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INTRODUCTION

The following Environmental Impact Report has been prepared in accordance with
the State of California Environmental Quality Act and the County of Los
Angeles Environmental Document Reporting. Procedure and Outline for a proposed
residential development. )

Data - for the Environmental Impact Report was obtained from onsite field
observations, discussions with affected agencies, analysis of adopted plans
and policies, and specialized-environmental (biota and traffic) assessments.

Future County filings for this project will necessitate gdditional
environmental studies. ; . .
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SUMMARY

The Proposed Project consists of a zone change from an agriculture designation

.to residential and commercial designations as follows:

Existing Proposed Acres
A-2-1 RPD-1-5U 272.6
A-2-1 RPD-1-4U 199.2
A-2-1 RPD~-1-7U 27.6
A-2-1 R-3 151

A-2-1 c-2 21.9

The future filing of a Tentative Tract Map over the site would provide
development of. single family and multi family dwellings totalling
approXimately 5.000 units and 21.9 acres of commercial use on approximately
675 acres of presently vacant land. This EIR analyzes the potential impacts
of 5,000 dwelling units and 21.9 acres of commercial use. The site is located
approximately one mile easterly of Bouguet Can&on Road on Plum Canyon Road,
and northerly off Whites Canyon Road in the area of wgst-central Los Angeles

County known as Canyon Country. -

A General Plan Amendment No. 282 (SPA019-82) was previously approved in

September, 1982 to allow the necessary urban densities and commercial uses.

In order to implement -this development proposal and bring the zoning into .
compliance with the General Plan, and provide accelerated funding and
construction of road improvements in Plum Canyon, the project applicant has

filed the following case with the County_of Los Angeles:

Zone Case 85-628
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The . Development Agreement Case 86-565 provides, among other things, for the

construction of currently unspecified improvements to Plum Canyon Road within

the Bouquet Canyon Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee District.

The Development Agreement and Zone Change will be processed concurrently.

A summary of the environmental analysis and proposed mitigation measures for

significant impacts follows:

1.

Geotechnical Hazard

Impacts

A primary seismic hazard to any site is the potential for ground
surface rupture caused by fault displacement. Two faults are mapped
onsite based on research, topography and geologic reconnaissance.
However, current data suggest that the potential for future ground

surface displacement onsite is low to nil.

Landslides have occurred onsite, primarily within the Saugus
Formation. Of thé twenty-four landslides identified, only six
impact areas proposed for development. Impacted areas include Areas
2 (single family area in nortﬁwest) and 5 (multi family area in

southeast) - see FIGURE 10, Geology Map.

Mitigation Measures

The following measures have been proposed to reduce the project-wide
geotechnical impacts to a level of insignificance. - Specific
mitigation measures associated with tract design will be addressed
in subsequept reports, as acceptablé to the County Engineer:

-  All grading operations shall be conducted in conformance with

the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance.



= All grading activities Qhall adhere to the recommendations
included within the current and subsequent geotechnical report,
including the following:

- Additional geotechnical studies shall be conducted prior to
Tentative Tréct Map approval and- again during grading
operations to correct existing landslide and unstable slope
impacts where necessary. The sﬁbsequent geotechnical
investigations shall also address ﬁhe potential for

- hydroconsolidation as a result of liquefaction.

The potential effects of ground shaking on structures can be
expected to be satisfactorily mitigated by (earthquake-resistant)
design 1in accordance with the latest Uniform Building Code and
current state-of-the-art engineering practices. The ground shaking
hazard at the project site is within a level generally considered

acceptable by Southern California residents.

Flood Hazard

Impacts

Project related flood hazard impacts can be divided into these two

. categories:

1. Flood hazard related to upstream watershed drainage flowing
through the project site is from a 680 acre easterly area

contributing epproximately 2,560 cfs (bulked) to the site.
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2. Development of the Proposed Project will decrease offsite
runoff downstream (westerly along Bouguet Canyon Road).

Upon development, the Qpp storm flow would be 3,600 cfs
(clear), including upstream contributions - versus 5,500

cfs (bulked) for the undeveloped site. A Q25 storm flow
_decgease of approximately 1;900 would result from project

development.

Mitigation Measures

A Drainage Concept Plan will be prepared and submitted to the Los

Angeles County Department of Public Works - FIGURE 11A 1is a

Conceptual Drainage Map. Improvements proposed in the approved

Drainage Concept Plan will reduce flood hazards to a level of

insignificance, including:

~ implement County approved onsite drainage improvements of
inlet/outlet structures and storm drains;

~ install debris basins, as required;

- cut and fill slopes will be landscaped to reduce: potential
increases in runoff and erosion;

- inlet sgructures, debris . basins and street mainteénance will: reduce

impacts of sediment and runoff contaminants discharge.

Air Quality
A. Construction Emissions
Project Construction air pollution emissions, such as dust and

construction equipment products of combustion, are estimated to



be approximately 917 lbs./day carbon monoxide, 3,911 1bs./day
nitrogen oxides, 301 1bs./day sulfur oxides and 274 1bs./day

particulates.

B. Project Operation Emissions

Projected SCAQMD. 1987, Area 13, tons per year air pollutant

emissions are:

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Reactive Organic Gas (ROG)
7,399 2,179 1,088
The Proposed Project will generate from mobile and stationary
sources approximately 2,736 tons/yr. of CO (374 of SCAQMD
Projected), ~ 604 tons/yr. of NO, (28% of 1987 SCAQMD Projected), 111

tons/yr. of S0, and 258 tons/yr. particulates.

Proposed Project plus related area projects will generate cumulative
air pollutant emissions approximating 11,731 tons/yg. co, 3,475
tons/yr. NOx..477.tons/yr. SOx and 1,105 tons/yr. particulates.
These cumulative emissions exceed projected 1987 SCAQMD, Area 13
emission levels for CO by approximately 58% and levels for NO, by
approxima;ely 59% - similar exceedance can be expected for SO, and

particulates.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation of construction air pollution emissions would include
watering to control dust, proper equipment engine maintenance, and
construction activity scheduling in accordance with specific AQMD

directives.
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The developer will comply with Title 24 of the California State

" Energy Commission to minimize stationary source air pollutants

associated with the Proposed Project. Traffic mitigation measures,
such as restripping, left-turn lanes and through/left-lanes, have

béen proposed to promote free-flowing traffic conditions and reduce

. mobile pollutant sources.. The developer will comply with County

required public transit access. The Air Quality Management Plan
statewide required motor vehicle inspection and maintenance program

reduces mobile emissions.

Biota

Impacts

The proposed development would result in the grading of
approximately 63% (425 acres) of the site. The remaining 37% (250
acres) would be undeveloped as natural open space. Generally, the
undeveloped portions would include the steep cliffs anq unaccessible

portions of the property.

The extension of Plum and Whites Canyon Roads and the construction
of a- flood control channel - would eliminate the alluvial scrub
habitat in the southern valley. Both plant and animal .populations

would be reduced by the. grading operations. Remaining populations

. would tend to be restricted to isolated.portion3~of'the site. - The

presence of people would have further diréct impact .on the remaining
plant and animal populations. Domestic cats and dogs would increase
the pressure on small native animals. Conversely, iarge native
animals would have a negative impact on small domestic pets. The
potential for fire in the undeveloped portions of the site and

adjacent properties would pose a threat to residential structures



and may necessitate periodic controlled burning where dense

vegetation occurs.

Mitigation Measures

The retention of 37% (250 acres) of the site in its natural state as
open space would reduce the impact of the proposed development.
Plants and animals would be able to exist in the refuges not easily

accessible by people.

Landscaping materials should include drought tolerant species,
wherever possible, iﬁ ordef to conserve water and energy in.the
proposed development. The use of California native plants would
further encourage the return of some native birds and other
wildlife. A landscape plan for the Proposed Project will be

submitted for approval to the Regional Planning Commission.

Scenic Quality

Impacts

Grading volumes of approximately 12.5 million cubic yards are

planned which will alter the existing natural terrain.

A "line of sight"” .analysis for the Proposed Project :-was prepared
from the point of view of Plum Canyon Road whichAwill traverse the
central portion of the project site. Analysis of views from the
developed area south of the site (Langside Ave./Stanley Court) were
also evaluated. Views upon entering the site via Whites Canyén Road

from the east (Line of Sight A) are of single family units to the
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.north and multi family to the south. Views from Plum Canyon Road in

the center of the site (Line of Sight B) are of commercial use to
the northeast and multi family units to the southwest. Views upon
entering the site via Plum Canyon Road from the west (Line of Sight
C) are of 'single family units to the north and multi family units to
the south. Views from the developed ~area south of the site at
Langside Ave. and'Stanley Court would include the central portion of
the site eastward through Plum Canyon. There are no views of the

site from any designated Scenic Highway.

Mitigation Measures

Approximately 265 acres (39%) of the site will consist of natural

" open space areas after development including the Department of Water

and Power right-of-way. All utilities will be placed underground.
Extensive wuse will be made of native vegetation specimens for
landscaping throughout the project site. Natural colors and
materials will  be emphasized in- construction of residential,
commercial and institutional buildings. Night-lighting will be
"directed" to minimize glare to adjacent properties and view
corridors. A landscape plan would include street trees and planting

on irrigated slopes to mitigate impact in the view shed.
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Traffic/Access

Impacts

Evaluation of traffic impacts for the Proposed Project required 'a
phasing of buildout intervéls. Total daily Phase 1 trip generation
is 14,990 vehicles per day and at project buildout, Phase 1 -plus

Phase 2, ‘total daily trips are 29,980.

A total of 32 proposed related projects have been identified that
may impact the roadways in the study afea. These projects are all
expected to be_ built by 1991 under current plans. These related
projects are expected to generate approximately 9,980 morning and
14,930 evening peak-hour trips, or a total daily trips. of

approximately 142,085 upon project completion.

All of the key intersections will- operate acceptably during the
morning peak hour under the 1996 (project buildout) background
conditions. -HoweQer, enough local traffic will still use
Bouquet/Soledad, Soledad/Whites Canyon and Soledad/Sierra Hwy.
inte?sections during the afternoon peak hour to cause congested 
conditions. The three aforementioned already congested:afternoon
intersections will become  more congeéted wifh V/C ratios .ranging
from 0.90 to 0.93. The Bouquet Canyon/Seco Canyon-intersection will

also deteriorate to a V/C ratio of 0.89.



Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures within the Bouguet Canyon Roadway Benefit

District are as follows:

1. Restripe the west approach of Bouguet Canyon Road at Seco Canyon
to allow a third through lane;

2. Add a second westbound left-turn lane at the. Bouquet
Canyon/Soledad Canyon intersection;

3. Restripe the’no;thbound‘approach of Valencia Béulevard at Magic
Mountain Parkway to accommodate one left-turn lane, two through
lanes, and a through/right lane; and

4, Add a combination through/left lane to the northbound approach
of Whites Canyon Road at Soledad Canyon Road.

Education . -

Impacts

The Proposed Project will generate a total of 1,862 new students ' in

the William S. Hart Union High School District and the Saugus Union



School District - exceeding available capacities in the Saugus
District. Cumulative impacts of existing enrollment, the Proposéd
Project and .related area projects will generate 8,171 students ‘in
the Saugus Union School District and 18,055 students in the William
S. HBart Union High School District - exceeding available capacitie§

in both Districts.

Mitigatibn Measures

The AB 2926 developer fees and an $800 million state school bondl
issue passed in November, 1986 provide the primary mechanisms to
construct new school facilities. The AB 2926 legislation sets the
required school mitigation for new development. The 1egi§1ation
does not, however, preclude the implementation of alternative

mitigation for a specific development.

Another .funding possibility dis a Mello-Roos Community Facilities
District.. The Mello-Roos Act of 1982 allows school boards and -local
governmental bodies to create community assessment districts for
issuing bonds, redeemable by parcel assessments. Other measures
could be negotiated between the school district gnd'the project
developer including provision of 1land and/or improvements, or

lease-purchase options.

A site is designated for an onsite elementary school. The Applicant
is negotiating with local school districts to arrange dedication of

these needed facilities.
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8. Water.Supply

Impacts

Project related water consumption is estimated to be 1,463 acre.

feet/year.

Combined with the SCWC's existing level of demand, 13,775 acre
feet/year, project development would result in a total water demand

of 15,238 acre feet/year. Upon completion of the treatment plant

expansion and resulting SCWC fotal supply of 19,400 acre feet/year,

the Company would have a remaining supply of 4,162 acre feet/year

above existing demand.

Cumulative water supply impacts associated with this- and other
proposed developments within the. Santa Clarita Water Company are

estimated to be 21,367 acre feet/year.
The total estimated future demand fop the company of 21,367 acre feet
would exceed existing supplies of _19.400 acre feet/year by

approximately 2,000 acre feet/year.

Mitigation Measures

Future water demands can be met by State Water Project expansion,
participation in the Los Banos Grande Reservoir Project,

implementation of the Coordinated Operating Agreement, participation

"in Kern County Water Banking and Delta Channel Improvements.

Additional, as yet, unexploited ground water resources such as the

*

Project list and information sources included in APPENDIX 6.
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alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation will supplement futur
supplies. Water conservation measures can save as much as 33% o

existing usage.

Solid Waste Disposal

Impacts

The Proposed Project will generate approximately 25,550 tons of soli.

waste per year at buildout.

Other planned projects within the Santa Clarita Valley plus th
Proposed Project and existing demand will generate approximatel:

350,144 tons of solid waste per year at buildout, or approximately 2;

of the area landfill remaining capacity.

Mitigation Measures

No specific mitigation measures are proposed. No significant projeci
related or cumulative impacts to area solid waste disposal capacities

are anticipated. = Current and future landfill expansions will

mitigate impacts. Residents are - encouraged to" practice

source-separation and volume reduction.
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The ‘Develapment Agreement provides for thé early financing and
conétructioh of improvements to Plum Canyon Road, within the ‘
Assessment District. The County is presently unable to require
accelerated financing and construction of a major thoroughfare at
this geographic location under any of its police power or land use
exaction powers. The Development Agreement proposes to guarantee for
a period of thirteen years the density for construction of
residential units by the Applicant at the project site in exchange
for the Applicant agreeing to, amoné other things, .the early

financing and construction of the Plum Canyon Road improvements.

The ijective of. the Proposed Project is to bring the site zoning
into compliance with the General Plan and to develop approximately
675 acres of vacant land into approximately 5,000 single family and

multi family dwelling units and 21.9 acres commercial.

In order to achieve these goals, Zone Case 85-628 has been submitted

to the Courity of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning and
contains the following:

Zone Change Request

Existing Proposed Density Acres
A-2-1 RPD-1-5U 5 DU/AC 272.6
A-2-1 RPD-1-4U 4 pu/AC 199.2
A-2-1 RPD-1-70 7 DU/AC 27.6
A-2-1 R-3 30 DU/AC 151

A-2-1 c-2  mmmme———— 21.9

Maximum allowable number of units would be approximately 6,883.

..5..
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A subsequent filing of a tentative tract map will provide the

ultimate development proposal.

Project Characteristics

The Proposed Project would provide. construction of approximately
5,000 units including: single family..units, multi family units;
patio hoﬁes,.apartments, town home units, town house flat uﬁits, and
21.9 acres commercial use. ' The project site encompasses a total of
approximately 675 acres, see FIGURE 4§ - Site Plan. In order to’
create building pads and required streets énd slopes, approxima£e1y

12.5 million cubic yards of grading will be required. Primary site
access will be provided via Plum Canyon Road and Whites Cagyon Road
west to east through the site. Secoﬁdary access will be.provided
from the south via Santa Catarina Road and interior collectof.

streets. The development will include a school site and park site.

The project is planned so that the early financing 'and construction

of the Plum Canyon Road improvements will precede construction of

residential units contemplated in the areas covered by the Zone

Change.



The following is a unit breakdown that corresponds ‘to the 5 areas .

shown on the Conceptual Site Plan, FIGURE 4..

