on periodic flooding. A
scil cement leves is proposed for tha project which allows the banks to be backfilled with native
material and planted and is a better alterative than rock rip rap, or concrete banks. However,
there are several instances, even along the Santa Clara River where soil cement levees have
failed. By setting the project back, the bank protection would be more effective and experience
less stress from the river flows, and would require lees maintenance and repair in the future.

10
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Mr. Jeff Hogan
December 8, 2010
Page 3of 3

mitigation and monitoring plan for jurisdictional impacts under a Lake and Streambed Alteratian
Agreement (LSA). These issues will be further addressed during the LSA development.
However, the Department would like to address some key issues related to the mitigation
component of this conceptual plan.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments. Please contact Mr. Dan Blankenship, Staff
Environmental Scientist, at (661) 269-3750 if you should have any questions and for further
coordination on the propesed project.

. mitigation, which should include significant creation and/or restoration components to

The Depantment is currently working with the project proponent on the conceptual

1. The plan shows the restoration of the temporary impacted areas with the appropriate
vegetation types. The river in this ares is mostly a dry and dynamic system and does
not support extangive vegetation growth, therefore planting extsnsive vegetation beyond
the temporary impact areas is not recommended as it will experience stress from high
flows and by looking at reference reaches up and downstream of the project site, the
dry, sand substrate, and minimal vegetation growth is considered natural habitat for the
river in this area.

2. The project will permanently impact over 17 acres of Department jurisdictional
stream areas. Impacts such as these would typically have about 50 acres compensatory

off-set the permanent loss of streambed habitat. The plan should address these types of
mitigation,

3. The plan proposes to off-set permanent impacts by removal of small amounts of
existing non-native vegetation within the main channet and removal of a wire revetment
fence. These activities are considered enhancement activities and will serve as a2 partial
mitigation requirement from the permanent impacts of the project.

4, The Department recommends that off-site mitigation become a component of the
plan and that preservation, restoration, or both ocour at an off-site location to off-set the
permanent impacts to Department jurisdictional areas. The Department will not accept
the proposed plan's proposal of mitigation activities as addressed in Table 2 of the plan,
which addresses enhancement and restoration activities only. This table also details
that 58.1 acres of habitat within the main and active channel of the river will be
"anhancead” in order to off-set permanent impacts. As mentioned, enhancement and
restoration opportunities for jurisdictional impacts are limited within the current property
boundaries for reasons mentioned above are not suitable mitigation proposals for
permanent impact areas.
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Sincerely,
\.gﬁzb Edmund J. Pert
: Ragicnal Manager

South Coast Region
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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
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Resources; wildfire hazards were analyzed in Section 4.13, Fire Services; and, recreational pressures were
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
300-400 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
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Report also recommended that Oak Park include appropriate habitat types, defined in that report to
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),
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mechanical (e.g., weeding, trapping), and biological controls (e.g., natural predators or
competitors of pest species, insect growth regulators, natural pheromones, or
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 SixtyFhirty days prior to grading activities, a qualified biologist shall contact CDEG 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
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EIR, Section 4.8, Water Service, requires that all landscape concept plans include a palette rich in drought-
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) CDEFG 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 -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 CDEG 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 5-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
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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 -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, “[iJmpacts 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 CDEFG 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 wvelocity 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.

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;
(b) Create or restore riparian and riverine vegetation communities suitable for nesting,
foraging, and breeding by native animal species;
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(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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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Letter No. A6

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 West 4" Street, Suite 500

Los Angeles, CA 90013

(213) 576-7077

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-53 Vista Canyon Final EIR
February 2011

0112.024

RECEIVEDR
PLANNING DIVISION

DEC 0 § 2010

December 1, 2010

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
Jeff Hogan, AICP

Planning Department

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Re: SCH# 2007071039; Vista Canyon and Ancillary Annexation Area Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Hogan:
Th'e-,'C'alifonlia PublicUtilities - Commiission- (Cdlmnission) has - juriédiction- over. the safety of
highway-rail crossings -(crossings) in: California. The California Public - Utilities Code requires

Commission approval-for the construction or alteration of crossings and grants the Commission
exclusive power on the design, alteration, and closure of crossings.

The Commission’s Rail Crossings Engineering Section (RCES) is in receipt of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from the State Clearinghouse for the Vista Canyon and
Ancillary Annexation Area (Fair Oaks Ranch, Sand Canyon, and Jakes Way). Review of your
DEIR indicates plans to construct a City/Metrolink Transit Center at the southern boundary of the
proposed development area.

RCES recommends that any development adjacent to or near railroad right-of-way is planned with
the safety of the rail corridor in mind. -New rdevelopments may increase traffic volumes not only on
streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering
pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-way.

Traffic studies should address traffic increase impacts over affected.crossings and associated
proposed mitigation measures. Specifically, the City should work with the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority and RCES Staff when designing the proposed Metrolink Commuter Train .
Station. Any new proposed crossings will require Commission approval.

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor




Jeff Hogan, AICP

Vista Canyon and Ancillary Annexation Area Draft EIR
December-1, 2010

Page 2

Mitigation measures to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations
for major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase
in traffic volumes and continuous vandal resistant fencing or other appropriate barriers to limit the
access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-way.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 213-576-7083 or at jfp@cpuc.ca.gov.

filities Engineer
Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection & Safety Division
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. Aé. LETTER FROM CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION,
DATED 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
-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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STATE OF CALIFORNI'A

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Amold Schwarzenegger
Governor

December 3, 2010

DEC 14
Jeff Hogan I ng
City of Santa Clarita -
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

SCH#: 2007071039

Dear JeffHogan:
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

specific documentation.”

commentmg agency. directly.

process.

Smcerely, ;

ScottMorgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

TEL (918) 445-0618 . FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca. .gov

3.0-58
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|Letter No. A7

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on December 2, 2010, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (arc) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future

Please note that Section 21]04(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 1
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final envrronmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommcnd that you contact the )

ThlS letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clcaringhouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any quesnons regardmg the + envuonmental review

OF PLA,
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Cathleen Cox
Acting Director

”ﬂuvas!‘\“@

. GOVERNG,, ‘9

PLANNING D,&;g B

‘ o
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300, TY OF sany, CLARITA

Subject: Vista Canyon and Anmllary Annexatron Areas (Fair Oaks Ranch, Sand Canyon and Jakes Way)

1400 TENTE STREET P.0. BOX 3044 - SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
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‘Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007071039
Project Title  Vista Canyon and Ancxllary Annexation Areas (Fair Oaks Ranch Sand Canyon and Jakes Way)
Lead Agency Santa Clarita, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR )

Description  The project site is mostly undeveloped and located in an unincorporated portion of the County of Los
Angeles. A single family residence and outside storage yard presently is located on a portion of the
project site. The applicant is requesting approval to amend the City of Santa Clarita Plan, and to
pre-zone the project site Specific Plan (SP) and annex approximately 185 acres of land into the City of
Santa Clarita (Clty) The applicant also is requesting approval of a Tentative Tract Map, Conditional
Use Permit (CUP), 'and Oak Tree Permit to allow for the construction of a mixed-use/transit-oriented
development consisting of 1,117 residential dwelling units and up to 950,000 square feet of
commercial, retail, theater, and hotel uses within four Planning Areas on site. A residential overlay
over the coporate office lots would permit the conversion of 250,000 square feet of office floor area to
233 multi-family residential units, resulting in a project mix of 1,350 residential units and 700,000
square feet of commercial floor area. :

Lead Agency Contact
Name Jeff Hogan ;
Agency City of Santa Clarita
Phone (661)255-4330 Fax
emall o
Address 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 -
City Santa Clarita State CA  Zip 91355
Project Location t
County Los Angeles
City Santa Clarita .
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  Southwest of Sand Canyon Road and State Route 14
Parcel No. 2840-005-057, 058; 2840-006-007, 270 2840-002-270, 271 thru 274, 901; 2840-004-017, 021, 036
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways SR-14

“ Airports

Railways Metrolink

Waterways Santa Clara River
Schools  Sulphur Springs ESD, Fair Oaks Ranch ES, Pine Crest

Land Use Vista Canyon: Undeveloped/ Agricultural and Manufacturing (A1/M1)/ Business Park (BP)
Fair Oaks Ranch: Mostly developed/Residential Estate (RE), Residential Moderate (RM), Business
Park (BP), Community Commercial Office (CO) '
Jakes Way: Mostly developed/Residential Moderate (RM) and Business park (BP)
San Canyon: Mostly developed/Residential Estate (RE) and Business Park (BP)
AesthéticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption;

Project Issues

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.024

Economics/Jobs; Fiscal Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologiq/Se}smic:
Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities;
Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosxon/Compactlon/Gradmg Toxic/Hazardous; Solid Waste; Traffic/Circulation;
\iegetalion; Water Quality; Water Supply. Wetiand/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse;

Cumulative Effects; Other Issues

Noté: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead égency.

3.0-59
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. Document Details Report .
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5;

Agencles Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency
Management Agency, California; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Housing
and Community Development; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of Toxic
Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; cA
Department of Public Health

Date Réceived 10/19/2010 Start of Review 10/19/2010 End of Review 12/02/2010

v

Note: Blanks in data fieids resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. A7. LETTER FROM CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'’S OFFICE OF
PLANNING AND RESEARCH, DATED 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-61 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



Letter No. B1

WATEA
RECLAMATION

e COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS

OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
Telephone: (562) 699-7411, FAX: (562) 699-5422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org

December 2, 2010

File No: SCV-00.04-00

REGCEIVELR
;. PLANNING DIVISION

DEC 0 6 2010
Mr. Jeff Hogan, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Santa Clarita
Community Development Department
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302.
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 =

GITY OF SANTA CLARITA

Dear Mr. Hogan:

The Vista Canyon Project

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft
Envirorimental Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject project on October 20, 2010. We offer the.

following comments and revisions on the DEIR: 1

1. Prev1ous comments submltted by the Dlstncts 1n correspondence dated October 12 2010 (copy
enclosed) strll apply to the. subJ ect pro_;ect with the follow1ng updated 1nformat10n '

2. "‘  The Vrsta Canyon Prolect Area and pornons of the’ Anc111ary Armexatlon Area are outside the

' . Junsd1ct10nal boundaries.of the Dlstncts and w1ll require anneéxatiorn 1nto the Santa Clar1ta Valley 2
Sanitation Drstrrct before sewerage service can be provided to the proposed development Please
refer to item no. 1of the enclosure for more mformatlon regardmg the annéxation process.

30 The expected ave*age wastewater ﬂow from the prolect site is 395, 411 gallons per dav , 3

4. The Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (Dlstrlct) has pursued a program of wastewater
reclamation and reuse in the Santa Clarita Valley since the first wastewater treatmerit facility
‘began operation in 1962.. The District's two water reclamation plants (WRPs), the Saugus WRP
and the Valencia WRP, provide tertiary treatment that produces recycled water sultable for-a- wide

range of reuse apphcatlons including those mentioned in the DEIR. “The local water purveyor, 4
Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), is responsible for providing recycled water to end users via

a recycled water distribution system, ‘Recycled water from the: Valenma WREP or Saugus WRP
could be used to meet the project's non-potablé watér demands if the recycled water distribution
system were expanded into the vicinity of the Vista Canyon Ranch project.

Doc #: 1752065.1

(4]
Recycled Paper LT3 :
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Mr. Jeff Hogan = - : 2- - - December 2, 2010

If ydu have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 908-4288, extension 2717. 5

Véry truly yours,
Stephen R. Maguin

.

Adriana Raza .
Customer Service Specialist -
Facilities Planning Department

AR:ar
Enclosure

c: D Zondervan

Doc #: 1752065.1
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g WATER
N RECLAMATION

‘\ SOLID WASTE HANAGEM

GCJLJNTY SANITATIDN DISTHIC}TS"
 OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

“ . 1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400 o : L
Mailing Address: PO. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 . - S o STEPHEN R. MA_GUN
" Telophone: (562) 6997411,-FAX: (562) 699-5422 R ‘ -, ChlefEngineer and General Munager

WWW, chsd org .

' 'Oc'toter' 12, 2010

f‘% E G E
: FﬂeNo SCV-OO 00-00 PLANNING DIViSION
y S . , @CTMZU!&
- ‘Mr JeffHogan AICP, Senior Planner . o _
_ Department of Community Development - o . G!TY UF SANTA CLAWTTA

.. City of Santa Clarita
© 23920-Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 -
Santa: Clarlta. CA 91355 : :

_. ereaer Hogan

Vlsta Canyon and Anc111ary Annexatmn Areas . s
air Oaks Ranch, Sand Can on. and Jakes Wa Master Case No. 07~127

) Th1s is in reply to your notlce, which was, received by the County Samtahon D1s1ncts of .
Los Angeles County (Districts) oh September 16, 2010. The proposed development is located within the
jurisdictional boundariés of the Santa Clarlta Valley Samtatlon Dlstnct We ‘offer “the followmg

comments regardmg sewerage semce

- 1. ) .The Vlsta Canyon PrOJect Area and portions of the Anclllary Annexauon Area are out51de the

jurisdictional boundaries of the Districts and will require annexation into the Santa Clarita Valley
Sanitation District before. sewerage service can be provided to the proposed developrient, For a
“ copy of the Districts’ Anhexdtion Information and Processing Fees sheets, go to www.lacsd.org,’
Information Center; Will Serve Program,. Obtain’ Will Scrve Letter, and click on the appropriate .~
“link on page 2. For more specific information- regardmg the annexatlon procedure and fees,
'please contact Ms. Donna Klt't at extension 2708. '

. 20 The wastewater ﬂow ongmatmg from the proposed p1o_]ect wﬂl drscharge to a local sewer lmc

" ~which is not. maintaihed by the Districts, for conveyance to. “either or both the Districts' Scleded < '
Canyon Trunk Sewer, Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4, located i in a right-of-way north of the Santa Clara -
River and approximately 500 feet east of the terminus Hldaway Avenue; or the Soledad Canyon -
o Trunk Sewer, Section 5, located in Soledad Canyon Road.at Lost Canyon Road. The 15-inch fo

. 18-inch diameter Scledad Canyon Trunk Sewer, Sections 1, 2, 3,.and 4 Trunk Sewer has a “design
capacity of 3.3 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 3 mgd when last’

- measured in 2008, The 18-inch diameter Soledad Canyon Trunk Sewer, Section 5, has a design .

- capacity of 5.7 mgd dnd conveyed a peak flow 0f2.9 mgd when last measured in 2008, .

3. The District operates two water reclamation plants (WRPs), the Saugus WRP and the Valencia~ -+
WRP, which provide wastewater treatment in the Santa Clarita Valley. These facilities are -
‘-iﬁterco'nnected to- foim a-Tegional freatment system known as the Santa Clarita Valley Joint.
Sewerage System (SCVISS). - The SCVISS has a de31gn capacrty of 28.1 mgd -and currently -
o 'L p1ocesses an average flow of 20.3 mgd.- k :

Doc#: 1711316.1

".:’ Reoyaled Paper .
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M. Jeff Hogan < '_ R R '-Qctober12,20:10"

4. - In order to estimate thé voluthe of wastewater the project will generate a copy of the sttncts o
-average wastewater generation factors is available on line. - Go to www.lacsd. org, Information <" .
Center Wlll Serve Program Obtam Wﬂl Serve Letter, and click o on the appropnate hnk on page 2 TR

.5 = The Dlstrlcts are authorlzed by the Cahforma Health and Safety Code to charge a: fee for the X
= -privilege of connectirig (directly or mdrrectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or mcreasmg the' -
" strength or -quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel- or operation already -
“connected. This connection fee is a capital facilities.fée that is imposed in an amount sufficient to
B construct an incremental expension of the Sewerage System to: -accommodate the proposed~ )
‘project. Payment of a-connectioit fee will be required before a perrmt to connect to the seweris .
- issued. For a copy of the Connection Fée Information Sheet, go to www.lacsd.org, Information-
.. Center; Will Serve Program, Obtain Will ‘Setve Lettér, and click on the appropriate link on -
" page 2. . For more spec1ﬁc information regarding the connection fee apphcatwn procedure and
fees please contact the Connection Fee Counter at extensmn 2727 Lo .

6. .- In order for the D1stncts fo conform to the requlrements of the Federal Clean Adr Act (CAA) the T
"~ design capacities of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth -
_ forecast adopted by-the Southem California Association -of Goverriments (SCAG). Specific -
‘policies included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are mcorporated nto.
_clean air plans, -which are prepared by, the - South- Coast and Antelope Valley Air Quality - . )
.Management Districts in order to improve air quality in the South Coast and Mojave Desert Air =~ - 2
- Basins as mandated by the CAA, All expansions of Districts' facilities must be sized and service - R
_ phased in a manner that will be consistent with the SCAG: regional growth forecast for the = .- .
" “counties- of Los Angeles, Orange, San’ Bemardmo Riverside, Ventura, and Irnpenal .The - :
" available capacity of the Districts' freatment facilifies wrll therefore, be limited to levels:‘.-. S
o assocrated with the approved growth identified by SCAG. As such; this letter-does not constitute B
.a guarantee of wastewater service, but is to advise you thdt the: Drstncts ‘intend to provide this <.
gervice up to thie levels- that are Iegally pérmitted and to’inform you-of the currently ex_lstmg
- capacrty and any proposed expansmn of the D1stncts fac111t1es .

I you have any questlons please contact the undermgned at (5 62) 908-4288 extensron 2717
T . Very truly yours . .

