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INTRODUCTION

1. PURPOSE

This introduction provides the reader with important information regarding (1) project background; (2) purpose of
an environmental impact report (EIR); (3) standards for assessing EIR adequacy; (4) the format and content of this
EIR; (5) processing requirements for this EIR; and (6) other EIRs and documents incorporated by reference in this
document. An EIR is an informational document, which will inform public agencies and the public of the
significant environmental effects of a proposed project, identify possible ways to minimize or mitigate the significant

effects and describe reasonable alternatives to the proposed project.

The public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project is designated as the
“lead agency.” For this project, the County of Los Angeles (County) is the lead agency, which requires that the EIR
be prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA
Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) and the County’s Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and

Guidelines (County Guidelines).!

2. PROJECT BACKGROUND

The proposed Landmark Village project is the first development phase of the Riverwood Village Planning
Area of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, located in northwestern unincorporated Los Angeles County,
within the County’s Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area. The tract map site is located south of State Route
126 (SR-126), near the intersection of Chiquito Canyon Road, north of the Santa Clara River and west of
Interstate 5 (I-5).

a. Newhall Ranch Planning and Environmental Review Process

By way of background, from 1996 through 1999, both the County’s Regional Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors conducted numerous public hearings regarding the proposed development of the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plant (WRP), related project approvals, and
environmental documentation. The planning and environmental review process culminated in approval

of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP in 1999.

1 CEQA is found in the Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. The CEQA Guidelines are found in Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. The County Guidelines are available for public review
and inspection at the County’s Department of Regional Planning, 320 W. Temple Street, 13" Floor, Los Angeles,
California 90012-3225.
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On March 23, 1999, the County’s Board of Supervisors unanimously (a) certified the adequacy of the Final
Program EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP, State Clearinghouse (SCH) No. 1995011015
(Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR); (b) adopted CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations; (c) approved the Mitigation Monitoring Plans for both the Specific Plan and WRP; and
(d) adopted the various project approvals for the Specific Plan and WRP, including General Plan and Sub-
Plan Amendments, Zone Change, Vesting Tentative Parcel Map No. 24500, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
and Conditional Use Permit. The County’s approvals were then challenged in court by various parties in

a consolidated legal action.

On August 1, 2000, the trial court issued a writ of mandate and judgment ordering the County to partially
set aside the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and project approvals, and to conduct additional
analyses of certain specified environmental and planning issues (see Appendix 4.10). In its decision, the
trial court also determined that a vast majority of the County’s environmental determinations for the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP had been lawfully made and declined to set aside approval of the
entire Specific Plan and Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR.

In response to the trial court’s decision, the County’s Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution partially
setting aside certification of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and related project approvals,
and directed County staff to oversee preparation of additional environmental analyses with respect to the
issues identified by the court. Thereafter, the County oversaw completion of the Newhall Ranch Final

Additional Analysis (SCH No. 1995011015).2

After numerous public hearings, on May 27, 2003, the Board of Supervisors (a) certified the adequacy of
the Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis in conjunction with the previously certified Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan Program EIR; (b) reapproved the General Plan and Sub-Plan Amendments, the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan (as revised), Zone Change and Conditional Use Permit; (c) adopted additional CEQA
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations; and (d) approved revised Mitigation Monitoring
Plans for the Specific Plan and WRP. The Board of Supervisors also found that the Newhall Ranch Final
Additional Analysis was completed in compliance with CEQA and the terms of the trial court’s decision

and writ.

In August 2003, the County and the project applicant filed a “return” to the trial court, requesting a
discharge of the court’s writ based on the County’s compliance with CEQA and the trial court’s prior
decision. On October 22, 2003, after a court hearing, the trial court issued an order discharging the writ as

requested. On December 18, 2003, certain parties filed an appeal of the trial court’s order, and on

2 The documents comprising the Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis” are described under heading 8.
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March 29, 2004, a settlement was reached, resulting in dismissal of the pending appeal on April 1, 2004.
As aresult, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and Final Additional Analysis are conclusively
presumed to comply with CEQA, and constitute the “program” environmental documentation, which

will be used to implement the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP.

b. Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

The Specific Plan will guide the long-term development of the 11,963-acre Newhall Ranch community,
comprising a broad range of residential, mixed-use, and non-residential land uses within five village
areas. The Specific Plan contains the land use plan, development regulations, design guidelines, and
implementation program consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the Los Angeles County
General Plan and Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan. The Specific Plan is regulatory in nature and
serves as the zoning for the Newhall Ranch community.3 Subsequent development plans and tentative

subdivision maps must be consistent with the adopted General Plan, Areawide Plan, and Specific Plan.

As approved by the Board of Supervisors, the Specific Plan allows for up to 21,308 dwelling units,
including 423 second units; 629 acres of mixed-use development; 67 acres of commercial uses; 249 acres of
business park land uses; 37 acres of visitor-serving uses; 1,014 acres of open space, including 181 acres of
community parks and 833 acres in other open spaces; 5,157 acres in special management areas, 55 acres in
10 neighborhood parks; a 15-acre lake; a public trail system; an 18-hole golf course; two fire stations; a
public library; an electrical station; reservation of five elementary school sites, one junior high school site
and one high school site; a 6.8 million gallon per day (mgd) WRP; and other associated community
facilities. The buildout of the Specific Plan is projected to occur over approximately 25 to 30 years,

depending upon economic and market conditions.

C. Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant

The WRP is an approved part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The WRP is located in one of the
“business park” designations within the Riverwood Village Planning Area, near the western edge of the
Specific Plan area, along the south side of SR-126, adjacent to the Santa Clara River, and near the Los
Angeles/Ventura County boundary. The plant’s treatment capacity will be 6.8 mgd of wastewater
generated by the Specific Plan, all of which would be treated at the WRP and, upon tertiary treatment,

reclaimed for landscape irrigation purposes (except for wet winters when irrigation demands would be

The Specific Plan was prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Planning and Zoning Law, Title 7,
Division 1, Chapter, Article 8, Government Code Sections 65450-65457. This law authorizes local jurisdictions,
like the County, to adopt a Specific Plan by resolution. On May 27, 2003, the County’s Board of Supervisors
adopted a Resolution approving General Plan Amendments, Sub-Plan Amendments, and the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan.
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lower, requiring the discharge of unused reclaimed water to the Santa Clara River). A new sanitation

district would be formed to maintain and operate the WRP within the Specific Plan site.

d. Certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR

Both the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and the Final Additional Analysis (SCH No.
1995011015), together, constitute the final “program” environmental impact report for the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, and the final “project” environmental impact report for construction and operation of the
WRP. In this EIR, both environmental documents will be collectively referred to as the “Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR” or the “certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR.”

Consistent with the provisions of CEQA, the County’s Department of Regional Planning has determined
that a tiered project EIR is required for the Landmark Village project# Therefore, this EIR will be tiering
from the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR in accordance with Public Resources Code
Section 21093(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c). This EIR will concentrate on the issues specific to
the Landmark Village project. This EIR also will incorporate by reference the discussion, analysis,
mitigation measures, and alternatives contained in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR in

accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15385.

3. PURPOSE OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

As stated, an EIR is an informational document, which will inform public agency decision makers and the
public of the significant environmental effects of a proposed project, identify possible ways to minimize
or mitigate the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15121[a]). While the information in an EIR does not control the public agency’s ultimate
discretion on the proposed project, the public agency must respond to each significant effect identified in
the EIR by making findings under CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and, if necessary, by making a
statement of overriding considerations under CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 (CEQA Guidelines Section
15121[b]).

An EIR must contain the information required by Sections 15122 through 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines,
but the format of the document may vary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15120). The required “contents” of an
EIR include a table of contents or an index to assist readers in finding the analysis of different subjects
and issues, and a brief summary of the proposed project and its consequences (CEQA Guidelines Sections

15122-15123). The summary must also identify each significant environmental effect, along with

4 Please refer to heading 5, for a description of a “tiered” EIR under CEQA.
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proposed mitigation measures and alternatives that would reduce or avoid the identified effects; areas of

controversy known to the lead agency; and issues to be resolved (CEQA Guidelines Section 15123[a], [b]).

In addition, an EIR must contain a description of both the proposed project and the environmental setting
(CEQA Guidelines Sections 15124-15125). An EIR must also consider all phases of a project when
evaluating its impact on the environment, including consideration and discussion of significant
environmental effects; growth-inducing impacts; mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant

effects; and alternatives to the proposed project (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126-15127).

In addition, an EIR must contain a statement describing the project effects not found to be significant;
discuss the cumulative impacts of a project; identify the agencies, organizations, and persons consulted in
preparing the Draft EIR; and may include economic or social information, if applicable (CEQA Guidelines

Sections 15128-15131).

A “Final” EIR must consist of the Draft EIR, or a revision of the Draft EIR; public comments on the Draft
EIR (either verbatim or in summary); a list of persons, organizations, and agencies commenting on the
Draft EIR; the lead agency’s written responses to significant environmental points raised in the public
review and consultation process; and any other information desired by the lead agency (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15132). In this regard, the “comments and responses” are a critical component of the Final EIR,
because they bring focus to the environmental analysis of different subjects and issues. Another critical
component is the “appendices” to an EIR. CEQA encourages placement of technical supporting analyses
and information in “appendices” to an EIR. The appendices may be prepared in volumes separate from

the EIR, but must be readily available for agency and public review (CEQA Guidelines Section 15147).

This EIR has been prepared by the County in accordance with the “purpose” and “content” requirements

of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and the County Guidelines. Please refer to this EIR’s Table of Contents to

locate the required analysis of different subjects and issues.

4. EIR ADEQUACY

The standards for adequacy of an EIR, as defined in Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines, are as follows:

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not
for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
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This EIR has been prepared by the County in accordance with the above legal standards for adequacy of
an EIR under CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the County Guidelines.

5. TYPE OF EIR AND LEVEL OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

CEQA provides a lead agency with the flexibility to prepare different types of EIRs, and to employ
different procedural means to focus environmental analysis on the issues appropriate for decision at each
level of environmental review (Public Resources Code Section 21093[a]). CEQA provides that the
“...degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the

underlying activity which is described in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146).

As stated, the certified Newhall Ranch Final EIR addressed the Specific Plan at the “program” level of
detail, acknowledging that further environmental review would be required in connection with
preparation of project-specific tentative subdivision maps. The Newhall Ranch Final EIR also contained a

separate project-level environmental analysis for the WRP, so the County could issue final approval of the

WRP.

Because the Landmark Village project implements a part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, and because
the certified Newhall Ranch Final EIR assessed the significant environmental effects associated with
development of the entire Specific Plan area, this Draft EIR will be tiering from the certified Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21093(a) and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168(c). Public Resources Code Section 21093 encourages a lead agency to “tier” from
a previously certified program EIR, whenever feasible. In this way, the Draft EIR can focus on site-
specific issues relating to the Landmark Village project and allows the County, as the lead agency, to
concentrate on issues, which are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already decided

or not ripe for decision (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168[c], 15385).