Approx. . .

Area Acreage Units Unit Type

1 151 ‘ 3,247 - Apartments, Condos, Flats and
Town houses '

2 . 272.6 © 1,200 Single Family Detached, Detached
Patio Homes, Duplexes

3 21.9 ' ——— : Commercial

L} 27.6 . 153 Town houses

5 199.2 400 Single Family Detached, Detached

Patio Homes, Duplexes, School
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DESCRIPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Existing Conditions

The project site is located in west-central Los Angeles County within
the Santa Clarita Valley and, more specifically, in the community of
Canyon Country. The Santa Clarita Valley is an area undergoing rapid
urban expansion through the development of wvarious land wuses.

Population growth within the Santa Clarita Valley is experiencing one

"of the fastest growth rates in the Southern California Association of

Governments (SCAG) region.

Project site topography consists of riégelines running along the
northern and sogthern boundaries of the site. A moderately sloping
plain runs west to east through the center of the site and slopes
toward the south and Plum Canyon. Existing siée topography is shown
in FIGURE 5. Onsite drainage is along central Plum Canyon flowing
westerly toward an existing inlet just east of Tract 32615. Onsite
élevations range from 1,500 feet in the west_to 2,000 feet in the

north of the project site.

Noise sources in the area consist of vehicular traffic along Bouquet

Canyon Road, one mile west of the site.

Geologically, the site is located within the.Soledad basin, between
the San Gabriel and Sierra Pelona Mountains. Project site soils are
primarily silty sand/clayey silty sand exhibiting low expansive

chafacteristics. No faults or fault traces have been identified

-8-
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onsite. The major geologic hazard to the ﬁroject site is ground
shaking - related to earthquake activity oniginatiﬁg along the
regionally located San Andreas or San Gabriel - fault syétem. This

hazard is within a level generally considered_acceptaﬁle by Southern
California residents. |

Many of the onsite plant species are ephemeral in nature, developing
with winter rains and becoming dormant during_the summer months,

Low-growth shrubs and chaparral are found along the'steéper slopes,

with pgrassland dominating the lower elevations. .Resident ﬁildlife‘
populations associated with these plant communities are typical of

the project area' and include various small mammals, reptiles and

avifauna. See Biota Report, APPENDIX 3.

A City of Los Angeles Department of Waper and Power right-of-way
(fee ownership) .traverses the site on the nonthéaét. Utilities
- serving the site include the Santa Clafita Water Compaﬂy and Los
Angeles County Sanitation District No. 26. These affected utilities

have been notified and are considering ahnexation_of the site.

Lands surrounding the site are 'planned or "under construction”

residential uses and planned commercial.

Tentative Tract No. 31158 on the western boundary of the site is
proposed as single and multi family ' development. Lands to the

north, east and south are vacant.

-10-



Regional points of interest include Dry Canyon Reservoir, three miles
to the northeast of the site; Castaic Lake, ‘seven miles to the
northwest; and Magic Mountain Amusement Park located six miles west
of.the site. Additionally, the Angeles Nétional Forest is
approximately four miles north, and six miles south of the project

site.

Zoning and Adopted Plans

The Land Use Element of the Los Angeles County General Plan-
designates the project site as "1", Low Density Residential (1 - 6

DU/AC), and "R", Residential (1 DU/5 AC to 1 DU/20 AC) as shown iﬁ

FIGURE 6.

The.Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan designates the site as drban 1

(U1 = 1.1 - 3.3 DU/AC), Urban 2 (U2 = 3.4 - 6.6 DU/AC), Urban 3 (U3 =
6.7 - 15 DU/AC), Urban 4 (U4 = 15.1 - 50 DU/AC), Hillside Management

(MM = 1. DU/AC - 1 DU/20 AC) and Commercial (C-2), as shown in

FIGﬁRE 7. The- existing Areawide Plan categories are summarized in

the following table:

Existing Santa Clarita Valley
Areawide Plan Designations

Designation . Approximate Acres 0% 2R

Ul 90-

u2 225_ W0 ) \ 5

u3 . 165 \b C
uly 50 . 4 g Lﬂ b
HM : 120 C e .

c2 15

. The existing zoning on the project site is A-2-1 (1 DU/AC) as shown

in FIGURE 8. A request has been filed with the County of Los

-11~
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Angeles, Department of Regional Planning under Zone Case 85-628, to
amend the existing zoning to RPD-1-5U (5 DU/AC), RPD-1-4U (4 DU/AC),

RPD-1-7U (7 DU/AC), R-3 (30 DU/AC maximum) and C-2, Commercial.

FIGURE 9 shows proposed zoning. The table below shows the proposed

zoning categories:

Proposed Zoning Designations

Designation Approximate Acres
RPD-1-5U S 272.6

RPD-1-4U ’ 199.2

RPD-1-7U 27.6

R-3 151

c-2 21.9

e

..15_
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A. Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

The following environmental impacts have been determined by the
County of Los Angeles  Impact Analysis Section to be potentially

significant.

1. Geotechnical Hazard

Environmental Setting

A geotechnical investigation has been conducted for the Proposed
Project by Leighton & Associates, Inc. The entire report is
included in APPENDIX 2. Future ‘specific soils and geologic
investigations will be required as development plans become

available.

The study area is underlain by nonmarine sedimentary bedrock of
Cenozoic aée. These coarse-grained sediments consist of sandstone
and conglomerate of the Miocene Mint Canyon Formation, sandstone,
conglomerate, and silty sandstone of the upper Miocene Castaic
Formation;‘ and sandstone. conglomerate, ‘and mudstone of- the
Plio—Pleistocéne Sadgus Formation. Mudstone beds were not
oﬁserved within the Miﬂt Canyon and Caséaic Formations exposed
onsite, but are anticipated .to be present based on. pfevioué
experiénce in othef nearby locations. Mudstones represent the
weakest materials within the onsite bedrock. Bedding observed
within the bedrock is thick (up to 10 feet as observed),

undulatory, and poorly developed.

The predominant geologic structure within the study area is a
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southwesterly dipping homocline. Bedding within the three onsite
formations is subparallel and generally dips 10* to 20* degrees
southerly -to westerly.. The homoclinal structure is locally
interrupted by a north-south trending fault located in the
easterly portion of the site. This f;ult has placed the Castaic
Formation in contact with the underiying Mint Canyon Fbrﬁaﬁion;
No evidence of faulting was observed within the overlying Saugus
Formation or surficial soils. A northwesterly trending fault.in
the central portion of the study area is SQSpected due to tﬁe
observation of an anomaloés linear ravine located across a terrace

surface,

Regional ground water levels are anticipated to be at a depth of
approximately 75 feet below the lower portions of the site.
Phreatophytes indicating shallow gfound water ;ere observed in the
western area of the site, adjacent to the Department of Water and
Power right-of-way. This shallow ground water is anticipééed to

represent a localized and seasonal perched condition and

- persistent, shallow ground water levels are not anticipated.

The surficial so0ils overlying bedrock and' delineated on the
accompanying Geotechnical- Map - (see FIGURE 10) include terrace
d;posits-(Qt), recent 1andslidé debris (Qls), alluvium (dal).'
slope wﬁsh and colluvium (Qsw), and artificial fill (af, afe,
.afm). The§e~yaterials are typically medium to coarse—grainea and
are anticipated” to have high.shear strengtﬁs with low cohesi&n.
Expgnsion-potentials are apticipated to be low due to a relatively
low clay content.

-18-
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'The recent landslide debris delineated on.fhe Geotechnical Map is
anticipated to consist primarily of intense fractured and
disturbed Saugus Formation. This material is anticipated to be
potentially compressible. Collapse-and compressibility potentials
are anticipated to be high within the alluvium, and slope wash and
colluvium. The artificial fill is also anticipated to have a high

settiemént potential.

Environmental Impacts

A primary seismic hazard to any site is the potential'for ground
surface rupture caused by fault displacement. Two faults are
mapped onsite based on research, topbgraphy and géologic
recoﬂnaissance.' A horth—s;uth trending fault was observed in tﬁe
westerly portion of-the site. Thé fault was not observed within
the Plio-Pleistocene Saugus Formation or within the overlyihg
surficial deposits and is anticipated to be inactive. A potential
northwesterly trending fault is located onsite, a;d possible-
expression of this fault was observed on tﬁe.terrace surface.
However, current data-;dggest that the potential for future ground

surface displacement onsite is low to nil.

Landslides have occurred onsite, primarily - within the Saugus
Formation. Of the twenty-four landslides identified (see Geology
Map, FIGURE 10), only six impact areas proposed for development.

Impacted areas include Area 2 and Area 5.
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Mitigation Measures

The following measures have been proposed to reduce the
project-wide geotechnical impacts to a level of insignificance.
Specific mitigation measures associated with tract désign will be
addressed in sﬁbsequent reports, as acceptable to the County

Engineer:

- All grading operations shall be conducted in conformance with
the Los Angeles County Grading Ordinance.

- All pgrading -acdtivities shall adhere to the recommendations
included within the current and subsequent geotechnical report,
including the following:

- A1l uncertified artificial fill, and alluvium shall be
removed and recompacted to the required maximum density;

-  All organic material shall be removed or hydroconsolidated
.prior to grading certification;:

- Proposed cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized to thé
satisfaction of the County Engineer; ‘

. Existing landslides of a potentially hazardous nature shall
be properly stabilized. ppmoved. or left in open space: per
the reqﬁiremehts of subsequent Geology Reports;

- All future cut/fill slopes will be landscaped to reducg

- potential increases_in erosion;

- All onsite drainage shall conform to the future Drainage
LConcept'Plan to reduce potential erosion impacts;

= Slopes over 30' high shall be designed with .a concrete

: drainage device to carry water off graded sloées ‘to
minimize erosion;
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- Subdrains shall be instélled if ground water is encountered
during excavation operations, or if future shallow ground
water is expected.

= Additional geotechnical studies shall be conducted prior fo

Tentative Tract Map 'ap'pxl'oval~ and again during grading

operations to correct existing 1and$lide and unstable slope

impacts where necessary. The subsequenf geotechnical
investigations shall also address the potential for

.hydroconsolidation as a result of liquefaction.

The potential effects of ground shaking on structures can be
expected to be satisfactorily mitigated by (earthquake-resistant)
design 1in accordance with the latest Uniform Building Code and
current state-of-the-art engineering practices. The ground
sbaking hazard at the project site is within a level generally

considered acceptable by Southern California residents.

Because areas containing.1ow density soils will be removed and
shallow ground water was not encountered, the potential for such
ground failure hazards is rated as low to nil. Therefore, no
special mitigatibﬁ measures other than earthwork construction in

accordance with code requirements are expected to be necessary.

Flood Hazard

Environmental Setting

The site's natural drainage course runs along the floor _of ‘Plum
Canyon through an east - to west trending wash that traverses the
length of the site and connects to drainage systems to the west of

-22-
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the projeét site south of Plum Canyon Road to a Bouquet Canyon
channel (see FIGURE 11). Existing Q25 storm flow values of 5.560
cubic feet  per secpnd (cfs) presently pass through the project
gite as sheet flow and along natural drainage courses central to
Plum Canyon and tnendipg westerly, including a Q25 offsite flow
contribution from eastern Plum Canyon of 2,560 cfs. Onsite soils
and vegetative cover indicate that the site is subject.to moderate
levels. of erosion. This is not a high mud flow aréa. A U.S;G;S.
designated "blueline" water course is within the project site.

The Applicant will comply with State and Federal requirements for

"blueline” water courses.

Environmental Impacts

Project related flood hazard impacts can be divided into thesé two
categories:

1. Flood hazard related to upstream drainage flowing through
the site 1is 1limited to an easterly drainage area-of
approximateiy 680 acfes that contributes 'épﬁroximately
2.560 cfs (bulked) to the site;

2. Development of the Proposed Project wiil decrease offsite

- runoff downstream (westerly along Bouquet Canyon Road).
Upon development, the Qpg storm flow would be 3,600 cfs-
(clear),'including upstream contributions. ‘A 025 storm
flow decrease of approximately 1,900 (bﬁlked to clear

-differential) would result from project development:
Onsite runoff ‘will be collected according. to the proposed
Conceptual Drainage Map, which includes inlet structures,

and debris basins as shown in FIGURE 11A.
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Flood hazards on and offsite.'as well as erosion potentials
will be reduced by implementation of the approved Drainage

Concept Plan. No mud flow hazard was identified on the site.

Mitigation Measures

A Conceptual Drainage Map is shown in FIGURE 11A. A Drainage

Concept Plan has been submitted to and.approved by the Los Angeles

County Department of Public Works. Improvements proposed in the
approved Drainage Concept Plan will reduce flood hazards to a

level of insignificance, including:

- implement County approved onsite _drainage improvements of
inlet/outlet structures and storm drains:

- install debris basins, as required;

- cu£ and fill slopes will be landscaped to reduce potential
increases in runoff and erosion;

= dinlet structures, debris basins and street maintenance will

reduce impacts of sediment and runoff contaminants discharge.

. Air Quality

Environmental .Setting

The Proposed Project is located-in the South Coast Air Quaiity
Management District's (SCAQMD) Source - Receptor Area 13. The
SCAQMD monitors and regulates dir quality impacts within 38 source
réceptor areag'in Southern California. No' current monitoring data
exists for Area 13, except for ozone whose 1985 maximum
concentration was 0.2l parts per milli@h (ppm). Ozone
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concentrations in Area. 13 for 1985 exceeded the State Standard

(0.1 ppm) 141 days and the Federal Standard (0.12 ppm) 93 days.*

Projeqtéd SCAQMD 1987, Area 13, tons per year air pollutant

emissions are:

- Carbon Monoxide (CO) Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Reactive Organic Gas (ROG)

7,399 2,179 1,088
Source: SCAQMD - Air Quality Data 1985.

Environmental Impacts

A.

Construction Emissions

Project Construction air pollution emissions such as dust and
construction equipﬁent products of combustion are estimated to .
be approximately 917 1lbs./day carbon monoxide, 3,911 1bs./day
nitrbgen oxides, 301 1bs./day sulfur oxides and 274 1bs;/da§

particulates.

Project Operation Emissions

Based upon 1990 modél vehicle trips per day, as determinéd in
the Project's Traffic Study and '10-mile trip distances
averaging 45 MPH, the following project and cugulative, mobile
and stationary emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides,
sulfﬁr oxidés— and partiéulates are estimated as tons per

year:**

¥ Contact 8/5/86 with Brian Ferris AQMD, EIR Coordinator - -citing "Air Quality
Handbook”, revised December, 1983. -

** These estimates are derived from methodologies of the "Air Quality’
Handbook," revised Dec. 1983, and may not reflect a 365 days per year
operating basis.
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As shown in. the above table, the Proposed Project will generate
frqm mobile and stationary sources approximately 2,736 tons/yr. of
CO (37% of SCAQMD Projected); 604 tons/yr. of NO, (28% of 1987
SCAQMD Projected), 111 tons/yr. of = SO, and 258 tons/yr.

particulates.

Cumulative Impacts

The above table indicates that Propésed Project plus related area
projects will generate cumulative air pollutant emissions
approximating 11,731 tons/yr. CO, 3,475 tons/yr. NO,, 477 toﬁs/yr.
SO, and 1,105 tons/yr. particulates. Cumulative emissions exceed
projected 1987 SCAQGMD, Area 13 emission levels for CO by
approximately 58% and emission levels for NOx by approximately 59%

- similar exceedance can be expected for.SO, and particulates.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation of construction air pollution emissions would include
watering to. control dust, proper equipment engine maintenance, and
construction activity scheduling in accordance with specific AQMD-

directives.

The developer will comply with Title 24 of the California State
Energy Commission to minimize stationary sourée air bollutants
associated with- the Proposed Project. Traffic mitigation
measures, such as restripping and 1left-turn lanes, have been

proposed to promote free-flowing traffic conditions and reduce
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mobile pollutant sources. These AQMD nmitigation measures, in
addition to the statewide required inspection and maintenance

program, help reduce air pollutant emissions.