Stephen R. Magum ._ . T

Adriana Reza . :
-Customer Service Specialist - *.
- Facilities Planning Departmerit

o DK

Doc# 17113161
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. B1. LETTER FROM COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, DATED 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 -2, -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 -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

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

(323) 890-4330 n E c E l\l E D
P. MICHAEL FREEMAN m
FIRE CHIEF 8
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN NOV 2 Z 20
DEVELOPMENT
CO&(‘% LS“QTST A CLARITA

November 10, 2010

Jeff Hogan, Senior Planner

City of Santa Clarita

Community Development Department
23920 Valencia Bivd. v
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Hogan:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CLEARINGHOUSE

NO. 2007071039, MASTER CASE #07-127, PRE-ZONE/ZONE CHANGE 07-001A, ANNEXATION

#07002A, SPECIFIC PLAN #07-001, TENTATIVE TRACT MAP 69164, CONDITION USE PERMIT,
- 07-009, OAK TREE PERMIT 07- 019 THE VISTA CANYON'PROJECT, SANTA CLARITA (FFER

#201000207)
The Notice of Availability/Draft Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed by the Planning
Division, Land Develcpment Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the
County of Los Angeles Flre Department. The fo[lowmg are their comments:
PLANNING DIVISION:
The Planning Division has the following corrections and updates for the Draft EIR:
4.13 Fire Services - Summary
1. Paragraph 1 should be corrected to state that there are “13 Fire Stations with 11 engine
companies” that serve the Santa Clarita Valley. (Note: The correction that “13 Fire Stations
and 11 engine companies serve the Santa Clarita Valley” should be corrected throughout the
Draft EIR).
Existing Conditions - Fire Protection Services
2. Paragraph 1 should be corrected to state that there are "64 Fire Fighters on duty every day”.
SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
AGOURA HlLLS. BRAbBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA ) . CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD . RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS . SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWQOD LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE
LA HABRA WHITTIER
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Page 2
Table 4.13-1 -
3. Table 4.13-1 has been corrected as follows: The map incorrectly depicts Fire Station 123 as
Fire Station 132. The map should be corrected to depict that Fire Station 132 is located at
29310 Sand Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA 91387 (TBG 4462 D-7).
Station Location
Fire Station 73* 24875 N. San Fernando Road
' Newhall, CA 91321
Fire Station 76** ' 27223 Henry Mayo Drive
Valencia, CA 91355
Fire Station 81 8710 W. Sierra Highway
Agua Dulce, CA 91350
Fire Station 104 (Temporary) 26201 Golden Valley Road
Santa Clarita, CA 91359
Fire Station 107* 18239 W. Soledad Canyon
’ Canyon Country, CA 91351
Fire Station 108 (New station opened 28799 N. Rock Canyon Drive
11/1/2008) Santa Clarita, CA 91390
Fire Station 111* 26829 Seco Canyon Road
Saugus, CA 91350
Fire Station 123 26321 N. Sand Canyon Road
Canyon Country, CA 91387
Fire Station 124* 25870 Hemingway Avenue
: Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381
Fire Station 126 - 26320 Citrus Street
' Santa Clarita, CA 91355
Fire Station 132 (Temporary) 20310 Sand Canyon Road
Santa Clarita, CA 91387
Fire Station 149* 31770 Ridge Route
\ Castaic, CA 91384
Fire Station 156 - (Temporary) : 24525 Copper Hill Drive
' Valencia, CA 91354
* = Paramedic Units
** = Hazardous Materials Task Force
4, Paragraph 8 is ambiguous and should be revised to state, “The Los Angeles County Fire
Department has a Developer Fee Program in effect in the project area. As part of the
program, the Fire Department annually prepares a Developer Fee Detailed Fire Station Plan
that is used for the planning of Fire Stations in the high-growth urban expansion areas of the
County. Developer fees from new developments are collected at the time building permits are
issued, and are used to fund land acquisition, new fire station facilities, and equipment as
detailed in the Fire Station plan. Increases in staffing would be funded by property tax
revenue that would be generated by the project. For the Santa Clarita Valley, the current
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developer fee amount is $0.9927. Application of the developer fees and property tax revenue
generated by new development help ensure adequate fire service levels for future
developments.”

Access Requirements:

1.

2.

10.

Due to the size of the proposed development; multiple means of access is required.
Access to be provided as noted on the tentative tract map.

Access shall comply with Section 503 of the Fire Code, which requires all weather access. All
weather access may require paving.

Fire Department Access shall be extended to within 150 feet distance of any exterior portion of
all structures. Onsite vehicular is required for any building exceeding 150 feet from the public
street.

Where driveways extend further than 150 feet and are of single access design, turnarounds
suitable for fire protection equipment use shall be provided and shown on the final map.
Turnarounds shall be designed, constructed and maintained to insure their integrity for Fire
Department use. Where topography dictates, turmarounds shall be provided for driveways that
extend over 150 feet in length.

Private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and Fire Lane” with
the widths clearly depicted and shall be maintained in accordance with the Fire Code. All
required fire hydrants shal be installed, tested and accepted prior to construction.

Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction to all
required fire hydrants.

For buildings that are less than three stories and/or less than 35 feet in height, provide a
minimum unobstructive driveway width of 26 feet, clear-to-sky, to be posted “No Parking — Fire
Lane”.

For buildings that are more than three stories and/or 35 feet or greater, provide a minimum
unobstructive driveway width of 28 feet, clear-to-sky, to be posted “No Parking — Fire Lane”.
The center line of the access roadway shall be located parallel to and within 30 feet of the
exterior wall on at least one side of each proposed building.

For each proposed building in Planning Area’s 1 & 2, access is required to within 150 feet of all
exterior portions of the building with a minimum unobstructive driveway width of 28 feet, clear-to
sky, to be posted “No Parking — Fire Lane”.
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1. The center-line of the access roadway shall be located parallel to and within 30 feet of the
exterior wall on at least one side of each proposed building.

12. For streets or driveways separated by an island, provide a minimum unobstructive driveway
width of 20 feet, clear-to-sky, to be posted “No Parking — Fire Lane”. This includes the eastern

connection to Lost Canyon Road.

13.- The Fire Department turnarounds shall be clearly identified, to be posted “No Parking — Fire
Lane”. .

14. Additional access issues will be addressed with the submittal of the revised plans and during
building plan check.

15.  Provide Fire Department or City approved street signs and building access numbers prior to
occupancy.

Water System Requirements

16. Provide water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as required by the County of Los Angeles
Fire Department, for all land shown on map, which shall be recorded.

17. The Fire Flow Requ'irement for Planning Area 1 is 3500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch for three hours. All proposed structures and buildings are required to be fully fire
sprinklered and have a minimum of Type V-1 hour construction or greater.

18. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 2 is 3500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch for three hours. All proposed structures and buildings are required to be fully fire
sprinklered and have a minimum of Type V-1 hour construction or greater.

19, The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 3A and 3B is 2500 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch for two hours. All proposed structures and buildings are required to

be fully fire sprinklered and have a minimum of Type V-1hour construction or greater. The
exact fire flow, with a possible flow reduction, will be determined during the building plan.

20. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 3C and 3D is 1500 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch for two hours.

21. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 4 is 2500 galions per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch for two hours. All proposed structures and buildings are required to be fully fire
sprinklered and have a minimum of Type V-1 hour construction or greater.. The exact fire flow,
with a possible flow reduction, will be determined.

22, The required fire flow for private on-site hydrants is 2500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch. Each private on-site hydrant must be capable of flowing 1250 gallons per minute
at 20 pounds per square inch with two hydrants flowing simultaneously, one of which must be
the furthest from the public water source.
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23. Install 59 public fire hydrants. The location for the onsite fire hydrants will be determined
during building plan check.

24 All hydrants shall measure 6”x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to-current AWWA
standard C503 or approved equal. All on-site hydrants shall be installed a minimum of 25 feet
from a structure or protected by a two (2) hour rated firewall.

25. All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted or bonded for priof to Final
Map approval.

§

Additional Information

26. This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan” shall be submitted
and approved prior to final map clearance. Please contact the Fuel Modification Unit, Fire
Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-2904, phone (626) 969-5205, for
details.

Submittal Requirements

27. Submit a minimum of four (4) copies of the water plans indicating the public fire hydrants to be
installed to the Fire Department's Land Development Unit for review.

28. Any changes to the tentative tract map shall be submitted to the Fire Department's Land
Development Unit for review.

29. The building construction plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department’s Engineering Unit —
Santa Clarita, (661) 286-8821.

30. The contact person for the Los Angeles County Fire Department, .and Development Unit, Fire
Prevention Engineering Assistant is Wally Collins. Assistant Collins may be contacted at
(323) 890-4243 or (661) 949-6319.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

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

2. Please comply with Fuel Modification requirements indicated in the Land Development Unit's
response, item #286.
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HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1. The proposed project has areas of environmental concerns due to past site activities, As
proposed in the Phase | Study, certain areas of the site require soil samplings and analysis.
also requested that a soil gas study be conducted at these potentially contaminated areas,

.including the former underground and aboveground storage tank areas. The laboratory volatile
organic compounds detection limits should be less than the associated California Human Heaith

Screening Levels (CHHSL's). If the preliminary soil gas or soil sampling identifies any

contaminant above the background concentration, the responsible party is requested to mitigate

the contamination under oversight of a local or State agency prior to grading or construction
activities.

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

Very truly yours,

4" \i\w}\L M-A}‘C&n%—-

‘ﬁ(g\JOHN R. TODD, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. B2. LETTER FROM 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 -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.
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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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‘COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

RECEIVEp
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
“To Eniich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service” NU v 2 2 Zum
900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE COMMUNTY DEVE
— ALBALBIA CALTCRITA ot CITY OF SANTA Gl Ay
http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0.BOX 1460

. As requested, we reviewed the DEIR for-the Vista Canyon Specific Plan area. The

. dwelling units and up to 950,000 square feet of commercial, retail, thea’cer and hotel

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE: LD 1

November 17, 2010

Mr. Jason Tajima

County of Los Angeles

Chief Executive Office

Office of Unincorporated Area Services
500 West Temple Street, Room 723
Los Angeles, CA 80012

Dear Mr. Tajima:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)
VISTA CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

project will annex 185 acres of land into the City of Santa Clarita and proposes the
construction of mixed-use/transit-orientated development consisting of 1,117 residential 1

uses within four planning areas.

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the envrronmental
document only:

Services-Sewer

1. The Environmental Impact Report should discuss the collection and disposal of
the additional wastewater that would be generated by the proposed project,
especially its potential impact on the available capacity in the existing local sewer
lines for both peak-dry and wet-weather flows pursuant-with the Statewids
General Waste Discharge Requirements (Order No. 2006- -0003)..

2. The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works' Consolidated Sewer
Maintenance District maintains the local sewers within the project area. 3
Therefore, any new sewer construction projects within the project area are

_ required to comply with the Public Works' sewer design standards.
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If you have any questions regarding the services-sewer comments, please contact
Ms. May Hong at (626) 458-3388 or by e-mail at mahong@dpw.lacounty.gov. 4

Other—Environméntal Safety

 We recommend updating Section 4.9, Solid Waste Disposal, with 2008 disposal data

from our latest Annual Report for the Los Angeles County Countywide 5
Siting Element rather than presenting 2006 disposal data. The 2008 Annual
Report is available on line at;

hitp://dpw.lacounty.gov/swims/Upload/2008%20AR%20FINAL . pdf.

If you have any questions regarding the environmental safety comment, please 6
contact Mr. Corey Mayne at (626) 458-3524 or by e-mall at
cmayne@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Traffic/Access Section

The Traffic and Access Section of the DEIR is incomplete and must be .revised to
address the comments below. Based on these revisions, additional comments may be
forthcoming after subsequent review.

Canyon Park Boulevard at Jakes Way 7

The Final Transportation Impact Study indicates the intersection is expected to
operate at Level of Service D for the Interim Plus Project Conditions during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours. However, this intersection is not identified as an
impacted intersection in Table 17. The DEIR shall recommend mitigation
measures to reduce the project’'s impact to a less than significant level.

Placerita Canyon Road at State Route-14 Northbound Ramps

The Final Transportation Impact Study indicates the project is expected to result 8

in a significant impact at the intersection. This unmitigated impact shall be
properly described in the project's revised Environmental Impact Report.

_If you have any questions regarding the traffic/access comments, please contact
Mr. Jacques M. Gilbert of Public Works' Traffic and Lighting Division, Traffic Studies 9
Section, at (626) 300-4794 or by e-mail at jailbert@dpw.lacounty.goy.
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If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact

Mr. Toan Duong at (626) 458-4921 or by e-mail at tduong@dpw.lacounty.gov. 10
Very fruly yours, .
GAIL FARBER

Director of Public Works

L3
XANTHONY E. NYIVIH
Assistant Deputy Director
Land Development Division

JY:ca

P:\dpub\CEQAICDM CITY OF SANTA CLARITA- VISTA CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN_DEIR.doc

cc: Department of Regibnal Planning (Hsiao-Ching Chen)
City of Santa Clarita (Jeff Hogan)
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LETTER NO. B3. LETTER FROM 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.
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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
2009. Pages 4.9-15 and -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 21, 2011, for technical calculations.)
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Table
Interim Plus Project Traffic Operations at Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Intersection

Average Delay - Level of Service

Intersection during AM (PM) Peak Hour
Entire Peak Hour Busiest 15-Minutes of Peak Hour
Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way 22-C((25-0) 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
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).
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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
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

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182
(909) 396-2000 » www.aqmd.gov

E-MAILED: DECEMBER 3, 2010 December 3, 2010

Mr. Jeff Hogan, AICP, Senior Planner, fhogant@santa~clarita.com
Community Development Department

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

ntal Im

Draft Environme pact Report (Draft EIR) for the Proposed Vista Canyon

Project (SCH #2007071039)

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

In the project description, the lead agency includes proposed construction of a mixed-use
development consisting of 1,117 residential units, up to 950,000 square feet of
commercial, retail, theater, and hotel uses within four planning areas on a 185 acre site.
An additional residential overlay would permit conversion of 250,000 square feet of
office floor area to'233 multi-family residential units, resulting in a total mix of 1,350
residential units and 700,000 square feet of commercial floor area. The proposed project
would also include up to 1.7 million cubic yards of remedial grading; 590,000 cubic
vards or cut; 830,000 cubic yards of fill; and a total project soil import up to 500,000
cubic yards to accommodate development within the site.

AQMD staff is concerned that all feasible mitigation measures have not been considered to
reduce the significant emissions associated with the extensive grading activities for this
project. Additional mitigation measures that might reduce these emissions are described in
the detailed comments attached to this letter.
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Mr, Jeff Hogan, AICP, 2 December 3, 2010
Senior Planner

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead
Agency to address these issues and any other air quality questions that may arise. Please
contact Gordon Mize, Air Quality Specialist — CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you
have any questions regarding these comments,

Sincerely,

Tan MacMillan
Program Supervisor, Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

IM:GM

LAC101020-06
Conirol Number
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Construction Mitigation Measures

1. Because the lead agency has determined that construction phase emissions for oxides
of nitrogen (NOx), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5, fugitive dust), and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) exceed the established significance thresholds, the
SCAQMD recommends the following additions to the mitigation measures listed
starting on page 4.4-35 to further to reduce NOx, PM10, PM2.5, and VOC emissions,
if applicable and feasible. Additional construction mitigation measure suggestions
can also be found at

http:/fwrww.aqmd. gov/cega/handbook/mitigation/MM _intro vtml:

Recommended additions:
NOx

e Prohibit vehicle and engine idling in excess of five 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;

o Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline
power generators;

e Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference;

o Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases
of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow;

o Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of construction trucks and
equipment on- and off-site;

» Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial
system to off-peak hour to the extent practicable;

e Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive
receptor areas;

o All vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained
according to manufacturers’ specifications.; and

o 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 EPA Tier 2 or higher emissions standards
according to the following:

o 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 repgulations.
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e 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 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.

o Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction
equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards,
where available. In addition, all construction equipment shall be
outfitted with 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.

A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation,
and CARB or AQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to
the mitigation measure tables located at the following website:
www.agmd.gov/ceqgashandbook/mitigation/MM intro.himl.

PMI10/PM2.5

o 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
irip;

¢ Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph;

e Al trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be
covered;

e Pave road and road shoulders;

e Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

e Sweep sireets at the end of the day if visible soil is carried onto adjacent
public paved roads (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water);
and

e Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues
related to PM10 generation.

vOC
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» Use coatings and solvents with a2 VOC content lower than required under
Rule 1113;
Construct/build with materials that do not require painting;

e Require the use of pre-painted construction materials. and

e Contractors shall use varying-pressure-low-volume (HPLV) paint
applicators or other application techniques with equivalent or higher
transfer efficiency.
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LETTER NO. B4. LETTER FROM 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 (PM1o and PM:s, 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

e  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, aned
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
e 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.

Recommended Measure
e 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:
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4.4-6 The project contractor shall configure construction parking to minimize traffic
interference.

Recommended Measure

e 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

e 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.

Recommended Measure

e 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.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-91 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

Recommended Measure

e 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

e 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.

Recommended Measure

e 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.
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— 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.

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:

e 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.
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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.

Comment 6

The comment recommends that additional mitigation measures be included to further reduce PM1 and

PM25 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

e 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;

e Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25

mph;

e  All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered;

e Pave road and road shoulders;

e Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

e Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil is carried onto adjacent public paved roads
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water);
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e Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site construction
activity including resolution of issues related to PMio 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:
e 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;

e Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous
gusts) exceed 25 mph;

e Require all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials to be covered;
e Pave road and road shoulders when feasible;
e Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

e 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

e Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning

on-site construction activity, including resolution of issues related to PMuo
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
e Use coatings and solvents with a VOC content lower than required under Rule 1113;
e Construction/build with materials that do not require painting;

e Require the use of pre-painted construction materials; and
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o 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:

e 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.agmd.gov/prdas/brochures/paintguide.html);

e Construct/build with materials that do not require painting to the extent feasible;
e Require the use of pre-painted construction materials to the extent feasible; and

e 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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County of Los Angeles
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

Kennath Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street, Room 713, Los Angales, Galifornia 80012
(213) 974-1101
hitp://ceo.lacounty.gov

. - Board of Supervisors
Chlef Executive Offiter GLORIA MOLINA

First District
hSMRKdRIIDQIiEUYI—THOMAS
" December 3, 2010 peonc i
ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
Third Disirict
DON KNABE
Fourih District
Jeff MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH

Mr. ‘,Jeﬁ Hogan, AICP . Fifth District

Senior Planner

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Dear Mr. Hogan:
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR VISTA CANYON SPECIFIC PLAN AND ANCILLARY ANNEXATION AREAS

"~ The County of Los Angeles has prepared comments on the City of Santa Clarita's
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Vista Canyon and Ancillary Annexation
Areas. The DEIR evaluates the impacts of a proposed project consisting of the
annexation of 185 acres of land into the City of Santa Clarita and the construction of 1
mixed-use/transit-oriented development consisting of 1,117 residential dwelling units
and up to 950,000 square fest of commercial, retail, theater, and hotel uses within four
planning areas, The DEIR also evaluates an annexation, General Plan amendment, .
and ‘prezone of the additional areas of Fair Oaks Ranch, Sand Canyon, and Jakes Way -
‘between Sand Canyon and Golden Valley Ranch, _

Included in this letter are comments on- the DEIR on behalf of the County
Chief Executive Office and Departments of Regional Planning (DRP), Public Works 2
(DPW), Sheriff, Parks and Recraation (DPR), Public Library, Public Health. (DPH), and
the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (CFPD).

Chief Executive Office

Annexation Boundaries

A small piece of land appears to be missing from the proposed annexation areas 3
depicted on the DEIR's Vista Canyon project map (Figure 1.0-4), and Ancillary
Annexation Areas map (Figure 4.24-1), The missing piece of land runs along the
Santa Clara River trail adjacent to the northern boundary of the Vista Canyon Ranch

project.
“To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Ssrvice”
Please Coniserve Paper~ This Document and Copies are Two:Sided
intra-County Correspondence Sent Electronically Only
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Los Angeles County Board of Supsrvisors Policy

The County is obligated fo review each annexation proposal in accordance with the
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors Policy 3.095 — “City Annexations and
Spheres of Influence” (Attachment 1). The Policy includes conditions and guidance for
determining the fiscal, geographic, environmental, social, and operational impacts on
affected unincorporated communities and the County of Los Angeles, as well as
determining any recommended mitigations.

Department of Regional Planning (DRP)

Santa Clara River Significant Ecological Area (SEA)

The boundary for the Santa Clara River SEA depicted in Figure 4.20-2 of the DEIR is
inacourate and has been reduced in size. The Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) floodplain boundary has been used as the SEA boundary and labeled
"SEA/FEMA 100-year Boundary” in Figure 4.20-2 as well. The existing SEA boundary
found in the County's General Plan and the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan should be
used in the DEIR analysis (Attachment ).