“

The “tiering” of an EIR is intended to “...promote construction of needed housing and other
development projects by (1) streamlining regulatory procedures; (2) avoiding repetitive discussions of the
same issues in successive [EIRs]; and (3) ensuring that [EIRs] prepared for later projects which are
consistent with a previously approved policy, plan, program or ordinance concentrate upon
environmental effects which may be mitigated or avoided in connection with the decision on each later
project.” (Public Resources Code Section 21093[a]) The tiered or site-specific EIR may incorporate by
reference discussions, mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the previously certified

program EIR, and concentrate on the issues specific to the “project” analyzed in the tiered EIR (Public

Resources Code Section 21094; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168(c), 15385).
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A “Project EIR” is typically prepared for a specific construction-level project, such as a tentative
subdivision map. A Project EIR “...should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would
result from the development project...[and] examine all phases of the project including planning,
construction and operation” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15161). In this instance, the Draft EIR for the
Landmark Village project includes, among other discretionary entitlements, tentative subdivision map

approval.

Consistent with the above legal principles, the County’s Department of Regional Planning prepared an
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) (refer to Appendix I), and determined that a tiered project
EIR is required for the Landmark Village project. Accordingly, the Draft EIR will be tiered from the
certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Final EIR, including the adopted Mitigation Monitoring Plans for
both the Specific Plan and WRP (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[d]).

6. EIR FORMAT AND CONTENT

Preliminary environmental review of the Landmark Village project was conducted by the County’s
Department of Regional Planning. In the IS/NOP, the County determined that the proposed project may
have potentially significant effects on several environmental impact categories, including (a) hazards
(geotechnical, flood and noise); (b) resources (water quality, air quality, biota, cultural resources,
agricultural resources and visual resources/aesthetics); (c) services (traffic/access, sewage disposal,
education, fire/sheriff and utilities); and (d) other categories (general, environmental safety/hazardous

materials, land use and demand for new recreation facilities).

On January 30, 2004, the County circulated the IS/NOP to responsible agencies, trustee agencies, regional
agencies, County reviewing agencies, and other agencies, organizations, and interested persons for the
30-day review period required under CEQA. The IS/NOP requested that the agencies, organizations, and
others provide the County with specific details about the scope and content of the environmental

information to be contained in this Draft EIR, as it related to each entity’s area of statutory responsibility.

The IS/NOP is found in Appendix I to this EIR.

In addition, to facilitate local participation, the County held a scoping meeting to present the Landmark
Village project and to solicit suggestions from the public and other agencies on the scope and content of
this Draft EIR. The meeting took place at the Castaic Union School District, located in Valencia,
California, on February 12, 2004.

In response to the IS/NOP and scoping meeting, comment letters and other input were received from

interested agencies, organizations, and others, copies of which are presented in Appendix I to this EIR.
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Based on the results of the County’s IS/NOP and scoping efforts, the following topics will be evaluated in
this EIR:

1) Geology and Soils (12) Solid Waste Disposal
(2) Hydrology (13)  Sheriff Services

) Water Quality (14) Fire Services/Hazards
4) Biota (15) Education

(5) Floodplain Modifications (16) Parks and Recreation
(6) Visual Qualities 17) Libraries

(7) Traffic/Access (18) Agricultural Resources
(8) Noise 19) Utilities

9) Air Quality (20) Mineral Resources

(10) Water Service (21) Environmental Safety
(11) Wastewater Disposal (22) Cultural/Paleontological Resources

This EIR is organized into 10 sections. Sections 1.0 and 2.0 contain detailed descriptions of the proposed
project and the environmental setting in which the project occurs. Section 3.0 identifies the cumulative
impact analysis/methodology. Section 4.0 analyzes the existing conditions, project impacts, cumulative
impacts, mitigation measures, and unavoidable significant impacts of the proposed project for the
environmental impact categories identified above. Section 5.0 identifies and analyzes project
alternatives. Section 6.0 describes the significant irreversible environmental changes associated with the
proposed project. Section 7.0 identifies the project’s growth-inducing impacts. Section 8.0 includes the
project’'s Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Section 9.0 provides a list of EIR preparers and a list of the
organizations and persons consulted in preparing this EIR. Section 10.0 contains the list of documents
referred to, referenced, or cited in this EIR. Such documents are incorporated by reference and are
available for public review and inspection at the County’s Department of Regional Planning, 320 W.

Temple Street, 13" Floor, Los Angeles, California 90012-3225.

7. EIR PROCESSING REQUIREMENTS

The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning directed and supervised preparation of this
Draft EIR. During the Draft EIR’s preparation, many informal documentation reviews were held with
County Department of Regional Planning staff, Department of Public Works staff, and other County
agency staff (e.g., the Office of the Sheriff, the Fire Department). County policy provides that the Draft
EIR be made available for a 30-day Los Angeles County internal agency review and comment period and,

subsequently, an additional 45-day public review and comment period mandated by CEQA. During the
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public review and comment period, interested public agencies, organizations, and others may submit

written comments concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR to:

Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012
Attention: Mr. Daniel Fierros

Public hearing(s) will be held before the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors regarding the proposed project and the adequacy of the Draft EIR, at which time
public comments will also be heard. Following the public hearing(s) on the Draft EIR by the Regional
Planning Commission, written responses to all comments will be compiled into a Final EIR. As required
by CEQA, the Regional Planning Commission will distribute responses to comment letters submitted by
responsible public agencies for review 10 days prior to consideration of the Final EIR. At the conclusion
of the EIR public hearing process, the Regional Planning Commission will vote on whether to
recommend approval of the proposed project, and other related entitlement changes, and whether to
recommend certification of the adequacy of the EIR to the County’s Board of Supervisors. If a
recommendation for certification is made by the Regional Planning Commission, the Board of
Supervisors will be asked to certify the adequacy of the EIR, and will then adopt findings relative to the
proposed project’s environmental effects after implementation of mitigation measures and the
consideration of alternatives, and will take action to provide its outright approval, conditional approval,

or denial of the proposed project, and other related entitlement requests.

8. NEWHALL RANCH DOCUMENTATION (INCORPORATED BY
REFERENCE)

Although several documents are referred to, referenced, or cited throughout this EIR, certain Newhall
Ranch-related documents were extensively relied upon in preparing this EIR. They constitute the
regulatory documents governing long-term implementation of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
and WRP, and all such documents were previously distributed or made available for public review and
inspection during the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan planning and environmental review process. The
documents listed below are incorporated by this reference and are available for public review and
inspection at the County’s Department of Regional Planning, 320 W. Temple Street, 13" Floor, Los
Angeles, California 90012-3225.

(1) Resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles Relating to Adoption of Los
Angeles County General Plan Amendment 94-087-(5) Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Amendment 94-
087-(5) Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (May 27, 2003);
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Zoning Case No. 94-087-(5)/Ordinance No. 2003-0031Z (May 27, 2003);

Vesting Tentative Parcel Map No. 24500;

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, Volumes I and II (adopted May 27, 2003);

Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5)/Findings Of The Board Of Supervisors and Order (May 27,
2003);

Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5)/Conditions of Approval (May 27, 2003);

Additional CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Regarding the Newhall
Ranch Final Additional Analysis to the Partially Certified Final EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan And Water Reclamation Plant (May 2003);

Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (May 2003);

Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the WRP (May 2003);

(10) 20002003 Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis (SCH No. 1995011015) consisting of the
following additional environmental documents to the previously certified Newhall Ranch Final EIR
for the Specific Plan and WRP:

(a)

(b)

(©

(d)

(e)
(f)

(8)

Draft Additional Analysis, Volume I (Text, Figures/Tables) and Volumes II-1II (Appendices),
dated April 2001;

Final Additional Analysis, Volume I (Comments and Responses, etc.) and Volume II
(Appendix), dated October 2001;

Revised Draft Additional Analysis, Volume I (Text, Figures/Tables/Appendix) and Volume II
(Appendix), dated November 2002;

Final Additional Analysis, Volume IIl (Comments and Responses, etc.) and Volume IV
(Appendix), dated March 2003;

Revised Additional Analysis, Volume V (Revised Text, Figures, and Tables), dated March 2003;

Final Additional Analysis, Volume VI (Comments and Responses, etc.) and Volume VII
(Appendix), dated May 2003; and

Revised Additional Analysis, Volume VIII (Final Revised Text, Figures, and Tables), dated May
2003.

(11) 1996-1999 Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP Final EIR (SCH No. 1995011015), consisting of the
following documents:

(a) Draft EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP (Text, Figures/Tables), Volumes I and II
(Appendices), and Geotechnical Appendix 4.1 (oversized maps), dated July 1996;
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(b) Final EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP, Volumes I-IV (Comments, Responses,
etc.), dated November 1997, and Volumes V-VI (Comments, Responses, etc.), dated March
1999; and

(c) Revised Draft EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and WRP, dated March 8, 1999.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. PURPOSE

The intent of the Executive Summary is to provide the reader with a clear and simple description of the proposed
project and its potential environmental impacts. Section 15123 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines requires that the summary identify each significant effect, recommended mitigation
measure(s), and alternatives that would minimize or avoid potential significant impacts. The summary is also
required to identify areas of controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the
public and issues to be resolved, including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant
effects. This section focuses on the major areas of the proposed project that are important to decision makers and

utilizes non-technical language to promote understanding.

2. BACKGROUND

In May 2003, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles approved the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan and certified the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
as adequate under CEQA. The Specific Plan Program EIR identified and analyzed the existing
conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures associated with development of the entire
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The proposed Landmark Village project is located within the Riverwood
Village area of the approved Specific Plan. This EIR has been prepared at the project level and tiers from
the previously certified Specific Plan Program EIR.

3. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Landmark Village project site is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, within the Santa
Clarita Valley Planning Area, and within the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan boundary. The
Santa Clarita Valley Planning Area is generally surrounded by the Los Padres and Angeles National
Forest areas to the north; Agua Dulce and the Angeles National Forest to the east; the major ridgeline of
the Santa Susana Mountains, which separates the Santa Clarita Valley from the San Fernando and Simi
Valleys, to the south; and the County of Ventura to the west. The project site is located immediately west
of the confluence of Castaic Creek and the Santa Clara River. The Santa Clara River forms the southern
boundary of the project site, while the northern project boundary is defined by State Route 126 (SR-126).
The eastern tract map boundary abuts Castaic Creek. The City of Santa Clarita is located further east of

the project site, just beyond Interstate 5 (I-5).

Impact Sciences, Inc. ES-1 Landmark Village Draft EIR
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4. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project applicant proposes to develop the 292.6-acre Landmark Village tract map site, located in the
first phase of the Riverwood Village within the boundary of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
The land uses proposed as part of the Landmark Village tract map site are consistent with the approved
Specific Plan. The Specific Plan’s approved Land Use Plan designates the tract map site for single- and
multi-family residential, mixed-use, and commercial land uses.] The Landmark Village tract map site
proposes construction of 1,444 residential dwelling units (308 single-family units, 1,136 multi-family
units), 1,033,000 square feet of mixed-use/commercial uses, a 9-acre elementary school, a 1l6-acre

community park, public and private recreational facilities, trails, and road improvements.