Biota

Environmental Setting

The proposed development site is approximately 675 acres of hills,
valleys, and. mountains. A- broad valley runs from east to west
through the southern portion of the property. The proposed
extension of Plum Canyon and Whites Canyon Roads would pass
through this valley. Besidentia} developments occur to the west
of the site. High mountains 1lie to the south of the proberty
offsite. Other mountains form the northern boundary of the

property. Numerous valleys and lesser drainage courses empty into

‘Plum Canyon from these mountains.

The hillsides are covered with grassland, coastal -sage scrub, .and
chaparral vegetation. The valley bottoms support various alluvial
scrub plant species. Most of the site is treeless. Hoﬁeverﬂ"
trees -occur along the southern portion and were eitber planted or
are volunteer specimens. An old abandoned olive grove is the most
notewqrthy. No oak trees exist on the sité. A complete list of

flora is found in APPENDIX 3.

Flora

-Most of the site is covered by grassland vegetation composed of

annual weeds and grasses such as wild oats, black mustard,
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foxtail, tarweed, 'horseweed, doveweed, cheeseweed, thistle, wheat
grass, and stephanomeria. These  species indicate past

disturbances such as livestock grazing and fire.

Coastal sage scrub vegetation occurs in irregular patches on steep
slopes and ridges. This vegetation type is composed of
low-statured perennial shrubs and is dominated by California
sagebrush, saltbush, chaparral aster, tree tobacco, California
encelia, California bﬁckwheat, goldenbush, deerweed, sages,

elderberry, and yucca.

Isolated stands of chaparral occur on deeper soils and protected
slopes. This vegetation is composed of large, woody shrubs and is
dominated by chamise, mountain mahogany, buck brush, yerba santa,

toyon, mallow, -prickly pear and scrub oak.

Alluvial scrub occupies the bottoms of major canyons. This type
of vegetation is composed of scattered medium to large shrubs such
as scalebroom, valley cholla, big basin sagebrush, holly-leaved

cherry, redberry, creek senecio, and squaw bush.

Some trees occur on the site, but in most cases were planted by
man. In the southwest corner of the property there is a grove of
Texas umbrella and trée of heaven trees. A few eucalyptus treeg
are found in scattered locations in the southern sector. Numerous
olive, pepper andltamarisk trees have become established in. the
broad val}ey' that bisecté the property. An old abandoned olive.
orchard persists in the south-central sector.

. =-31-



None of the plant speeies observed or expeéted to occur on the
site are classified as rare or endangered. No riparian habitat

identified onsite.

Fauna

The lack of water-and the limited types of habitats on the site
restrict the number of kinds and populaﬁion sizes of animal
species. Population sizes and animal activity sink to their
lowest ebb during August when the field survey was conducted.
During spring months the number and activity of various.animai
species would be chh greater. Therefore, APPENDIX 3 1lists both
animals observed as well as thosg expected to occur. on the site.
Also, many reptiles and mammals.are nocturnal and .woulq not be

observable during the daylight hours.

Coast Horned Lizard'and California Legless Lizard occur in sandy
wash areas such as those common to the site.  The Iprope;ty is
within the range of the extremely rare and endangered California
Condor. This lgrge bird uses open rangeland for scavenging dead
carcasses. The cliffs on the site are suitablé for nesting of the
Golden Eagle and Peregrin Falcon, but no nests were observed nor

were any individuals sighted.

Electric transmission lines (Dept..of Water and Power) pass across
the northern and western sectors of the property. One of the
smaller canyons in the eastern sector of the site has been used as
a sanitary landfill in the past. . Numerous dirt roads dissect the
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property. The major road is used by power company vehicles to

maintain the electric transmission lines and towers.

There is no permanent water on the site. All stream courses only
carr& off water during rainstorms. There are stéep ‘cliffs
associated with the higher mountaiﬁs and deep canyons both on and
offsite. Fire scars indicate previous fire on the site. A
controlled burn by the Los Angeles County Fire Department was
carried out this year along the southern boundary of the.property

to reduce fire danger.

Environmental Impacts

The proposed development would result in - the grading of
approximately- 63% (425 acres) of the site (see FIGURE 12). The
remaining 37% (approximately 250 acres) would be unde&eloped- as
natural open .Sspace. Generally, the undeveloped portions would
include the steep cliffs and unéccessible portions of the property
on the .northern and southern boundaries. . The extension of Plum
and Whites Canyon Roads and the construction of a flood control. .
channel would eliminate thelalluvialASCpub habitat in ﬁﬂe southern
valley. Both plant and animal populations would be reduced bf the
grading operations. Vegetative community losses would include
approximately 217 (70% of Itotal) grassland acres, 76 (80% df
total) coastal sage scrub, 78 (SO% of total) chaparral, 51 (90% of
tofal) alluvial scrub and 28 (80X of total) acrésA of .trees.
Remaining pobulationS' would tend to be festricted fo isolated
portions of the site. The presence of people would hawve further

direct impact on the remaining plant and animal populations.
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scrub. Scenic characteristics of the surrounding area include
vacant lands to the north and east, and single family development

to the west and south.

Environmental Impacts

The Proposed Project conceptual site plan is shown in FIGURE 4.
Grading volumes of approximately 12.5 million cubic yards are

planned which will alter the existing natural terrain.

A "line of sight" analysis for the Proposed Pfojeét was prepared
from the poinf.of view of ?lum Canyon Road which will traverse the
central portion of the project site. Analysis of offsite views
into Plum Canyon from the developed area south of the sité
(Langside Ave./Stanley Court) were also evaluated. FIGURE 13 is a
Line of Sight Map showing the perspectives A, B and C for this
analysis along Plum Canyon Road. These perspectives were chosen
to .represent east and west site entry views and central project
site views from Plum Canyon Road. FIGURE 14 is a plot of visual

profiles from the lines of sight.

Perspective A té the northwest would provide a succession of views
in Area 5 of single family units, to major ridgéline and sky.
Perspective A to the southeast would provide a succession of views
in Area 5 of single family units, to natural hillside to major

ridgeline and sky.

Perspective B to the northeast would provide a succession of views
from Area 1, to Commercial Area 3, to single family units in Area
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Domestic cats and dogs would increase the pressure on small native
animals. Conversely, large native animals would have a negative

impact on small domestic pets.

Mitigation Measures

The retention of 37% (approximately{EEE,acreS of grassland, sage
scrub and chaparral) of the éite in its natural state as open
space would reduce the impact of the proposed develspment. Plants
and animals would be able to exist in the refuges not easily

accessible by people.

Landscaping materials should include drought tolerant species,
wherever béssible. in order to conserve water and energy in the
proposed development. The use of California native plants would
further encourage the return of some native birds and other
wildlife. A landscape plan for the Proposed Project will be
submitted for approval to the Regional Planning Commission, along

with subsequent filings.

Scenic Quality

Environmental Sefting

The Proposed Project site is located approximately one-half mile
east of Bouguet Canyon Road on Plum Canyon Road. The site 1lies
north and south of Plum Canyon for approximately two miles. Site
terrain consists of gently sloping grassland. and scrub immediately
lateral to Plum Canyon (min. elev. 1,600 ft.) as a valley running
east to ;vest. Higher elevat.ipns (max. elev. 2,000 ft.) include
two major ridgelines along the southern andlnorthgrn boundarigs of.

the site. Higher elevations are covered with chaparral and sage
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2, to natural hillside, to ridgeline and sky. Perspective B to
the southwest would provide a succession of views in Area 1, to
multi family units, to vacant hillside, to existing single family

development offsite on Langside Avenue and Stanley Court.

IPerspective C to the north would provide a succession of views in
Area 2 of single family units, to Dept. of Water .and Power
right—of—wéy to ridgeline and sky. Perspective C tolthe south
would proviae a succession of views in Area 1 of multi family
units, to natural hillside offsite, to existing single family

development offsite on Langside Avenue and Stanley Court.

Views from the perspective of existing single family dwellings on
Langside Avenue will be that -of the length of Plum Canyon through
the Proposed Project site. The majority of the site's parks, town
homes, single family units, multi family units, town house flats,
patio homes, commercial lots and open space would comprise ‘the
northern view shed from the LangSide'Avenue and Stanley Court

perspective.
There are no views ‘of the site from Bouquet Canyon Road, a
designated- Scenic Highway, because it is approximately

three-fourths of a mile west of the project site.

Mitigation Measures

Approximately 265 acres (39%) of the site will consist of natural
open space areas after development including the Department of
Water and Power right-of-way to the northwest of the site and
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major ridgelines (see 'Conceptﬁal Site Plan, FIGURE U4). A1l
utilities will be placed underground. -Extensive use will be made
of _native vegetation specimens for landscaping throughout the
project site. Natural colors and materials will be emphasized in
construction' of residential, commercial and institutional
buildings. Night-lighting'will be "directed" to minimize glare to
adjacent properties and Qiew corridors. A landscape plan would
include street trees and planting on irrigated slopes to mitigate

impact in the view shed.

Traffic/Access

Environmental Setting

A traffic study has been prepared for the Proposed Project by
Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. and is included in APPENDIX 4.
Regional access to the project site is provided by Bouquet Canyon

Road, Seco Canyon Road, Soledad Canyon Road, Whites Canyon Réad
and Valencia Boulevard. Local access will be provided by Plum
Cahyon Road, Santa Catarina Road and Whites Canyon Road '~

FIGURE 15 shows regional road network.
Key roadways servicing the site are as follows:

Bouquet Canyon Road, running in a southwest-to-northeast
direction, has a cross section that varies between six lanes just
north of Soledad Canyon Road to two lanes north of Plum Canyon
Road. This major arterial‘’ has signals at iﬁtefsections with

Solédad Canyon, Newhall Ranch and Seco Canyon roads. South of

‘Plum Canyon Road, Bouquet Canyon Road carries approximately 15,000
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vehicles on an average weekday, while farther south (near Soledad

Canyon Road), it carries over 44,000 vehicles on an average

weekday.

Seco Canyon Road, a north-south four-lane collector that ends at
its intersection with Bouquet Canyon Road, carries approximately

17,000 vehicles during an average weekday.

Spledad Canyon Road is a ﬁajor east-west arterial serving the
Bouquet Canyon area. This facility has a signal at Whites Canyon
Road in addition to the one at Bouquet Canyon Road and carries
between 29-32,000 vehicles on the average weekday. The c;oss
section of Soledad Canyon Road varies from four lanes near Bouquet

Canyon Road to six lanes near Whites Canyon Road.

Whites Canyon Road.'running in a north-south direction, presently
has a four-~lane cross sectiori. On an average day about 22,000

vehicles use this roadway.

Valencia Boulevard, a major east-west collector sfreetﬁ_senves the
project area and usually carries between 33,006 and :42.000
vehicles per day depending on location. This four-lane divided
facility begins. at I-5 on the western end and ends at Bouquet

Canyon Road at the eastern-end where it turns into Soledad Cahyon

Road.

-2~



S

Based on discussions with the County - of Los Angeles, seven
existing intersections were identified as receiving potentially .
significant traffic impacts- due to the Proposed Project. These

intersections are: -

- Bouquet Canyon Road/Plum Canyon Road;

- Bouquet Canyon Road/Seco Canyon Road;

—- Bouquét Canyon Road/Newhall Ranch Road;

-  Bouquet Canybn Road/Soledad Canyon Road;

-  Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain Parkway; -
- Soledad Canyon Road/Whites Canyon Road; and

- Soledad Canyon Road/Sierra Highway.

Under existing conditions, only the intersections of Bouquet
Canyon Road/Plum Canyon Road and Valencia Boulevard/Magic Mountain
Parkway and Soledad Canyon Road/Whites Caﬁyon Road are presently
operating efficiently for both the - morning and evening peak
hours. The Bouquet Canyon/Soledad Canyon, Soledad Canyon/Whites
Canyon and Soiedad -anYOn/Sierra Highway intersections operate
acceptably during the morning peak hour but deteriorate to
unacceptable levels (vél./capacity ratio greater than 0.85) during
the evening peak hour. Conversely, the intersection of Boﬁquet
éanyon/Neﬁhall .Ranch' Roads operates within-acceptable levels of
service in the evening but does not operate acceptably during the
morning peak hour. Presently, the Bouquet Canyon/Seco Canyon and
Boqguet Canyon/Newhall Ranch intersections operate at unacceptable
levels for both peak-periods. )
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Environmental Impact .

Evaluation of traffic impacts for the Proposed Project required a
phasing of buildout intervals: |
Phase 1 - 199i Partial Construction - 250 single family

| 1,375 town house/condo

. 875 apartments

Phase 1 construction would occur immediately adjacent to roadways
such as Plum Canyon Road and Whites Canyon Road - see FIGURE 16A

for Phase 1 Traffic Study Conceptual Development.

Phase 2 - 1996 Completed Construction - 500 single family
2,750 town house/condo

1,750 apartments

Total daily Phase 1 trip generation is 14,990.

Phase 1 traffic analysis assumes the implementa;ion of the

following eleﬁents of the 1996 "ultimate roadway system:"

® Plum Canyon Road cpnnected through to Whites Canyon Road;

® Vhites Canyon Road extended.souih to Via Princessa ana'.then
onto Sierra Highway;

® Rio Vista Road completed from Bduquet_Canyon'Road.to.Soledad

Canyon Road;

® McBean Parkway extended -north to connect with Decoro Drive;

° Decoro Drive extended westward to McBean Parkwa&; and
® Santa Catarina Road completed from Plum Canyon Road to Soledad
.Canyon Road,

-
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A total of 32 proposed related projects have been identified, in
consultation with the L.A. County Road Department, that mey impact
the roadways in the_study area. These projects are all expected
to be built by 1991 under current plans. The approximate location
of these projects is shown in FIGURE 16 and listed in the table

that follows. These related projects are expected to generate

‘approximately 9,980 morning and 14,930 evening peak-hour trips, or’

total daily trips of approximateiy 142,085 upon profect
completion. The 21.9 acres of commercial uses are not considered
to generate significant traffic volumes.

In 1991 (Phase 1) several intersections will experience some
operational problems even without any new developments. These
intersections will expefience congestion due 1in part to the
ambient growth of traffic offsetting’ the advantages gained by
adding additional roadways. The Bouguet Canyon/Seco Canyon
intersection will operate better than it does today, but will
still experience minor congestion during the morning peak. hour

(v/C = 0.89). Santa Catarina Road is assumed to be completed in

Phase 1.