The proposed SEA boundary in the Gounty and City’s One Valley One Vision (OVOV)
planning documents reduces the SEA overlay in the southwest comer of the site where
the vegetation is greatly disturbed, but expands the boundary to the north, south, and
east portions of the Vista Canyon site. In addition, a north-south movement linkage that

links the Santa Clara River with the Angeles National Forest is depicted as part of the

proposed SEA boundary. The Species Movement Repert 2009, referenced in the DEIR,
indentified bobcats, deer, coyotes, raccoons, skunks, and jackrabbits among the
animals known to use this north-south linkage. '

The Species Movement Report 2009 also peints out that regional wildlife corridors have
been identified several miles from the Vista Canyon site; however, this north-south
linkage serves local movement and is extremely important to maintain for those species
that are unable o traverse such long distances or steep terrain. The DEIR concludes
that the loss of this north-south movement linkage is less than significant because the
regional linkages would be more appropriate far regional north-south animal movement
and that encauraging animal movement through the project site in a north-south corridor
would increase opportunities for detrimental interactions with people and pets. The
DEIR also states that potential future development south of the project site could also
impair or eliminate the viability of this movement corridor.
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Wildlife movement between the Santa Clara River and the Angeles National Forest in
this area should not be eliminated due to the potential of future development, nor should 8
the only wildlife movement linkages be regional. The project should retain the
north-south linkage.

In addition, elimination of this north-south linkage would conflict with the Burden of Proof
listad below for a SEA Conditional Use Permit (CUP) in the County permitting process.
It is unlikely that Condition No. 3 of the CUP Burden of Proof would be met without
mitigation or modification to the Vista Canyon project design.

SEA-CUP Burden of Proof;
1. The reguested development is designed to be highly compatible with the biotic

resources present, including the sefting aside of appropriate and sufficient
undisturbed areas;

2. The requested development is designed to maintain water bodies, 9
watercourses, and their fributaries in a natural state;

3. The requested development is designed so that wildlife movement corridors or
-migratory paths are left in an undisturbed and natural state;

4, The requested development retains sufficient natural vegetative cover and/or
open spaces to buffer critical resource areas from said requested development;

5. Where necessary, fences or walls are provided to buffer important habitat areas
from development; and

8. Roads and utilities serving the proposed development are located and designed
sa as not to conflict with critical resources, habitat areas or migratory paths.

Land Use

Both the City and County encourage the use of the Specific Plan process to prepare
comprehensive master plans for developments, particularly in mixed-use developments 10
where pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods are desired. The decision on a Specific Plan
project is made based on its own merits, including conformance with applicable policies
of the City's General Plan or the County's Area Plan.
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Based on a review of the draft One Valley One Vision Plan {OVOV), the goals and
policies of the Vista Canyon Specific Plan are consistent with the goals and policies of
the OVQV Land Use Element (Attachmant lll). While the Vista Canyon Specific Plan is
not consistent with the draft OVOV land use designations of Residential 5 (H5) and
Open Space — Water (0S-W), consistency can be achieved by including a plan
amendment to the Land Use Policy Map in the Specific Plan process. Thus, the County
concludes that the Vista Canyon Specific Pian is consistent with the goals and policies 11
of the OVOV Land Use Element and can be entirely consistent with OVOV with a plan
amendment.

The City and County have agreed that this project would not be shown on the Land Use
Policy Map or reflected in the City's General Plan or the County’s Area Plan until such
time the Vista Canyon Specific Plan and any accompanying plan amendment reviews
are completed.

Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)

The DEIR does not discuss the transfer of RHNA units from the County to the City. The
total RHNA number allocated to the proposed Vista Canyon and ancillary annexation 12
areas is estimated to be 1,275 (Attachment 1V). Pursuant to the Los Angeles County
Board of Supervisors Policy 3.095 “City Annexations and Spheres of Influsnce”, the
County will oppose annexations that do not accept the transfer of RHNA units from the
County to the City associated with the annexation.

Department of Public Works (DPW)

Services — Sewer

The DEIR should discuss the collection and disposal of the additional wastewater that 13
would be generated by the proposed project, especially the potential impact
on the available capacity in the existing local sewer lines for both peak-dry and
wet-weather flows, pursuant to the Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements
(Order No. 2008-0003). :

In addition, DPW, Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District maintains the local sewers
within the project area. Therefore, any new sewer construction projects within the
project area are required to comply with the DPW sewer design standards. 14
Inquiries about sewer design standards can be made by calling the DPW, Consolidated
Sewer Maintenance Division at (626) 300-3399.
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Other-Environmental Safety

Section 4.9 “Solid Waste Disposal" of the DEIR should be updated with
the 2008 disposal data from DPW's latest Summary Plan and Siting Element
of the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Annual Report rather
than the 2006 disposal data currently listed. The 2008 Annual Report is available at:

httpi//dpw.lacounty.gov/swims/Upload/2008%20AR%20FINAL .pdf

Traffic/Access Section

Section 4.3 "Traffic and Access” of the DEIR is incomplete and needs to he revised to
address the comments helow. Based on these revisions, additional comments may be
forthcoming after subsequent review, :

1. Canyon Park Beulevard at Jakes Way ~ The Final Transportation Impact Study
indicates the intersection is expected to operate at Level of Service D for the
- Interim Plus Project Conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. However,
this intersection is not identified as an impacted intersection in Table 17.
The DEIR shouid include mitigation measures to reduce the project's impact to a

less than significant level.

2. Placerita Canyon Road at State Route-14 Northbound Ramps — The Final
Transportation Impact Study indicates the project is expected to result in a
significant impact at the intersection. This unmitigated impact should be
properly described In the DEIR, .

Sheriff

The DEIR should state that if annexed, the Vista Canyon and ancillary annexation areas
would no longer receive traffic enforcement services from the California Highway Patrol
and that these responsibilities would shift to the Sheriff's Depariment. If annexed, the
City's contract with the Sheriff would need to account for traffic enforcement and
accident investigation, as well as, any law enforcement services at Fair Oaks Park,
which wlll be transferred to the City.

The last sentence of the first paragraph of Section 4.14-1 "Summary” that states that _

“CHP protection service in the City of Santa Clarita is considered adequate” should be
removed because the CHP does not provide service to the City of Santa Clarita.
In addition, the third paragraph of Section 4.14-1 which begins “The proposed project
also would increase demands for CHP services in the project area...” should also he
removed from the DEIR because the CHP would not be providing services within the
project area.

15

16

17

18

19
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Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)
The Project Description/Ancillary Annexation Area in Section 4.24 of the DEIR should
also be included as a part of the Project Description in Section 1.0, The proposed
project has two parts; 1) development and annexation of Vista Canyon, and 20
2) annexation of the surrounding areas (Fair Qaks Ranch, Jake’s Way, and the
Sand Canyon area). Therefore, the Project Descripfion in Section 1.0 should provide
accurate information of the project detalls.

The 185-acre Vista Canyon project site does not contain any County parks. However,
Fair Oaks Ranch in the proposed annexation areas surrounding the project site contains
Fair Oaks Park, a County park. DPR does not support any annexation unless the City 21
agrees to assume ownership and responsibility for any County community parks
concurrently with the annexation.

Prior to processing this proposed annexation, the City must also assume ownership
and responsibility of three County parks located in previously annexed areas:
1) Chesebrough, 2) Northbridge, and 3) Summerhill, The City annexed the territories 22
but did not accept the three County parks located within these areas which are currently
operated and maintained by DPR without the benefit of tax revenue from the annexed
areas 1o provide park programs and maintsnance services.

Also, a non-negotiable condition of the transfer of County parks to the City, to comply
with California State Government Code Section 25550.5, is that all residents of the 23
County shall have equal access regardiess of whether or not they reside in the City.

Public Library

As of July 1, 2011, the County’s information in Section 4.11 “Library Services” of the
DEIR will no longer apply. On August 24, 2010, the Santa Clarita City Council voted to
leave the County of Los Angeles Public Library system on July 1, 2011, and sign a
five-year agreement with a private, for-profit company to operate the three libraries 24
located within the City of Santa Clarita — Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library,
Newhall Library, and Valencia Library. If the proposed annexaticn is approved, the
Public Library will no longer be responsibie for providing library services to the Vista
Canyon residents. In addition, the Public Library will no longer receive its dedicated
shars of property tax revenues and voter-approved special tax revenues collected from
the properties in the subject area., ‘
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Department of Public Health (DPH)

The REIR should incorporate the following mitigation measure:

Prior to the issuance of any building permits and the use or installation of any recycled
water infrastructure, plans must be submitted to the State of California Department of

Public Heaith and to the County Department of Public Mealth-Environmental Health
Division for review and approval,

County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (CFPD)

Planning Divislon

The first paragraph of Section 4.13.1 “Fire Services — Summary” and elsewhere in the
DEIR should be corrected to state that there are "13 Fire Stations with 11 engine
companies” that serve the Santa Clarita Valley.

The first paragraph of Section 4.13.3a "Fire Services — Existing Conditions,
Fire Protection Services” should be corrected to state that there are 64 firefighters on
duty every day".

The map in Figure 4.13-1 incorrectly depicts Fire Station 123 as Fire Station 132
The map should be corrected to depict that Fire Station 132 is located at
29310 Sand Canyon-Road, Santa Clarita, CA 91387 (TBG 4462 D-7).

Table 4.13-1 should be corrected as follows:

STATION _ LOCATION

Fire Station 73* 24875 N. San Fernando Road
Newhall, CA 91321

Fire Station 76™* 27223 Henry Mayo Drive
Valencia, CA 91355

Fire Station 81 8710 W. Sierra Highway
Agua Dulce, CA 91350

Fire Station 104 (Temporary) 26201 Golden Valley Road
Santa Clarita, CA 91359

Fire Station 107* 18239 W. Soledad Canyon
Canyon Country, CA 91351

Fire Station 108 28799 N. Rock Canyon Drive

(New station opened 11/1/2008) Santa Clarita, CA 91390

Fire Station 111* 26829 Seco Canyon Road
Saugus, CA 91350
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Fire Station 123 26321 N. Sand Canyon Road
v ' Canyon Country, CA 91387
Fire Station 124* 25870 Hemingway Avenue
Stevenson Ranch, CA 91381
Fire Station 126 28320 Citrus Street
Santa Clarita, CA 91355
Fire Station 132 (Temporary) 29310 Sand Canyon Road
‘ Santa Clarita, CA 91387
Fire Station 149* 31770 Ridge Route
Castaic, CA 91384
Fire Station 156 (Temporary) 24525 Copper Hill Drive
Valencia, CA 91354

* = Paramedic Units
** = Hazardous Materials Task Force

The eighth paragraph of Section 4.13.3a is ambiguous and should be revised to state:
“The Los Angeles County Fire Department has a Developer Fee Program in effect in the
project area. As part of the program, the Fire Department annually prepares a
Developer Fee Detailed Fire Station Plan that is used for the planning of Fire Stations in
the high-growth urban expansion areas of the County. Developer fees from new
developmenis are collected at the time building permits are issued, and are used to
fund land acquisition, new fire station facilities, and equipment as detailed in the Fire
Station plan. Increases in staffing would be funded by praoperty tax revenue that would
be generated by the project. For the Santa Clarita Valley, the current dsveloper fee
amount is $0.9927 per square foot. Application of the developer fees and property tax
revenue generated by new development help to ensure adequate fire service levels for
future developments.”

Land Development Unit

The project must ensure that it meets the following Fire Department access
requirements:

1. Due to the size of the proposed development; multiple means of access are
required.

2, Access to be provided as noted on the tentative tract map.

3.  Access shall comply with Section 503 of the Fire Code, which requires all
weather access. All weather access may require paving,
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10.

1.

12,

13.
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Fire Department Access shall be extended to within 150 feet distance of any
exterior portion of all structures. Onsite vehicular access is required for any
building exceeding 150 feet from the public street.

Where driveways extend further than 150 fest and are of single access design,
turnarounds suitable for fire protection equipment use shall be provided and
shown on the final map. Turnarounds shall be designed, constructed and
maintained to insure their integrity for Fire Department use. Where topography
dictates, turnarounds shall be provided for driveways that extend over 150 feat
in length.

Private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and
Fire Lane" with the widths clearly depicted and shall be maintained in
accordance with the Fire Code. All required fire hydrants shall be instalied,
tested and accepted prier to construction.

.Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout

construction to all required fire hydrants.

For buiidings that are less than three stories and/or less than 35 feet in height,
provide a minimum unobsiructed driveway width of 26 feet, clearto-sky, to bs
posted “No Parking - Fire Lane".

For buildings that are more than three stories and/or 35 feet or greater, provide a
minimum unocbstructed driveway width of 28 feet, clear-to-sky, to be posted
“No Parking — Fire Lane”. The center line of the access roadway shall be located
parallel to and within 30 fest of the exterior wall on at least one side of each
propesed building.

For each proposed building in Planning Area’s 1 and 2, access is required to
within 150 feet of all exterior portions of the building with a minimum unobstructed
driveway width of 28 feet, clear-to sky, to be posted “No Parking — Fire Lane”.

The center-line of the access roadway shall be located parallel to and within
30 feet of the exterior wall on at least one side of each proposed building.

For strests or driveways separated by an island, provide a minimum unobstructed
driveway width of 20 feet, clear-to-sky, fo be posted “No Parking — Fire Lane”.
This includes the eastern connection to Lost Canyon Road.

The Fire Department turnarounds shall be clearly identified, to be posted
“No Parking — Fire Lane”.
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14, Additional access issues will be addressed with the submittal of the revised plans
and during building plan check.

31

15. Provide Fire Department or City approved street signs and building access

numbers prior fo cccupancy.
The project must also ensure that it meets the following Fire Department water system
requirements:

1. Provide water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as required by the
County of Los Angeles Fire Department, for all [and shown on map, which shall
be recorded.

2. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 1 is 3,500 gallons per minute at
20 pounds per square inch for three hours. All proposed structures and
buildings are required to be fully fire sprinklered and have a minimum of
Type V-1 hour construction or greater,

3. - The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 2 is 3500 gallons per minute at
20 pounds per square inch for three hours. All proposed structures and
buildings are required to be fully fire sprinklered and have a minimum of 32
Type V-1 hour construction or greater.

4. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 3A and 3B is 2,500 gallons per
minute at 20 pounds per square inch for two hours. All proposed structures and
buildings are required to be fully fire sprinklered and have a minimum of
Type V-Thour construction or greater, The exact fire flow, with a possible flow
reduction, will be determined during the building plan.

5. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 3C and 3D is 1,500 galions per
minute at 20 pounds per square inch for two hours.

8. The Fire Flow Requirement for Planning Area 4 is 2,500 gallons per minute at
20 pounds per square inch for two hours. All proposed structures and buildings
are required to be fully fire sprinkiered and have a minimum of Type V-1 hour
construction or greater. The exact fire flow; with a possible flow reduction, will
be determined.
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7. The required fire flow for private on-site hydrants is 2,500 gallons per minute at
20 pounds per square inch. Each private on-site hydrant must be capable of
flowing 1,250 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch with two hydrants
flowing simultaneously, one of which must be the furthest from the public water
source,

8. Install 58 public fire hydrants. The location for the onsite fire hydrants will be
determined during building plan check.

9. All hydrants shall measure 87x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current
American Water Works Association standard C503 or approved equal. All
on-site hydrants shall be Installed a minimum of 25 feet from a structure or
protected by a two (2) hour rated firewall.

10. Al required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted or bonded for
prior to Final Map approval.

This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan” must also
be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance.

Among the submittal requirements for plans include: a minimum of four copies of the

water plans indicating the public fire hydranis te be installed must be submitted to the
Fire Department's Land Development Unit for review; any changes to the tentative tract
map shall be submiited to the Fire Department's Land Development Unit for review; the
building construction plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department's Engineering
Unit — North Region Santa Clarita Office at 23757 Valencia Boulevard, Valencia, CA
91355 for review and approval,

Health Hazardous Materials Division

The proposed project has areas of environmental concerns due to past site activities. As

proposed in the Phase | Study, certain areas of the site require soil samplings and analysis.

A soil gas study should also be conducted at fhese potentially contaminated areas,
including the former underground and above-ground storage tank areas. The laboratory
volatile organic compounds detection limits should be less than the associated California
Human Health Screening Levels (CHHSLU's). If the preliminary soil gas or soil sampling
identifies any contaminant above the background concentration, the responsible party is
required to mitigate the contamination under oversight of a local or State agency prior to
grading or construction activities.
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If you have any questions, please contact Dorothea Park at (213) 974-4283 or via
e-mail at dpark@ceo.lacounty.gov. , 36

Sincerely,

WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Executive Officer

BRENCE CULP
Chief Deputy, Chief Executive Officer

WTF:BC:DSP
MJS:JT.acn

Attachments (4)

¢. Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich, Fifth Supervisorial District
Sheriff Leroy D, Baca '
P. Michael Freeman, Fire Chief
Margaret Donnellan Todd, County Librarian
Russ Guiney, Director of Parks and Recreation
Richard J. Bruckner, Directer of Planning
Dr. Jonathan E. Fielding, Director and Health Officer of Public Heaith
Gail Farber, Director of Public Works

HACMS\CHRONO 2010\0HRON 2010 (WORD)\6ants Ciarita Visla Canyon DEIR Commants_Jof Hopan.too
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County of Los Angeles
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

713 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION
: LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80012
(213) §74-1101
hitp://cao,lacounty.gov

WILLIAM T FUJIOKA Board of Supervisors

Chief Executive Officer GLORIA MOLINA

First District
YVONNE B, BURKE

Decemhb erd 2007 Second District

! ZEV YAROSLAVSKY

Trird District
DON KNABE
Fourlh Disfrict

The Honorable Board of Supervisors MICHAEL D, ANTONOVICH
Fifth District

County of Los Angeles

- 383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Supervisors:

" AMENDMENT TO THE CITY ANNEXATIONS AND
SPHERES OF INFLUENCE POLICY (POLICY NO. 3.095)
: (ALL SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICTS)
(3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:
1.  Approve the amendment to the City Annexations and Spheres of Influence
Peolicy that is intended to guide the County's review and response to annexation

and sphere of influence proposals pursued by cities,

2. . Instruct the Chief Executive Officer and other County departments, as
appropriate, to implement the amended Board Policy effective immediately.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

Your Board adopted the Policy on May 13, 2003 with a Sunset Review Date of
May 13, 2007. . During- the sunset review process, it was determined that amendments
were necessary to provide further guidance to the Chief Executive Office (CEO) and
County departments when negotiating proposed city annexation and sphere of influence
proposals.

Implementation of the amended Policy is contingent upon your Board's approval.