To facilitate development of the Landmark Village tract map site, several off-site project-related
components would be developed on an additional 679.2 acres of land that, for the most part, is within the

approved Specific Plan boundary.2 These project-related components include the following:

e A cut and fill grading operation, which includes fill imported to the tract map site from a 215-acre
borrow site located south of the Santa Clara River (the Adobe Canyon borrow site), and grading to
accommodate improvements to SR-126 and debris basins for stormwater flows collected by the tract
map’s storm drainage system on approximately 120 acres of land, located directly north of SR-126
within Chiquito Canyon (Chiquito Canyon grading site);

e A 110-acre utility corridor, which would run parallel to SR-126 from the western boundary of the
tract map site to the approved Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) near the Los Angeles
County/Ventura County line, and from the eastern boundary of the tract map site to I-5, and then
south to the existing Valencia District 32 WRP, which would extend municipal services to and from
the tract map site;

e Two separate water tank sites, one within the existing Valencia Commerce Center and another within
either the Chiquito Canyon grading site or, alternatively, the Adobe Canyon borrow site, to convey
potable water to the tract map site;

e Two reclaimed water tanks to implement a portion of the Specific Plan’s reclaimed water storage and
distribution system; and

e Construction of the Long Canyon Road Bridge, bank stabilization and storm drainage improvements.

For purposes of this EIR, the “tract map site” refers to the proposed location of the Landmark Village

development site itself, and the “project site” generally includes the tract map site, the Adobe Canyon

1 see, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (May 2003), Exhibit 2.3-1, Land Use Plan, Table 2.3-1, Specific Plan Overall
Land Use Plan Statistical Table, and Exhibit 2.3-2, Village Plan (see Appendix 1.0).

2 Portions of the proposed utility corridor and the proposed potable water tank site (located within the Valencia
Commerce Center business park) are outside the boundary of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
Impact Sciences, Inc. ES-2 Landmark Village Draft EIR
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borrow site, the Chiquito Canyon grading site, the utility corridor, the water tank sites, the Long Canyon
Road Bridge, bank stabilization, drainage improvements and related haul routes. The entire project site

comprises approximately 1,043.5 gross acres.

The project applicant is requesting approval of the following discretionary entitlements to allow for
construction of the proposed Landmark Village project site: (a) General Plan, Sub-Plan and Specific Plan
Amendments; (b) Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108; (c) Significant Ecological Area (SEA)
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for project-level development within the Specific Plan’s River Corridor
Special Management Area (SMA)/SEA 23 boundaries; (d) Oak Tree Permit; (e) Off-Site Soil Transport
Approval; (f) CUP for off-site grading in excess of 100,000 cubic yards, and; (g) Modification to adopted
County Floodway limits (collectively, “Project Approvals”).

Additional ministerial actions, such as grading permits, building plan review and building permits,
would be required by the County prior to actual grading and construction of the proposed Landmark

Village project site.
5. TOPICS OF KNOWN CONCERN

Issues relative to the scope of the Landmark Village EIR were identified by the County of Los Angeles

through input received from state and local agencies, private organizations, and members of the public.

County Department of Regional Planning staff circulated an Initial Study and Notice of Preparation
(NOP) on January 30, 2004 in order to receive input from interested public agencies and private parties.
A copy of the NOP is presented in Appendix ES of this EIR, along with a copy of the Initial Study.
Copies of all written letters submitted in response to the NOP are presented in Appendix ES of this EIR.
In addition to preparation and circulation of the NOP, the County held a Public Scoping Meeting on
February 12, 2004, in nearby Valencia, to present the proposed project to the public and to solicit
comments from interested public agencies and the public on the content of the Draft EIR. The meeting
was attended by approximately 20 people, including public agency representatives, private

organizations, and members of the public.

In the comments submitted on the NOP and at the Public Scoping Meeting, several subject areas of
concern were raised. These subject areas include biological resources in and adjacent to the Santa Clara
River, bank stabilization, traffic effects on local roadways, air emissions from project traffic, water
availability, and cumulative development in the Santa Clarita Valley. These concerns are addressed in

this EIR under one or more of the topics shown on the following page:
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1) Geology and Soils (12) Solid Waste Disposal
(2) Hydrology (13)  Sheriff Services

3) Water Quality (14) Fire Services/Hazards
(4) Biota (15) Education

5) Floodplain Modifications (16) Parks and Recreation
(6) Visual Qualities 17) Libraries

7) Traffic/Access (18) Agricultural Resources
(8) Noise (19) Utilities

9) Air Quality (20) Mineral Resources

(10) Water Resources (21) Environmental Safety
1) Wastewater Disposal (22) Cultural/Paleontological Resources

6. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Areas of controversy raised in the NOP and Public Scoping Meeting comments concern the potential
impacts of the Landmark Village project on biological resources (including Santa Clara River resources),
traffic and circulation, and public services, including water availability. Copies of all written comments

submitted in response to the NOP are presented in Appendix ES of this EIR.

Issues to be resolved include whether to approve the proposed project, whether or how to mitigate the
identified significant project and cumulative impacts, and whether to select one of the project

alternatives.

7. ALTERNATIVES

The certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR evaluated six orrsite alternatives to the Specific
Plan along with three alternative site locations. The alternatives evaluated were selected based on the
significant impacts created by the Specific Plan, the comments received in response to the Notice of
Preparation, discussions with County staff and its Significant Ecological Area Technical Advisory
Committee, discussions at 26 Community Task Force meetings, and many discussions with members of

the community and community groups.

The Specific Plan EIR concluded a reduced density 8,000-unit alternative was environmentally superior
with respect to on-site alternatives, while none of the off-site alternatives were considered superior to the
Specific Plan. However, the Board of Supervisors did not choose the 8,000-unit alternative, and instead

approved the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and adopted the Mitigation Measures identified in both the
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Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Because the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan EIR determined that
the Specific Plan would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15093, a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted to substantiate the
Board’s decision to reject the environmentally superior alternative because of the benefits afforded by the
Specific Plan, as well as other reasons set forth in the CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding

Considerations.

Several additional alternatives to those considered as part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program

EIR were evaluated as part of the Landmark Village Project EIR and are described below:

No Project/No Development Alternative — This alternative considered the circumstances under which
the proposed project does not proceed. Here, the discussion compares the environmental effects of the
property remaining in its current state against the environmental effects that would occur if the project

were approved.

No Project/Future Site Development Alternative — This alternative considers the circumstances under

which the proposed project is not approved and another development proposal based on the current land

use designations and existing infrastructure support is approved.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Floodplain Avoidance Alternative — The Floodplain
Avoidance Alternative retains the overall layout of the proposed Landmark Village project, except this
alternative would not place development within the existing 100 year FEMA floodplain, thereby reducing
the amount of imported soil needed to raise portions of the Landmark Village site. This alternative
would reduce development by 286 dwelling units along with 828,000 square feet of commercial space
when compared to the proposed project, for a total of 1,158 dwelling units and 205,000 square feet. The
Floodplain Avoidance Alternative would retain the 9-acre elementary school, 16-acre community park,
and three of the four private recreation areas proposed as part of the Landmark Village project, but
would not construct the Long Canyon Road Bridge over the Santa Clara River. Bank stabilization would
continue to be required along the perimeter of development areas and along the south side of the utility

corridor extending to the WRP Site.

Cluster Alternative — This alternative retains the overall layout of the proposed Landmark Village
project, except no development would occur on the westernmost 106 acres of the property. This
alternative would reduce development by 507 dwelling units along with 828,000 square feet of
commercial space when compared to the proposed project, for a total of 937 dwelling units and 205,000
square feet. The Cluster Alternative would retain the 9-acre elementary school, 16-acre community park,

and two of the four private recreation areas proposed as part of the Landmark Village project. However,
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the Long Canyon Road Bridge and associated bank protection would not be included in the site design
under this alternative scenario. Bank stabilization/erosion protection would continue to be required
along the perimeter of development areas and along the south side of the utility corridor extending to the

WREP site.

8. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS/MITIGATION MEASURES

This EIR has been prepared to assess each potentially significant impact to the environment that could

result with implementation of the proposed Landmark Village project. For a detailed discussion

regarding potential impacts, refer to Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this EIR.

A summary of the proposed project’s significant impacts is provided in Table ES-1. Also provided in the
summary table is a list of those mitigation measures previously adopted by the County as part of the
Specific Plan approvals that are applicable to the Landmark Village project, a list of the additional
mitigation measures proposed by this EIR, and a determination of the level of significance of each impact
after implementation of the identified Specific Plan and project-specific mitigation measures. The reader
should note that only those Specific Plan mitigation measures applicable to the Landmark Village project
are shown on Table ES-1. For a complete listing of all Specific Plan mitigation measures and whether
each measure is applicable to the proposed project, please refer to EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.22 under

the “Mitigation Measures” subsection.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES

Based on the analysis presented in the Geotechnical and Soil | SP 4.1-1 The standard building setbacks from ascending | With implementation of the identified
Resources section of this EIR, there are no active faults, and descending man-made slopes are to be | mitigation measures, the proposed
landslides, or surficial failures on or in close proximity to the followed in accordance with Section 1806.4 of | project’s geologic, soil and geotechnical
Landmark Village project site, and the potential for the Los Angeles County Building Code, unless | impacts would be mitigated to below a
earthquake-induced slope failures is considered negligible. superseded by specific geologic and/or soils | level of significance, and no unavoidable
Impacts associated with liquefaction and seismically induced engineering evaluations. (Allan E. Seward | significant impacts would occur.
settlement are considered less than significant. Due to the Engineering Geology, Inc., 19 September 1994,
relative flatness of the project site, low liquefaction potential, p- 44)
subsurface soil stratigraphy, and proposed improvements in | gp 4.1-2 The existing Grading Ordinance for planting
the river channel area, there would be no impacts relative to and irrigation of cut-slopes and fill slopes is to
lateral spreading due to liquefaction. In addition, there would be adhered to for grading operations within the
be no impacts relative to hydroconsolidation. However, unless project site. (Allan E. Seward Engineering
mitigated, specific project-related significant geologic, soil, and Geology, Inc., 19 September 1994, p. 44)
geotechnical impacts could occur in the following areas: SP 4.1-3 In order to safeguard against major seismic-
e Along cut/fill and bedrock/alluvium contacts, there is a related structural failures, all buildings within
future potential hazard due to the combination of the project boundaries are to be constructed in
dynamic compaction and differential settlement, along conformance with the Los Angeles County
with differential materials response; Uniform Building Code, as applicable.
e Development of lots underlain by transitions between | SP4.1-4  The location and dimensions of the exploratory
different material types (e.g., bedrock to fill, bedrock to trenches and borings undertaken by Allan E.
alluvium, etc.); Seward Engineering Geology, Inc. and R.T.
e The clay-rich bedding planes of the Saugus Formation Frankian & Associates are to be noted on all
may represent a potential hazard from secondary grading plans relative to future building plans,
seismogenic movement along bedding planes; unless the trenches and/or borings are removed
e Construction and development within areas of high by future grading operations. If future
groundwater; foundations traverse the trenches or borings,
e Soil conditions on the project site that would affect the}_’ are to be r.eviewecAl and approved by the
construction practices on future site development include pro].ect g(.eotechmcal engineer. (Allan E. Seward
expansive soils, soils with shrink-swell potential, corrosive Engineering Geology, Inc,, 19 September 1994,
soils, and low cohesion soils; p-45)
e Shallow weak soils; SP 4.1-5 Not applicable.
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