With a V/C ratio of 0.76, the Bouguet Canyon/Soledad Canyon
intersection will operate acceptably in the morning but
deteriorate to a Level of ‘Service F (V/C = 1.02) during the

afternoon peak hour, about the same as it operates now.
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~ TABLE

RELATED PROJECTS
TRIP GENERATION SLMMARY

Trip Rates Trips
AM_Peak Hour PM Pesk Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Houpr
Project ' : ]
No. Land-Use Daily In Out In Out Daily In . Out In out
1 139 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 1,390 30 75 9% 50
2 5, single-family 10.0 0.2 0.5 0.63 0.37. 5% 10 30 35 20
3 131 single-family 10.0 0.29 055 0.63 0.37 1,310 30 75 85 50
4 113. single-family 10.0 -~ 0.29 0.55 0.63 ~ 0.37 1,130 25 60 70 40
5 84 single-family 10.0 0.2 0.55 0.63 0.37 840 20 45 55 30
1,380 muttifamily 6.1 0.0 0.40 0.45 0.25 8,420 140 550 620 345
6 117 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63 0.37 1,170 25 65 75 45
7 255 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 2,550 55 140 165 95
8 11 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63  0.37 110 5 5 5 5
9 46 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 460 10 5 30 15
10 13 single-famitly 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63  0.37 130 5 5 10 5
1 446 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63  0.37 4,460 95 295 - 280 165
12 423 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63  0.37 4,230 90 235 265 160
13 289 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63 0.37 2,8% 60 160 180 105
14 46.single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63 0.37 460 10 25 30 15
15 3 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 ° 0.63 0.37 30 5 5 5 .5
16 317 multifamily 6.1 .0.10 0.40 0.45 0.25 1,935 - 30 125 15 80
17 900. single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63 0.37 9,000 190 495 565 335
18 19 single-family -10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 190 5 10 10 5
19 668 multifamily 6.1 0.0 0.40 0.45 0.25 4,075 65 265 300 165
20 103 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.3 0.37 1,030 20 60 65 40
21 206 multifamily 6.1 0.0 0.40 0.45 0.5 1,255 20 80 95 50
22 53 single-family - 10.0 . 0.21 0.5 0.63 0.37 . 530 10 30 35 20 .
3 32 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 320 5 20 25 15 -
24 323 multifamily 6.1 0.10 0.40 0.45 0.25 1,970 3 130 150 80
o 59 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 5% 15 35 40 20
26 42 single-family 10.0 0.21 055 0.63 0.37 920 0 > 30 15
27 1,635 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.55 0.63 0.37 16,350 345 900 1,030 605
28 183 pultifamily 6.1 0.10 . 0:40 0.45 0.25 1,115 20 75 80 45
29 . 283 multifamily: 6.1 0.0 0.40 0.45 0.25 1,725 30 115 125 70
30 166 multifamily 6.4 0.10 0.40 0.45 0.25 1,015 20 65 75 40
500 single-family 10.0 0.21 055 0.63 -0.37 5,005 105 275 315 185
31 173 single-family 10.0 0.21 0.5 0.63 0.37 1,725 6 9% 110 65
606 multifamily 5.2 0.07 037 0.37 0.18 3,150 80 225 225 110
32 2,875 multifamily®) 61 0.0 0.40 0.47 0.3 17,540 290 1,150 1,350 660
1,548 multifamily(T> 8.0 0.7 0.44 0.50 0.30 12,385 265 680 775 465
452,800 S.F. retail 50.6 0.40 0.20 2.30 2,50 22,910 180 90 1,040 1,130
515 single-family 10.0 ©0.21 055 0.63 0.37 5,150 110 285 325 190
236,000 S.F. office 10.9 1.93 0.20 0.24-

1.80 _ 2,580 455 45 55 425

TJOTAL: 142,085 2,960 7,020 8,965 5,965




The intersection of Soledad Canyon/Whites Canyon roads will
operate at Levels of Service D and E during both AM and PM peak

hours (0.85 and 0.97, respectively).

Both the Bouguet Canyon/Newhall < Ranch and Bouquet Canyon/Plum

Canyon intersections will operate well within acceptable levels.

With the addition of the Phase 1 project traffic, four of the
seven intersections {Bouquet/Plum, Bouduet/Newhall Ranch, Magic
Mountain/Valencia and Soledad/Sierra) will continue to operate

within acceptable standards.

The intersection of Bouquet Canyon and Seco Canyon Roads will have
its Level of Service decrease from D (0.89) to E {0.93) during the

morning peak hour and from C (0.75) to D (0.85) during the evening

peak hour.

The Bouquet Canyon/Soledad Canyon_Roads intersection will continue
to opefate efficiently with the addition.of project traffic during
the morning peak hour. The afternoon peak hour will stay at a

Level of Service F (V/C = 1.07).

Lastly, the congestiqn (due to background traffic) is slightly
increased due to project traffichlat the Soledad' Canyon/Whites
Canyon intersection for both peak hours. The Levels of Service
décrease from E to F in both instances.

_Q9_



With the addition of the traffic generated by the related
projects, three intersections (Bouquet/Seco, Bouquet/Soledad and
Sdledad/Whites) deteriorate to wunacceptable Levels of Service
{LOS F) during both peak hours. In addition, the eveﬁing peak
hours deteriorate to LOS E (0.92), F (1.10), and F (1.05) at the
Bouquet Canyon/Newhall Ranch, Magic Mountain/Valeneia and Soledad
Canyon/Sierra Higheay intersections, respectively. The Bouquet
Canyon/Plum Canyon intersection will also deteriorate to LOS E

(v/C = 0.93) during the afternoon peak hour.

TABLES 2A and 2 show Phase 1 and Phase 2 intersection capacity

utilization {ICU) impacts.

Phase 2 daily trip generation would be 29,980. Upon Phase 2,
total 1996 buildout, project traffic and the 15 percent increase
in background volumes, the intersection volumes will significantly

decrease - see TABLES 2A and 2.

This will be due to the diversion of traffic from surface
arterials to - the proposed Santa Ciara Expressway. It should be
noted, however, tﬁat'these volumes reflect a conservative analysis
of the possible redistribution, and a higher usage of the proposed

expressway could easily be reached.

. As shown in TABLES 2A and 2, all of the key intersections will
operate acceptebly during - the morning peak hour under the 1996
background conditions. However, enough local traffic will still
use three of the key intergsections during the affernoon peak hour

-50-
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TABLE' 2 provides a summary of Project, existing, related project .
and mitigated ICU's for Phase 1 and Phase 2. ° The 1996 analyses
are based upon a very gonservative apﬁroaéh to the redistribution
of future traffic onto the ultimate roadway system. The figures
iliustrated in TABLE 2 reflect that ﬁworst case" approach and
future levels of service are very likely to be better than those:
shown. In addition, the three most congested intersections under
the 1996 background plus project scenario .are already congested
due to background traffic. Given ‘these facts, no specific

mitigation measures have been identified for the 1996 scenario.

Education

Environmental Setting

The Proposed Project is located in the Saugus Union School
District, grades k—6. and the William S. Hart Union High School
District, grades 7-12. The elementary 1level schools which are
located nearest the site are thg following:

Skyblue Mesa Elementary

28040 Hardesty Avenue

Canyon Country, CA

Emblem Elementary

. 22635 Espuella Drive - -
Saugus, CA
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Existing enrollment data and other information pertaining to these

schools is shown in the following table:

Elementary School Data

_ Distance. From Existing Permanent
School Site _ Enrollment Capacity
Skyblue Mesa 1/2 mile B12 475
Emblem - 3 miles : 589 535

The Saugus School District has a total of 8 elementary_ schools,
with a permanent District capacity of 4,521 students and existihg:
enrollment of 4,178. Three of the schools are currently operating

over - capacity and students are being bused to outlying District .

schools.

A new school, which will accommodate 600 students, is planmned in
Bougquet Canyon, and scheduled to open Fall, 1988. Althéugh this
will help alleviate existing impacted conditions in the District,
projections indicate the need for a new school about every three
years -- a total of five additiénal schools ~ to meet twenty—yéar

growth requirements.*

It is uncertain at this time which schools within the Hart School
District will be assigned to serve the development. The project
will be served either by:

Sierra Vista Junior High School Grades 7-8

19425 West Stillmore Street

Canyon Country, CA 91351

-AND

Areawide School Enrollment and Facilities Study, Santa Clarita Valley
School Districts, January, 1986. ' , ™~
F . ) _56_



Canyon High School - Grades 9-12
19300 West Nadal Street
Canyon Country, CA 91351
OR
Arroyo Seco Junior High School Grades 7-8
27171 N. Vista Delgado Drive :
Valencia, CA 91355
AND
Saugus High School Grades 9-12

21900 West Centurion Way
Saugus, CA 91350

FIGURE 17 is a School Location Map.

Existing enrollment data and other information pertaining to :the

affected schools is shown in the following table:

Junior High and High School Data

Distance Existing* Permanent?® Temporary
School From Site Enrollment Capacity Facilities )
Sierra Vista Jr. 1 1/2 miles 981 1,161 NO
High School : -
Arroyo Seco Jr. 3 miles 792 1,013 NO
High School :
Canyon High 3/4 mile 2,200 - 1,875 240
School
Saugus High 11/3 miles 1,954 1,866 120
School . : . )

William S. Hart Union High School District -has space for an
additional 180 students at Sierra Vista Junior High School and

space for 221 more students at Arroyo Seco Junior High School.

Areawide School Enrollment and Facilities Study, Santa Clarita Valley
School Districts, January, 1986.
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Canyon ﬁigh School, with a permanent capacity of 1,866 students;
is currently operating over capacity with 6 temporary classrooms.
Saugus High School is currently operating near capacity. In
addition to tﬂe existing portable classrooms, in January, 1986,
the District was gfanted a total of 8 porgable classrooms from the
State Office of Local Assistﬁnce» Canyon High School and Saugus

High School have each been assigned two of phesé classroons.

Environmental Impacts

The number of new students which can be expected as a result of
_ the development was estimated based on generation factors by
housing type. For grédes K-6, pupil yield factors were prbvided
by the Saugus Union School District -- 0.40 students per single
family dwelling and 0.10 students per condominium or multi family

dwelling.*

ngeration factofs for junior and senior high level students were
provideh by the County of Los Angeles.** For grades 7-8, the
factors used we?e: 0.12 students per single family unit and 0.03
students per multi family unit. Students for grades 9712.were
estimated based on generation factqré‘of 0.24 students per single

family and 0.06 students per multi family unit.

James M. Foster, Superintendent of Spec1al PrOJects Telephone
conversation of August 5, 1986.

County of Los Angeles, Department of Reglonal Plannlng, Demand Parameters
for Schools, 1/27/87
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Level

K-6

7-8

9-12

The following number of students are expected to be generated by
the proposed development:

Project Related Student Generation

Land Use Units Factor No. of Students
Single Family® 1,600 ° 0.40 640
Multi Family* 3,400 0.10 340
Single Family 1,600  0.12 192
Multi Family 3,400 0.03 102
Single Family 1,600 . 0.24 384
Multi Family 3,400 0.06 204
Total Students: : 1,862

Based on the table, total project related student generation at
project buildout will .be approximately 1,862 students. This
project specific studenf generation -would exceed e>;isting
capacities within the Saugus Union School District. Without

impacts from other area related projects, the combined remaining

- available capacity of 401 for Sierra Vista and Arroyo Seco Junior-

High Schools could accommodate the estimated 294  students
generated at this level. The two area-high schools, Canyon and
Saugus, are currently .operating at near or ovér-capacity and could

not house the 588 students generated by this development.

*

For this analysis project town homes were considered as single family
dwellings and one-story town homes ("flats") were included as multi
family units. ; '
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Cunmulative Impacts

Cumulative student generation impacts of this and other projects
within Saugus Union School District and William S. Hart Union High
Schooi. District were estimated. Estimates for the numbér of
studenté, which will be generated by area tentative tracts,  were

obtained from the County of Los Angeles Degartment'of Regional

. Planning. Data on the related zone change and/or plan amendment

cases filed with the County of Los Angeles was obtained from the
County's Land Data Management Agency. Project information and

student generation estimates are outlined in APPENDIX 6.

Based upon the methodology and assumptions explained in

APPENDIX 6, the following tables summarize cumulative student

generation and enrollment capacity information for the affected

' school districts:

Saugus Union School District
Cumulative Analysis

_ ' Remaining  Additional
District Expanded Capacity/ Classrooms

Students Capacity Capacity® Deficit Required (1)
Exist.ing ls-, 178 4 521 5,121 943 0
Existing- + Pfoject | 5,158 4,521 5.121 -37 1.1
Existing + Related 7,191 u,521- | 5,121 -2070 62.7
Projects.
Exiéting + Project + 8,171 L, 521 5,121 —3050. 92.4

Related Projects

(1) Based on 33 students per Classroom.

Source:

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Demand

Parameters for Schools, 1/29/87.

Bouquet Canyon Area School, scheduled to open Fall, 1988, capacity 600.
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Wm. S. BHart Union High School District
Cumulative Analysis
Junior High School (7 and 8)

Remaining  Additional
District Capacity/ Classrooms

Students Capacity Deficit Required (1)
Existing 2,722 3,024 302 0
Existing + Project 3,016 - 3,024 -8 0.3
Existing + Related 5,181 3,024 -2157 77.0
Projects :
Existing + Project + 5,475 3,024 -2451 87.5

Related Projects

(1) Calculated at 28 students per classroom.

Source: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Demand
Parameters for Schools, 1/27/87.

Wm. S. Hart Union High School District
Cumulative Analysis
Senior High School (9 - 12)

Additional
District Classrooms
Students Capacity Deficit Required (1)
Existing 6,258 5,768 ~490 17.5
Existing + Project 6,846 5,768 -1078 38.5
Existing + Related 11,992 5,768 ~-622Y4 222.3
Projects ' '

Existing + Project + 12,580 5,768 -6812 243.3

Related Projects

(1) Calculated at 28 students per classroom.

Source: -Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, Demand
Parameters for Schools, 1/27/87.
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A total of 3,993 students and 9,075 students can be expected.to be
generated by new development for Séugus Union and Hart School.

Districts, respectively.

Existing capacity for Saugus UnionISchool District, including the
new school scheduled to open Fall, 1988, would be exceeded by
3,050 students. ‘The District projects that a new elementary
schooi. will bé required abouf every thrge years; a total of'five
additional schools to meet the District's ltwenty year growth

needs.*

The additiqnal 9,075 students estimated to be generafed by new
dévelopment within the Hart District willl more than double the
existing district enrollment of 8,980 students. The District
plans their grades 7-8 schools for a capacity of 1,000 - 1,200
students, and high schools, grades 9-12, for a capagity of 1,800 -
2,000.* At these capacities, 2 new junior high sSchools and 2 or 3
new high schools will be required to house students generatedAby

new development.

Mitigation Measures

The project developer will work with both the Saugus and Hart
School Districts to mitigate- project-related impacts .on school

facilities.

*

Source:

"Areawide School Enrollment and Facilities Study, Santa Clarita
Valley School Districts,” EdGroup International, January, 1986.



As shown in the Proposed Site Plan, FIGURE 4, a site is designated
for an onsite elementary school. The Applicant is negotiating
with local school districts to arrange land dedication and

improved graded sites for needed facilities.

The Applicant will contribute to new construction for schools in
accordance with a new State law, AB 2926, which :became effective
January 1, 1987. The law allows the Districts to impose a maximum
of $1.50 per square foot for new homes and 25 cents per square
foot for commercial and industrial development. The fees
collected for each project are to be divided " among the affected
Districts. The current District agreément for splitting the
$1.50/sq.ft. fee for new residential development is: $0.75/sq.ft.
tq Sulphur Springs District and $0.75/sq.ft. to Hart School
District. The Districts have also agreed to a 50/50 split of the
$0.75/sq.ft. fee collected for commercial development withiﬁ their

boundaries.

The AB 2926 developer:fees'and an $800 million state school Bond
issue passed in November, 1986 provide the primﬁry mechanisms to
construct new school facilities. The AB 2926 legislation sets the
required school mitigation for new development. The legislation
does not, however, preclﬁde the implementation of alternative
mitigation measures or combinations of measures to pfovide

equivalent mitigation for a specific development.



o~

Another funding possibility is a Mello-Roos Community Facilities
District. The Mellb-Roos Act of 1982 allows school boards and
local governmental. bodies to create community assessment districts
for issuing bonds, redeemable by parcel assessments. Other
measures could be negotiated between the school district and the

project developer including provision of land and/or improvements,

or lease-purchase options.

Water Supply

Environmental Setting

The project site is located within the service area of the Santa
Clarita Water Company (SCWC). Water supplies for the Company are
obtained from the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) and 13 1local

ground water wells. In 1986, water use for SCWC was 13,775 acre

feet, of which 8,366 acre feet (61%) was State Project water and

5,000 acre feet was produced from local ground water wells.*

Since the SCWC obtains the majority of its supplies from the CLWA,
future water availability for the cémpany depénds on the level of
State Project water delivered to the CLWA. State legislation (AB
4175i became effective January i, 1987 and will establish future
allocation between the CLWA and four ‘local purveyors. The 1986

allocation of water to Santa Clarita Watef Company was 8,375 acre

feet.