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service”
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The amendments provide additional guidelines related o the following Sections of the
Policy:

Section B. 3: Regional Housing Needs Assessments Allocations

This Policy amendment will allow the County to negotiate agreements with any city
proposing to annex unincorporated territory to transfer Regional Housing Needs
Assessments (RHNA) allocations from the County to the annexing city. Currently,
transfers of housing units to annexing clties are not part of the annexation process.
Therefore, annexations occur without the corresponding fransfer of the County's
share of housing units to the annexing city and the Gounty is still responsible for the
planning of such housing units. By formalizing- a process by which such transfers
are negotiated concurrently with city annexations, the County’s responsibility for its
fair share of housing units will be more accurately reflected, The amended Policy
will also allow the County to oppose an annexation if a city does not accept the
RHNA allocation of housing units associated with the land area to be annexed by the
city.

Section B. 5: Annexations that Conflict with the County’s Land Use Policy
This Policy amendment allows the County to oppose annexations that would result
in patterns of development that conflict with the County’s land use plans and policies
and/or would negatively impact adjacent unincorporated areas.

Section C. 2: Unincorporated Area Islands Annexations .

This Policy amendment will preclude a cily from annexing only part of an
unincorporated area island, if such an annexation would make it difficult for the
County to provide services to the remaining area. Further, partial annexation of an
“unincorporated island” may create illogical boundaries and may further fragment an
unincorporated community or area.

‘Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The Countywide Strategic Plan directs that we provide Organizational Effectiveness
(Goal 3) by appropriately evaluating city annexations. In addition, this action is
consistent with Fiscal Responsibility (Goal 4) by providing opportunities to maximize the
long-term fiscal benefits to the County.
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FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

Adoption of the amended Policy will not have a direct fiscal impact on current services;
however, implementation of the amended Policy will help ensure the County considers
opportunities to maximize the potential Jong-term benefits of annexation and minimize
the operational and fiscal impact inherent in certain annexation proposals. Since the

_amended Policy will also allow the County o transfer an appropriate share of the RHNA

allocations to an annexing city, the Department of Regional Planning would not have to
expend staffing resources to plan for the housing capacity that would be transferred to
an annexing city. :

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Your Board established the current Policy in May 2003 to provide: (1) a process for the
review and consideration of proposed annexation and sphere of influsnce proposals;
(2) guidance to County staff in the evaluation of these proposals; and (3) opportunities

" to negotiate with each city to determine the fiscal, social, geographic, envirenmental,

operational, and. land use impacts’ on affected unincorporated communities and the
County of Los Angeles.

Cities within the County were ‘given &n opportunity to provide input on the amended
Policy during the review process. The draft amended Policy was provided to the
Councils of Governments (COGs) representing various cities in the County and
individually to cities that are not represented by a COG. Only the San Gabriel Valley
COG and the City of Los Angeles provided input. Based upon the input from both the

-City of Los Angeles and the San Gabriel Valley COG, the proposed amendments were

further refined to address both agencies’ concerns with the praposed amendments,

As required by your Board, Counly policy revisions other than' an extension of the
Sunset Review Date must be presented to, and approved by the Audit Committee. The
CEO. presented the Policy amendments to the Audit Committee and received final
approval on September 20, 2007.

The amended Policy was reviewed by County Counsel.
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IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Approval of the amended Policy will not have a direct impact on current services.
However, implementation of the proposed amended Policy will help ensure that the
County: (1) appropriately evaluates city annexations to determine the fiscal, social,
geographic, environmental, and land use Impacts to affected unincorporated
communities and the County; and (2) consider opportunities to maximize the potential
long-term benefits of annexations and minimize negative impacts to the County and its
residents.

CONCLUSION

Adoption of the amended Policy by your Board will provide further guidance on city
annexation and sphere of influence proposals,

Upon adoption of the amended Policy, the CEO will provide a copy to each city in the
County.

Respectfully submitted,

WP~

WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Executive Officer

WTF:.LS:DSP
MJS:os

Attachment (1)
c: County Counsel

Auditor-Controller
Director of Regicnal Planning

120407 CEO_Amandmeant City Annezalions & Spheres of Influsnca.doc
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PURPOSE

Establish policies for the review and consideration of city annexation proposals and for
the establishment and updating of city spheres of influence by the Local Agency
Formation Commission, which determine where future annexations are likely to oceur.

The County of Los Angeles supports the concept that urbanizing areas should have the
option to aftain municipal status through annexation, if so desired by area residents and
not in conflict with County interests. Recognize that Los Angeles County is generally an
urban county with a diverse popufation and a variety of communities, lifestyles and
interests, and that unincorporated area residents may also chose to remain
unincorporated under County government and not become part of a city.

In recognition of the population diversity ‘and variation between unincorporated

communities, the County will review and evaluate each city arnexation proposal or
sphere of influence amendment on a case-by-case basis and negotiate with each city in
good faith as needed, under the guidance of this policy to dstermine its fiscal, social,
geographic, environmental and/or operational impacts on the affected unincorporated
community(s) and the County of Los Angeles. Furthermore, it is Couniy policy to
provide assistance to residents of unincorporated areas in determining their preferred
government structure alternatives.

Finally, while many unincorporated communities reflect distinct, mature, and cohesive
identities; other areas are characterized as "islands" created as a result of historical
incorporations and annexations. Providing municipal services may involve sending
County staff across neighboring cities to respond to community needs, Ensuring the
most cost-effective and responsive services to these areas may involve exploring such
vehicles as contracts with surrounding/neighboring cities or expanding County services
via contract to address the needs of a larger area.

REFERENCE

Government Code Section 56000,:et seq., Revenue and Taxation Code Section 99
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POLICY

Background:

A.
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There are three general categories of local government services:

1. Regional Services are services provided by the County at a standard level to
all County residents and properties. Regional services include public health,
welfare and social service programs, the criminal justice system, property
assessment, tax collection, voter registration and many others.

2. Basic Services are available countywide but are provided by cities, either
directly or through contract, within their corporate boundaries, and by the
County in unincorporated areas. Basic services include law enforcement,
road maintenance, animal control, land -use planning, zoning and building
inspection and others. Although service levels may differ between
jurisdictions, all cities and the County provide at least a basic level of these
services.

3. Extended Services may be either additional, non-basic types of services ora
higher level of a basic service. Extended services are provided either by
cities or special districts. The County generally does not provide extended
sefvices out of general tax revenue, but can administer dependent taxing
districts (e.g., assessment and benefit districis) to support extended
services.

Traditionally, cities have been incorporated, or their boundaries expanded, to
ericompass additional areas because residents and/or property owners have
desired Improved, extended services.

Pursuant to State Revenue and Taxation Code Section 99, the County Board of
Supervisors is responsible for negotiating property tax exchange resolutions with
any city proposing to annex unincorporated territory. The County may also enter
into & master property tax exchange agreement with other local agencies within
the County to provide for a formula for determining property tax exchanges,

Heretofore, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors has not adopted a
formal policy regarding city annexations. Nor has the Board adopted a master
property tax exchange formula. However, an informal formula negotiated by the
Chief Executive Office and the Los Angeles League of Cities has been historically
used.
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Policies:

A. General Policies

The County encourages development of unineorporated areas in a manner
that permits' thelr assimilation into adjacent clties, should area residents
desire annexation.

The County supports revenue allocations that equitably reflect the County's
regional responsibilities, as well as the respon3|b|ht|es of the County, cities
and special districts for basic and extended services.

In implementing this Policy, the County may encourage or discourage ali or
a part of specific annexations or spheres of influence proposals based upon
the impact on an unincorporated community's sense of identity, revenue
base, land use planning and pattern of development, and/or impact on
County-initiated programs’ to improve seivices and infrastructure in the area,
so as to avoid premature annexations that may prejudice more favorable
long-term government structures.

The. County Board of Supervisors supports the concept of providing positive

options to residents of unincorporated communities who desire a higher level
of service, but prefer to remain unincorporated. Such options may include
the use of assessment districts, the County budget “process, local
revitalization programs, contracts with neighboring cities, special planning
standards or other mechanisms, as needed, subject to Board approval, and
in most cases, subject to the approval of the affected communities.

Based upon the above policies, the County Board of Supervisors has
determined that it is in the best interest of the County's unincorporated
cormmunities to review annexation proposals on & case-by-case basis rather
than to adopt méster agreements or formulas relating to the allocation and/or
exchange of revenuss hetween the County and affected cities.

B. Annexation Policies

Impact Sciences, Inc.
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The County will oppose annexations that carve up or fragment an
unincorporated community that has a strong sense of identity.

The County will oppose annexations of commercial or industrial areas that
have a significant negative impact on the County's provision of services,

unless the annexing city provides financial or other mltxgatlon satisfactory to

the County.
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The County will seek to negotiate agreements with any city proposing to
annex unincorporated territory to appropriaely transfer Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) allocations from the unincorporated area to an annexing city. The
Caunty will oppose annexations with any city that does not acgept the SCAG
RHNA allocation assoclated with the land area to be annexed:

Annexations that include areas where the County has established
revitalization efforts and/or has committed significant resources for the
benefit of the .unincorporated community will be reviewed to determine the
impact on the County program(s) and may be opposed if the annexation. will
adversely impact the County program(s).

The County may oppose annexations that would result in patterns of
development that conflict with the County's jand use plans and policies
and/or would negatively impact (as defined for each specific annexation)
adjacent unincorporated areas.

The County will review annexation proposals to ensure that streets.or other
County local facilities that serve the annexing area are included so that the
city assumes responsibility for maintaining these public facilites. When
streets are the demarcation between jurisdictions, the City boundary should
be to the centerline of the streets that form the beundary of their jurisdiction.

The cumulative impact of past city annexations on the County generally, and
the affected unincorporated community specifically, will be considered by the
Board of Supervisors.

The Board of Supervisors requests that any city Initiating an annexation
demonstrate support for the annexation by the affected landowners for
uninhabited territory or registered voters for inhabited territory.

Unincorporated "Islands" Policies

1.

The Board of Supervisors directs its staff fo develop and maintain an
inventory of unincorporated islands in urbanized areas that do not include
residents or businesses, but consist of County roads, streets, flood channels
or‘other public purpose lands and facilities. These island arsas should be
considered for annexation to adjacent cities.

The County. will oppose annexations that involve only part of an
unincorporated area island, if such ah annexation would make it financially
difficult for County depdrtments to provide services to the remaining area. In
addition, in order to create logical boundaries and improve service delivery
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to certain unincorporated area islands, the County will work with residents,
property owners and the community to explore appropriate istand annexation
strategies for these areas.

The County will periadically conduct "make-buy-sell-annex" assessments
regarding the most cost-affective, responsive and community-desired

“manner in which municipal services are dellvered to unincorporated “island”

communities.

These assessments will examine whether services could be provided more
effectively by neighboring clties via contracts with the County or if County
services could be expanded to other surrounding communities to achieve
economies of scale. Formal annexation to a neighboring city will also be
reviewed where relevant. .

The desires and preferences of the residents of the affected “island”
community will be a guiding factor in developing recommendations. As

_appropriate, residents will be provided with service comparison and related

information regarding the potential annexation to a neighboring city.

Sphere of lnﬂuence-Policies

1.

The County Board of Supervisors supports the intent of deernment Code

Section 56425, of seq., and will work with LAFCO and all of the cities of the
County to review and update clty spheres of infiluence according to its
provisions which provide a process for negotiating agreements between the
County and each city on sphere updates.

The County will include the above-stated policies as a component of the
negotiating process for spheres of influence and may oppose any sphere of
influence proposal that is inconsistent with those policies.

RESPONSIBLE DEPARTMENT

Chief Executive Office

DATE ISSUED/SUNSET DATE

Issue Date: May 13, 2003 " Sunset Date: 5/10/2011
Revised 8/20/07:mjs
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ATTACHMENT I

Land Use Element of the Updated County Area Plan

Policy LU-1.1.5: Increase infill development
and re-use of underutilized sites within and
adjacent to developed urban areas to achieve
maximum benefit from existing Infrastructure
and minimize loss of open space, through
redesignation of vacant sites for higher density
and mixed use, where apprapriate.

Cansistent: The Vista Canyon project site is
adjacent to a developed urban area (Fair Oaks
Ranch) and will benefit from existing
infrastructure that serves the area, such as
Jake's Way and Lost Canyon Road.

Policy LU-1.2.12: In the Fair Oaks
community, facilitate location of commercial
and community services In praximity to
residences ta serve local needs.

Consistent: The Vista Canyon project slte is
adjacent to Fair Oaks Ranch and will provide
commercial and commuinity services in
proximity to existing residents in that
community.

Policy LU~1.2.13: Encourage use of the
Specific Plan process to plan for cohesive,
vibrant, pedestrian-oriented communities with
mixed uses, access to public transit, and
opportunities for living and working within the
same community.

Conslstent: The Vista Canyon project will'use_
the Specific Plan process to plan for a
cohesive, vibrant, and pedestrian-oriented
community with mixed uses, access to public
transit, and opportunities for living and working
within the community. The project includes a
mix of residential, office, hotel, and retail

uses., The project will have access to
Metrolink public transit through construction of
a new train station within the community. In

addition, a bus transfer statlon will be provided.

Since the project Includes a mix of residential,
office, hotel, and retail uses, there will be
opportunities for people to live and work within
the Vista Canyon community.

Policy LU-2.3.4: Adequate public spaces and
amenitles shall be provided in a mixed use
development to support both commerclal and
residential uses, including but not limited to
plazas, landscaped walkways, village greens,
and greenbelis.

Consistent: The Vista Canyon project will
include public spaces and amenities that will
support the mix of residential, office, hotel, and
retail uses.

Policy LU-2.3.5: Mixed use developments
shall be designed to create a pedestrian-scale
environment through appropriate street and
sidewalk widths, block lengths, relationship of
bulldings to streets, and use of public spaces.

Consistent: The Vista Canyon project has
been designed fo create a pedestrian-scale
environment. The street and sidewalk widths
will allow for pedestrian activity. Most of the
streets are in a “gridiron” pattern and the block
lengths are relatively short, which will also
allow for pedestrian activity. Many of the
buildings will be oriented to the street. Public
spaces will be provided throughout the project.

Policy LU-2.3.6: Provide parking alternatives
in mixed use developments, including
subterranean parking and structured parking,
to [imit the amount of surface area devoted to
vehicle storage.

Cansistent: The Vista Canyon project includes
structured parking, which will limit the amount
of surface area devoted to vehicle storage.

Impact Sciences, Inc.

0112.024
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Policy LU-3,1.2: Provide a mix of housing
types within heighborhoods that
accommodates households with varied income
levels.

Consistent: The Vista Canyon project includes
a mix of residential uses, including single-~
family and multi-family dwellings, which will
accommodate households with varied [ncome
levels.

Policy LU-5.2,1: Designate higher-density
residential uses in areas served by public
transit and a full range of support services.

Consistent: The Vista Canyon project will have
access fo Metrolink public transit through
construction of a new train station within the
community. In addition, a bus transfer station
will be provided.

Policy LU-5.2.4: Encourage transit-oriented
development (TOD) through designation of
land uses that allow compact, mixed-use
development in proximity to rail stations and
multi-modal transit facilities, in conformance
with applicable policies

Consistent: The Vista Canyon project will have
access to Metrolink public transit through
construction of a new train station within the
community. In addition, a bus transfer station
will be provided.

Impact Sciences, Inc.

0112.024
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. B5. LETTER FROM 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,
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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: “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.,
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Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App. 4t 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].) The comment 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. 4™ 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 -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
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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 the
Species Movement Report, a corridor width of approximately 300-400 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 -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.'

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-126 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

(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. 4™ 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 21, 2011, for technical calculations.)

Table
Interim Plus Project Traffic Operations at Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way Intersection

Average Delay - Level of Service

Intersection during AM (PM) Peak Hour
Entire Peak Hour Busiest 15-Minutes of Peak Hour
Canyon Park Boulevard/Jakes Way 22-C(25-0) 33-D (33-D)
Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-128 Vista Canyon Final EIR
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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 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
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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 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, -13 to -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
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as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

project.

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
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Public Health and County Department of Public Health-Environmental Health Division

for review and approval.

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.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-132 Vista Canyon Final EIR

0112.024

February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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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Ny NE L] [
WRA Engineering, Inc.
William Rose & Associates, Inc.
‘ LAND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS
=4 PLANNING ¢ CIVIL ENGINEERING ¢ SURVEYING
— Founder: G. William Rose - 1975

Members of the Santa Clarita Planning Commission,

Jeff Hogan, AICP, Senior Planner October, 18, 2010
Lisa M. Webber, AICP, Planning Manager

23920 Valencia Blvd.

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Subject: Master Case No. 07-127, Annexation 07-002A & B, Pre-Zone/Zone Change 07-001A
& B, General Plan Amendment 07-001A & B, Spécific Plan 07-001, Tentative tract map 69164,
CUP 07-009, Oak Tree Permit 07-019, EIR SCH_; No. 2007071039

Members of the Planning Commdission, Mr. Hogan and Ms. Webber,

On behalf of:our-Client Mr. Palo Plesnik, for whom we are processing a 4 lot Parcel Map
application’ with LA County for property within the proposed Annexation area, we.would like to
request that Mr. Plesnik be allowed to continue processing his map and that his 20,33 acre
property not be re-zoned as National Forest, Open Space (NF, OS) or that his property be
excluded from the proposed annexation.. ;

Property Lecation: APN 2848-012-~ -050. The property. | fronts on Placenta Canyon Road, is on
the south side of the road and:is generally Iucated west of Sand Canyon Rd.

zoning for the property duectly QCross Placenta Canyon adjacent to’ tlus property is proposed to
be Residential Estate (RE). Mr. Plesmk s proposed parcel map is- consxstent with this zoning and

the adjacent development.

For these reasons, please allow Mr. i’lesnik_.jp .iﬂfhlsv parcel map, or exclude his

property from the annexation being considered,

Thank you for your time. 06 \/\

Colleen T. Doan, WRA Engineering Inc. /b y\o\

P.O. BOX 801627 (@@ \Q,\
SANTA CLARITA, CA 91380-1627 \QJ

TEL: 661.295.3590

FAX: 661.294.1245
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LETTER NO. C1. LETTER FROM 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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WRA Engineering, Inc.
Villiam Rose & Associates, Inc.
LAND DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS
& PLANNING ¢ CIVIL ENGINEERING ¢ SURVEYING °
Founder: G. William Rose - 1875

Members of the Santa Clarifa Planning Commission
Jeff Hogan, AICP, Senior Planner

Lisa Webber, AICP, Planning Manager

23920 Valencia Blvd.

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Subject: Master case No. 07-127, Annexation 07-002A & B, pre-Zone/Zone Change 07-001A,
CUP 07-009, Qak tree permit 07-019, EIR SCH No. 2007071039

Members of the Planning Commission, Mr. Hogin and Ms. Webber,
/
. On behalf of our Client, Mr. Palo Plesnik, for {whom we are currently processitig a 4 lot Parcel
map apphcattxon with LA County for property within the proposed annexation areay() APN 2848-
012-050)F werequesred in writing at the last Planing Comtmission meeting that our Chent be
allowed to proceed with his parcel map, or be excluded from the proposed annexatioh.