e  High water tables requiring dewatering; SP 4.1-6 Should any expansive soils be encountered
e Low cohesion sands; and during grading operations, they are not to be
Landslide potential at the Edison access road at the Chiquito placed nearer the finished surface than 8 .feet
Canyon grading site. below the bottom of the subgrade elevation.
. e . This depth is subject to revision depending
Applicable mitigation measures to address these impacts were upon the expansive potential measured during
identified in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program di RT. Frankian & Associates. 19
EIR. This EIR recommends additional mitigation measures grading.  (R.T. . ’
e . s . September 1994, Appendix I)
specific to the Landmark Village project site. In summary, with ) )
implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in the SP41-7  If expansive r.nate.rlals are encoun’Fered at
Geotechnical and Soil Resources section of this EIR, the subgrade elevation in cut areas, the soils are to
proposed project will not result in significant unavoidable be. rhemoved to a depth of 8 feet below the
geologic, soil or geotechnical impacts. “finished” or ”subgrade” .surface and .the
In compliance with Section 111 of the Los Angeles County excava’lced area ba;kﬁn.fd W;lt,h c;'lonile%pan}s)l.ve,
Building Code, and according to the project geotechnical proper.y.compacte Sors. This depth is su e <t
. . i to revision depending upon the expansive
engineer  (Seward), the site designated on the potential measured during grading,  (R.T.
Geological/Geotechnical Maps, EIR Figures 4.1-1 through 4.1-3, Frankian & Associates, 19 September 1994
is feasible for development, would be safe against hazards Appendix I) ’ ’
from landslide, settlement or slippage, and development of the ) o )
site would not affect off-site property, provided the mitigation 5P 4.1-8 At the .t1me of sub.d1v1s1or}, wh1ch allows
measures identified in this section are adopted and constI.'u.ctlon, areas sub]e.ct to .hquefactlon are to
implemented  during project  construction. With be mltlge'lted to 'the Sah.SfaChO_n of the project
implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the geotechmca‘l engneer prior to site development.
proposed project’s geologic, soil and geotechnical impacts (RT. Fra.nklan&Assoaates, 19 September 1954,
would be mitigated to below a level of significance, and no AppendixI)
unavoidable significant impacts would occur. SP4.1-9  Subdrains are to be placed in areas of high
ground water conditions or wherever extensive
irrigation is planned. The systems are to be
designed to the specifications of the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan geotechnical engineer.
SP4.1-10  Subdrains are to be placed in the major and
minor canyon fills, behind stabilization
blankets, buttress fills, and retaining walls, and
as required by the geotechnical engineer during
grading operations. (RT. Frankian &
Associates, 19 September 1994, Appendix I)
SP4.1-11 Not applicable.
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

SP 4.1-12

SP 4.1-13

SP4.1-14
SP 4.1-15

SP 4.1-16
SP 4.1-17
SP 4.1-18
SP 4.1-19

The vertical spacing of subdrains behind
buttress fills, stabilization blankets, etc., are to
be a maximum of 15 feet. The gradient is to be
at least 2 percent to the discharge end. (R.T.
Frankian & Associates, 19 September 1994,
Appendix I)

Geological materials subject to
hydroconsolidation (containing significant void
space) are to be removed prior to the placement
of fill. Specific recommendations relative to
hydroconsolidation are to be provided by the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan geotechnical
engineer at the subdivision stage. (Allan E.
Seward Engineering Geology, Inc, 19
September 1994, p. 44)

Not applicable.

Subsurface exploration is required to delineate
the depth and lateral extent of the landslides
shown on the geologic map. This work shall be
undertaken at the subdivision stage. (Allan E.
Seward Engineering Geology, Inc, 19
September 1994, p. 15) Landslides must be
mitigated through stabilization, removal,
and/or building setbacks as determined by the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan geotechnical
engineer, and to the satisfaction of the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works.

Not applicable.
Not applicable.
Not applicable.

Remove debris from surficial failures during
grading operations prior to the placement of
fill. (Allan E. Seward Engineering Geology,
Inc., 19 September 1994, p. 16)
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

SP 4.1-20

SP 4.1-21
SP 4.1-22
SP 4.1-23
SP 4.1-24
SP 4.1-25
SP 4.1-26
SP 4.1-27
SP 4.1-28
SP 4.1-29

SP 4.1-30

SP 4.1-31

All soils and/or unconsolidated slopewash and
landslide debris is to be removed prior to the
placement of compacted fills. (Allan E. Seward
Engineering Geology, Inc., 19 September 1994,
p. 45)

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Orientations of the bedrock attitudes are to be
evaluated by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
engineering geologist to identify locations of
required buttress fills. Buttress fill design and
recommendations, if necessary, are to be
presented as mitigation during the grading plan
stage. (RT. Frankian & Associates, 19
September 1994, Appendix I)

All fills, unless otherwise specifically designed,
are to be compacted to at least 90 percent of the
maximum dry unit weight as determined by
American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) Designation D 1557-91 Method of Soil
Compaction. (R.T. Frankian & Associates, 19
September 1994, Appendix I)

No fill is to be placed until the area to receive
the fill has been adequately prepared and
approved by the geotechnical engineer. (R.T.
Frankian & Associates, 19 September 1994,
Appendix I)
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

SP 4.1-32

SP 4.1-33

SP 4.1-35

SP 4.1-36

SP 4.1-37

Fill soils are to be kept free of all debris and
organic material. (R.T. Frankian & Associates,
19 September 1994, Appendix I)

Rocks or hard fragments larger than 8 inches
are not to be placed in the fill without approval
of the geotechnical engineer, and in a manner
specified for each occurrence. (R.T. Frankian &
Associates, 19 September 1994, Appendix I)SP
4.1-34 Rock fragments larger than 8 inches are
not to be placed within 10 feet of finished pad
grade or the subgrade of roadways or within 15
feet of a slope face. (R.T. Frankian & Associates,
19 September 1994, Appendix I)

Rock fragments larger than 8 inches may be
placed in windrows, below the limits given
above, provided the windrows are spaced at
least 5 feet vertically and 15 feet horizontally.
Granular soil must be flooded around
windrows to fill voids between the rock
fragments. The granular soil is to be wheel
rolled to assure compaction. (R.T. Frankian &
Associates, 19 September 1994, Appendix I)

The fill material is to be placed in layers which,
when compacted, is not to exceed 8 inches per
layer. Each layer is to be spread evenly and is
to be thoroughly mixed during the spreading to
insure uniformity of material and moisture.
(R.T. Frankian & Associates, 19 September 1994,
Appendix I)

When moisture content of the fill material is too
low to obtain adequate compaction, water is to
be added and thoroughly dispersed until the
soil is approximately 2 percent over optimum
moisture content. (R.T. Frankian & Associates,
19 September 1994, Appendix I)
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

SP 4.1-38

SP 4.1-39

SP 4.1-40

SP 4.1-41

SP 4.1-42

When the moisture content of the fill material is
too high to obtain adequate compaction, the fill
material is to be aerated by blading or other
satisfactory methods until the soil is
approximately 2 percent over optimum
moisture content. (R.T. Frankian & Associates,
19 September 1994, Appendix I)

Where fills toe out on a natural slope or surface,
a keyway, with a minimum width of 16 feet and
extending at least 3 feet into firm, natural soil, is
to be cut at the toe of the fill. (R.T. Frankian &
Associates, 19 September 1994, Appendix I)

Where the fills toe out on a natural or cut slope
and the natural or cut slope is steeper than 5
horizontal to 1 vertical, a drainage bench with a
width of at least 8 feet is to be established at the
toe of the fill. Fills may be placed over cut
slopes if the visible contact between the fill and
cut is steeper than 45 degrees. (R.T. Frankian &
Associates, 19 September 1994, Appendix I)
When placing fills over slopes, sidewall
benching is to extend into competent material,
approved by the geotechnical engineer, with
vertical benches not less than 4 feet. (R.T.
Frankian & Associates, 19 September 1994,
Appendix I) Competent material is defined as
being free of loose soil, heavy fracturing, or
compressive soils.

When constructing fill slopes, the grading
contractor is to avoid spillage of loose material
down the face of the slope during the dumping
and compacting operations. (R.T. Frankian &
Associates, 19 September 1994, Appendix I)
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

SP 4.1-43

SP 4.1-45

SP 4.1-46

The outer faces of fill slopes are to be
compacted by backing a sheepsfoot compactor
over the top of the slope, and thoroughly
covering all of the slope surface with
overlapping passes of the compactor.
Compaction of the slope is to be repeated after
each 4 feet of fill has been placed. The required
compaction must be obtained prior to
placement of additional fill. As an alternate, the
slope can be overbuilt and cut back to expose a
compacted core. (R.T. Frankian & Associates, 19
September 1994, Appendix I)SP 4.1-44 All
artificial fill associated with past petroleum
activities, as well as other existing artificial fill,
are to be evaluated by the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan geotechnical engineer at the
subdivision and/or grading plan stage. (Allan
E. Seward Engineering Geology, 19 September
1994, Inc, p. 45) Unstable fills are to be
mitigated through removal, stabilization, or
other means as determined by the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan geotechnical engineer.
Surface runoff from the future graded areas is
not to run over any natural, cut, or fill slopes.
(Allan E. Seward Engineering Geology, Inc., 19
September 1994, p. 20)

Runoff from future pads and structures is to be
collected and channeled to the street and/or
natural drainage courses via non-erosive
drainage devices. (Allan E. Seward
Engineering Geology, Inc., 19 September 1994,
p- 20)
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

SP 4.1-47

SP 4.1-48

SP 4.1-49

SP 4.1-50

LV4.1-1

Water is not to stand or pond anywhere on the
graded pads. (Allan E. Seward Engineering
Geology, Inc., 19 September 1994, p. 20)

Oil and water wells that might occur on site are
to be abandoned in accordance with state and
local regulations. (Allan E. Seward Engineering
Geology, Inc., 19 September 1994, p. 45)

If any leaking or undocumented oil wells are
encountered during grading operations, their
locations are to be surveyed and the current
well conditions evaluated immediately. (Allan
E. Seward Engineering Geology, Inc., 19
September 1994, p. 21) Measures are to be
taken to document the wells, abandonment, and
remediate the well sites (if necessary) in
accordance with state and local regulations.

The exact status and location of the Exxon
(Newhall Land & Farming) oil well #31 will be
evaluated at the subdivision stage. If necessary,
the well will be abandoned in accordance with
state and local regulations. (Allan E. Seward
Engineering Geology, Inc., 13 December 1995,
p- 12).