*

Telephone conversation with Dennis Rolfe, Santa Clarita Water Company,
January 7, 1987.
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The watef supply features of the-State Water Project (SWP), such as
aqueducts, reser&oirs and pump stations, are '55% complete and
preséntly have the_cépability to supply CLWA with a dependable supply
of 24,000 acre feet per year.® .This level of suppiy ("Firm Yield"),
is the minimum delivgry to CLWA, and could occur if no further

improvements to the SWP delivery system are constructed.

In addition to State Project water availability, large quantities' of

-

éround water are present within tﬁo aquifer syétems within the Santa
Clarita Valléy ground water basin: the Saugus Formation and the
overlying strips of élluvium. The alluvial aquifer ranges in
thickness from a few feet to about 200 feet and is located primarily
along the Santa Clara River. Approximately 40-50% of the total water

storage for this aquifer lies within the Santa Clarita Water Compahy

service area.

Based on a 1987 study prepared for the Upper Santa Clara Water

Committee,* this aquifer has an estimated recoverable volume of

142,000 - 210,000 acre feet. Annual recharge of this aquifer is

estimated at‘32,500 acre feet/year. In 1984, total well-produced

water  for the four area purveyors was approximately 15,4300 acre: feet

(a portion of this water was pumped from the Saugus formation).

The Saugus Formation is . a deep aquifer estimated by the U.S.

Geological Survey to confain approximately six million acre feet:of ~

*

Telephone conversation. with Robert Sagehorn, General Manager, Castaic Lake
Water Agency, January 21, 1987.

** Preliminary study prepared by Riphard Slade.
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recoverable ground water. However, some of this water may be of
unsuitable mineral quality. - A study is currently being conducted to

determine potential water supply of this aquifer.*

Water- availability for developmentlwithin the SCWC service district
is also dependent upon water treatment facility capacity. State.
Project water is treated at the Earl Schmidt Filtration Plant, with a
present capacity_ to treat approximately 12-1/2 million ga;lons/day.
However, scheduled plant expansion wili double this capacity and is
planned tb be operational October 1, 1987. Beyond 1987, thé
recommended plan is to expand capacity to permit filtratign of the
total firm yield available to the Agency under its State P?oject

Contract.

The following table summarizes a conservative estimate for SCWC's
existing water supply. The estimate is based on minimum yield
deliveries of State Project-water to CLWA, the SCWC's'existing level
of- grbund water use, and completion of the Earl Schmidt Treafment

Plant expansion by October, 1987.

Existing Water Supply
SANTA CLARITA WATER COMPANY
(All figures in acre feet/year)

State Water Project Oct. '87 Estimated .
Entitlement to Treatment Scwe - Well Total
CLWA . . Capacity . Allocation™™* Water Supply
24,000 ' 28,000 14,400 5,000 19,400

** Based on contracted 60% of CLWA entitlement (24,000 x 60% = 14,400)

¥ Study contracted by Upper Santa Clara Water Committee scheduled for

completion by approximately June, 1987.
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Environmental Impacts

Project—related water demand can Dbe gstimated by . applying
consﬁmption factors to the proposed land uses. The residential
consumption factors used in | the following analysis were
recommended for use by the Department of Regional Planniﬁé.*
Commercial and industrial water consumption factors were providéd

by the Valencia Water Company.

Project-Related Water Consumption
(A1l demand figures in Acre Feet/Year)

Land Use No. of Units Acres Factor Demand
Single Family 1,600 s 0.48 768
Multi Family 3,400 0.19 646
Commercial =~ — ~---- 21.9 2.24 49
TOTAL: 5,000 é1.9 1,463 -

As shown, approximately 1,463 acre feet/year of 'water will be
consumed at project b;ildout. Combined with the SCWC's existing
leve1  of demand, 13,775 écre feet/year. project development would
result in a total watér demand of 15,238 acre feeﬁ/year. Upon
completion of the treatment{ plant expansion and resulting SCWC
total supply of 19,400 acre feet/year, the Company would héve a
remaining supply of- 4,162 acre feet/year above existing demand.
Therefore, this project.demand of 1,463 acre feet/year would not

individually have a significant impact on water supplies.

*

Factors provided by Bill Miller, Dept. of Regional Planning, 2/3/87. ”
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Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts of this and other proposed developments within
the Santa Clarita Water Company weré estiméted. Related proiett
water demand includes projected consumption for the following
cases filed with the County of Los Angeles within.the Company's

service boundaries.*

® Residential Tentative Tracts
® Residential Plan Amendments and Zone Changes
® Commercial and Industrial Tracts

® Commercial and Industrial Zone Changes and Plan Amendments

The following table outlines other projects in the service area

which may cumulatively impact available water supplies:

Cumulative Water Demand ~ Related Projects
Santa- Clarita Water Company
(Acre Feet/Year)

Land Use No. of Units Acres Factor** Demand
Singlé Family 7,824 e 0.48 . 3,563
Multi Family ' 17,062 ————— 0.19 - 3,242
Commercial =  —~-w-= 239.56 2.2y 537
Indusfrial ------ . 36.62 3.19 117
TOTAL: | 28486 276.18  --—- 7,459
As  shown, a’" cumulative demand of~approximétely 7.459 acre

feet/year for new development could occur at project buildout. A

summary of total future water demand for the SCWC is as follows:

* Project list and information sources included in Appendix 6.

** Residential: acre feet/year/unit, provided by Dept. of Regional Planning
Commercial: acre feet/year/gross acre, provided by Valencia Water Company
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Water Demand
Santa Clarita Water Company
(A1l figures in Acre Feet/Year)

1986 Project Related Project
Demand Demand Demand . Total Demand
13,775 1,463 7.459 22,697

The projected cumulative demand level, 22,697 acre feet/year, based
on buildout of the Propoéed Project and all other related projects,
would exceed the existing SCWC supplies of 19,400 acre feet/year by

approximately -3,300 acre feét/year.

Mitigation Measures

Existing committed water supplies for the Santa Clarita Water Company
and Castaic Lake Water Agency do not reflect the potential water
availability for future services.l Both entities are seeking
additional water supplies to meet projected. future demands. It is
infeasible for the water companies to stockpile water resoufces or
produce excess water based upon a future projected demand bécause
today's subscribers would bear the cost.® The Santa Clarita Water
Company commits water supply for a specific development at the time
of tract recordation. Therefore, SCWC production expansion is only
feasible in anticipation of reliable near term demands. Water supply
and delivery system capacities afe expanded only as required to serve

recorded planned growth in the Valley.

Efforts to obtain more water from ground water resources and also
from the State Water Project are underway. The following section

summarizes feasible mitigation measures which are now being pursued.

* Bill Manetta, Santa Clarita Water Co., Jan. 1987.
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State Water
There -are basically four projects, which are now being studied, which
have the potential to increase the safe yield of the State Water

Project:*

Los Banos Grande Reservoir Project: An offstream reservoir which

would allow additional surface storage of water during the winter

wet season.

Coordinated Operating Agreement: A 1986 agreement signed by the

California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation. The_purpose of the agreement is to define
how the agencies will meét obligations for delta water quality.
The agreement also provides the mechanism for the Bureau's
Ceﬁtral Valley Project -and the DWR's State Watef Project to share
facilities. The additional . storage caﬁgcity available has. the
potential to increase the SWP yield by 500,000 acre feet. CLWA's.
one-percent ".allocation of this additional yield would be 5,000

acre feet per year.

Kern County Water Banking: Purchase of approximately 30-40 acres

of land in Kern County with high recharge potential for use as-
underground water storage. Storage potential is estimated to
increase SWP yield by as much as 300,000 acre feet - resulting in

a possible 3,000 acre feet for CLWA.

* Information provided by Robert Sagehorn, General Manager, Castaic Lake Water
Agency, telephone conversation 1/27/87.
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Delta Channel Improvements: Delivery system improvements which

would allow the export of more water. The potential increase has

not yet been quantified.

Ground Water

Alluvial Aquifer. As previously referenced, a 1987 geological

study prepared for the Upper Santa Clara Water Committee
estimates the annual recharge potential of this aquifer to be
32,500 acre feet/year. Presently, less than half this quantity

is being pumped annually.

' Saugus Formation. This deep aquifer underlies approximately 80

square miles of the Santa Clarita Valley and has a storage
capacity estimated as high as 6,000,000 acre feet. A study,.
scheduled for completion mid-1987, will provide more information
regarding the capacity and potential use of this water supply.
Future studies will be required to detail water quélity and

production feasibility of this source.

Solutions to water availability problems can also be approached with
measures to reduce water demand. A detailed-water conservation

program for the region is outlined in the Santa Clarita Valley Urban

Water Management Plan.® The report projects that all implementation

of the conservafion measures outlined, such as low flush toilets, low
‘volume shower heads, graywater usage, and estimated savings from
existing laws and current trends could result in savings ranging up

to 33%.

* Gram/Phillips Associates, Inc., November, 1985
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Site

Sunshine
Canyon

Chiquita
Canyon

Solid Waste Disposal -

Environmental Setting

The project site is located within the service areas df two
landfills: Sunshine Canyqn Landfill, approximately 5-1/2 miles
southwest of the site and Chiquita Canyon Landfill, approximately
8-1/2 miles southwesferly of the site. A summary of coﬂditions of
the landfills is as follows: )

Landfill Data®

Current Remaining Contract
Demand Capacity Expiration
{tons/day) (M tons) Year

6,000 8.58 1991

1,600 ©11.5 1997

The County of Los Angeles currently is proposing ten new landfill
expansions and six new landfill sites to meet future demands.
These plans include the proposed 217 million ton expansion of the

Sunshine Canyon Landfill as shown in the table, and Elsmere

‘Canyon. a new- 75 million ton capacity landfill located across from

Sunshine Canyon.

Environmental Impacts

Project related solid waste generation can be determined by

applying a generation factor to the total number of project site

Source:

Michael Mohanjer, L.A. County Dept., Public Works, contact 4/7/87.
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residents.  The generation factor used is an overall pef capita .
facpor used by the County of Los Angeles té estimate_coﬁbined

solid waste generétion for resiaential..commercial and industrial
land uses. Project related solid waste genefation is shown in the

following table:

Solid Waste Generation

No. of Dwelling _ Total No. ~ Generation®  Total
Units No. of Persons/DU of - Persons Faetor Generation
5,000 2.8 14,000 1.825 tons/ 25,550

capita/year tons/year

The Proposed Project will generate- approximately. 25,550 tons of
solid waste per year at buildout and would not individually impact

remaining capacities at the two landfills.

Cumulative impacts of the subject project and other proposed
devélopments within the Santa - Clarita Valley- were estimated.
Related projééts in the service area will generate approximately
226,194 tons per year of solid waste. Combining the existiné
(1985) solid waste generation of 98,400 tons . per year for -the

Santa Clarita Valley, plus Proposed Project generated solid wastes
would result in the cumulative generation . of 350,144 tons " per
year, or approximately 2% of the cbmbined remaining capacity of

the two landfills.

*

Source:

Alice Chung, County of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works, Solid
Waste Management Section, February, 1987.
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Mitigation Measures

No specific mitigation measures are proposed. No significant

project related or cumulative impacts to area solid waste disposal
capacities is anticipated. Current and future landfill expansions
will mitigate impacts. Residents are encouraged to practice

source-separation and volume reduction measures.

B. Significant Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided

The following are project impacts for which mitigation measures

exist, however, fheir impacts cannot be totally eliminated.

1.

Geotechnical Hazard

A primary seismic hazard to any site is the potential for ground
surface rupture caused by fault displacement. Two faults are
mapped onsite based on research, topography and geologic
reconnaissance. A north-south trending fault was observed in the
westerly portion of the site. The fault was not observed within
the Plio-Pleistocene Saugus Formation or within the overlying.

surficial deposits and is anticipated to be inactive. A potential
northwesterly trending fault is located onsite, and possible
expression of this fault was observed on the terrace surface.

waever, currént data suggest that the potential for future ground

surface displacement onsite is low to nil.

. Flood Hazard

Development . of the Proposed Project; will decrease runoff
downstream (westerly along Bouquet Caﬁyon Road). Upon development
the Qpg storm flow would be 3.600 cfs. A Qy5 storm flow decrease
of approximately 1,900 would result from project development.
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OnsiteA runoff will be collected according to the proposed
Conceptual Drainage Map, which includes inlet structures and
debris basins. These. facilities will control potential mud flow
and erosion hazards within the Plum Canyon flood plain on the
pfoject site and minimize these hazards downstream toward Bouquet

Canyon Road. -

Air Quality.

Project construction will generate air pollﬁtion emissions, such
as - dust and cohstruction equipment products of combustion,
estimated to be 917 1bs./day CO, 3,911 1lbs./day NO,, 301 1lbs./day
S0, and 274 1bs./day particulates. Occupation of the Proposed
Project will generate, from mobile and stationary sources,
approximétely 2,736 tons/yr; of (€O, 604 tons/yr. of NO,, 111

tons/yr. of SO, and 258 tons/yr. particulates.

The proposed development would result in the grading of
approximately 63% of the site. The remaining- 37% would be
undeveloped open space. Generally, the undeveloped portions ﬁbuld
include the 'steep cliffs and unaccessible portions of the
property. The extension of Plum and Whites Cényon Roads aﬁd the
construction of a flood control channel would eliminate the
alluvial scrub habitat in the southern 'valley. Both plant agd

animal. populations would be reduced by the grading opefations.



5.

Scenic Quality

The Proposed Project will require grading of approximately 12.5
million cubic yards on vacant lands and convert existing wvacant

lands to residential and commercial uses.

Traffic/Access

Total daily Phase 1 and Phase 2 trip generation is 29,980. A1l 7
key intersections will operate acceptably 'duning morning peak
hour; however, during afternoon peak, the intersections of
Bouquet/Soledad Cyn., Bouguet/Seco Cyn., Soledad/White Cih. and

Soledad Cyn./Sierra Hwy. will be below acceptable levels.

Education

The Proposed Project will generate a total of 1,862 new students
in the William S. Hart Union High School District and the Saugus
Union- School District exceeding available capacities in the Saugus

District.

Water Supply

Project related water demand is -estimated to be 1,463 acre
feet/year. When combined with existing areé demand, the project

does not éxceed currently available supplies. .

Solid Waste .Disposal

. Project related solid waste generation is estimated to be 25,550

tons per year. When combined with existing area tonnages, "the

project does not exceed currently available disposal capacities.
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C. Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize the Significant Effects

For purposes of clarity and simplicity, mitigation‘measures for each
impact are discussed concurrently with the impact itself (see Section

III).

The developer will comply with Title .24 of the California State

Energy Commission, which deals with thermal and sound insulation, to
implement the conserQetion of the heat or cooling within buildings.
During specific individual building design, the applicant ‘should
contact the Southern California Edison Company and Southern

California Gas Company for additional energy conservation techniques.

. Alternatives to the Proposed Actions

1. No Project
Under this alternative, construction of the .proposed development
would not oecpr and -the property would remain in its present
condition as Qacant land. No additional traffic would be
generated and, therefore, any potential cumulative cgngestied at
“-the critical intersections would be reduced. No additional
students would be generated. and the cumulative impact.to the
" School District would be 1ncrementally reduced .This alternatlve

also would place no additional demand on local utilities and

services.

The "No Projeét" alternative, however, would mean that 5,000
dﬁelling units would not be constructed, thﬁsl reducing the
potentiai housing supply of £his area. Plum Canyon Road would net
be constructed. The housing need in this area is evidenced by -
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Canyon Country's low vacancy rate of 1.79X% compared to the overall
vacancy rate for Los Angeles County of 3.63%.* An increase of
179,700 housing units between the years 1984 -and 2010, in the

Santa Clarita Valley has been projected.**

The "No Project” alternative would cause a shifting of the
proposed housing stock to another area. The impacts associated
with the development of another location would depend upon the

ultimate design and physical characteristics of the alternative

site.