&
The biggest concex;\ﬁs that as part of the annexation, our Client’s property oflld also receive a
zone change from the cligrent A-2-2 zonjng-to" Natlogxal“Forest-Open Spagef This could
negatively. effect his pendmg lan ubd1y§10n and 6'years of effort and&xpense.

el
Staff stated at the October 19, OLO Planning Commission mem;:\’ /g %hat they would be working
with the property owners who had Soncerns. The éj_gfflgpm o this Tlanmng Commission
%

meeting states that staff w, ,ﬂl contmuc:‘} ork=*w ﬂreoncegw&p\r&perty owners. Our most
current concern is that 1n9’sug ngrk'has"yet begt The/only Conact n response to our letter and 1
phone calls was a call ﬁg)m gtaﬁ' yesterday Ie‘ttl{tg %15 fl{gmw that it Wa\i ot i hecessary to attend

tonight’s meeting, i § | N

3
¥
! 'l F
During this phone call exp]a‘{ned that as a Planner for public and pn\/a}tes sectors over the last
28 years, it was not clearifo méupon, reading the notlce tice wheth jefio fmy Client’s property was
included and it was defmxtely\lznéie“a;k“to{he xpj,tzx:]ded nded zone chang amﬂ its effects on my
Client’s pending subdmsmn Giyen that 1 a3 asking that a few nie }}mgs be held to meoxe
clearly inform property owngrs within the annexation area of the consequences of the
annexation on their properties. On bqbalf of our Client and*ﬂu;ge’cmzens who may not have
understood the notice they recexv\H an\é fithe. spmt-of»tr’a’ﬁsp,aréncy and due diligence to inform
the public, I ask that at least one meetingbe-organized-and held on this topic prior to the next
Planning Commission meeting on this item.

Thank you in advance for honoring this request,
Colleen T. Doan, WRA Engineering Inc.

P.O. BOX 801627
SANTA CLARITA, CA 91380-1627
TEL: 661.295.3590
FAX: 661.294.1245
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LETTER NO. C2. LETTER FROM 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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Carolyn Ingram Seitz

& Associates
Qctober 19, 2010
Honoerable Planning Commissioners
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
23920 Valencia Boulevard
Santa Clarita, California 91355
RE: PROTEST OF INCLUSION IN PROPOSED AN‘\IEXATION

REQUEST TO BE EXCLUDED FROM ANNEXATION
SAND CANYON-AREA{ - MASTER CASE NO. 07-127
25833 and 26975 SAND CANYON ROAD

Honorable Planning Commissioners: —

lama planning and zoning consultant representing Frank and Vera Vacek, and Derek Hunt, owners
of approximately 400 acres of property identified as follows:

APN 2848011014 59,09 acres- RV
APN 2848013014 50.49 acres. A !-L
APN 2848013016 40.00 acres* A2 -3
APN 2848013017 28.36 acres gPP
APN 2848013018 101.00 acres: pPP

APN 2848014016 40.00 acres A7 _
APN 2848014 017 80.00 acres* A1-2 . ) 1

These properties bear street addresses 25833 and 25975 Sand Canyon Road.

On behalf of the property owners, | respectfully request that these properties be removed from
consideration. for annexation into the City of Santa Clarita and for that reasen, we protest the inclusion
or all or any part of any properties owned by this family proposed for inclusion in the annexation
referenced for this area.

If you have questions, comments or concerns about this request, please fee! free to contact me.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely, —

Ol /ﬂﬁ i At

CAROLYN IKGRAM SE! )

CIS/dbm
ce: Frank and Vera Vacek
Derek Hunt

Governmental Consulting Services / Planning & Zoning / Public Relations / Mediation

P.O. Box 265 / Altadena, CA 91003-0265 / Tel: (626) 345-1233 / Fax: {626) 345-1255 / E-mail: CMSeitz@mindspring.com
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LETTER NO. C3. LETTER FROM 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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Carolyn Ingram Seitz

& Associates
October 19, 2010
Honarable Planning Commissioners
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA
23920 Valencia Boulevard
Santa Clarita, California 91355
RE: PROTEST OF. INCLUSION IN PROPOSED ANNEXATION

REQUEST TO BE EXCLUDED FROM ANNEXATION

SAND CANYON AREA | - MASTER CASE NO. 07-127

16030, 16040, 16032 PLACERITA GANYON ROAD

Honorable Planning Commissioners:

I am a planning and zoning-consultant representing Stevé and Diane Arklin, The Steve & Diane Arklin Family
Trust, Rancho Deluxe, Back 40 LLC and Back 70 LLC, comprising approximately 125 acres of property

identified as follows:

APN 2848 011 011 2483 acres -
APN 2848 011012 16.17 acres «
APN 2848011013 30.91 acres*
APN 2848012032 4.20 acres-
APN 2848 (12 042 30.65 acres-
APN 2848012089 3.50 acres-
APN 2848012077 3.49 acres. 1
APN 2848012 088 3.49 acres*
APN . 2848 035 004 1.67 acres*
APN 2848 035 005 1.74 acres*
APN - 8950 999 579 5.00 acres

These properties bear street addresses 16030, 16040 and 16032 Placerita Canyon Road.

On behalf of the property owners, | respectfully request that these properties be removed from consideration for
annexation into the City of Santa Clarita and for that reason we protest the inclusion or all or any part of any,
properties owned by this family proposed for inclusion in the annexation referenced for this area,

If you have questions, comments or concerns about this request, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you Tfor your consideration. —

Sincerely,

Q){{EN/%AJZM s&zwzﬁ/izlw?7 ‘57

CIS/dbm
cc Steve and Diane Arklin

Governmental Consulting Services / Planning & Zoning / Public Relations / Mcdsann

P. O Box 265 /Alladena, CA 91 003-0265 / Tel: {626) 345-1233 [ Fax: (676) 345- 1255 / Ewmall CMSeltz@mmdqprmg com
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LETTER NO. C4. LETTER FROM 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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X
3435 Wilshire Boulevard (213) 387-6528 phone
Stite 320 S IERRA {213) 387-5383 fax
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1904 C LUB www.sierraclub.otg

y __— — = =
FOUNDED 1892

i

November 1, 2010

Jeff Ho gan

AICP Senior Planner

City of Santa Clarita

Community Development Department
23920 Valencia Blvd.

Santa Clarita , California

83155 i :

i Vista Canyon Ranch LLC

Recharge areas should be mapped and they should not be allowed to build in those ares (open
. pavers should be used instead). Should be "water nuetral” development. 1

They should approve only at the county level (700 units) and not build in the County Designated
SEA . The whole reason they want to annex this is so they can build aunits in the SEA. Because
of this | suggest that we oppose annexation and request that the project be built in the county : 2

withe the lower unit number.
i.

The package sanitation plant sho8ld be reverse osmosis to reduce the chlorides in the Santa
Clara River . 3

COMMENTS

As both residents of the Santa Clarita Valley and members of the Sierra Club, we are
extremely concerned about the ramifications of the “Vista Ranch Project.” The proposed
build-out of 1350 residential lots plus commercial space within the city of Santa Clarita is 4
shockirlg when one considers the economic, environmental, and societal pressures of the
times. The proposed Vista Ranch project will substantially degrade the quality of the
environment in northern Los Angeles County.

A recent trend of development corporations consists of creating new developments in the
midst of our most beautiful remaining open spaces. The proposed Vista Ranch
development area is one of these open spaces. Itis situated in the heart of the city of
Santa Clarita Valley in and around the Santa Clara River. The time has come to question
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destroy portions-of an irreplaceable eco-region.

Sierra Club comments2

not only CAN we develop this area, but SHOULD we develop this area. We believe the
Santa Clara River should remain a natural river, and that the fringe area should remain a
vital recharge resource for the local aquifers. .

o Infrastructure

Foreclosures, bankruptcies, and losses of adequately paying jobs have resulted in a
surplus of unoccupied homes. Many new homes and small businesses in the Santa
Clarita Valley remain uncompleted and/or empty because of the recession, a sick
economy, state and federal deficits, and a long-term lack of demand for more new
homes. California has the worse debt and economy of any state in the country. Citizens
have lost much income and savings over the last year and this project may soon be asking
them to spend and buy in an isolated, over saturated area.

Due to the troubling economic times, many schools in the Santa Clarita Valley have had
extremely detrimental budget cuts coming from both the state and federal government.
This has-meant that local school districts have had to halt the building of new schools,
increase class-sizes, and have either pink-slipped and or let-go of qualified teachers.
How would a new development of over a thousand new homes make any of these
problems better?

s Biology

Vista Ranch is in the Santa Clara River floodway and flood fringe. We are concerned

that the channeling this development entails would increase the flow rateas well as

removmg the habitat and foraging grounds of wildlife. IThe development appears to bring
in a huge amount of dirt fill (500,000 cubic yards) to increase the height of the lot.[ This

makes no sense and will worsen air quality (truck trips to bring in the fill). [We are also
concerned about further narrowing of the river along either side of the proposed bndge
This has been a problem before on numerous other developments and it is surprising to
See it being proposed here.| We also project that the animals that transition through the
area (looking for food and water, etc.) will be negatively impacted. If allowed to be built,
this project would compromise the natural and necessary wildlife corridors. It would also

§ Traffic

People inhabiting the homes potentially created by the Vista Ranch Development will,
for the most part, probably have employment at well paying jobs in distant cities. Each
day many thousands of workers and their automobiles will be leaving or returning to the
town from these cities. This proposed development will bring thousands of additional car
trips a day onto our freeways and surface streets and increase air pollution which is
already some of the worst in the nation. Despite the claims of local developers to the
contrary, most people who buy homes in these types of proposed dsvelopments will
simply not be able to work and live in the same community. Jobs in the service sector of

O |0 | (@)

11

12
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local small towns will not yield sufficiently high salaries and wages to meet monthly
house payments and other necessary costs. All highways leading to big cities offering 12
high wages will become more crowded with automobiles than they are at present, Traffic
on surface streets mmwmmdmmmmmms_
literally unbearable. | Although mass transit appears to be a solution, the relocation of the
Metrolink Station has its own problems. The southern access to the proposed site of the 13
Metrolink station appears to necessitate local riders to travel through residential areas and
could add to traffic at an existing railroad crossing! How would this be more convenient
than the already efficient and easily accessible Via Princessa stte? In addition, access to 14
the site from the east, from people traveling west on Highway 14 would be via
substandard on- and off-ramps at Sand Canyon, as well as over an unimproved brid,

from Sand Canyon.| New homes are not the answer to the needs and wishes of the people
living in Santa Clarita Valley and neighboring areas, Traffic congestion is a major 15
concern of the residents of the surrounding areas.

o Air Quality

Another serious concern with the project is the substantial effect the proposed
development would have on the worsening air quality that we have in our area. It is
obvious that the cumulative air pollutant emissions in the area would contribute to the 16
degradation of local and regional air quality. The Santa Clarita Valley already has some
of the worst air quality in the nation. Katherine Squires, a local teacher, sees the effects
of poor air quality on the children in her Canyon Country classroom. Each year she sees
more and more students who suffer from asthma. The SCV already exceeds Federal air
pollution standards for particulate matter generated from dust and diesel pollution. We
insist the AQMD standard of 150 feet buffer zone between highways or rallroad tracks
and residential units be followed.

In addition, there would be long term effects resulting from the additional traffic on our
local roads and freeways. Climatologists agree that greenhouse gases are causing global 17
warming and even the Supreme Court, in its decision several months ago, said that EPA
must address Carbon Dioxide as a pollutant.

e . Green Building Standards

The Sierra Club requests that green building standards be included as conditions of any
approval that might be considered.

18

e Water Resources

This project is currently in the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles and does not lie
within the borders of the City of Santa Clarita. The current designation for this project in 19
the County of Los Angeles would allow far fewer units than that contemplated in the City
of Santa Clarita’s proposal. Further, the City proposes a general plan amendment for this
project that was not proposed at the time of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan
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(UWMP). Therefore this project could not have been considered in the 2005 Urban 19
Water Management Plan.

In addition, it is not appropriate to depend on the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan as
CLWA and the Santa Clarita Water Div, are well-aware that it is outdated and no longer 20
accurate. Events rendering inaccurate the 2005 Plan include but are not limited to several
biological opinions and court decisions acting upon those opinions Tm reducewater |
supplied from the Sacramento Delta through the state water project.| CLWA is also well-

aware that the “State Water Reliability Report 2009 recently released by the Dept. of

Water Resources and hereby incorporated by reference, reduces that average deliverable
percentage of state water entitlement to 60%.

21

Additionally, a settlement agreement reached as a result of litigation over inaccuracies in
the 2005 Plan, i.e. quantifying the conservation figures, indicated lower water savings 22
than anticipated.

Water Quality

CLWA is well aware that 11,000 AF of water was not produced in 2010 from the Saugus
Aquifer, nor could it have been due to the removal of several pumps from service due to
ammonjum perchlorate pollution. While, as of last month, the facilities for this clean up 23
project appear to be complete, the water produced has still not been approved for potable
use by the Dept. of Health Services. In addition to this fact, CLWA should also disclose
that it will probably be required to blend the water produced from this clean-up project
with potable water before it is served to customers to ensure that any contamination is
well below the health MCL for this contaminate. Due to these inaccuracies and
disclosure failures, the summary for production from the Saugus Aquifer is not correct.

Further, the Santa Clarita area is currently out of compliance for chlorides released to the
Santa Clara River. The high level of chloride in the effluent releases to the Santa Clara
River is due in large part to the level of chlorides in the imported water that must be used
to serve this project. Cwirently Santa Clarita residents are being asked to bear the cost of 24
the sewer improvements needed to correct this problem through an increase in their sewer
fees. We assert that the Agency must increase its water connection fee to cover the cost
of cleaning up the chlorides in its imported water, thus abiding by its own mandate to not
place the cost of new development on existing residents.

Overdraft of the Santa Clara River Alluvium

Although the WSA states that 35,000 AF of water is available from the alluvial aquifer,
we note that amount is yet another increase from the prior finding of a safe yield only 2 5
32,000 AF. The rationalization for once again allowing additional water to be pumped
from the River is that the western portion of the basin is receiving increased tertiary
treated water from the Sanitation plant and increasing re-charge in that area. However it
is NOT increasing re-charge in this eastern upper reach of the river. '
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In fact, well water pumps have periodically gone dry in the eastern reaches of the river. 26
Increased pumping in this area may jeopardize existing well production currently serving

thousands of residents as well as small well production by individual homeowners in the
area.

An analysis of available water supply specific to the eastern Santa Clara River should be 27
made prior to any approval of this WSA.

Recommendations

We concur with the Retail Water Committee’s recommendation that conservation 28
measures should be included in any approval for a WSA. These measures should be
spelled out and include a requirement for the use of drought tolerant landscaping
throughout the project.

But we urge you to go further. Other areas are now requiring water-neutral development. 29
We believe that such a requirement can and should be placed on this project.

Last, this project is in a prime re-charge area for the Santa Clara River and in a portion of
the river particularly vulnerable to over-pumping. The Agency should require an analysis
of the areas where the most beneficial recharge can occur. Then it should require 30
permeable pavement, bioswails and/or cisterns throughout those project areas to ensure
that storm water is captured and used to re-charge the alluvium.

CONCLUSION
31

The Sierra Club is concerned that if the proposed Vista Ranch Development Plan is
implemented, the entire region in the heart of the Santa Clarita Valley will continue to 32

become nearly continuous urban and suburban development.| The water situation would
become more serious.| Furthermore, many of the values of southern California will be

forever lost (scenic open spaces, habitat for wildlife, and an un-channeled Santa Clara 33
‘River). The Vista Ranch Development Plan could set in place a dangerous precedent. ] 34
The National Sierra Club has a policy against urban sprawl projects such as this one due 35
to their unsustainability and wasteful use of resources.[ Tt 1s very concerning to see

proposed development occurting in the Santa Clara River. We ask that if the 36

development is approved that the floodway be protected. [Overall, we know that this
project is another example of too much density in the wrong area~-much like: Las Lomas,
Lyons Ranch, North Newhall Redevelopment and the Calgrove Corridor. This proposed 37
development is poorly planned and would have detrimental long-term effects to the
surrounding areas.

We feel that recharge areas should be mapped and there should not be build-out in those 38

areas (open pavers should be used instead). | This development should also be a "water

neutral" development. 39
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We also feel that this should be approved only at the county level (700 units) and not

40

within the County Designated SEA. |We oppose annexation of this area and request that
the project be built in the county with the lower unit number.

Additionally, the package sanitation plant should be reverse osmosis to reduce the
chlorides in the Santa Clara River.

We are asking for a 60 day extension of the comment period and NO APPROVAL until
an Army Corps 404 permit is granted. It seems this is being rushed through before
OvVoV, :

Sincerely,

Katherine Squires
Conservation Chair, Santa Clarita Group

3.0-147

41

42

43
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LETTER NO. C5. LETTER FROM SIERRA CLUB, DATED 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 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
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significant ecological areas.” (County Code, §22.56.215.B.1.) Moreover, the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan
confirms that “[fluture 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 -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 “[bJased 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 -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 project site
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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. 4.2-42-4.2-62.)

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:

e 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.)

e Cottonwood Associations: Impacts to this vegetation community would be reduced to a less than
significant level with mitigation. (Ibid.)
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e 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 -68.)

e California Sagebrush - California Buckwheat Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would
not be significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-68.)

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

e 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 -69.)

e Mixed Native And Non-Native Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be
significant. (Ibid., at p. 4.6-69.)

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

o 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 -70.)

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

e 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.)

e Yerba Santa Series: Impacts to this vegetation community would not be significant. (Ibid., at
p. 4.6-71.)

e 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 elevation. (See,
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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 -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, NOx, PMio, and PM:s; 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 -58), the project's construction-related
emissions of VOCs, NOx, PMi, and PM:s 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:

e  Whites Canyon: 530 feet

e Soledad Canyon Road: 400 feet

e Sierra Highway: 350 feet

¢ Antelope Valley Freeway: 430 feet
e 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 id. 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 -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), PM25 and PMaio. Operational
emissions would exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, and PMu. The project also would
result in regional emission levels that are cumulatively considerable for VOCs, NOx, CO, PM:zs, and PMhuo.
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:
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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 -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.
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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
Reliability Report provides that the reliability of the SWP in 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 A")

2-year 4-year 6-year 6-year
drought drought drought drought
Long-term Single dry- (1976- (1931- (1987- (1929-
Study of Current Conditions Average?  year (1977) 1977) 1934) 1992) 1934)
2007 DWR Delivery Reliability 63% 6% 34% 35% 35% 34%
Report, Study 2007
2009 DWR Delivery Reliability 60% 7% 36% 34% 35% 34%

Report, 2009 Studies®

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.
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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
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 A?)

2-year 4-year 6-year 6-year
Study of Future Long-term  Single dry- drought drought drought drought
Conditions Average? year (1977)  (1976-1977) (1931-1934) (1987-1992) (1929-1934)

2007 DWR Delivery 66-69% 7% 26-27% 32-37% 33-35% 33-36%
Reliability Report, Study
2027
2009 DWR Delivery 60% 11% 38% 35% 32% 36%
Reliability Report, Study
2029 3
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:
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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]).2
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 UWMDP. 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.)
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Response 23

The comment claims that the summary of water production from the Saugus Formation is not correct.