Prior to placing compacted fill, the ground
surface shall be prepared by removing non-
compacted artificial fill (af), disturbed
compacted fill soils (Caf), loose alluvium, and
other unsuitable materials. The geotechnical
engineer and/or his representatives shall
observe the excavated areas prior to placing
compacted fill.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-2

LV 4.1-3

LV 41-4

LV 4.1-5

LV 4.1-6

LV 4.1-7

LV 4.1-8

After the ground surface to receive fill has been
exposed, it shall be ripped to a minimum depth
of 6 inches, brought to optimum moisture
content or above and thoroughly mixed to
obtain a near uniform moisture condition and
uniform blend of materials, and then
compacted to 90 percent per the latest American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
D1557 laboratory maximum density.

Removal depths for alluvium, older alluvium,
and overlying soil/plow pan materials range
from 4 to 16 feet and shall be as indicated on the
approved Geologic/ Geotechnical Map.

Soil removals on the southwestern portion of
the site shall be scheduled if possible during the
summer or fall months, to minimize impacts to
Grading from shallow groundwater. The
contractor shall be prepared to implement
dewatering systems, if necessary.

Pico and Saugus Formation bedrock shall be
over-excavated 5 feet below proposed grade to
eliminate  cutfill or  bedrock-alluvium
transitions in building pads. Expansive
materials in the bedrock shall be over excavated
8 feet in building pad areas.

Slopewash that is locally present on the site
adjacent to slope areas on the northern margin
of the site shall be removed and recompacted
prior to the placement of compacted fill.
Compacted artificial fill along the northern
margin of the site shall be assessed for building
suitability at the grading plan stage.

Concrete, asphalt concrete and other debris
stockpiled on the site shall be removed, and
either ground up for use as sub-base material,
or reduced into fragments small enough to be
buried in the deeper portions of the fill.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-9

LV 4.1-10

LV 4.1-11

Where recommended removals encounter
ground water, water levels shall be controlled
by providing an adequate excavation
bottom/slope and sumps for pumping water
out as the excavation proceeds, or ground water
may be lowered by installing shallow
dewatering well points prior to grading. Partial
removals of soils above the water table and soil
improvement below the water table may be
another option. Dewatering may be needed
depending on the season when the removals are
performed and the actual removal depths are
determined. Contractors shall use piezometric
data for planning dewatering measures.

On-site soils, except any debris or organic
matter, may be used as sources for compacted
fills. Rock or similar irreducible material with a
maximum dimension greater than 8 inches shall
not be placed in the fill without approval of the
geotechnical engineer. Rocks or hard fragments
larger than 4 inches shall not compose more
than 25 percent of the fill and/or lift. Any large
rock fragments over 8 inches in size may be
incorporated into the fill as rockfill in windrows
after being reduced to the specific maximum
rock fill size. Where fill depths are too shallow
to allow large rock disposal, special handling or
removal may be required. Much of the on-site
alluvium and older alluvium is coarse-grained
and lacks sufficient cohesion for surficial
stability in fill slopes. Selective grading of fill
materials with sufficient cohesion derived from
on-site or imported fill shall be necessary for
use in fill slopes.

The engineering characteristics of imported fill
material shall be evaluated when the source
area has been identified.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-12

LV 4.1-13

LV 4.1-14

LV 4.1-15

Most of the slopes proposed on the site are fill
slopes. Stability fills are recommended for all of
the cut-slopes on the site; therefore, no cut-
slopes will remain after the completion of
grading. All fill slopes shall be constructed on
firm material where the slope receiving fill
exceeds a ratio of 5 to 1 (horizontal to vertical
[h:v]). Fill slope inclination shall not be steeper
than 2:1 (hwv). The fill material within
approximately one equipment width (typically
15 feet) of the slope face shall be constructed
with cohesive material selectively graded from
on-site or import fills.  Stability fills are
recommended where cut-slope faces will
expose fill-over-bedrock or alluvium-over-
bedrock conditions.  These fills shall be
constructed with a keyway at the toe of the fill
slope with a minimum equipment width but
not less than 15 feet, and a minimum depth of 3
feet into the firm undisturbed earth. Following
completion of the keyway excavations,
backfilling with certified engineered fill shall
not proceed prior to the approval of the keyway
by the project engineering geologist.

Backcut slopes for Stability fills shall be no
steeper than the final face of the proposed fill.

Areas that are to receive compacted fill shall be
observed by the geotechnical engineer prior to
the placement of fill.

All drainage devices shall be properly installed
and observed by the geotechnical engineer
and/or owner’s representative(s) prior to
placement of backfill.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-16

LV 4.1-17

LV 4.1-18

LV 4.1-19

Fill soils shall consist of imported soils or on-
site soils free of organics, cobbles, and
deleterious material provided each material is
approved by the geotechnical engineer. The
geotechnical engineer shall evaluate and/or test
the import material for its conformance with the
report recommendations prior to its delivery to
the site.  The contractor shall notify the
geotechnical engineer 72 hours prior to
importing material to the site.

Fill shall be placed in controlled layers (lifts),
the thickness of which is compatible with the
type of compaction equipment used. The fill
materials shall be brought to optimum moisture
content or above, thoroughly mixed during
spreading to obtain a near uniform moisture
condition and uniform blend of materials, and
then placed in layers with a thickness (loose)
not exceeding 8 inches. Each layer shall be
compacted to a minimum compaction of 90
percent relative to the maximum dry density
determined per the latest ASTM D1557 test.
Density testing shall be performed by the
geotechnical engineer to verify relative
compaction.  The contractor shall provide
proper access and level areas for testing.

Rocks or rock fragments less than 8 inches in
the largest dimension may be utilized in the fill,
provided they are not placed in concentrated
pockets. However, rocks larger than 4 inches
shall not be placed within 3 feet of finish grade.

Rocks greater than 8 inches in largest
dimension shall be taken off site, or placed in
accordance with the recommendation of the
soils engineer in areas designated as suitable for
rock disposal.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-20

LV 4.1-21

LV 4.1-22

LV 4.1-23

Where space limitations do not allow for
conventional fill compaction operations, special
backfill materials and procedures may be
required. Pea gravel or other select fill can be
used in areas of limited space. A sand and
portland cement slurry (two sacks per cubic-
yard mix) shall be used in limited space areas
for shallow backfill near final pad grade, and
pea gravel shall be placed in deeper backfill
near drainage systems.

The geotechnical engineer shall observe the
placement of fill and conduct in-place field
density tests on the compacted fill to check for
adequate moisture content and the required
relative compaction. Where less than specified
relative compaction is indicated, additional
compacting effort shall be applied and the soil
moisture conditioned as necessary until
adequate relative compaction is attained.

The Contractor shall comply with the minimum
relative compaction out to the finish slope face
of fill slopes, buttresses, and stabilization fills as
set forth in the specifications for compacted fill.
This may be achieved by either overbuilding
the slope and cutting back as necessary, or by
direct compaction of the slope face with suitable
equipment, or by any other procedure that
produces the required result.

Any abandoned underground structures, such
as cesspools, cisterns, mining shafts, tunnels,
septic tanks, wells, pipelines or other structures
not discovered prior to grading shall be
removed or treated to the satisfaction of the
soils engineer and/or the controlling agency for
the project.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-24

LV 4.1-25

LV 4.1-26

LV 4.1-27

LV 4.1-28

LV 4.1-29

The Contractor shall have suitable and
sufficient equipment during a particular
operation to handle the volume of fill being
placed. When necessary, fill placement
equipment shall be shut down temporarily in
order to permit proper compaction of fills,
correction of deficient areas, or to facilitate
required field testing.

The Contractor shall be responsible for the
satisfactory completion of all earthwork in
accordance with the project plans and
specifications.

Trench excavations to receive backfill shall be
free of trash, debris or other unsatisfactory
materials prior to backfill placement, and shall
be observed by the geotechnical engineer.

Except as stipulated herein, soils obtained from
the trench excavation may be used as backfill if
they are essentially free of organics and
deleterious materials.

Rocks generated from the trench excavation not
exceeding 3 inches in largest dimension may be
used as backfill material. However, such
material shall not be placed within 12 inches of
the top of the pipeline. No more than 30
percent of the backfill volume shall contain
particles larger than 1 inch in diameter, and
rocks shall be well mixed with finer soil.

Soils (other than aggregates) with a Sand
Equivalent (SE) greater than or equal to 30, as
determined by ASTM D 2419 Standard Test
Method or at the discretion of the engineer or
representative in the field, may be used for
bedding and shading material in the pipe zone
areas. These soils are considered satisfactory
for compaction by jetting procedures.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-30

LV 4.1-31

LV 4.1-32

LV 4.1-33

No jetting shall occur in utility trenches within
the top 2 feet of the subgrade of concrete slabs-
on-grade.

Trench backfill other than bedding and shading
shall be compacted by mechanical methods
such as tamping sheepsfoot, vibrating or
pneumatic rollers or other mechanical tampers
to achieve the density specified herein. The
backfill materials shall be brought to optimum
moisture content or above, thoroughly mixed
during spreading to obtain a near uniform
moisture condition and uniform blend of
materials, and then placed in horizontal layers
with a thickness (loose) not exceeding 8 inches.
Trench backfills shall be compacted to a
minimum compaction of 90 percent relative to
the maximum dry density determined per the
latest ASTM D1557 test.

The contractor shall select the equipment and
process to be used to achieve the specified
density within a trench without damage to the
pipeline, the adjacent ground, existing
improvements, or completed work.
Observations and field tests shall be carried on
during construction by the geotechnical
engineer to confirm that the required degree of
compaction within a trench has been obtained.
Where compaction within a trench is less than
that specified, additional compaction effort
shall be made with adjustment of the moisture
content as mnecessary until the specified
compaction is obtained. Field density tests may
be omitted at the discretion of the engineer or
his representative in the field.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-34

LV 4.1-35

LV 4.1-36

LV 4.1-37

Whenever, in the opinion of the geotechnical
engineer, an unstable condition is being created
within a trench, either by cutting or filling, the
work shall not proceed until an investigation
has been made and the excavation plan revised,
if deemed necessary.

Fill material within a trench shall not be placed,
spread, or rolled during unfavorable weather
conditions. When the work is interrupted by
heavy rain, fill operations shall not be resumed
until field tests by the geotechnical engineer
indicate the moisture content and density of the
fill are as specified.

Water shall never be allowed to stand or pond
on building pads, nor should it be allowed to
run over constructed slopes, but is to be
conducted to the driveways or natural
waterways via non-erodible drainage devices.
In addition, it is recommended that all drainage
devices be inspected periodically and be kept
clear of all debris. Drainage and erosion control
shall be in accordance with the standards set
forth in Sections 7018 and 7019 of the 1997 Los
Angeles County Uniform Building Code.