Existing Zoning Alternative

The existing zoning of the entire site is agricultural, A-2-1.
Development of the property consistent with the zoning designation

would allow approximately 675 single family dwellings (See

FIGURE 18).

A conceptual 675 single family unit site plan pursuant to this

alternative is shown .in FIGURE 18. Development under this low

density alternative would logically occur within the areas of
]

gentle topography. - The design, as shown on the conceptual site

plan for this alternative, locates development along the plannéd

Plum Canyon Road alignment, avoiding steep topography and any

pofential geoﬁechnical hazards of the site.

*N

* County of Los Angeles, DRP Bulletin, May, 1985.
SCAG, Dec. 1986 Projections.
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A comparison of related service and traffic dimpacts for the
Alternatives and the Proposed Project is provided in TABLE 3.
Development of 675 single family units on the property would
result .in the generation of an estimated 270 elementary students
and a total of 160 junior and senior high level students. .The
elementary and grades 9-12 students generated from this
alternative could not all be accommodated within the existing
schools. Adequate capacity now remains to house the junior high

level students anticipated from this development.

Water demand for the development of 675 single family units would
be an estimated 198 acre feet/year. The project could be served

without significantly impacting existing water supplies.

Project related solid waste generation would be approximately
2,253 tons/year. Daily traffic trips for the development would be
approximately 6,750 compared to 29,980 average daily trips for the

Proposed Project - see TABLE 8 for LOS values.

Flood hazard impacts for this single family alternative would be -
less than the Proposed Project because fewer people would be

exposed to onsite drainage flows upon occupation.

Air _quality impacts from construction of Alternative 2 would be
approximately 32% of the Proposed Project. 'Mobile and »sta§ionary
air .pollutant emissions would be approximately one-eighth of the
Proposed Project.
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impacts to biota from this alternative would be approximately 32%
of the Proposed Project in terms of vegetation disturbance and

faunal displacément.

Scenic impacts would also be reduced for this alternative because
fewer roof tops and associated amenities -would be visible from
existing adjacent residences to the south. - Grading for this

Alternative would be approximately U4 million cubic yards.

Substantial grading would be required for the improvement of Plum
Canyon ‘Road through the project site. The expense of this grading

and other improvements, in addition to increased per unit

- infrastructure costs and fixed 1land costs, would result in

exclusively high priced single family houses. This alternative
was determined to be economically infeasible due to the lack of a
market demand for single family housing priced above $200,000 in
this area. Current single family housing market prices in the

area are approximately $150,000.00.

Existing Areawide Plan Minimum

The minimum threshold of the existing Santa Clarita Areawide Plan
would permit the development of approximately 2,300 dwelling units

(See Figure 19).

A conceptual site plan pursuant to this alternative is shown. in
FIGURE 19. The plan consists of 929 multi family units, 970 town
home "flats" and 401, 2-story town houses. The plan, as shown.'
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clusters medium to ﬁigh density_development along the Plum Canyon

Road alignment and avoids areas of potential geologic hazard.

Related service and traffic 'impécts for this alternative are
quantified in TABLE 3. Student generation under this alternatiﬁe.
898 students, compares to 1,862 students for the Proposed
Project. The estimated 350 elémentary students and 334 high
s¢hool students generated by the alternative could not be
accommodated within existing school facilities. Project-related

junior high -students; 214, could be housed in the combined
remaining capacity.iat Sierra. Vista and Arroyo Seco Junior High

Schools.
Development. of the site under this alternative would result in a
project water demand of 310 acre feet/year and solid waste

generation of approximately 7.676 tons/year.

An estimated 18,300 traffic trips would be generated by the 2,300

_units compared to 29,980 average daily trips for the Proposed

Project - see TABLE 8 for LOS values.
Floed hazard impacts for this alternative would be less than the

Pfobosed Project because fewer people wouid be exposed to onsite

drainage flows upon occupation.
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1.4 Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS s

a. [] the project site located near a high noisa source
alrports, railroads, freeways, industry)?
b. [] Will the project substantially increase ambient noise

levels, including those associated with special
equipment (such as air conditioning units) or parking
areas associated with the project? i

c.v[:lle{/is the proposed use considered sensitive (school,

spital, senior citizen facility)?

d. ] Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures are: [ | Building Ordinance No. 2225--
= : Chapter 35

[C] Noise ordinance No. 11,778

Other considerations: [T] Lot Size [[] Project pesign

[[] compatible use

CONCLUSIONS:

Considering the above information, could Ehe project have a

. significant impact on, or be advedsely impacted by, noise?

v -] Yes . No




AN
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2.0. Natural Resources

2.1 Water Quality

de

SETTING/IMPAC

Will the proposed project require the use of a
private sewage disposal system?

] 1f the answer is yes, is the project site located in

an area having known septic -tank limitations due to
high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations?

1s the project proposing on-site systems located .in
lose proximity to a drainage course?

b. [] Will the proposed project placé industrial waste
' (corrosive or toxic materials) into a private sewage
disposal system or a community system?

c. []JZ] Is the project site located in an area having known
s water guality problems and proposing the use of
: individuval water wells? '

Vd

a. UJ Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures are: [] Plumbing Code--Ordinance
Health Ordinance [:] Industrial Waste Permit
No. 7583--Chapter 5
.Other considerations: . [] Lot Bize [[] vrot Design
. CONCLUSIONS:

Considering the above information, could the project have a _
significant impact on, or be impacted by, water quality problems?

g [




AN

2.2 Air Quality

SETTING/IMPACT:

a. Qirtj Will the proposed project exceed the State's criteria
for reglional significance (generally (a) 500 dwelling
units for residential uses or (b) 40 gross acres,
650,000 square feet of floor area, or 1,000 employees
non-resxdential uses) ?

b. [] Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools,’
hospitals, parks) and located near a freeway or heavy

ndustrxal use?
c. [] Will the project increase local emissions to a
significant extent due to increased traffic

congestion or use of a parking structure?

d. )Zj//will the project generate or is the site in close
proximity to sources which create obnoxious odors

nd/or hazardous emissions?
e. D(J)ther factors:

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures are: J:j Health and Safety Code,
: Section 40506

Other considerations:. . [ | Project Design [[] air Quality
Management Plan

- CONCLUSIONS:

:‘Considorlng the above information, could the project have a

.,-.ignificant ;;F}pt on, or be impacted by, al: quality?:-

Yes _[:] No -
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2.3 Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS

D){ I» the project site located within a Significant

Ecological Area or Significal Ecological Area Buffer?

b. D Does the project site contain a ma;’or riparian habitat?

c. %D Does the project site contain oak or other unique
native trees? -

7 _
a. D%cher factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES: ’

Other considerations: El Lot Size [[1 Project Design
. / 4 g

[] o0ak Tree Permit

CONCLUSIONS:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on biotic resources? :

!e; D Mo

11
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3.0 cCultural Resources/Visual

3.1 Archaeological/Historical/Paleontological

SETTING/IMPACTS

N
a. [:] Is the project site in or near an area containing
known archaeological resources or containing
features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock out-
croppings, or oak trees) which indicate potential
rchaeoloyical sensitivity?

b. [ Does the project site contain rock formations

indicating potential paleontological resources?
c. [:I'}Zj//ioes the project site contain known historic

tructures or sites? -

4. [:I ther factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Other considerations: [l rot size [[] Project pesign

CONCLUSIONS:

Considering the above information, could the project have a

significant impact on archaeological, historical, or paleontological

resoucces? :

Yes [j No
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3.2 visual Qualitlies

SETTING/IMPACTS:

Is the project site substantially visible from or
will it obstruct views along a scenic highway (as
shown on the Scenic Highway Element) or located
within a scenic corridorx? ' .

Is the project substantially visible from or will it
9bstruct views from a regional riding or hiking trail?
[:{ I1s the project site located in an undeveloped or undls-
: rbed area which contains .unique aesthetic features?

O

N,

Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to
adjacent uses because of height, bulk, or other

' eatures?
Will the project obstruct unique views from surrounding
/}Zj//fesidential uses? _

0. U

Will the project create substantial sun shadow ot

are problems?
g. Other factors:

MITIGATION MEASURES

Other considerations:. [ ] Lot Size [ Lot Design

[ Compatible Use

-

w

. '

T

CONCLUSION

E;%iidcring;tho:ab ve information, could the project have a-
significant impagf on scenic qualities. :

. Yes | [j No

.
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k:o Services

4.1 Traffic/Access

v
Bt

SETTING/IMPACTS:

| [:{ Does the progect contain 25 dwelling units, or more
and located in an area with known congestlon problems

(mid-block or; iptersections
e 7 Care. 2

b.-|:j /| Will the projéct result in any hazardous traffic
conditions?

., -

c. [:] Will the project result in parking problems with a
ubsequent impact on traffic?

d. [:] During an emergency (other than fire hazards), will
inadequate access result in problems for emergency
vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

e. [] Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Other considerations: [[] Project Design ‘
CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on the physical environment due to
traffic/access? 2

Yes [ wo .

14
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4.2 Sewage Disposal

BETTING/IMPACTS: ks
N q:“-_;:;l-.
a. [:] If served by a community sewage lystem, are there I

known .capacity problems,

b. [] | /| Are there any known capacity problems in the sever
ines serving the project site?

c. [] A Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Standard mitigation measures are:
[] Plumbing Code--Ordinance No. 2269 .

[[] sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste Ordinances No. 6130 '

Other considerations:

CONCLUSION: o _ | .

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on the physical envxronment due to
sewage disposal fac;litzes?

1 Yes- | czr/No



4.3 Education

SETTING/IMPACTS?:

a. [] Are there known capacity problems at the district
level?

. L o
Are there known capacity problems at individual # a
schools which will serve the project site?

 Ce Are there any known studeént transportatlon problems?
/
- ’ ’_. ';‘
a. [] ctprs? \/Mx?»zu M-}«:m, ,j"‘/ﬁ[
- /'

MITIGATION MEASURES:
~ Other considerations: [:]_ SB 201 Funds Site Dedication
CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on the physical environment due to
educational facilities/sexvices?

Z(Yes's o E]-No,

K

16



4.4 Pire/sheriff Services

BETTING/IMPACTS: o
Y N - ? i§;£¢
a. [] Are there any known staffing or response time E—

problems at the fire station or sheriff's substation
serving the project site?.

b. Ej Are there any special fire or law enforcement
problems associated with the project or tbe gene:al
area?

c. [:]/IZ{IOther_factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Other considerations:

CONCLUSION:
Considering the above information, could the project have a

significant impact on the physical environment due to
fire/sheriff services? -

[] Yes * No

17
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4s ptilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS:

Y N .
a. Ezr/ Is the project site in an area known to have an

inﬁdequate water supply to meeE domestic needs?

b. E] Is the project site in an area known to have an
inadequate water supply and/or pressure to meet fire
fighting needs?

p

c. [:L/Eﬂ/fhte there any known problems with providing other

utility services, such as electricity, gas, propane?
i

d. [:{/Ezrlhre there any known service problem areas?

e. [ [ other factors? wa%%—

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures are:
[l Plumbing Code (Ordinance No. 2269)
[] water Ordinance Ko. 7834

Other considerations: [] Lot size [C]J Project Design

CONCLUSION: )

Considering the above information, could the project have a
. significant impact on the physical envlronment due to
-utillties/servlces?

e

R Er Yes ] wo

18
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. PROJECTY CHAMGEA/OMDITICHS
7 Prior to () recordation of the final map( ) issuance of a building permit and as a means
of mitigating potantial envirormmental lagects, it must be demonstrated to the satisfac-
tion of the Regicnal Plamning Comnission that sewer connsction pemaits can be obtained
from { ) County Sanltation District No. . () Las Virgenes Municipel Water District or

its lugal succeesor that meet the requirements of the Callfornla Reglional Water Quality.
Contral Board pursuant to Divisicn 7 of the Matec Code.

/7 Prior to alteration of any streabels, and as a means of aitigating potantial envirormental
impacts, the appllcant shall enter into an agreemsnt with the California State Department
of of Fish and Cane, pursusnt to Sections 1601 through 1603 of the Stata Fish and Gawve
Code. ; '

/7 Prior to () tantative spproval ( )-scheduling before the Zoning Board | ) scheduling befocse
the Regicnal Plamning Camission, and as a means of mitigating potential envirormental im-
pacts, the applicant shall sutmit an archaesology resport for the entire project site (unlesas
otharwise noted) preparsd by a qualified archaeologiat, and canply with mitigation measuces
suggestad by the archssologist and approved by the Department of Regional Planning,

/7 Prior to () tentative approval { ) scheduling before the Zoning Board () scheduling before
the Regional Plaming Camoission, and as a msans of mitigating potantial envirormental
impacts, the applicant shall agree to suspernd construction in the vicinity of a cultural.
resourca encountared during development of the site, and leave the resource in place until
a qualified archasologist can examine them and detammine appropriate mitigation measures.
The applicant shall agree to camply with mitigation measures recamended by the archaeolo-
gist and appxoved by the Department of Reglonal Plamning.

/7 As a condition of (') firml appxoval ( ) the grant ( ) approval of the zoning ordirance, amd
as a means of mitigating potential envirommental impacts, the applicant shall dedicats to
the County of Los Angeles, { ) the right to prohibit constructlon over an area demarcated
on the () tentative map { ) plot plan, () comstruction of more than one residerce of
campercial unit and relatad accessory building on any one lot on the project site. A nots

: to this affect shall be { ) placed on final map ox on the Grant Waiver (') recorded on the
title. : .

/7 Prior to () tentative agproval ( ) recordation of the final map ( ) scheduling before the
Zoning Board ( ) scheduling before the Reglonal Planning Camission, and as. a means of miti-
gating potential envirormental impacts, the applicant shall drill and test flow a well(s) to
the satisfaction of the Department of County Engineer-Zacilities. A warning note shall be
{ ) placed on the final map and in the CCtRe ( ) recordad on the title, indicating that the
area has a limited groundwater supply amd that water may rot be available during periods of
severe drought. A copy of the ( ) OCtRa shall be sutmitted to the Department of Regional
* ~ Plamning and subsequently recorded with the final map ( ) title shall be submitted to the
Degartmernit of Regional Planning for approval. :

o [7 As a condition of { ) final spproval { } the grant { ) appxoval ‘of the zoniry ordinance, and
as a means of mitigating potential envirormental impacts, a warning note shall () be placed
in the CCiRs { ) rwcorded an the title, indicating that the area has a limited grounduater
supply during periods of severe drought. A copy of the { ) CCtRs shall be sulmittal to the
. Department of Regional Planning for approval and subsequently recorded with the final map’
- {) title shall be sutmittad to the Department of Reglonal Planning for approval.

/7 Prior to the recordation of the final map, thw subdivider shall be required to enter into an
ajreanant with the County to pay to the County a sum no to exceed $3,500.00 per residential .
unit, and not to be less than 32,000.00 per residential unit for the purposa of contributing
to the proposed Road Benefit District prior to occupancy or upon demand of payment by thw

LA County Road Camnission. Security for the perfomnance of said agreanent shall be gmranteed
= e by tha filing of a bond by a duly suthoelzed surety. .

-.. /7 prrice to scheduling for public hearing, and as 8 means of mitigating any envirommental ‘
- . impects assoclated vith the distance of the pxoject to the nearest fire station, the appli-
- cant shall agree to conply with all conditions imposed by the County Porsater and Fire

sarden including—1¢ appropriate—contribution to the acquisition of additional ’
facilitiea/egui pment. ’ .

/7 Sam attachal pace for additloral Protart rannea Anmditions



ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSEIS
1.0 Hazard Pactors

- =z 1.1 Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS:
Y ’ :
a. [ 15 the project site located in an active or potentially

active fault zone?

b. | 1s the project site located in an area containing a major
’ landslxde(s) & ' :
: ,uﬁZ/

L T Of’;ﬂi;?;
c. [] Is the project ste located in 43 area having high slope

I;Stab 1:; JL?/VV WJ -ﬁ_f,zq;,cﬁ:é&,.