This comment is responded to below.

The first part of the comment states that 11,000 af 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:

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.)

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-
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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.

(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
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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
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 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
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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):

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

Groundwater Production (af)

Aquifer Normal Years Dry Year1 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.
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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.

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:

@) 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
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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.

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.)
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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.

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]
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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 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.

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.
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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
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
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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.

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 -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
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will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the proposed project. 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.

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

Honorable Planning Commissioners
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

23920 Valencia Boulevard

Santa Clarita, California 91355

RE:  PROTEST OF PROPOSED ANNEXATION and REQUEST TO BE EXCLUDED
SAND CANYON AREA | - MASTER CASE NO. 07-127
25833 & 26975 SAND CANYON RD; 16030, 16032 & 16034 PLACERITA CANYON RD

Honarable Planning Cormmissioners:

As you are aware, | am a planning and zoning consuitant representing Frank and Vera Vacek, and Derek Hunt, -~
owners of approximately 400 acres, and Steve and Diana Arklin, owners of approximately 125 acres, collectively
identified as follows:

APN 2848 011 014 59.09 acres APN 2848 011011 24.83 acres APN 2848012066 3.49 acres
APN 2848 013 014 50.49 acres APN 2848 011012 15.17 acres APN 2848035004 1.67 acres
APN 2848 013 018 40.00 acres APN 2848 011013 30.91 acres APN 2848035 005  1.74 acres
APN 2848 013 017 28.36 acres APN 2848012032 4.20 acres APN 8950 329 579 5,00 acres
APN 2848 013 018 101.00 acres APN 2848 012 042 30.65 acres :

APN 2848 014 016  40.00 acres APN 2848012069 3.50 acres

APN 2848 014 017 80.00 acres APN 2848 012077 3.49 acres

These properties bear street addresses 25933 and 25975 Sand Canyon Road.

At the Planning Commission meeting of October 18, 2010, | made a request that the subject properties be

withdrawn from the proposal annexation known as Sand Canyon Area I. | also provided a letter affirming that
request.

In a subsequent conversation with Patrick Leclair from the City's Planning Department, on October 21 and again
on October 25", followed by an email to Patrick affirming our request that these properties be excluded, we
suggested meeting with the Director of Community Development and/'or the Planning Manager, but have had
no response with respect to efther request. While staff offered to answer any questions, no responses have
been provided, leaving my clients with the impression that the City has no intention of dealing with them in good
faith. ' . '

A copy of my email to Patrick dated October 25" is attached.

We again renew our protest of the annexation and demand that these properties be excluded forthwith.
* CAROLYN INGAM SEITZ W j

Governmental Consulting Services / Planning & Zoning / Public Relations / Mediation

Thank yau for your consideration.

ClS/dbm
ce: Frank & Vera Vacek; Derek Hunt
Steve & Diana Arklin

P.O. Box 265 / Altadena, CA 91003-0265 / Tel: (626) 345-1233 / Fax: (626) 345-1255 / E-mail: CMSeitz@mindspring.com
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LETTER NO. Cé6. LETTER FROM 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
660 Randy Drive, Newbury Park, California 91320-3036 < (805) 498-4323

NMovember 9, 2010

Mir. Jeff Hogan, Senior Planner

City of Santa Clarita

Community Develapment Department .
23920 Valencia Blvd, Suite 302

Santa Clarita, CA 91355 ’

Re:- - Vista Canyon Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Hogan,

Friends of the Santa Clara River sulimits the following comments on the subject project.
Because of the impacts of this project to biological and other areas along the Santa Clara 1
River, we request a 30-day extension of the comment period to January 3, 2011,

Significant floodpiain and wetlands losses are associated with this project, and are, as
usual, mitigated to a “level less than significant”. We note, however, that recent studies
have shown that wetlands mitigation s not working. A recent report (Reference 1:
Ambraose, et.al., UCLA, August, 2006) studied 3129 wetlands mitigation projects and
found that “despite relatively high permit compliance, the vast majority of mitigation 2
sites were not optimally functioning wetlands...in comparison to reference sites, only
19% of the mitigation files were classified as optimal, with just over half sub-optimal and
approximately one-guarter marginal to poor.” Given the high refiance placed on
wetlands mitigation to offset praject impacts, we must conclude that wetlands loss, in
general, is not being adequately mitigated. This issue must be addressed in the
mitigation plan.

The project establishes inadeguate buffer arsas between development and the river's
riparian corridor. Reference 2: "Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in Californfa:
Repiacing Guesswork with Science™ by Kelly and Rotenberry, considers needed witlth, or
buffer, for ecological reserves such as SEA 23. Several potential impact vectors are
listed, including: (1) Introduction of alien predators (particularly domestic cats and
dogs), {2) increased nighttime illumination, (3] trespass, including pedestrian, 3
equestrian, and off-road vehicles, (4} introduction of wildlife competitors, {5) poliution,
and {6) disease transmission fram domestic animais to wildlife. Buffer widths should be
no smaller than 200 feet. A study by Stanford's Department of Biological Studies
(Referentce 3: Rottenborn, Stephen C., “Predicting impacts of urbanization on riparian
bird communities) shows that the placement of urban uses in the vicinity of riparian
zones has substantial impacts on riparian bird communlties out te ¢ distence of 1500
Jeet.

The project as designed usurps {far tos much of the Santa Clara River floodplatn.
Usurping the floodplain of a river can have serious immediate and long-term

repercussions on the hydrology of the river and on channel morphology; both upstream 4
and downstream. Long-term impacts could include structural floed control measures of
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unknown magnitude which could be required in the future. Much mere floodplain 4
avoidance could be and should be incorporated into the project design.

The unprecedented growth in the upper Santa Glara River aver the last few decades has
caused an array of cumulative impacts to flora and fauna of the River corridor.
Encroachment by development into the River floodplain and terrace lands has resulted
in habitat loss and fragmentation and will inevitably be followed by a decline in species
and loss of biological diversity. These cumulative impacts ave not adequately
addressed in the DEIR. We especially object to the use of the entire area of the 5
watershed in evalusding cumulative impacts. 1t may be true that projects in the Santa
Clarita area occupy only 4% of this vast, 1620-square-mile watershed. However, the

. cumulative impacts that must he analyzed are those impacts to the riparian zone and
uplands of the Santa Clara River, a wastly smaller region. The Santa Clara is the last
major natural river remaining in Sowthern California, a region has atready lost aifl but
3-5% of its pre-seitlement riparian woodlands. The DEIR musst reexamine cumulative

impacis of Santa Clarita area projects as they affect the riparian zone,

No appraval for the Vists Canyon Project sh?uldh&fo.:thcumlng_unﬂmmm
to account for the impacts discussed above.' Cumnulative impacts, in particular must be
analyzed, understood and mifigated. [Friends incorperate by reference the comments of

Heal the Bay, Ventura Coastkeeper, Sierra Club, Santa Clarita Organization far Planning
and the Environment {SCOPE), and the Center for Biological Diversity. 8

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. :

’

Sincerely,

Ao,

fion Bottordf, Chair

References

1.Ambrose, R. F. et. al. An Evaluation of Compensatory Mitigation Projects Permitted
Under the Clean Water Act Section 401 by the Los Angeles Regional Quallty Control
Board, 1991-2002. Department of Environmental Health Sciences, University of
Caiifornia, Los Angeles, December 2004.

2.Kelly, Patrick ). and Rotenberry, John T., Buffer Zones for Ecclogicaf Reserves in
Cafifornia: Replacing Guesswork with Science, in “Interface Between Ecology and Land
Development in Califarnia™, Southern California Academy of Sciences Symposium
Proceedings: 1993.

3.Rottenhorn, Stephen C., Predicting the impacts of urbanization on riparian bird
cormunities. In Biological Conservatian, v. 88, n.3, June, 1999, pages 289-299,
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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
CDEFG'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 secondary
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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 -38, and -56 to -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

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-183 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

from its perimeter 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 -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 VITM #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.
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(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
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. CS8

Jeff Hogan

From: Robert Mooney [emdmooney@earthlink.net]

Sent; Wednesday, December 01, 2010 8:54 PM

To: Maggi Sanchez; Julie Skinner; Jeff Hogan

Subiject: Vista Canyon Project: Draft EIR Cornment& Public Hearing Time Frames

Ms. Sanchez, Ms. Skinner & Mr. Hogan, —_—

(Te the attention of the Santa Clarita City Planning Commissioners and the Santa Clarita
City Council):

We wish to reguest an extension for comments re the Draft EIR for Vista Canyon Project and

also to request an extengion for the project's Public Hearings.

We feel a three month extension for the EIR comments, to approximately March 3, 2011 and a
similar three month extension for Public Hearing(s) to approximately March 21, 2011 is a
reasonable request.

The EIR DVD we received contains thousands of pages and many are of a highly technical
nature. Tt is an extremely time consuming process to look through this voluminous document

and try to make some common sense decisions about what is being read.

We are concerned that sufficient notification to residents in the Sand Canyon area re the

proposed options te the intersection of Sand and Lost Canyon has been given.| There are
also other projects that have been proposed for the East end of Lost Canyon Road that are
not included in the cumulative impacts section of the EIR.

There is a sign to notify people of the project which is at the West end of the paved

section of Lost Canyon Road. Almost no one drives to this point as is is a dirt road
leading to only a few ranches. If the intent 1s to notify those residents who will be
impacted then we suggest the sign should be at the intersection of Lost and Sand Canyon

roads. This will allow for those living on the East end of Lost Canyon and those living up
Sand Canyon teo see the sign.

We live directly to the East of this project, on LavVeda Avenue, and it is going to have a
very substantial impact, for a number of years, on our lives. Our request seems to us to

be quite reasonable under the circumstances.

These are some of our concerns and your assistance in forwarding copies of this email to

the appropriate members of the Planning Commission and the members of the City Council is
greatly appreciated.

Best Regards,

Carmen and Robert Mooney
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LETTER NO. C8. LETTER FROM 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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Draft EIR comiment period extension and better communication Page 1 of 1

Jeff Hogan

Subject: FW.: Draft EIR comment period extension and better communication

From: Tabak, Kerry M PWR [mailto:Kerry.Tabak@pwr.utc.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 02, 2010 10:23 AM

To: Maggi Sanchez; Julie Skinner

Cc: Jeff Hogan

Subject: Draft EIR comment period extension and better communication

Santa Clarita City Planning Commissioners,

It has recently been brought to my attention that the Draft EIR (Vista Ranch Development in East Canyon

Country) comment period is ending tomorrow. This EIR is rather large and the impact will affect me directly due
to the fact that | live on La Veda Ave. | have somehow been left off of any communications regarding this project 1
and have not had enough time to review it. In the future | would like to be included in any/all correspondence

relating to this project. (My address will be listed below)

| am asking for the comment period to be extended an additional 90 days past the Dec.3, 2010 deadline. In 2
addition, the Public Hearing should also be left open for 90 days past the Dec 21, 2010 scheduled meeting.

In talking with many of my neighbors in the Sand Cyn area, most have not even heard about this project. 1 think
that better communication should be arranged by the city to notify those of us who will be directly affected by the 3
traffic problems, overcrowding, construction items, etc.

| do believe that there are additional projects that are also being proposed at the east end of Lost Cyn Road that
were not included in the cumulative impacts report in the EIR. This will also considerably impact the intersection 4
of Sand Cyn and Lost Cyn, which is the intersection closed to my home.

Thank you in advance for your co-operation with these efforts and | hope to hear back from you in a timely 5
manner.

Kerry Tabak
28140 La Veda Ave.
Santa Clarita CA 91387

12/10/2010

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-192 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. C9. LETTER FROM 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.

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
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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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Page 1 of 2

Jeff Hogan

From: M naoum [mikenacum@prodigy.nef]

Sent:  Thursday, December 02, 2010 12:35 PM

To: Jeff Hogan !
Subject: Vista Canyon Ranch Comments

Dear Jeff:

I have the following concerns regarding the Vista Canyon Ranch Development that need additional
consideration prior to praject approval;

1. One of the project entrances - the North Lost Canyon Road entrance passes by two elementary

schools. I am extremely concerned about this additional traffic load, especially given the fact that the
Sulphur Springs School District and the Pinecrest School do not have crossing guards. This presents a 1

significant life safety concern. A city traffic planner indicated there was no effective way to limit use of
this means of access.

2. The developer is requesting an overlay that would allow the conversion of commercial space to
additional residential units. This valley needs jobs before more approved housing units. One of the 2
main goals of OVOYV is job growth. Giving the developer an out on filling a large amount of

commercial space with new jobs is just not appropriate.

3. The City is providing a density bonus in order to facilitate more affordable housing, This project
must be required to have inclusionary housing. "Promoting" affordable housing has not increased the 3

amount offered by developers and geiting a better mix of housing affordability is more important now
than ever in order to improve the jobs/housing balance.

4, The "streambank stabilization" or channelization of the River is troubling, The City says that it is 4
promoting water recharge, and open areas along out major rivers and creeks but the fact of the matter is

that this project eliminates a large area of groundwater recharge with no offset. | Additionally, Setbacks
from the river are the minimum required by State code. Can't we do better than that? 5

5. The project location is in a County Significant Ecological Area, which is also a prime wildlife

corridor and a floodplain. What project elements facilitate this use continuing? Significant amounts of
fill are required to remove the floodplain restrictions. I find it difficult to reconcile the location of this 6

project with the planning goals the City says are important.

6. There is not enough developed parkland on site for the residents. This is especially important as
developments become denser. Kids can't swing, play basketball, baseball or soccer in an oaktree

preserve or in the limited town square area. Because of this and the lack of yard areas, additional trips 7
out of the community will be generaied for uses associated with recreation. As the City wants to

encourage these sorts of villages, there must be some standards regarding how large of an
onsite "Village Green" is necessary.

7. The City bus system and Metrolink have very limited viability in terms of moving good portions of

the population here to their destinations. This is because of the lack of frequency and the limitations on
what areas can be accessed within reasonable time frames by bus. 8
12/2/2010
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8. The location of the village is not near existing job centers making maximizing employment at the 9
project site critical,

While I like the project idea in general, I think it is located on a site that is extremely marginal from a

development standpoint, and one where significant density is required to overcome the costs associated
with the floodplain and access issues. I'd love to pick up this project and relocate it to the existing Via 10

Princessa Metrolink station location and turn the proposed project site into a regional park for Canyon
Country.

To me that would represent better planning and land use.
Best regards,

Mike Naoum

27301 Eaglehelm Drive

Santa Clarita, CA 91387
661-252-9275

12/2/2010
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LETTER NO. C10. LETTER FROM 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
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proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

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:

e 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
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streambed allows for significant infiltration to occur to the Alluvial aquifer
underlying the Santa Clara River;

e 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,

e 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 id. at pp.

4.20-36 to -38, and -56 to -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 id. at pp. 4.20-59 to -64.) The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
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on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no

further response is required.

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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Jeff Hogan

From: Maggi Sanchez

Sent:  Wednesday, December 08, 2010 10:49 AM
To: Jeff Hogan

Subject: FW: Extension Request of EIR: Vista Canyon

From: Suzanne Silva [mailto:smpsilva4@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 02, 2010 4:06 PM

To: Maggi Sanchez; Julie Skinner

Subject: Extension Request of EIR: Vista Canyon E—

My name is Suzanne Silva. | am a homeowner on La Veda Ave in Santa Clarita. My street is

adjacent to the hew proposed Vista Canyon site. It is my understanding that a select few on
my street received a copy of the EIR report. | did not receive a copy and, from what | 1
understand, the report is very extensive. As a community member of almost 30 years, | want to

be able to read what can greatly impact my home, neighbors, and community. { am
requesting that the EIR comment period be extended 90 days and that the Public
Hearing be extended past the Deceimber 21st meeting by 50 days.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Silva, RN BSN
Homeowner:

28133 La Veda Ave
Santa Clarita, CA
91387

661.212.3059
Please send a copy fo this address.

12/8/2010
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LETTER NO. C11. LETTER FROM 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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28141 La Veda Avenue
Canyon Country, CA 91387
December 3, 2010

City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300

Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Attn: Jeff Hogan/Patrick LeClair, Commounity Dev, Dept.

Re: Vista Canyon Development and EIR

Via email and USPS
Deay Sirs:

In regards to the Draft EIR for the above referenced project, we have the following
Comments:

1) Traffic
8) The intersection of Lost Canyon and La Veda Avenue is designated with a 1

roundabout (traffic circle) however, it is our concetn that there is a danger for
pedestrians (especially children) due to the high volume of traffic in the moming
and afternoon. We would like to see a 3-way stop at this intersection.

b) The intersection of Sand Canyon/Lost Canyon has 4 options. We prefer
Option 2, as it does not involve removing any of the Heritage Oak trees. ‘ 2

2) Damage to existing structures(homes on Le Veda Avenue)

) Although this item was not addressed in the Draft EIR, the potential for 3

damage to the homes on La Veda Avenue during construction needs to
be mitigated. What are the accepted criteria for damage claims and recovery?

Other: Despite assurances of watering and best efforts to reduce dust this project will inevitably
produce airborne dust/debris which will be carried on the prevailing winds into and onto our houses. 4
We will incur additional costs and efforts, over the next several years, to clean our houses. Developers

hopefully will be creating profits from this venture and should bear this cost rather than the residents.

We look forward to attending the planning commission meeting on December 21, 2010 5

Yours truly,

m%\;looney 3/ Carméan M. Mooney

Ce: (via email) J. Backer and S. Valenziano: JSB Development
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LETTER NO. C12. LETTER FROM 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
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vibration impacts associated with project-related construction to the existing La Veda Avenue
neighborhood (see Draft Conditions PC1 and 2). The comment 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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Page 1 of 2

Jeff Hogan

From: Diane Trautman [dtrautman@ca.rr.com]
Sent:  Friday, December 03, 2010 4:48 PM
To: Jeff Hogan; Maggi Sanchez

Subject: Fwd: Vista Canyon Ranch Comments

To Staff and Commissioners:

I agree with many of the comments and concerns as expressed by Mike Naoum in the attached email. I,
too, am concerned about traffic and safety, about loss of aquifer recharge and river habitat area, and
other issues. T understand that other residents in the vicinity have only just learned about this project

and want an opporlunity to weigh in on Vista Canyon Ranch which is very large and ambitious project
for the site.

This massive project is being presented at a time when the community is trying to review thousands of
pages of One Valley One Vision documentation. Given the size and scope of both applications and the

potential adverse affects of the Vista Canyon Ranch project on the surrounding community (beyond the
1000 foot- notiflcation boundary), I respectfully request that the Planning Cornmission re-open and

extend the comment period for this DEIR for 60 days.

Thank you for your consideration.

Diane Trautman —
Santa Clarita

Begin forwarded message:

From: M naoum <mikenaoum @ prodigy.net>
Date: December 2, 2010 12:34:40 PM PST
To: jhogan @ santa-clarita.com

Subject: Vista Canyon Ranch Comments

Dear Jeff:

I have the following concerns regarding the Vista Canyon Ranch Development that need
additional consideration prior to project approval:

1. One of the project entrances - the North Lost Canyon Road entrance passes by two
elementary schools. I am extremely concerned about this additional traffic load, especially
given the fact that the Sulphur Springs School District and the Pinecrest School do not have
crossing guards. This presents a significant life safety concern. A city traffic planner
indicated there was no effective way to limit use of this means of access.