Modification of the existing pad grades after
approval of Fine Grading by the project
supervising civil engineer can adversely affect
the drainage of the lots. Lot drainage shall not
be modified by future landscaping, construction
of pools, spas, walkways, garden walls, etc.,
unless additional remedial measures (area
drains, additional grading, etc) are in
compliance with Los Angeles County Codes.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-38

LV 4.1-39

LV 4.1-40

LV 4.1-41

LV 4.1-42

Positive surface drainage shall be maintained
away from buildings. The recommended
drainage patterns shall be established at the
time of Fine Grading. Roof drainage shall be
collected in gutters and downspouts, which
terminate at approved discharge points.

Permanent erosion control measures shall be
initiated immediately following completion of
grading.

All interceptor ditches, drainage terraces,
down-drains and any other drainage devices
shall be maintained and kept clear of debris. A
qualified engineer shall review any proposed
additions or revisions to these systems, to
evaluate their impact on slope erosion.

Retaining walls shall have adequate freeboard
to provide a catchment area for minor slope
erosion. Periodic inspection, and if necessary,
cleanout of deposited soil and debris shall be
performed, particularly during and after
periods of rainfall.

The future developers shall be made aware of
the potential problems, which may develop
when drainage is altered through landscaping
and/or construction of retaining walls, and
paved walkways. Ponded water, water
directed over slope faces, leaking irrigation
systems, over-watering or other conditions that
could lead to excessive soil moisture, shall be
avoided.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-43

LV 4.1-44

LV 4.1-45

LV 4.1-46

Slope surficial soils may be subject to water
induced mass erosion. Therefore, a suitable
proportion of slope planting shall have root
systems, which will develop well below 3 feet.
Drought-resistant shrubs and low trees for this
purpose shall be considered. Intervening areas
can then be planted with lightweight surface
plants with shallower root systems. All plants
shall be lightweight and require low moisture.
Any loose slough generated during the process
of planting shall be properly removed from the
slope face(s).

Short-term, non-plant erosion-control measures
shall be implemented during construction
delays, adverse climate/ weather conditions,
and when plant growth rates do not permit
rapid vegetation of graded areas. Examples of
short-term, non-plant erosion-control measures
include matting, netting, plastic sheets, deep (5
feet) staking, etc.

All possible precautions shall be taken to
maintain a moderate and uniform soil moisture
to avoid high and/or fluctuating water content
in slope materials. Slope irrigation systems
shall be properly operated and maintained and
system controls shall be placed under strict
control.

A program of aggressive rodent control shall be
implemented to control burrowing on slope
areas.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-47

LV 4.1-48

LV 4.1-49

LV 4.1-50

LV 4.1-51

Bank protection is proposed to consist of a soil
cement, gunite or rip-rap liner, which is
buried/concealed behind a 4:1 (h:v) fill slope.
Construction of the liner will involve the
excavation of a 20-foot-deep slot as shown in
the details on the tentative map. Where the toe
of the 4:1 slope extends beyond the removals
for the slot, the alluvium shall be over-
excavated 3 feet prior to placement of overlying
fill.

Groundwater will likely be encountered
between a depth of 5 and 10 feet; therefore
dewatering shall be undertaken to complete the
lower 10 to 15 feet of the proposed slot
excavation.

All final grades shall be sloped away from the
building foundations to allow rapid removal of
surface water runoff. No ponding of water
shall be allowed adjacent to the foundations.
Plants and other landscape vegetation requiring
excessive watering shall be avoided adjacent to
the building foundations. Should landscaping
be constructed, an effective water-tight barrier
shall be provided to prevent water from
affecting the building foundations.

Future structures shall be designed according to
standards applicable to Seismic Zone 4 of the
Uniform Building Code.

Lots underlain by transitions between different
material types (e.g., bedrock to fill, bedrock to
alluvium, etc.) shall be over-excavated 5 feet to
minimize potential adverse impacts associated
with differential materials response.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-52

LV 4.1-53

LV 4.1-54

LV 4.1-55

LV 4.1-56

Overexcavation of clay-rich bedding planes of
the Saugus Formation or Pico Formation and
subsequent placement of a certified fill cap is
recommended to mitigate potential hazards
from expansive material, and to reduce
potential hazards from potential secondary
seismogenic movement along bedding planes.

Stability Fills shall be analyzed at the grading
plan stage based on testing of the actual
materials proposed for the fill.

Most of the alluvium and older Alluvium on
the site are coarse-grained and have low
cohesion. These materials shall not be used
within the outer 4 feet of fill slopes and Stability
Fills.

Excavations deeper than 3 feet shall conform to
safety requirements for excavations as set forth
in the State Construction Safety Orders
enforced by the California Occupational Health
and Safety Administration (CAL OSHA).
Temporary excavations no higher than 12 feet
shall be no steeper than 1:1 (h:v). For
excavations to 20 feet in height, the bottom 3.5
feet may be vertical and the upper portion
between 3.5 and 20 feet shall be no steeper than
1.5:1 (h:v). Excavations not complying with
these requirements shall be shored. It is
strongly recommended that excavation walls in
sands and dry soils be kept moist, but not
saturated at all times.

Parameters for design of cantilever and braced
shoring shall be provided at the grading plan
stage.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-57

LV 4.1-58

LV 4.1-59

The bases of excavations or trenches shall be
firm and unyielding prior to foundations or
utility construction. On-site materials other
than topsoil or soils with roots or deleterious
materials may be used for backfilling
excavations.  Densification (compaction) by
jetting may be used for on-site clean sands or
imported equivalent of coarser sand provided
they have a Sand Equivalent greater than or
equal to 30 as determined by ASTM D2419 test
method.  Recommended specifications for
placement of trench backfill are presented in
Appendix C of the September 27, 2000 geologic
and geotechnical report.

The structural design shall include seismic
geotechnical parameters in accordance with
UBC requirements for Seismic Zone 4. These
parameters shall be provided at the grading
plan stage.

Shallow spread footings for foundation support
of up to three-story residential, commercial or
light industrial developments can adequately
be derived from non-organic native soils,
processed as necessary, and bedrock or
engineered fill compacted as previously
recommended. The composition of footings for
heavier structures, if applicable, shall be
addressed at the grading plan stage.
Tentatively, an allowable bearing capacity of
2,500 pounds per square foot can be used for
shallow foundations constructed in certified
compacted fill originated from existing, near-
surface soils (except vegetative soils). Lateral
resistance of footing walls shall be provided at
the grading plan stage.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-60

LV 4.1-61

LV 4.1-62

Figure C4 (Appendix C), “Cut Lot
(Transitional)” and “Cut-Fill Lot (Transitional”)
of the September 27, 2000, geologic and
geotechnical report provides a foundation
grading detail for locations where foundations
will straddle transition zones between cut and
fill materials. If the remaining cut-fill transition
is steep at depth below the building area, the
geometry of the transition shall be reviewed
during grading operations by the soils engineer
on a site-specific basis to evaluate the need for
additional over-excavation removals and/or
additional foundation reinforcement. Based on
this review, appropriate action shall be taken as
deemed necessary by the engineer. As a
general guideline, steep cut/fill transitions
would include slope gradients steeper than 4:1
(h:v) and overall variations in fill thickness of
greater than 15 feet, which occur within 20 feet
of final pad grade. Transitions between
differing material types, such as bedrock and
alluvium, also shall be over-excavated 5 feet as
recommended in Section 1.2 of Appendix E of
the September 27, 2000 Geologic and
Geotechnical Report.

To minimize significant settlements, upper soils
in areas to receive fills shall be removed and
recompacted to competent materials. Specific
foundation design loads shall be provided at
the grading plan stage.

Whenever seepage of groundwater is observed,
the condition shall be evaluated by the
engineering  geologist and  geotechnical
engineer prior to covering with fill material.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-63

LV 4.1-64

LV 4.1-65

LV 4.1-66

LV 4.1-67

Surface drainage control design shall include
provisions for positive surface gradients to
ensure that surface runoff is not permitted to
pond, particularly above slopes or adjacent to
building foundations or slabs. Surface runoff
shall be directed away from slopes and
foundations and collected in lined ditches or
drainage swales, via non-erodible drainage
devices, which is to discharge to paved
roadways, or existing watercourses. If these
facilities discharge onto natural ground, means
shall be provided to control erosion and to
create sheet flow.

Fill slopes and stability fills, as applicable, shall
be provided with subsurface drainage as
necessary for stability.

Additional testing for expansive soils shall be
performed at the grading plan stage and during
finish grading so that appropriate foundation
design recommendations for expansive soils, if
applicable, can be made.

Testing for soil corrosivity shall be undertaken
at additional locations within the project site at
the grading plan stage. Final recommendations
for concrete shall be in accordance with the
latest UBC requirements, and a corrosion
specialist shall provide mitigating
recommendations for potential corrosion of
metals.

Retaining wall geotechnical design parameters
and pavement design(s) shall be provided at the
grading plan stage.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-68

LV 4.1-69

LV 4.1-70

LV 4.1-71

If the proposed fills over alluvium and
slopewash at either the Adobe Canyon or
Chiquito Canyon sites are to be considered
“structural fill,” subsurface studies shall be
performed to determine actual liquefaction
potential of these soils. If this potential exists, it
shall be addressed by removal and
recompaction of the alluvium above
groundwater, in order to provide a cap to
bridge effects.

Where possible, removals that impact the
mapped landslides shall be completed so as to
not remove the existing landslide stability. If
this is not possible, the conditions shall be
geotechnically evaluated on a case-by-case basis
at the Grading Plan stage in order to safely
complete the necessary removals.

Slope stability analysis shall be performed for
the 186-foot-high cut slope along the base of the
existing Edison tower within the Chiquito
Canyon grading site. Corrective measures,
such as construction of a buttress or stability
fills, shall be implemented if the proposed cut
slope does not comply with the required
minimum factor of safety.

If the proposed fills over alluvium and
slopewash at either Adobe Canyon or Chiquito
Canyon are to be considered “structural fill,”
subsurface studies shall be performed to
determine actual liquefaction potential of these
soils.  If this potential exists, it shall be
addressed by removal and recompaction of the
alluvium above groundwater, in order to
provide a cap to bridge effects.
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4.1 GEOTECHNICAL AND SOIL RESOURCES (continued)

LV 4.1-72

LV 4.1-73

LV 4.1-74

LV 4.1-75

If future development is proposed within either
Adobe Canyon or Chiquito Canyon, subsurface
exploration and analyses shall be conducted to
determine landslide stability. Means to
mitigate the potential effects of landslides,
including complete or partial removal,
buttressing, avoidance, or building setbacks
shall be identified at that time.

Slope stability analysis shall be performed for
the 186-foot-high cut slope along the base of the
existing Edison tower within the Chiquito
Canyon grading site. ~Corrective measures,
such as construction of a buttress or stability
fills, shall be implemented if the proposed cut
slope does not comply with the required
minimum factor of safety.

The natural slopes surrounding the proposed
water tank site within the Adobe Canyon
borrow site shall be evaluated to determine the
gross stability of the natural slopes. This study
shall include subsurface investigation to
determine the specific geologic conditions.
Corrective measures such as avoidance, cutting
back to a shallower angle, or buttressing with
compacted fill shall be implemented if the
natural slopes do not meet the minimum
required factor of safety.