Is the project site subject to high subdidence, high
groundwater level, or hydrocompaction?

e. [jf;z/lls the proposed project considered a sensitive use

(school, hospital, public assembly site) located in
close proxlmxty to a significant geotechnical hazard?

" Oother factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Standard mitigation measures‘are;[:].Building Ordinance No. 2225--
' . Bections 308B, 309, 310 and
- 311 and Chapters 29 and 70.

Other considerations: [ ] Lot Bize [_] Project Design

CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on, or bHe impacted by, geotechnical factors?

Yes o [] Mo



1.2 7rlood

SETTING/IMPACTS:
- b4 N
a. [] 1Is a major drainage course, as identified on USGS

quad - sheets by a dashed line, located on the project .

’itii}axqm1 ,[314p¢4frzx w a fqvu2%4v> wee

b. [[] 1s the project stte located within or does it contain
a oodw o flo:jﬂlain? '
‘ A ah iy _2 _
c. [[J] 1s the project site located in or subject to high

mudflow conditions?

d. [[] will the project contribute, or be subject to, high
erpsion 3gnd gdebris deposition from ru}-off?

L

e. [[] [[] othe

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Standard mitigation measures are:

D Building Ordinance No. 2225--Sec£ion 308A

[C] Plood Control pDistrict Drainage Concept

[] ordinance No. 12,114 (Floodways)

Other considerations: [l rot size [[] Project pesign

-—

G I

CONCLUSION:

. R S SR - .
- Considering the above information, could the project have a
~.significant impact on, or be impacted by, flood (hydrological)

A = ' Yes - [ wo



—

1.3 rire

BETTING/IMPACTS N
v/ N : -
a. [C] 1s the project site located in a high fire hazard

area (Fire Zone 4 or Quinton/Redgate fxre
c1assxf1cat1on)?

b. []' 1s the project site in a high fire hazard area anad
served by inadequate access. due to length, width,
urface material, turnarounds, or grade?

c. I Is the project site in a high fire hazard arza and
s more than 75 dwelling units on a single access?

~1s the project site located in an area having
inadequate water and pressure to meet fire flow
tandards?

e. [] Is the project site located in close proximity to
potential dangerous fire hazard conditions/uses (such
s refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?

£. [ Does the propoéed use constitute a potentially
dangerous fire hazard condition/use?

> i
g. D%Othgr Factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES:

5i=ndard mitigation measures are: //E:r/;;re Ordinance No. 2947

Water Ordinance No. 7834 Pire Prevention Manual
Regulation No. 12

Other considerationsiffzr/;roject Design

CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the'project have a
significant impact on, or be impacted by, fire hazard factors?

] xes ¥o



ANALYSIS BIMMARY {Gee ind!vid_ml peges for dstails)

- em

No Impact/Insignifizant prpact
gn cnnt Impau~t
----- . _Potential Concern

I FUmsTan gf E:;' 'gnd,mﬁ' ““2

F

-"(-).m; . -

= o).
< e 3y #jfﬁb
V1SUAL Visual Qualities o [ S : : . . !
BERVICES Traffic/Access 4] 4 &1 pyild oul
Sewage Disposal 15( 71 .- = VWS s 2l T G, g

Education 16] - 4 > . &

Fire/Bheriff 17 G R

; Dtilities 18
OTHER General 19
. Environ., Bafety 0

IMPACT ANALYSIS MATRIX:

P
A
] G
CRMFY Factor . ) 4
WATURAL HAZARDS - -:Geotechnical 5
¥lood 6
Fire k]

Noise 8|
9
1o
11
12
13

SIATURAL RESOURCES Water guality
Azr Quality
Blota
CULTURAL RESOURCES/ Cultoral Resouzces

DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Phnning finds
that this project gqualifies for the following enviromental document:

preliminary  FINAL * . -_ ‘ T L TE _' T

/7 /7 NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inaamuch as the' 1 ptoposed profect will not bave a
' significant effect on the enviromment. .

7 7 NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmxh as the changes required for the project

. will reduce impacts to insignificant levels (see “Conditions™, page 4).

_ 3 b EVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, inasmxh as there is substantial evidence

4 ;20”7 that the project may have a significant impact due to factors listed
above as "significant™.

// Deteminution appealed—pee attached sheet.
Envirormental rinding (Negative Declarations):

H An Initial Study was prepared on this project. in compliance with the State CEOA
Guidelines snd the envirommental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles.
It was detemmined that this project will not exceed the established threshold cri-
teria for any envirommental/service factor and, as-a xuult. will not have a signi-
ficant effect on the phy:ical emwviroment.

/7 An Initial Study was prepared on this project in canplinme wvith the State CIOA

NIC Guidelines and the envirommental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles.
It was originally determined that the proposed project may exceed establishal thres
hold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification of the project so that it
can now be determmined that the project will nmot have a significant effect on the
physical enviromment. The modification to mitigate this impoct(l) is identified On
the Acceptance latter included as part of this Initial Btudy.

MOTE: Pindings for Irwlrommtnl mct Beports will be prepared as a upantn Aocunent

:1':(::1:‘ Pﬁmiyfbﬂ%ﬂ/ pate: [-25-8 0
-3- | ﬂ 2-1F86




5.0 Other Pactors

5.1 General Pactors:

SETTING/IMPACTS:

R ¢ N
a. [] Will the project result in an inefficient use of

energy zesources?

b. [[J will the project result in a major change in the
pattern, scale, or character of the general area or
co nity?

Will the project result in a significant increase in
light and/or glare?

a. [} will the project result in a significant reduction in
the amount of agricultural land?

e. [] ‘Z/Other factors?

MITIGATION MEASURES: :
Standard mitigation measures are:

State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, '1‘-20 (Bnergy
Conservatxon) ) )

Other considerations: D Lot Size D Project Design

D Compatible Use

CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, could the project have a
significant impact on the physical environment due to

a2 : P ?

- . - 5 . —
L Y S
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B
Cager

5.2 Environmental Safety

SBTTING/IHPACTS:

a. Are any hazardous materials used.,‘ produced, or
. stored on-site?

‘b D)Z/A e any hazardous wastes stored ‘on-site?
C. D%;e any pressunzed tanks to be used on-—sxte"
d. l:] If answer is "yes” to a., b., or c: Are any resi-
dentxal units, 'schools, or hospitals located within
0 feet?
e. D Oother factors?

A1LT

-MITIGATION HEASURES:

CONCLUSION:

Considering the above information, gould the project have a

significant impact on public safe

[:I‘ Yes

?

No

20 -
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LEIGHTON and ASSOCIATES

RECEIVED CEIEBRATES
&
ENGINE;:{I;;&‘%:UICE
SOIL [ENGIHEERING GEOLOG GEOPHYSICS -  GROUND WATER HAZARDOUS WASTES

May 29, 1985

Project No. 7850285-01

T10: S & S Construction Company
8383 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 700
Beverly Hills, California 90211

ATTENTION: Mr. Dave Hasson

SUBJECT : Geotechnical Evaluation of the Preliminary Study for Tentative Tract
33987, Plum Canyon, Saugus Area, County of tos Angeles, California

Introduction

In accordance with your request, we have conducted a geotechnica] evaluation of
the preliminary study for Tentative Tract 33987 lacated in the Saugus area of the
county of Los Angeles as shown on the Index Map. This study was directed toward
delineation of salient geotechnical features onsite  in view of the 200-scale
preliminary- development plan prepared by Engineering Service Corporation and
dated Auqust 15, 1984, This report summarizes our findings and provides our
preliminary conclusions and recommendations regarding development.

As requested by you, the.scope of our study utilized preliminary methods without
subsurface exploration and included review of available data, reports, maps, and
analysis of stereoscopic aerial photographs, geologic reconnaissance of the site,
analysis of data with respect to the proposed development, and preparation of
this report and accompanying maps, illustrations, and appendices. -

Accompanying Maps, Illustrations, and Appendices

‘Index Map - Page 2 g :
Geotechnical Map - (200-scale; 1 Sheet) - In Pocket
Appendix A - References

Appendix B - Earth Units

Appendix C - Summary of Slopes

25530 AVENUE STANFORD, SUITE 208, VALENCIA, CALIFORNIA 91355 (805) 257-0150 = (818) 881-6031 » (800) 253-4567

IRVINE L4 WESTLAKE/VENTURA L4 DIAMOND BAR/WALNUT L4 SAN BERNARDINO/RIVERSIDE L] SAN DIEGO
PALMDESERT ¢ SANTACLARITA/VALENCIA ¢ CARLSBAD *® TEMECULAJRANCHO CALIFORNIA
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Site Condﬁtions and Proposed Development

The study area includes approximately 700+ acres within westerly-draining Plum
Canyon. Topographically, the site consists of southerly descending 6:1* to 3:1z
(horizontal to vertical) slopes along the northerly side of the canyon which have
been deeply incised by southerly draining tributaries and northerly descending
2.5:1+ slopes along the south side of the canyon. The property is bounded on the
north by an east-west trending, narrow ridge Tine. . '

Existing improvements on the site consist of a water.and power transmission line
extending along the westerly and northerly portion of the site and an underground
telephone line located along the southerly portion of the site. Lower portions
of. the property were formerly utilized for hog ranching activities. Concrete
debris,. remnants of foundations, and animal debris are located onsite as shown on
the accompanying»Geotechnical Map. This area is sparsely to moderately covered
with grasses, shrubs, and trees. '

The preliminary development plan proposes conventional cut and fill mass grading
to provide pads for the construction of 1240 single- family residences, 220
duplexes, and 2572 condominiums, apartments, and townhomes. A 13%-acre
commercial site is proposed in the central part of the property and a park and
school site is planned at the westerly end of the study area. The plan also
proposes to extend Plum Canyon Road to join with the existing Whites Canyon Road
to the south thus providing secondary access to both canyons.

Geologic Conditions

The study area is underlain by nonmarine sedimentary bedrock of Cenozoic age.
These coarse-grained sediments consist of sandstone and conglomerate of the
Miocene Mint Canyon Formation.(Tmc), sandstone, conglomerate, and silty sandstone
of the upper Miocene Castaic Formation (Tc), and sandstone, -conglomerate, and
mudstone of the Plio-Pleistocene Saugus Formation (TQs). Mudstone beds were pot
observed within 'the Mint Canyon and Castaic Formations exposed onsite, but are
anticipated to be present based on previous experience in other nearby locations.
Mudstones represent the weakest materials within the onsite bedrock. Bedding
observed within the bedrock is thick (up to 10 feet as observed), undulatory, and
poorly developed.

The predominant geologic structure within the study area is- a southwesterly
dipping homocline. Bedding within the three onsite formations is subparallel and
generally dips 10 to 20t degrees southerly to westerly. The homoclinal
structure is locally interrupted by a north-south trending fault located in the
easterly portion of the site. This fault has placed the Castaic Formation in
contact with the underlying Mint Canyon Formation. No evidence of faulting was
observed within the overlying  Saugus Formation or surficial soils. A
northwesterly trending fault 1in the central portion of the study area is
suspected due to the observation of an anomolous linear ravine Tlocated -across a
terrace surface.

Portions of the Saugus Formation may be landslide affected. in areas delineated on
the accompanying Geotechnical Map. This landsliding is believed to have occurred
during topographic and climatic conditions unique to those prevalent today.

Y
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Detailed descriptions of the bedrock and landslide affected bedrock are provided
in Appendix B.

Regional ground water levels are anticipated to be at a depth of approximately
75+ feet below the Tlower port1ons of the site. Phreatophytes indicating shallow
ground water were observed in the vicinity of Proposed Cut Slope 8 as shown on
the Geotechnical Map. This shallow ground water is anticipated to represent a
lTocalized and seasonal perched condition and persistent, shallow ground water
levels are not anticipated.

Soil Conditions

The surficial soils overlying bedrock and delineated on the accompanying
Geotechnical Map include terrace deposits (Qt), recent landslide debris (Qls),
alluvium (Qal), slope wash and colluvium (Qsw), and artificial fill (af, afc,
afm). These materials are typically medium to coarse-grained and are anticipated
to have high shear strengths with 1low cohesion. Expansion potent1als are
anticipated to be Tow due to a relatively low clay content.

The extent of the terrace deposits, if present, is not well defined. If present,
these deposits are anticipated to have similar appearance and ‘engineering
properties to the wunderlying Saugus Formation which may account for their
elusiveness. The recent landslide debris delineated on the Geotechnical Map is
anticipated to consist primarily of intensely fractured and disturbed Saugus
Formation. This -material 1is anticipated to be potentially compressible.

Collapse and compressibility potentials are anticipated to be high within the
alluvium, and slope wash and colluvium. The artificial fill is also anticipated
to have a high settlement potential. Detailed descriptions- of the surficial
soils are presented in Appendix B.

ke
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Conclusions and Recommendations

General Conclusions

The planned development of the study area appears to be geologically feasible.
The salient geotechnical conditions which are anticipated to have the greatest
effect on the proposed grading include existing landslides and to a lesser extent
proposed cut slope stability. Preliminary conclusions and recommendations
regarding planned development are based upon our observations during this study
and are provided below.

Recommendations

Slope Stability

The stability of onsite natural and proposed cut slopes is dependent upon the
existence of unsupported, weak bedding planes which are inclined in an out-of-
slope orientation. Lands1lides have occurred primarily within the Saugus
Formation and are described in detail in Appendix B. Lands1ides have been
numbered for correlation between the text and the accompanying Geotechnical Map.
Preliminary mitigation. measures for existing recent landslides are recommended
in Table 2 of Appendix B. Larger ancient Tlandslides could be potentially
unstable due to loading by proposed fills in the upper areas and excavation
proposed 1in the toe areas. If redesigns are not attempted to alleviate or
minimize this condition, large-scale buttressing may be necessary. The existence
and extents of the older 1landslides should be verified by further subsurface
investigation. Preliminary mitigation measures are provided in Table 1 of
Appendix B. '

Major cut slopes,. categorized herein as being greater than 30+ feet high, have
been given corresponding numbers and are summarized in Appendix C.  In general,
south to-westerly facing slopes are anticipated to be potentially unstable where
weak bedding planes are encountered and may require stabilization. Several of
these slopes could be redesigned to reduce slope heights, gradients, and reorient
slope-facing directions.

Major natural slopes have also been numbered and are summarized in Appendix C.
South to westerly facing slopes are ant1c1pated to be underlain by potentially
unstable geologic conditions and may require mitigation. )

In addition to gross stability -hazards, steepér slopes with thick soil
accumulations may be surficially unstable and would thus require minor
stabilization. :

The highest fi11l slope. onsite is 120+ foot high proposed at a gradient of 2.5:1%.
Based upon slopes previdus]y analyzed under similar geologic conditions in the
vicinity, the proposed major fill slopes designed with -2:1 or flatter gradients
are anticipated to be grossly and surficially stable. A1l proposed fill slopes
should be designed no steeper than 2:1. However, fill slope gradients of up to
1.5:1 (horizontal to vertical) may-be constructed if the outer 15¢ feet of slope

materials are compacted to 95 percent-relative compaction.

- 5 - LEIGHTON and ASSOCIATES
*  INCORPORATED
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Erosion Potential

The low cohesive strength of on-site soils present an erosion potential on
manufactured slopes, particularly fill slopes. Measures to provide temporary
surficial erosion protection during development or vegetation protection should
be planned.

Settlement Potential

The alluvium, slope wash, recent landslide debris, -and artificial fill may be
susceptible to _hydrocompaction and/or potential collapse based upon our
experience in nearby areas with similar geotechnical conditions. Typically, the
alluvium does not possess a significant collapse potential below 20 to 30* feet,

Mitigation measures for the settlement of the alluvium typically include removal
and recompaction methods and/or presaturation/surcharging. Presaturation/
surcharging of surficial deposits such as slope wash, colluvium, recent landslide
debris, and existing fill materials is typically -not appropr1ate due to their
extreme low density and localized distribution.