2. The developer is requesting an overlay that would allow the conversion of commercial

space to additional residential units. This valley needs jobs before more approved housing
units. One of the main goals of OVOYV is job growth. Giving the developer an out on

12/6/2010
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filling a large amount of commercial space with new jobs is just not appropriate.

3. The City is providing a density bonus in order to facilitate more affordable housing.
This project must be required to have inclusionary housing. "Promoting" affordable
housing has not increased the amount offered by developers and getting a better mix of
housing affordability is more important now than ever in order to improve the jobs/housing
balance.

4. The "streambank stabilization" or channelization of the River is troubling. The City
says that it is promoting water recharge, and open areas along out major rivers and creeks
but the fact of the matter is that this project eliminates a large area of groundwater recharge
with no offset. Additionally, Setbacks from the river are the minimum required by State
code. Can't we do better than that?

5. The project location is in a County Significant Ecological Area, which is also a prime
wildlife corridor and a floodplain. What project elements facilitate this use continuing?
Significant amounts of fill are required to remove the floodplain restrictions. I find it
difficult to reconcile the location of this project with the planning goals the City says are
important,

6. There is not enough developed parkland on site for the residents. This is especially
important as developments become denser. Kids can't swing, play basketball, baseball or
soccer in an oalctree preserve or in the limited town square area. Because of this and the
lack of yard areas, additional trips out of the community will be generated for uses
associated with recreation. As the City wants to encourage these sorts of villages, there
must be some standards regarding how large of an onsite "Village Green" is necessary.

7. The City bus system and Metrolink have very limited viability in terms of moving good
portions of the population here to their destinations. This is because of the lack of
frequency and the limitations on what areas can be accessed within reasonable time frames
by bus.

8. The location of the village is not near existing job centers making maximizing
employment at the project site critical.

While [ like the project idea in general, I think it is located on a site that is extremely
marginal from a development standpoint, and one where significant density is required to
overcome the costs associated with the floodplain and access issues. I'd love to pick up this
project and relocate it to the existing Via Princessa Metrolink station location and turn the
proposed project site into a regional park for Canyon Country.

To me that would represent better planning and land use.
Best regards,

Mike Naoum

27301 Eaglehelm Drive

Santa Clarita, CA 91387
661-252-9275

12/6/2010
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LETTER NO. C13. LETTER FROM 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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Page 1 of 1

Jeff Hogan

From: Maggi Sanchez
Sent:  Wednesday, December 08, 2010 10:48 AM

To: Jeff Hogan

Subject: FW: Attn: Sand Clarita City Council & Planning...DEIR comment period be extended 90 days

From: The McCool's [mailto:mccoolsthing@att.fet]

Sent: Friday, December 03, 2010 12:52 PM

To: Maggi Sanchez; Julie Skinner

Subject: Attn: Sand Clarita City Council & Planning...DEIR comment period be extended 90 days

We did not receive the EIR report and we are residents on La Veda 1
Avenue.

I'm sure you are trying to notify all the residents surrounding the area,

but a lot of home owners seem to not know the extent of this project 2
will have on them. Have the residents living in the Sand Canyon area

been told of the two expansions?|0ur traffic problems commuting 3
through the Emﬂmmmmwmaw

the present. | I think more people need to be notified.| A traffic signal 4
will be needed for sure at the intersection of Sand & Lost for safety 5
issues alone] also, the additional projects being proposed at the east

end of Lost Canyon Road has that been include in the impacts of the 6
EIR report.

Additional time should be extended 90 days from December 3, 2010

and request that the Public Hearing be left open for 90 days past the 7
December 31, 2010 meeting.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Richard & Carolyn McCool
28124 La Veda Avenue
Canyon Country CA 91387

12/8/2010
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LETTER NO. C14. LETTER FROM 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 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).

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-212 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

e 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.

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.

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-213 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



Letter No. C15

Page 1 of 2

Jeff Hogan

From: Maggi Sanchez

Sent:  Wednesday, December 08, 2010 10:48 AM
To: Jeff Hogan

Subject: FW:

From: penny [mailto:scvpenny@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, December 03, 2010 5:38 PM
To: Maggi Sanchez

Cc: Julle Skinner

Subject:

Please forward the follow letter to all of the Planning Commissioners.
Thank you :

December 3, 2010
RE: Vista Canyon Ranch project — location Sand Canyon
Dear Planning Commissioners

As aresident within 300 feet of the proposed Vista Canyon Ranch project, I

am requesting that the DEIR comment period be extended 90 days form
December 3, 2010 AND Requesting 1

that the Public Hearing be left open for 90 days past the December 21, 2010
meeting.

The reasons for requesting additional time are;

1. The EIR is so huge and the impacts so significant that the public/lay people, 2

especially those most affected on Lost Canyon Road and La Veda Ave., have
not had sufficient time to examine the documents to see if our concerns are
addressed.

2. Despite the effort of City Staff in extending the notification area to 1,000

feet from the project, many residents in the Sand Canyon area are not aware of 3

the project. The traffic problems identified in the DEIR will significantly

12/8/2010
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impact their daily commuting though the Sand Canyon and Lost Canyon 3

intersection. Another attempt should be made to notify them.

3. The additional projects being proposed at the east end of Lost Canyon Road
have not been included in the cumulative impacts report in the EIR. This 4

includes additional students, additional traffic, especially at Sand Canyon and
Lost Canyon Roads.

Penny Upton
28154 La Veda Ave.
Canyon Country, CA 91387

12/8/2010
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. C15. LETTER FROM 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

Santa Clarita City Planning Commissioners December 3, 2010
and Mr. Jeff Hogan, Senior Planner

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Vista Canyon Ranch project and the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. Due to the size and complexity of this project, there are many areas that I

have yet to cover. I ask that you exiend the comment period for the EIR.
For now, I submit the following concerns and comments.

The DEIR does not address the following issues:

SOIL

1. During the City’s Scoping meeting, February 27, 2008, I raised the specific concern of health issues such

as Valley Fever spores while grading over this large area and bringing in fill dirt. My concern was for our
neighborhood and the elementary school children, within 200 feet, who will be cxposed to the unavoidable
impacts during construction. There is no mention of this in this DEIR

TRAFFIC

1. This DEIR does not state if the existing bridge located on Lost Canyon Road just west of Sand Canyon
Road, can bear the weight of the additional traffic nor does it address any improvements or widening to

accomumodate the lane structure if Lost Canyon Road is opened to the project.

2. This DEIR does not mention the two residential projects at the east end of Lost Canyon Road. The

Mancara project that has 99 homes and is in the environmental review stage, nor the larger project
adjacent to it. These projects will add hundreds of vehicle trips per day through the intersection of Lost

Canyon and Sand Canyon Road, already at level F. Lost Canyon Road will be the only road in and out of
these projects. This additional traffic is not addressed in the Cumulative Impacts.

3. In the suggested improvements to ease Sulphur Springs School traffic this DEIR states the following:
4.3-55 “In addition to the above improvements, it is reco j

the Sulphur Springs School District on pot
area directly east of the Sc » wh

peak hours.”

Despite the suggestions and the efforts, over several years, of City staff, the project applicant,
school and district staff, neighbors and parents — the space to accomplish this suggestion — just can’t be
found.| The DEIR states that improvements will mitigate these traffic problems but there is no explanation

as to how this will work. A roundabout at Lost Canyon Road and La Veda Ave and/or a roundabout at Lost
Canyon Road and Sand Canyon Road with vehicles and young children as pedestrians is not conceivable.

4. The following statements in the DEIR do not make it clear what the impact will be to the Sand
Canyon/Lost Canyon intersection during Phaselof the project.

“SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS
Phase 1 of the project would further degrade LOS F operations at the Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon

Road intersection (No. 5), resulting in a temporary, unavoidable s ignificant impact.”

4.3-50

“With respect to the Sand Canyon/Lost Canyon Road intersection (No. 5), as noted above, Phase 1 of the
project would further degrade LOS F operations at the intersection, thereby resulting in significant
impacts. However, Phase 1 does not includc a connection to Lost Canyon Road at La Veda Avenue. This
connection would be completed as part of project buildout. Thercforc, the project would have a
“temporary” significant unavoidable impact. It should be noted that Phase 1 would ha ve a minimal
contribution of traffic to the intersection (15 AM peak hour trips, which is a 1 percent increase).”

1
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4.3-1 Phase 1 of the project would cause significant impacts at five study intersections in 2012. Implementation of
mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels at four of the five impacted
intersections. Recommended improvements at one of the intersections (Sand Canyon Road/Lost Canyon Road)

would not be completed until after Phase I, as a connection to Lost C anyon Road at La Veda Avenue is not proposed
with Phase I and, 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.?

PARKING

“Parking. The proposed project would not result in significant impacts to parking . In this DEIR the only mention
regarding patking is within the project. The existing issue of inadequate parking for school faculty and
visitors is not addressed despite my bringing it to the attention of the City and the VCR developers. At my
invitation, two of the VCR developers, a City Traffic Engineer and representative from Fehrs & Peers [who
did the traffic study} came out to witness the parking during Open House and Back to School nights at
Sulphur Spring School. The DEIR mentions only traffic during these events — not parking. The project
proposal of eliminating street parking on the north side of Lost Canyon from Sand Canyon Road to La Veda
Ave will have a significant impact to the two schools and La Veda Ave residents.

Suggestions have been made that there will be parking on Sulphur Springs School campus. However, no one
can find that space for parking.
In addition, there is no mention in this DEIR or during meetings of the cars related to the additional Pinecrest
School located next to Sulphur Springs School that park on both sides of Lost Canyon Road and La Veda
Ave.

This must be addressed before approving this project.

ALTERNATIVES

There is not sufficient attention in the DEIR to the impacts of leaving Lost Canyon Road closed nor the
safety considerations if the road is opened to the project. There is no mention of the risk to the safety of
elementary children if Lost Canyon Road is opened as a “secondary highway” to the project.

This DEIR does not describe the impacts of grading Lost Canyon Road from the project to La Veda Ave.

to accommodate emergency traffic but to include an emergency [fire] gate. |
This alternative would eliminate all construction vehicles that do not take the proposed route to the site. It
would also eliminate most of the trash dumping the project proposal mentions. The fees and money

needed to complete the road later could be collected and held as the City has done with other projects. If

it was determined at a later date that Lost Canyon Road needed to be opened to the project, the gate could

be removed.

The alternative below states:

6.5-57 Alternative 5, Open Space Corridor Alternative, would increase the size of the Oak Park (creating a

north/south open space corridor to undeveloped properties south of the project site), eliminate

development in PA -4 (Mitchell Hill) and not extend Lost Canyon Road to La Veda Avenue, thereby terminating Lost Canyon
Road in the project site. This alternative would be environmentally superior to

the proposed project. Furthermore, similar to Alternative 4, this alternative would mostly satisfy the

primary project objective: developing an environ mentally sensitive, transit-oriented, mixed-use

community. However, this alternative may not fully meet two of the project objectives (one of the land

10

11

12

13

use planning objectives and one of the econoinic objectives).

Thank you for your attention,
Penny Upton

28154 La Veda Ave. Canyon Country CA 91387 2
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. C16. LETTER FROM 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 -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 2). 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 -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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Letter No. C17

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 | 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).

| should also go on record as saying that my husband and | 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); 1

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)
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LETTER NO. C17. LETTER FROM 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).”

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 -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
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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 -90 of the Draft

EIR and, in summary, require the following:
e Receipt of an Oak Tree Permit prior to removal or encroachment (Mitigation Measure 4.6-34);

e Compliance with the City's Oak Tree Ordinance and Preservation and Protection Guidelines
(Mitigation Measure 4.6-35);

e Adherence to the recommendations of the applicant's Arborist of record (Mitigation Measure 4.6-36);

e 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);

e Compliance with design specifications for the protective fencing (Mitigation Measure 4.6-39);

e Monitoring by City staff and the Arborist of Record during construction (Mitigation Measure 4.6-40);
e Proper signage (Mitigation Measure 4.6-41);

e 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);

e Relocation shall be completed by an approved and qualified company (Mitigation Measure 4.6-43);
e Compliance with relocation specifications (Mitigation Measure 4.6-44);

e Monitoring of all relocated oaks for a five-year period (Mitigation Measure 4.6-45);

e 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).

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
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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 was 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
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.
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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 -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.

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
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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.

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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" areas at rush hours, and create a very busy, hazardous traffic situation at other

Letter No. C18

Homeowners Association
P.O. BOX 1596
CANYON COUNTRY, CRLIFORNIR 21386

RECEIV
PLANNING DlVISlt)Ehl

December 31, 2010 JAN 07 201

‘Members of the Planning Commission CITY OF SANTA CLARITA

c/o Department of Community Development
23920 Valencia Blvd., Third Floor
Santa Clarita, CA 91355-2196

Re: Vista Canyon Project — Mater Case No. 07-127

Dear Planning Commission Members:

This letter summarizes some of the most immediate concerns of the Board of
Directors of the Crystal Springs Ranch Homeowners Association regarding the
proposed Vista Canyon project, which | described in my comments to the
Commission at its December 21, 2010 meeting Our Homeowners Association, 1
representing 120 families in. Sand Canyon, is continuing to review the.extensive
Vista Canyon DEIR and. expects to provide. additional. written comments to the
Commlssron pnor to ItS next. meetlng onthe pro;ect St e

The most lmmedlate concern of the CSRHOA Board regardlng thls prOJect is-that
the huge amount of trafflc generated by. the Vista .Canyon project, given its size,
density, and mixed uses, will create srgnlflcant traffic problems along the Sand 2
Canyon Road corridor between Soledad Canyon Road and Lost Canyon Road,
and along Soledad Canyon Road. According to the DEIR, there is no way to
mitigate those negative impacts if the project is built as proposed.

Adding even a portion of the project’s 23,000 daily vehicle trips to (a) the

intersection of Sand Canyon Road and Lost Canyon Road, (b) the Sand Canyon
Road corridor from Lost Canyon Road to Soledad Canyon Road, and (c) along 3
Soledad Canyon Road from Sand Canyon Road to the west, will gridiock those

times.

There is also concern that the type of trafflc generated by the project, which will
be pnmanly commuters to the. offlces and metro/bus, stations, and visitors to the. -
hotel, retail and theatre, will change thé character of the Sand Canyon Road 4
corridor.from Soledad Canyon Road to.Lost Canyon Road from its current ‘small
nelghborhood shopplng center. to a congested commuter/visitor. access route
durmg most of the day, makmg it difficuit and hazardous for local. re5|dents to ..

R R
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Planning Commission —Vista Canyon Project - Master Case 07-127
12/31/10
Page 2

access the 14 freeway, use the Vons shopping center and nearby businesses,

and access Soledad Canyon Road to use it as a cross-city route. | As one of our

members, Greg Foster, mentioned at the Commission meeting, the additional
traffic will also make it very hazardous for drivers to turn left to go in or out of the 5

gas stations and trailer park on Sand Canyon Road.
Our residents are also very concerned about the risk of injury to school children
and others who will be accessing Pinecrest School and Sulphur Springs School
on Lost Canyon Road. The current project ptan will funnel as substantial portion

of Vista Canyon fraffic past these two schools, and most of that traffic will be
during hours when children and others will be arriving and leaving the school 6

parking lots. This will create a very dangerous situation, especially on weekday
mornings when comimuters will be intent on getting to their offices and to the
metro/bus stations on time, and therefore will be focused on getting through the
Lost Canyon/Sand Canyon intersection and past the 2 schools as quickly as
possible, with little attention or patience for pedestrians, slow moving car pools,
school busses, equestrians and local traffic. | Regardless of how that intersection
is designed, there will just be too much additional traffic through that access point

because drivers to the project will seek the fastest way to and from the freeway 7
and other areas to the east, and that will be via Lost Canyon Road to Sand

Canyon Road.

The CSRHOA Board believes that the Vista Canyon project as currently : 18
proposed creates too many traffic and safety issues to be acceptable as currently

proposed.l The expected traffic impact of 23,000 vehicle trips per day (which is

likely conservative) unfairly burdens local residents with an economic cost of the
project (time spent in traffic, increased travel time, disruption of our neighborhood 9

shopping area, etc.) that should be borne by the developer, which can be
accomplished by the City requiring that the project be reduced in size and types
of uses to reduce the amount of traffic generated,/and/or requiring that the

developer pay for a new on/off ramp to the 14 freeway with access road/bridge
directly to the project site, so that project traffic will not so seriously impact the 10

adjacent Sand Canyon and Fair Oaks all-residential areas.
The Board also notes that the County’s land use designation for the project site

would limit the development to residential only and a total of 700 homes, which is
much more in keeping with the surrounding areas as they have developed as ail-

residential. Most of our Sand Canyon residents moved to this area for the semi-
rural surroundings. Allowing a high-density, mixed-use project such as this to be 11

developed right next to Sand Canyon, with such significant traffic impacts on
Sand Canyon residents via Lost Canyon Road, is not fair to current residents
who want to maintain the un-urbanized aspects of Canyon Country life that drew
us here in the first place.
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The CSRHOA Board urges that the Commission require that the project plan be
revised to reduce the unfair and overly-burdensome traffic impact to surrounding
areas by one of the above suggested means: requiring a substantial reduction in
the size and types of uses permitted for the project, and/or requiring that the
developer pay for a new on/off ramp to the 14 freeway with access road/bridge
directly to the project site.

Sincerely,

Susan M.:Carey; President; Board of Directors
Crystal Springs Ranch Homeowners Association

cc: Dept. of Community Development, Jeffrey Hogan, Interim Planning Manager

12
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LETTER NO. C18. LETTER FROM 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 -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 Appendix 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

January 3, 2011

City of Santa Clarita
23920 Valencia Blvd, Suite300
Santa Clarita, CA. 91355

EE: Vista Canvon Project

Diear Sirs,

We are the homeowners in the Fair Oaks Ranch Community in the Canyon Country area of the
Santa Clarita Valley. 1

We are writing this letter to express our concerns regarding the proposed Vista Canyon project.
Our first concern deals with the relocation of the existing Metro Rail station from its current
location on Via Princessa between Sierra Highway and Whites Canyon Road. This is a perfect

location for the station. It is located in an industrial area, away from any existing homes or
propased homes. There is not a noise issue or safety issue since it is located far enough away 2

from any residences. There is no traffic congestion or traffic issue since the current location is
accessible from all major arteries, such as Hwy 14, Via Princessa, Whites Canyon, and Sierra
Hwy. Again, there are no homes or schools in the close vicinity. In addition, the current

location has more than adequate parking. [ To relocate this station to its proposed new location 3

would result in a devastating effect on the lives of many Fair Oaks Ranch residents as well as
residents of the surrounding areas. | Currently, the train activity involves approximately forty

eight stops and starts per day, seven days per week, beginning at 4:50am until after 10:00pm.
These stops and starts result in horn blowing as well as screeching brakes for over a mile. The 4

noise level is comparable to having motorcyeles or lawn mowing next door, all day, every day.