A study shall be conducted to evaluate
potential debris flows in the vicinity of the
proposed water tank located in the Adobe
Canyon borrow site. Corrective measures such
as the construction of debris walls and/or
basins, control of runoff or removal of loose
surficial materials shall be implemented to
reduce this threat.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92

ES-31

Landmark Village Draft EIR
November 2006




Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.2 HYDROLOGY

Site clearing and grading operations within the Landmark Village
tract map site would have the potential to discharge sediment in the
Santa Clara River during storm events. Temporary erosion control
measures in disturbed areas of the project site during the
construction phase (including grading in Adobe Canyon and
Chiquito Canyon, and construction of the utility corridor) are
recommended to reduce this potential impact to less than
significant levels. Once developed, the Landmark Village project
would reduce post-development stormwater flows during a capital
storm event, as compared to existing conditions. Specifically, the
amount of discharge from the project site (including the tributary
watershed in which the project site lies) would decrease from 1,117
cubic feet per second (cfs) to 850 cfs. This 24 percent reduction in
rainfall runoff would be due to the reduction in erosive areas on the
project site that contribute sediment and debris to the runoff, as
well as to one existing and three proposed upstream debris basins
north of State Route 126 (SR-126). The proposed storm drainage
improvements would meet the flood control requirements of the
Flood Control and Watershed Management Divisions of the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) and
reduce flood impacts to less than significant levels.

Discharge from the Adobe Canyon borrow site after grading
would be reduced from 450 to 352 cfs during a capital storm
event, which represents a 22 percent reduction. Discharge
from the Chiquito Canyon grading site after grading would be
reduced from 283 cfs to 197 cfs, which is a 30 percent reduction.
These reductions in discharge would result from a reduced rate
of runoff from the grading sites allowing for greater
infiltration. They would also result from the proposed debris
basins that would capture sediment and debris in runoff before
it discharges to the river. As a result of the grading and the
debris basins, discharge from the off-site grading areas would
not result in downstream flooding or an exceedance of river
capacity, and impacts relative to upstream and/or downstream
flooding would be less than significant. Discharge and debris
flow from the utility corridor would be equal to or less than
that under existing conditions.

Please refer to 4.3, Water Quality, of this summary table for
a listing of Program EIR mitigation measures pertaining to

hydrology.
LV 4.2-1

LV 4.2-2

LV 42-3

LV 424

The on-site storm drains (pipes and reinforced
concrete boxes) and open channels shall be
designed and constructed for either the 25-year
or 50-year capital storm.

Debris basins shall be constructed pursuant to
LACDPW requirements to intercept flows from
undeveloped areas entering into the developed
portions of the site.

Energy dissipaters consisting of either rip-rap
type energy
dissipaters shall be installed as required by
LACDPW  at
velocities of runoff into the channel where
necessary to prevent erosion.

or larger standard impact

outlet locations to reduce

The project is required to comply with the
RWQCB Municipal Permit (General MS4
Permit) Order No. 01-182, National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) No.
CAS004001 (adopted December 13, 2001), and
with the state’s General Construction Activity
Storm Water Permit, California State Water
Resources Control Board Order No. 99-08-
DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, reissued on
April 17, 1997, as amended.

With implementation of the identified
mitigation measures, the proposed
project’s hydrology impacts would be
mitigated to below a level of
significance, no unavoidable

significant impacts would occur.

and
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4.2 HYDROLOGY (continued)

Approximately 169 acres of the Landmark Village tract map
site. would be elevated above the capital floodplain (the
remaining portions of the tract map site are already above the capital
floodplain) and, therefore, none of the improvements proposed
on the tract map site would be subject to flood hazard from the
river or other nearby drainages. By elevating 167 acres of the
site above the 50-year capital floodplain, no housing or
structures would be exposed to flood hazards.

The proposed project would not result in risk of loss, injury, or
death due to flooding, mudflow, tsunami, or seiche.

Project water quality impacts are discussed in this EIR in
Section 4.3, Water Quality. Project impacts on biological
resources in the Santa Clara River as a result of changes to river
hydraulics associated with proposed site grading, bank
stabilization, and other floodplain modifications are addressed
in this EIR in Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications.

LV 4.2-5

During all construction phases, temporary
erosion control shall be implemented to retain
soil and sediment on the tract map site, within
the Adobe Canyon borrow site, the Chiquito
Canyon grading site, the utility corridor right-
of-way, and the bank stabilization areas, as
follows:

Re-vegetate exposed areas as quickly as
possible;
Minimize disturbed areas;

Divert runoff from downstream drainages
with earth dikes, temporary drains, slope
drains, etc.;

Reduce velocity through outlet protection,
check dams, and slope roughening/
terracing;

Implement dust control measures, such as
sand fences, watering, etc.;

Stabilize all disturbed areas with blankets,
reinforced channel liners, soil cement, fiber
matrices, geotextiles, and/ or other erosion
resistant soil coverings or treatments;
Stabilize construction entrances/exits with
aggregate underdrain with filter cloth or
other comparable method;
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4.2 HYDROLOGY (continued)

LV 4.2-5

LV 42-6

LV 42-7

(continued)

® DPlace sediment control best management
practices (BMPs) at appropriate locations
along the site perimeter and at all
operational internal inlets to the storm
drain system at all times during the rainy
season (sediment control BMPs may
include filtration devices and barriers, such
as fiber rolls, silt fence, straw bale barriers,
and gravel inlet filters, and/or with settling
devices, such as sediment traps or basins);
and/or Eliminate or reduce, to the extent
feasible, non-stormwater discharges (e.g.,
pipe flushing, and fire hydrant flushing,
over-watering during dust control, vehicle
and equipment wash down) from the
construction site through the wuse of
appropriate sediment control BMPs.

All necessary permits, agreements, letters of
exemption from the Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) and/or the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) for project-related
development  within  their respective
jurisdictions must be obtained prior to the
issuance of grading permits.

By October 1t of each year, a separate erosion
control plan for construction activities shall be
submitted to the local municipality describing
the erosion control measures that will be
implemented during the rainy season
(October 1 through April 15).
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4.2 HYDROLOGY (continued)

LV 4.2-8

LV 4.2-9

LV 4.2-10

A final developed condition hydrology analysis
shall be prepared in conjunction with final
project design when precise engineering occurs.
This final analysis will be done to confirm that
the final project design is consistent with this
analysis. Those final calculations shall establish
design features for the project that satisfy the
criterion  that  post-development  peak
stormwater runoff discharge rates, velocities,
and duration in natural drainage systems
mimic pre-development conditions. All
elements of the storm drain system shall
conform to the policies and standards of the
LACDPW, Flood Control Division, as
applicable.

Ultimate project hydrology and debris
production calculations shall be prepared by a
project engineer to verify the requirements for
debris basins and/or desilting inlets.

To reduce debris being discharged from the
site, debris basins shall be designed and
constructed pursuant to LACDPW Flood
Control to intercept flows from undeveloped
areas entering into the developed portions of
the site.
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4.3 WATER QUALITY
The Landmark Village tract map site is presently under | SP4.2-1 All on- and off-site flood control improvements | With implementation of the identified
agricultural cultivation, and runoff is channeled via necessary to serve the Newhall Ranch Specific | mitigation measures, the proposed
agricultural ditches to ultimately discharge into the river. Plan are to be constructed to the satisfaction of | project’s water quality impacts would be
Construction and operation of the Landmark Village project the County of Los Angeles Department of | mitigated to below a level of
would replace agricultural runoff with urban runoff. The Public Works Flood Control Division. significance, and no unavoidable
following is a summary of the determinations regarding the | gp4.2-2 All necessary permits or letters of exemption significant impacts would occur.
significance of impacts for the pollutants of concern under wet- from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S.
and dry-weather conditions in the post-developed conditions: Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California
e Sediments: Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Department of Fish and Game, and the
(MS4) Permit, General Construction Permit, Dewatering Regional Water Quality Control Board
General Permit, and Standard Urban Stormwater (RWQCB) for Specific Plan-related
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)-compliant BMPs will be development are to be obtained prior to
incorporated into the project to address sediment in both construction of drainage improvements. The
the construction phase and post-development. Mean total performance criteria to be used in conjunction
suspended solids concentration and load are predicted to with 1603 agreements and/or 404 permits are
be less in the post-development condition than under described in Section 4.4, Biota, Mitigation
existing conditions. Turbidity in stormwater runoff will Measures 4.4-1 through 4.4-10 (restoration) and
be controlled through implementation of a Construction 4.4-11 through 4.4-16 (enhancement).
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and will | gp 4.2-3 All necessary streambed agreement(s) are to be
be permanently reduced through the stabilization of obtained from the California Department of
erodible soils with development. On this basis, the impact Fish and Game wherever grading activities alter
of the project on sediments is considered less than the flow of streams under CDFG jurisdiction.
significant. The performance criteria to be used in
conjunction with 1603 agreements and/or 404
permits are described in Section 4.4, Biota,
Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 through 4.4-10
(restoration) and 4.4-11 through 4.4-16
(enhancement).
SP 4.2-4 Letters of Map Revision (LOMR) relative to

adjustments to the 100-year FIA flood plain are
to be obtained by the applicant after the
proposed drainage facilities are constructed.
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4.3 WATER QUALITY (continued)

Nutrients (Phosphorus and Nitrogen [Nitrate+Nitrite-N
and Ammonia-N]): MS4 Permit, General Construction
Permit, Dewatering General Permit, and SUSMP-
compliant BMPs will be incorporated into the project to
address nutrients in both the construction phase and post-
development. Nitrate-nitrogen plus nitrite-nitrogen
concentrations and loads are predicted to decrease in the
post-developed Total
concentration is predicted to be below the minimum
observed value in the Santa Clara River. Nitrate-N plus
nitrite-N and ammonia-N concentrations are predicted to
be well below Los Angeles RWQCB Basin Plan objectives
and below or in the low range of observed values in the

condition. phosphorus

Santa Clara River Reach 7tl The predicted nutrient
concentrations are not expected to cause increased algae
growth.
nutrients is considered less than significant.

On this basis, the impact of the project on

Trace Metals: MS4 Permit, General Construction Permit,
General Dewatering Permit, and SUSMP-compliant BMPs
will be incorporated into the project to address trace
metals in both the construction phase and post-
development. The mean loads of dissolved copper and
dissolved zinc are predicted to increase with project
development, while all trace metal concentrations and the
mean load of total lead are predicted to decrease. Mean
concentrations of dissolved copper, total lead, and
dissolved zinc are below benchmark Basin Plan objectives
and California Toxic Rule (CTR) criteria. Cadmium is not
expected to be present in runoff discharges from the
project. On this basis, the impact of the project on trace
metals is considered less than significant.

SP 4.2-5

SP 4.2-6

Prior to the approval and recordation of each
subdivision map, a Hydrology Plan, Drainage
Plan, and Grading Plan (including an Erosion
Control Plan if required) for each subdivision
must be prepared by the applicant of the
subdivision map to ensure that no significant
erosion, sedimentation, or flooding impacts
would occur during or after site development.
These plans shall be prepared to the satisfaction
of the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works.