Faulting and Seismicity

The primary seismic hazards present on any site is the potential for high
intensity ground shaking, seismically-induced ground settlement, and the
possibility of ground surface rupture caused by fault displacement. Two faults
are mapped onsite based on research, topography, and geologic reconnaissance. A
north-south trending fault was observed in- the westerly portion of the site,
This fault was observed within the. Mint Canyon and Castaic Formations. However,
the fault was not observed within thé Plio-Pleistocene Saugus Formation or
within the overlying surficial deposits and is anticipated to be inactive. A
potential northwesterly trending fault is located onsite based on an observed
topographic lineation. Possible expression of this fault was observed on the
terrace surface. The existence, exact -location, and state of activity of this
fault should be further evaluated by subsurface exp]orat1on Therefore, at this
time the collected data suggests that the potential for future ground surface
displacement onsite is low to nil.

The San Gabriel fault is expected to represent the potential source for the
strongest ground shaking onsite due to.its proximity (3% miles). Repeatable
horizontal ground acceleration values generated by a major earthquake along the
San Gabriel fault (assuming a maximum probable earthquake of 6.5 Righter
magnitude) could reach 0.38 at the site. The.potential effects of ground shaking
on structures is expected to be satisfactorily mitigated by (earthquake-
resistant) design in accordance with the latest Uniform Bu11d1ng Code and current
state-of-the-art practices.

Secondary earthquake hazards, such as liquefaction, flow landsliding, seismically
induced settlement, and ground lurching or cracking are associated with the areas
containing low density, saturated soils which are intended to be removed or
otherwise mitigated. Therefore, the potential for seismically-induced ' ground
failure is considered low to nil. No special mitigation measures other than
_ earthwork construction in accordance with code requirements are expected to be

necessary at this time. )
)l
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Ground Water

Regional persistent shallow ground water levels are not anticipated onsite.

However, localized areas of- perched ground water may be. encountered. Site
development often creates a- Tocal perched, seasonal ground water table by
infiltration .of landscape and irrigation Water. Localized area of surface
seepage can present nuisance-type problems where adequate subsurface drainage is
not provided during site grading. Available mitigation measures generally include
canstruction of subdrains beneath fills to prevent ground water from reaching the
surface, capping the surface with provision for adequate collection, control, and
d1sposa1 of surface runoff by means of paved, nonerosive devices.

" Rippability

The” majority of materials onsite can be readily excavated by modern earthwork
equipment in good operating condition. No blasting is anticipated to be
necessary during grading, although heavy ripping may be necessary in areas of
deeper excavation within areas underlain by the Castaic and Mint Canyon
Formations. Any oversize material should to be properly disposed of offsite or
placed by special handling during grading, such as windrowing and placement in
deep fills.

Future Geotechnical Studies

Geotechnical studies should be undertaken as the grad1ng plan s refined and
should entail subsurface exploration as follows:

1. Detailed evaluation of ancient landslides (Qols) and recent
landslides (Q1s) which impact the proposed development.

2. Potential onsite faulting should be trenched to reveal their
relationship to overlying surface deposits, thus assessing their state
of activity.

3. Proposed cut slopes and natural slopes anticipated to be unstab]e as
addressed herein.

4. Depth.and composition of potentially deleterious artificial fill.

5. Compressibility, collapse, and hydroconsolidation potentials of onsite
alluvial and slope wash soils.

LAY
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Thank you for the opportunity to be of -service to you. If you have any questions
please do not hesitate to call.

Respectfully submitted,
LEIGHTON AND ASSOCIATES,

//zﬂ// / mm %Q@:,

Donald E. Brockway," Bruce R. H11tqn, CEG 1151
Project Manager Chief Engineering Geologist

RCH/BH/DEB/ jm

Distribution: (4) Addressee’
(1) Sikand Engineering
Attention: Mr. John Peda
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APPENDIX B
" EARTH UNITS

The earth units mapped within the study area include sedimentary bedrock of the
Miocene Mint Canyon and Castaic Formations and, the Plio-Pleistocene Saugus
Formation and surficial deposits including landslide .affected bedrock, terrace
deposits, landslide debris, alluvium, slopewash and colluvium, and artificial
fi11. These units are distributed onsite as shown on the Geotechnical Map. The
descriptions for each mapped unit presented below are based upon this study, our
studies on adjacent tracts, and previous work done by others 1locally or
regionally within the vicinity.

Mint Canyon Formation (Tmc)

The Miocene Mint Canyon Formation crops out primarily in the easterly portion of
the study area and is the oldest of the bedrock units exposed onsite. This unit,’
as observed onsite, consists of interbedded sandstone and coarse conglomerate.
The sandstone is tan to grey, firm to hard, locally well-cemented, and medium to
coarse-grained. The conglomerate consists of well-rounded boulders, cobbles, and
pebbles in a coarse sandstone matrix. Bedding within the -sandstone and
conglomerate is up to 10 feet thick, poorly developed, and undulatory. Bedding
predominately dips 10* to 20+ degrees southwesterly. Red-brown mudstones were
not observed within the Mint Canyon Formation exposed onsite, but are present
within this formation at other nearby locations. Therefore, the presence of
mudstones within the onsite Mint Canyon Formation should be anticipated.

Castaic Formation

The upper Miocene Castaic Formation unconformably overlies the Mint Canyon
Formation and is exposed in the easterly portion of the study area and along the
bottom of the deeper canyons in the northerly portion of the site. This unit, as
observed within the study area, consists of interbedded sandstone, conglomerate,
and silty sandstone. The sandstone is tan, firm to very firm, locally well-
cemented, and medium to coarse-grained. The conglomerate is composed of well-
rounded cobbles and pebbles in a cemented medium to coarse-grained sandstone
matrix. The silty sandstone is grey, moderately firm to firm, and very fine to .
fine-grained. Bedding within this formation is up to 10+ feet thick, undulatory,
and poorly developed. Bedding dips predominately 10 to 20* degrees southwesterly
which 1is parallel or subparrallel to the bedding within the-  underlying Mint
Canyon Formation. ‘ ; '

Saugus Formation (TQs)

The Saugus Formation s .the youngest of the bedrock units. onsite and
unconformably overlies the Castaic and Mint Canyon Formations. These nonmarine
clastic sediments consist of interbedded sandstone, conglomerate, and mudstone.
The sandstones are the predominant member of this unit and are 1light brown to
red, massive, fine to coarse-grained, and friable. Sandstone beds are often up
to 10z feet thick. The conglomerate consists of pebbles, cobbles, and -level

B-i
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boulders in a medium to coarse grained sandstone matrix. Individual conglomerate
beds are massive and were observed to be up to 10 feet thick. The red mudstone
beds consist of a mixture of clay, silt, and sand. The individuval mudstone beds
are massive and, although up to 8% feet thick, are typically only one to two feet
thick and spaced at approximately 10x-foot intervals comprising 20* percent of
the bedrock encountered. .Bedding within this unit 1is poorly developed and
undulatory.

Lands1lide Affected Saugus Formation (Qols)

The landslide affected Saugus Formation onsite is contained within four large
landslides located 1in -the southwesterly portion of the site as shown on the
Geotechnical Map. These landslides, numbered 2 through 5, are mapped on the
basis of aerial photographic and field interpretation. The landslides numbered
3, 4, and 5 are questionable as to their presence and extents. This large-scale
lands1iding. is believed to have occured during periods of significantly greater
precipitation and runoff than those occuring today and at a time when the base of
Plum Canyon was at a much lower level. The older landslides (numbered 2, 3, and
4) are anticipated to have failed in a southwesterly direction as block-glide
type failures which are presently buttressed at the toe by alluvium within Plum
Canyon. The bedrock within these failures is anticipated to be relatively
undisturbed. Older Landslide 5 is anticipated to be a rotational-type failure
caused by the oversteepening of the south wall of PTum Canyon. No recent
evidence suggesting reactivation of the older landslides onsite was observed.

TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF OLDER LANDSLIDES

0lder -
Lands1ide Directon of Area Anticipated Type Conclusion/
Number Movement (Acres) of Failure Recommendation

2 Southwesterly 47+ Block Glide Potentially unstable as

: designed. Redesign to
increase fill at toe
area and cot in upper
portion. If redesign
is impractical;
buttress or shear key
measures should be
designed.

3 Southwesterly 71 Block Glide Potentially unstable as
' ' designed. Redesign to
increase fill at toe
area and cut in upper
portion. If redesign
is impractical,
buttress or shear key
measures should be
designed.

B-i1
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Older
Lands1ide Directon of Area Anticipated Type Conclusion/
Number Movement (Acres) of Failure Recommendation

4 Southwesterly 40 Block Glide Potentially unstable as
designed. Redesign to
increase fill at toe
area and cut in upper
portion.” If redesign
is impractical,
buttress or shear key
measures should be
designed.

5 Northwesterly 242 Rotational Potentially unstable as
' designed. Redesign.to
increase fill at toe
area and cut in upper
portion. If redesign
is impractical,
buttress or shear key
measures should be
designed.

Terrace Deposits (Qt)

Three large terraces are located within the northwesterly-portion of the site as
shown on the Geotechnical Map. The presence of terrace deposits in these areas
is questionable. Preliminary studies performed by the County of Los Angeles
(Reference 6) indicate that terrace deposits are present and are very similar in
appearance to the underlying Saugus Formation bedrock. Saul (Reference 5) has
mapped the terraces as landslide debris, underlain by Saugus Formation and with
_no terrace deposits present. Conversely, no evidence of large-scale landsliding
was observed in the area of the mapped terraces. " Engineering properties of the
terrace deposits is anticipated to be similar to those of the Saugus Formation
bedrock. An exposure of terrace deposits within the study area was not observed
nor are there any signs of topographic evidence suggesting their presence. This
discrepancy can best be evaluated by subsequent subsurface exploration within the.
area.

B-i14
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Recent Lands]ide Debris

Twenty-four recent landslides were observed on the site and are delineated on the
accompanying Geotechnical Map. These slides are mapped on the basis of aerial
photographic interpretation and field observations. Landsliding has occurred
primarily within the Saugus Formation and are of the block-glide, rotational, and
slump-type failures. The onsite landslides are numbered for correlation between
the text and Geotechnical Map and are summarized below. Our conclusions are
based. upon the current development plan.

TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF RECENT LANDSLIDES

1 LandSJide . Direction Area | Anticipated Type Conclusions/

Number of Movement (Acres) of Failure Recommendations
1 Northwesterly 1.4% Rotational Anticipated to be

compressible. May
require removal/
recompaction.

2 Southwesterly 5.5% Block Glide Anticipated to be
compressible, locally
unstable, and may
require removal/
recompaction and up-
slope buttress.

3 Westerly 0.5% Block Glide Upslope from proposed
development. * Down-
slope debris barrier
should be anticipated.

4 Northwesterly 2,9% Rotational Located away from

| proposed development.
No mitigation anti-
“cipated.

5 Northwesterly 0.7x Rotational Located away from :

' ; proposed development.
No mitigation anti-
cipated.

6 Southerly 5.6% Rotational Upslope from proposed
' : development. Down-

.slope debris barrier

should be anticipated.

7 Westerly 0.9* Rotational Upslope from proposed
‘ development. Down-
slope debris barrier
should be anticipated.
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Lands1ide
Number

Direction
of Movement

Area

Anticipated Type
of Failure

Conclusion

8

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Southerly

Southerly

Northwesterly

Southerly

Northwesterly

Northwesterly

Southwest

Southerly

Southerly

Northerly

(Acres)

0.4%

13.8+

STump

Slump

Slump

Block Glide

Rotational

Rotational

Block Glide

Block 61ide

Rotational

Rotational

Upslope from proposed
development. Down-
slope debris barrier
should be anticipated.

Ups]obe from proposéd
development, Down-

-slope debris barrier

should be anticipated

Anticipated to be
compressible. May
require removal/
recompaction.

Anticipated to be
compressible. May
require removal/
recompaction.

Located away from
proposed development.
No mitigation anti-

cipated.

Located away from
proposed development.
No mitigation anti-

_ cipated.

Upslope from proposed
development. Down-

slope debris barrier
should be anticipated

Anticipated to be
unstable. May require
buttress and/or
redesign.

Anticipated to be
compressible. May
require removal/
recompaction.

Anticipated to be
compressible. May
require removal/
recompaction.
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Lands1ide
Number

Direction
of Movement

Area
(Acres) -

Anticipated Type
of Failure

Conclusion

18-

19

20

21

22

23

24

Westerly

Southwesterly

Southwesterly

Westerly

Westerly

"Northwesterly

Northwesterly

3.7

4.0

1.7x

6.2+

1.5¢

Block Glide

Block G1lide

Block Glide

Block G1ide

Rotationa1

Rotational-

Rotational

Upslope from proposed
development. Down-
slope debris barrier
should be anticipated

| Anticipated to be

compressible and-
unstable. May
require removal/
recompation and
buttress and/or
redesign.

Anticipated to be
unstable. May require
buttress and/or
redesign.

Anticipated to be
compressible and
unstable. May
require removal/
recompation and
buttress and/or
redesign.

Anticipated to be
unstable. May require
buttress and/or
redesign.

Anticipated to be
unstable. May require

-buttress and/or

redesign.

Upslope from proposed
development. Down-

slope debris barrier
should be anticipated
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AlTuvium (Qal)

The alluvium onsite is primarily located within the lower portion of Plum Canyon
and within the broader southerly draining tributary drainages. These materials

‘generally consist of sand, silty sands, and gravelly sands which are brown to

red-brown, moderately dense, porous, and nonstratified. The upper 20 to 30% feet
of this material 1is anticipated to be compressible. Total thickness of thé
alluvium in the central portion of Plum Canyon is anticipated to be greater than
50¢ feet. -

Slope Wash and Colluvium

The areas shown as colluvium and slope wash on the Geotechnical Map have been
combined for mapping and engineering purposes and are defined as soil transported
by sheetflow-type runoff which have accumulated along the base of the slopes to a
thickness greater than 4% feet. These soils consist of brown silty fine to
coarse~-grained sands with pebbles and cobbles throughout, and are typically dry,
Toose, porous, and contain abundant roots.

Artificial Fill (af, afc, afm)

The artificial fill delineated on the Geotechnical Map consists of backfill over
an underground telephone cable (Map Symbol: af), concrete debris (Map Symbol:
afc); and bones, trash, and animal debris (Map Symbol: afm). -The fill over the
telephone cable is of an unknown thickness and is anticipated to have been
derived from the underlying Saugus Formation and alluvium. This fill.is believed
to have been placed without benefit of engineering controls. .

The concrete debris contains remnants of foundations for farm buildings. This
material 1is surficial and not anticipated to be greater than 2t feet thick.
Oversive concrete can be disposed of in deeper portions of fills.

The bones, trash, and .animal debris is anticipated to be on the order of 10 to
20* feet thick.  This material is unsuitable for reuse in fill and 'should be
disposed of offsite. More accurate quantities of the debris may be further
evaluated by subsurface exploration during future geotechnical studies.
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SUMMARY OF CUT SLOPES

Slope Slope Height/ Anticipated Conclusion/
Number Direction Gradient Geologic Conditions Recommendation

1 Northwesterly 80°'%/2.5:1 | Underlain by Saugus Anticipated to be
Formation. Undulatory | stable as designed.
bedding dips approxi-
mately 5 to 10°* into
slope. :

2 | Northwesterly 45'x/2:1 Underlain by Saugus Anticipated to be

: Formation. Undulatory | stable as designed.
‘bedding dips approxi- - . '
mately 5 to 10°% into
slope. .

3 Southwesterly 109°%/2.5:1| Underlain by Saugus Potentially un-
Formation overlying stable as designed.
Castaic Formation.- May require
Undulatory bedding dips | stabilization and/
approximately 10 to or redesign.
20"+ out-of-slope.

4 Southwesterly 70'%/3:1 Underlain by Sauqus Potentially un-
Formation.<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>