All of this activity would take place less than 100 feet from some of our homes, though the effect
of this station would reach many [ Not to mention the bus depot that is also proposed, which will 5

also contribute to the noise pollution and unnecessary traffic. [ The placement of this station in its
proposed location will change the lives of the surrounding area residents incomprehensibly. The

constant noise pollution will take away the solace and tranquility that a home should provide.
Most of us specifically purchased homes in this area because of the quiet nature of the

community and the fact the Santa Clara River bed would provide us insulation from the noise
emanating from HWY 14. With the developers proposal for the Metro Rail station and bus
depot that quiet element will be destroyed. Please ask yourselves if you would honestly want to
purchase a home or live right next to a train station.

Our other concern with the current proposal is the approx. 1400 plus multi-family homes mostly
apartments and condominiums that are to be built. The building of this number of homes will

also add to the same concerns of traffic and congestion.| Vista Canyon is right in the middle of
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an area that is occupied with lovely homes in the Sand Canyon area and the new communities of
Fair Oaks Ranch. Both community residents relish the current spacious, quiet country feeling
this area provides, Perhaps a community with both Sand Canyon and Fair Oaks Ranch
characteristics would be a better fit and could be considered| We respectfully request that the
City of Santa Clarita reconsider the proposed Vista Canyon Development and see to it that it is
madified to rescind the plan to move the Metro Rail Station from its present location.

Additionally, we request that Los Angeles County and the City of Santa Clarita conduct a more
in depth study of the impact of extending Lost Canyon Road through to Seledad Canvon Road |
and accurately measure the sound levels of trains starting and stopping as it is perceived at OUR
residences as opposed to the speculative nature of the current data reported in the environmental
impact report.

It is clear to us that the project in its current form will ruin our guiet lifestyle and will not be
consistent with the expressed OVOV (one valley one vision) concept as espoused by the Santa
Clarita City Council.

Lastly, we as homeowners adjacent to the proposed Vista Canyon Project site would like to
acknowledge our preference in reference to the project as follows:

* Alternative Number 1, which is no project; this will maintain the environmental integrity
of Canyon Country, Sand Canyon and the Fair Oaks Ranch Communities.

» Ifthis is not acceptable to the City of Santa Clarita we would prefer Alternative 2
without the transit oriented element and to further consider building lower density
single family homes not townhomes and/or condominiums. Thereby bringing the
Eastside (Canyon Country etc) more in line with the Westside of the Santa Clarita Valley
while maintaining our open space and quiet and uncongested lifestyle.

We thank you for your anticipated consideration regarding this matter and our concerns.

Tony and Fosemary Chaver Jeffrey and Samantha Hauptman
27417 English Ivy Lane 27411 English Tvy Lane

Fair Oaks Ranch, CA 91387 Fair Oaks Ranch, CA. 91387
661-360-9581 661-299-4077

Representatives of the following approx. 150 homeowners that signed this letter to confirm our
opposition of the existing project. Additional signatures will be submitted shortly.
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Ce: Michael D. Antonovich Metropolitan Transit Authority
Mayor Marsha McLean Public Works Department

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission All Interested Parties

City of Santa Clarita, Planning Commission
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Fair Oaks Ranch Residents objections to the Vista Canyon Project
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

LETTER NO. C19. LETTER FROM 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.

e 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.

e 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
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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 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.

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.
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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
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.
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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.

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
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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

Clty Of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA | Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: (< "4i 1S ' Agenda item number: 2.
Agenda title or subject to be addressed: \!‘Sm C’MQW %N'Cﬁ'
Please check one: D/Support Recommendation O Oppose Recommendation 0 Neutral

Name: B&'A‘N ‘TJ&OM
Street Address: 2’ -( 2‘4’6 WMMW %img
City: CD&U\GV\ COUUT{?’L/ Phore: DL - 1B~ 4 2uhd-

The Planning éommussuon requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

resresentng:_ CANYEN Cooiny  Boviecesy @@Mmév\tz (
| DECLARE TI—(ATTHE FOREGOING 1S ‘R E AND GG RECT

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannct have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matier to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda.

Signatire of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

3 Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).

’ Clty Of | Planning Commission
SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Mesting date: / C;//;%') Agenda item number: 6# L
Agenda title or subject to be addressed: /145 /'Z(/L ﬂjé: 07 - /27

Please check one: M" Support Recommendation O Oppose Recommendation O Neutral

Name: /(A?rél_ A L /4}(
Street Address: 27/¢6 7 BVC/(5/Z/A7 L/\/
City: SC/ Phone: éé/’ 25/’5059

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.
-
Representing: 5/«-‘ ZZ
I DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT
Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission wili refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled A/

on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda. Signature of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

O Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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CZty Of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print ¢learly.)

Meeting date: /9/47/ /7 %/y Agenda itern number: #2_
Agenda titlé or subject to be addresseé WJ/Z{ Q% & 7 /;Z 7

Please check one 3 y Support Recommendatlon 1 Oppose Recommendation Q Neutral

Name: &//M ///;/C/f//L//
Street Address: Q/K/ﬁ@ //7 ///jﬁ ﬁ//LZ :
City: %ﬂ’f/i); ”//Q//? Phone: ”é/“’ W"/%})

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

Representing: {éé/// =7

I DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AN COF(ﬁECT/

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled P ——
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda. E ~ i

9 g Lommission Agenca Slgna{i;re of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

U Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).

’ Clty Of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: \O\\ \d\\ \ﬁ\ Agenda item number: 2___ -
Agenda title or subject to be addressed \\(\EAQ A <_b€{/ \I\O - Qq:’ ~ \’-Z;‘

Please check one: 3 Support Recommendation 1 Oppose Recommendation 1 Neutral

Name: C\\m\\&sz . Dﬁ%)‘\ \)\/&Q\ \:; \1\(1\)# T‘(\Lo
Street Address: Z/WG\ \I\f ‘EX\\;QX\ LVAN, Sé@ V\QD{D\
City: \( 'Q/\D\!\C e Phone: uo\ 20\< ’:ng\o

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
gro S or organlzatlons disclose that relationship.

Reprasenting: C \«Q V\;\V FA 5e) Q\K\(\n -
I DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Pianning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled A

on a subsequent Planning Commissicn Agenda.

. —
Signature of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

U Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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City of | Planning Commlission
SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: e, Agenda item number:
o e r el mfﬂ: ad. @50&4 2 qpd )
Please check one: O Support Recommendation A Oppose Recommendation 0 Neutral
/iowwmw; BLVISE
Strest Address:_ VU Tagluh ’D/L’{ l_ﬂ/&-&/
cry: G (nle W(ﬂ\) — [—3b0 4<§)

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

Agenda title or subject to be addressed:

Name:

Representing:

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda.

Signature of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

0  Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).

’ Clt}/ Of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: @(\ %b@l/ I q ’ gﬂl O Agenda item number: ; 3
Agenda title or subject to be addressea: AH Y\Wh M - &M Mﬁ/’dj MA A’V%

Please check one: Q Support Recommendation 0 Oppose Recommendation 1 Neutral

e _VARDLIN _ [INGEAM BEITZ
Street Address: P 0 bo)é/ ng
City: A LT”%DBNA &H é}}(ﬁog - 0Qé5 Phone: @ QCD 646’ /9 3 2

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose thatrel/wfz‘i{onship.

Representing: Fjﬁﬁl\\/i J VW VAGE‘K; ’DW N7i S‘TE//&"; ’DiﬂMAEzZ/N

7
I DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING\{'S TRUE AND CORRECT.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate [ { g
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled / 4({( ‘ St
g 7

on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda. . T
q 9 n Agenda Signature Q’fj&’peaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

O Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the Gity of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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City of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA | Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in tc»leanning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: / /) {q \/) ( \

Agenda title or subject to be addressed:

Agenda item number:

Please check one: 0 Support Recommendation O Oppose Recommendation 1 Neutral
. : .

Name: f ¢4 inian i R/ n(\‘L{
— vV ¥ A v Avd =

Street Address:

City: Phone:

The Planmng Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,

q ? t groups or organizations disclose that relationship.
Representing: (\D

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannct have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda.

Signature of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

QO Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).

- City Of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA | Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: / /) - /q & 0//7 Agenda item number: :-.7
Agenda title or SUbJECt to be addressed: Mﬁﬂ/f /I—A/A,./l 2 //Dj_—OMW
Please check one;, O Support Recom endatlon O Oppose Recommendation J Neutral
Name: \/aVV{ /ﬂ' 'PM(Q\/‘QI’\

Street Address: s Q 5é ga)’d[ M (s ”A
City: Q (B Phone: (J é} P';Z g7 7// 0

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

—
Representing: %ﬂdﬂfy =

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS(HUE AND CORRECT.

s

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda.

Signature of Speaker

Q Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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City of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA } Written Comment Card

Please complete this form to register your written comments to the Planning Commission, in lieu of speaking, and turn it in to the
Planning Commission Secretary. Your written comments will be considered part of the official proceedings. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: (V) \ \d\\ \O Agenda item number; __ 7
Agenda title or subject t\o be addressed l\{\?f—\}?{‘c\( C VoL MQ B—q{ ’\zj(

Please check one: 3 Support Recommendation 2 Oppose Recommendation Neutral

Name: C/u\\Q)Q_N\ OOW\ \I‘JQ‘b\ E—MS /\/4\5\(/
Street Address: L‘-\d\\\ k\lﬁ\f\ﬂ\( ﬂ\évg\ N City: _ \l ?\Q \(\4‘,\?

Written Comment (Use other side if necessary): (ﬁ\o\QQW\ T\\f

The Planning Commission requires that persons registering written comments
who represent other individuals, groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Representing:C \ \Q,\AC ‘”Q@\Q Q\Q%\f\\ — SignatureC Q(QQ&;’V\\D« S~

O Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).

City of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA ' Written Comment Card

Please complete this form to register your written comments to the Planning Commission, in lieu of speaking, and turn it in to the
Planning Commission Secretary. Your written comments will be considered part of the official proceedings. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: w/ /7 2 o/0 Agenda item number: J@ 7 nd 7& 7
Agenda title or subject to be addressed: \/ /g/A ﬁ/ﬁﬁ/}@/\/
Please check one: 3 Support Recommendation Z] Oppose Recommendation Q Neutral

Name: (LARARENCE 1. SiF9MONS

Street Address: 2.7~ &/ 5/535%\ //VVV ff 233 ciy: CarpEN Co W//{V

Written Comment (Use other side if necessary): /’WV/"’ 7 \/eh JRmeEssa /9 R Z//Vf 57//7 /oM
\ieuld BE p Spm7 JRRISIF on 1MEF Lk pramlidd coeme o rBRIIES

The Planning Commission requires that persons registering written comménts
who represent other individuals, groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

7 <
Representing: Signature: %Q/M )ZWMW

[ Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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(written comment continued)
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Lobbyist Registration: Under § 7.03.010 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code, lobbyists are required to register with the City Clerk’s Office.
A “lobbyist” means any individual or entity employed, retained or otherwise engaged for compensation to communicate with any elective
‘or appointed official, any officer or employee or any task force, committee, board, commission; or other body of the City for the purpose
of influencing any legislative or administrative action.

A regular employee of an organization, communicating to the City during the course of their employment, an individual communicating
on behalf of a group or organization and not receiving compensation for such action, or an individual communicating on their own behalf

would NOT be considered a lobbyist.
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City Of Planning Commission
SANTA CLARITA ‘ Written Comment Card

Please complete this form to register your written comments to the Planning Commission, in lieu of speaking, and turn it in to the
Pianning Commission Secretary. Your written comments will be considered part of the official proceedings. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: io-1a-io Agenda item number: O ’7- I&?

Agenda title or subject to be addressed:

Please check one: Q Support Recommendation ﬁ Oppose Recommendation a Neutral

Name: C.W'ol:)n < evmons

Street Address:__ AT36) e cq Emag 5@;& 283 City: _Cm\\;m\ Cﬁw’\;"\-’\lq _ CH S)=ec)

Written Comment (Use other side if necessary): LN o\ drhe 3""{5&‘;’ Stoces :O ThiS Area WCEQ
\500 QYQH?P e new Shoce wor ke @0:\/) Qpr) 1,)\m Cnnq— ,/L\\) leqve ¥he

The Planning Commission requires that persons registering written comments
who represent other individuals, groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.
Representing: Signature: Cdfwevln\ /g W

0  Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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(written comment continued)
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1 Lobbyist Registration: Under § 7.03.010 of the Santa Glarita Municipal Code, lobbyists are required to register with the City Clerk’s Office.

! A “lobbyist” means any individual or entity employed, retained or otherwise engaged for compensation to communicate with any elective
‘or appointed official, any officer or employee or any task force, committee, board, commission, or other body of the City for the purpose
of influencing any legislative or administrative action.

A regular employee of an organization, communicating to the City during the course of their employment, an individual communicating
on behalf of a group or organization and not receiving compensation for such action, or an individual communicating on their own behalf
would NOT be considered a lobbyist.
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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

City of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA | Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and tum this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: //(’/.;Z,//O Agenda item number: *2/
Agenda title or subject to be addressed: VisTA CANVY &

Please check one: 3 Support Recommendation O Oppose Recommendation O Neutral

Name: /&5 ERT [5.5/%77@71/1 / /L/
Street Address: / *5’ &0 7 5/4 DDL%#‘Lﬁé -léo ‘ ‘
City: ﬁqﬂ/%ﬁ’\j C@M /\f77/":”,y OA’ 4/‘.3{//'Phone: &7& /' 2SIV o oS

The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

Representing: MY s e~

Under State law, maiters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate ; :
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled oy 7 e W
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda. o g :

. y
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SANTA CLARITA | Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)
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Please check one: Q Support Recommendation M Oppose Recommendation 0 Neutral

Name: C .o\\ SR~ Q 2™, AN Q\b\ \2- N:\)\ ’S_,\(\i_ ‘
Street Address: A \,\\ &\) QAN %{ bv\g.(\‘)(%\
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For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.
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and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)
&
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The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
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Representing:

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND.C CT.
Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate /
action. The Planning Commission wili referthe matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda. SignatwéW

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.
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Please check one: Q Support Recommendation O Oppose Recommendation ){ Neutral
Name: ?@ nwin U ()*Q [N

\ =, )
Strest Address: Ag { 6’/{ L-,( { (/‘e ({ 4 A’D%
City: (/[H'I(JLM Outﬁll‘hbl Phone: &/ /_/,; S—/"’y—’é/év()

The Planning Comm%sswn requires that speakers who represent othér individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.
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SANTA CLARITA | Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information .
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: Agenda ftem number 2—*
Agenda tltle or subject to be addressed: %ﬁﬂé pﬂ/’ 0 uﬂM’ 2 ,,L'/ﬂﬁ Vdi &%Neﬂ/l /é /70&15 //7‘{ /ﬂﬁ/
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The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

Representing:

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda.

Signature of Speaker

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

0 Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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Representing:
| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda.

Signature of Speaker '

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.
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SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: L‘/(V“/\'Q/ O ( L\ ‘{\/ Agenda item number;

Agenda title or subject to be addressed: /ng Q‘ﬁ\, @9\!/\/\ FR1A\
Please check one: 0 Support Recommendation O Oppose l—fiecommendation {d( Neutral

Name:
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The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,

;ﬂps or organizations disclose that relationship.
Representing: > Q /v\, \

IDECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING | RUEA CORRECT
Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate B
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be schaduled T
on a subsequent Planning Commission Agenda. ‘ /ﬁ/f Speak

For tips on making your presentation, see reverse stde.

Q0 Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).
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Under State law, matters raised under Public Comments cannot have immediate
action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled
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For tips on making your presentation, see reverse 5|de.
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SANTA CLARITA Request to Speak

If you wish to speak before the Planning Commission, please complete the following information
and turn this form in to the Planning Commission Secretary. (Please print clearly.)
|
\

k City of Planning Commission
\
1

Meeting date: = 2~ S2de N Agenda item number: g

Agenda title or subject to be addressed: ij%z @ iy’ o
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The Planning Commission requires that speakers who represent other individuals,
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action. The Planning Commission will refer the matter to staff, or it may be scheduled ”/I 12 ¢
on & subsequent Planning Gommission Agenda.
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For tips on making your presentation, see reverse side.

Q Please check here if you are a registered lobbyist with the City of Santa Clarita (see back of card for more information).

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-282 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



Clt}’ Of Planning Commission

SANTA CLARITA | Written Comment Card

Please complete this form to register your written comments to the Planning Commission, in lieu of speaking, and turn it in to the
Planning Commission Secretary, Your written comments will be considered part of the official proceedings. (Please print clearly.)

Meeting date: W= 2 - VD Agenda item number: ? - b
Agenda title or subject to be addressed: N\“e“;vk:f C}ﬁ( _ N \'?VQ' . bﬁ‘\l\&\@,ﬁ%\h\m
Please check one: O Support Recommendation M Oppose Recommendation 3 Neutral

Name: C;Q\i\% G'DY:Y‘ &.\‘) < \~ Q,(\l\ \;M/\)Y\_L -

. 3
Street Address: ?,U(d\ NN bc\/Q . %V‘Qx\:(x\/j\ City: _ \3 ?&SU‘(/\E
Written Comment (Use other side if necessary): Soe ‘i\n\.:)m \X&& \é%t‘(, 4

The Planning Commission requires that persons registering written comments
who represent other individuals, groups or organizations disclose that relationship.

| DECLARE THAT THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

Representing: C \,—\%F}C \-\\Q\‘k -\:-)SNA)T_X(- Signature: Q@Q\‘gﬁ“‘"/\
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3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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,
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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 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 -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,
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selecting a preferred improvement. The Planning Commission has initially selected the roundabout
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
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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.

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
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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, 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.
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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.

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,? 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

2 The Natelson Company, Inc., Employment Density Study Summary Report Prepared for Southern California
Association of Governments (October 31, 2001).
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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.
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Lobbyist Registration: Under § 7.03.010 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code, lobbyists are required to register with the City Clerk’s Office.
A “lobbyist” means any individual or entity employed, retained or otherwise engaged for compensation to communicate with any elective
-or appointed official, any officer or employee or any task force, committee, board, commission, or other body of the City for the purpose
of influencing any legislative or administrative action.

A regular employee of an organization, communicating to the City during-the course of their employment, an individual communicating
on behalf of a group or organization and not receiving compensation for such action, or an individual communicating on their own behalf
would NOT be considered a lobbyist. '
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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.
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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.

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
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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.

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 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 3-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 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).

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-303 Vista Canyon Final EIR
0112.024 February 2011



3.0 Comment Letters and Responses

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:

e Literature Review and Evaluation (LRE) — review agronomic literature to determine a chloride
threshold for salt sensitive crops.

e 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.

e Groundwater and Surface Water Interaction Study (GSWI) — determine chloride transport and fate
from surface waters to groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River.

e Conceptual Compliance Measures — identify potential chloride control measures and costs based on
different hypothetical WQO and final WLA scenarios.

e 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:

e 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);

e 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

e 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.
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