Install permanent erosion control measures,
such as desilting and debris basins, drainage
swales, slope drains, storm drain inlet/outlet
protection, and sediment traps in order to
prevent sediment and debris from the upper
reaches of the drainage areas which occur on
the Newhall Ranch site from entering storm
drainage improvements. These erosion control
measures shall be installed to the satisfaction of
the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works.

1

The Santa Clara River is divided into reaches for purposes of establishing beneficial uses and water quality objectives. This EIR will utilize the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) reach designations.
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4.3 WATER QUALITY (continued)

Pesticides: Pesticides in runoff may or may not increase
with development as a result of landscape applications.
Proposed pesticide management practices, including
source control, removal with sediments in infiltration
basins, and advanced irrigation controls in compliance
with the requirements of the MS4 Permit and the SUSMP,
will minimize the presence of pesticides in runoff. During
the construction phase of the project, erosion, and
sediment control BMPs implement per general Permit and
general De-Watering Permit requirements will prevent
pesticides from being
discharged. Final site stabilization will limit mobility of
legacy pesticides that may be present in pre-development
conditions. On this basis, the impact of pesticides is
considered less than significant.

associated with sediment

Pathogens: Pathogen sources include both natural and
anthropogenic sources. The natural sources include bird
and mammal excrement. Anthropogenic sources include
leaking septic and sewer systems and pet wastes. A
reduction in open space within the project area will reduce
the bacteria produced by wildlife. The project will not
include septic systems and the sewer system will be
designed to current standards, minimizing the potential
for leaks.
concern. The Project Design Features (PDFs) will include
source controls controls,
combination should help to reduce pathogen indicator
levels in stormwater runoff. Pathogens are not expected
to occur at elevated levels during the construction phase
of the project. On this basis, the project’s impact on
pathogen and pathogen indicators is considered less than
significant.

Thus, pet wastes are the primary source of

and treatment which in

SP 4.2-7

LV 43-1

The applicant for subdivision map
permitting shall satisfy all
applicable requirements of the NPDES Program
in effect in Los Angeles County to the
satisfaction of the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works. These
requirements currently include preparation of
an Urban Storm Water

any
construction

Mitigation Plan
(USWMP) containing design features and Best
Management Practices (BMPs) appropriate and
applicable to the subdivision. In addition, the
requirements currently include preparation of a
Storm Water Management Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) containing design features and
BMPs appropriate and applicable to the
subdivision. =~ The County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works shall monitor
compliance with those NPDES requirements.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, and as a
part of the design level hydrology study and
facilities plan, the project applicant shall submit
to planning staff for review drainage plans
showing the incorporation into the project of
those quality
control project design features (i.e., the post-
development water quality and hydrologic
control BMPs) (the "PDFs"), identified in this
Section 4.3, which PDFs shall be designed to
meet the standards set forth in this Section 4.3,
including the sizing, capacity, and volume
reduction performance forth
herein, all as summarized in Table 4.3-17.

water and  hydrologic

standards set
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4.3 WATER QUALITY (continued)

Hydrocarbons: Hydrocarbon concentrations will likely
increase with development because of vehicular emissions
and leaks. In stormwater runoff, hydrocarbons are often
associated with soot particles that can combine with other
solids in the runoff. Such materials are subject to
treatment in the proposed infiltration basins and
vegetated swales. Source control BMPs incorporated in
compliance with the MS4 Permit, the General
Construction Permit, and the SUSMP will also minimize
the presence of hydrocarbons in runoff. During the
construction phase of the project, pursuant to the General
Construction Permit, the Construction Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan must include BMPs that address
proper handling of petroleum products on the
construction site, such as proper petroleum product
storage and spill response practices, and those BMPs must
effectively prevent the release of hydrocarbons to runoff
per the Best Available Technology Economically
Achievable and Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology standards. On this basis, the impact of the
project on hydrocarbons is considered less than
significant.
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4.3 WATER QUALITY (continued)

Trash and debris: Trash and debris in runoff are likely to
increase with development if left unchecked. However,
the project PDFs, including source control and treatment
BMPs incorporated in compliance with the MS4 Permit
and the SUSMP requirements will minimize the adverse
impacts of trash and debris. Source controls such as street
sweeping, public education, fines for littering, covered
trash receptacles and storm drain stenciling are effective in
reducing the amount of trash and debris that is available
for mobilization during wet weather. Trash and debris
will be captured in catch basin inserts in the commercial
area parking lot and in the treatment control PDFs.
During the construction phase of the project, PDFs
implemented per General Permit and General De-Water
Permit requirements will remove trash and debris through
the use of BMPs such as catch basin inserts and by general
good housekeeping practices. Trash and debris are not
expected to significantly impact receiving waters due to
the implementation of the project PDFs.

Chloride: MS4 Permit, General Construction Permit,
Dewatering General Permit, and SUSMP-compliant BMPs
will be incorporated into the project to address chloride in
both the construction phase and post-development. The
mean concentration and load of chloride is predicted to
decrease with development, the predicted concentration is
well below the Los Angeles Basin Plan objective and is
near the low range of observed values in the Santa Clara
River Reach 7e. On this basis, the impact of the project on
chloride is considered less than significant.
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4.3 WATER QUALITY (continued)

Methylene Blue Activated Substances (MBAS): The
presence of soap in runoff from the project will be
controlled through the source control PDFs, including a
public education program on residential and charity car
washing and the provision of a centralized car wash area
directed to the sanitary sewer in the multi-family
residential areas. Other sources of MBAS, such as cross
connections between sanitary and storm sewers, are
unlikely given modern sanitary sewer installation
methods and inspection and maintenance practices.
During the construction phase of the project, equipment
and vehicle washing will not use soaps or any other
MBAS sources. Therefore, MBAS are not expected to
significantly impact the receiving waters of the proposed
project.

Bioaccumulation: In the literature, the primary pollutants
that are of concern with regard to bioaccumulation are
mercury and selenium. However, selenium and mercury
are not of concern in this watershed, so bioaccumulation
of selenium and mercury is also not expected. On this
basis, the potential for bioaccumulation in the Santa Clara
River and adverse effects on waterfowl and other species
is considered less than significant.
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4.3 WATER QUALITY (continued)

Construction Impacts: Construction impacts on water
quality are generally caused by soil disturbance and
subsequent suspended solids discharge. These impacts
will be minimized through implementation of
construction BMPs that will meet or exceed measures
required by the General Construction Permit, as well as
BMPs that control the other potential construction-related
pollutants Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and
metals. A SWPPP will be developed as required by, and
in compliance with, the General Construction Permit and
Los Angeles County Standard Conditions. Erosion control
BMPs, including but not limited to hydro-mulch, erosion
control blankets and energy dissipaters will be
implemented to prevent erosion, whereas sediment
controls, including but not limited to silt fencing,
sedimentation ponds and secondary containment on
stockpiles will be implemented to trap sediment once it
has been mobilized. On this basis, the construction-
related impact of the project on water quality is
considered less than significant.

Regulatory Requirements: The proposed project satisfies
MS4 Permit requirements for new development, including
SUSMP requirements and SQMP requirements, and
satisfies construction-related requirements of the General
Construction Permit and General Dewatering Permit and,
therefore, complies with water quality regulatory
requirements applicable to stormwater runoff.

Finally, the proposed Landmark Village project will not
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the Santa
Clara River in a manner that would cause substantial erosion,
siltation, or channel instability; or substantially increase the
rates, velocities, frequencies, duration, and/or seasonality of
flows in a manner that causes channel instability or in a
manner that harms sensitive habitats or species in the river.

Therefore, the impact of the project on hydromodification is
considered less than significant.
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4.4 BIOTA

The Landmark Village project, including the necessary off-site
project components, would result in the permanent conversion
of, or temporary disturbance to, 387.76 acres of land currently
used for agricultural purposes, 120.95 acres of non-native
grassland, 4.45 acres of coast live oak woodland, 11.94 acres of
coastal sage chaparral scrub, 19.58 acres of mulefat scrub, 21.59
acres of southern cottonwood willow riparian forest, 271.01
acres of coastal sage scrub, 7.77 acres of southern willow scrub,
6.72 acres of river wash, 0.16 acre of alluvial scrub, 3.05 acres of
great basin scrub, 7.74 acres of elderberry scrub, 6.61 acres of
arrow weed scrub, 1.03 acre of freshwater marsh, 126.41 acres
of ruderal vegetation, and 6.93 acres of scalebroom scrub.

Significant impacts would occur with respect to the loss of
mulefat scrub, coast live oak woodland, coastal sage scrub,
elderberry scrub, southern willow scrub, southern cottonwood
willow riparian forest, great basin scrub, scalebroom scrub,
valley freshwater marsh, wildlife habitat, special-status bird
nests, special-status plant species, protected oaks, special-status
wildlife species, and CDFG and ACOE jurisdictional resources.
Significant indirect impacts would occur with respect to
increased light and glare, increased non-native plant species
and increased human and domestic animal presence.

SP 4.6-1

SP 4.6-2

SP 4.6-3

The restoration mitigation areas located within
the River Corridor SMA shall be in areas that
have been disturbed by previous uses or
activities. Mitigation shall be conducted only
on sites where soils, hydrology,
microclimate conditions are suitable for
riparian habitat. First priority will be given to
those restorable areas that occur adjacent to

and

existing patches (areas) of native habitat that
support species,
endangered or threatened species. The goal is
to increase habitat patch size and connectivity
with other existing habitat patches while
restoring habitat values that will benefit
sensitive species.

sensitive particularly

A qualified biologist shall prepare or review
revegetation plans. The biologist shall also
monitor the restoration effort from its inception
through the establishment phase.

Revegetation Plans may be prepared as part of
a California Department of Fish and Game 1603
Streambed Alteration Agreement and/or an U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit,
and shall include:

e Input from both the Project proponent and
resource agencies to assure that the Project
objectives applicable to the River Corridor
SMA and the criteria of this RMP are met.

e The identification of restoration/ mitigation
sites to be used. This effort shall involve an
analysis of the suitability of potential sites
to support the desired habitat, including a
description of the existing conditions at the
site(s) and such base line data information
deemed necessary by the permitting
agency.

Consistent with the findings of the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program
EIR, significant unavoidable impacts
would occur with respect to the loss of
sensitive animal species, loss of coastal
sage scrub, the overall loss of wildlife
habitat
domestic animal presence.

and increased human and
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

The direct and indirect impacts associated with development
and operation of the project is consistent with the findings of
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR (March 1999)
and Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003). Implementation
of the mitigation measures required by the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan Program EIR and the Specific Plan RMP, as well
as the additional mitigation measures required by this EIR,
would mitigate some, but not all, of the identified project-
specific impacts to less than significant levels. However,
consistent with the findings of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
Program EIR, significant unavoidable impacts would occur
due to the loss of many sensitive animal species, coastal sage
scrub, and wildlife habitat, and the increase in human and
domestic animal presence. The project would also contribute
to a significant unavoidable cumulative impact related to the
ongoing loss of biological resources in the project region.

SP 4.6-4

SP 4.6-5

SP 4.6-6

SP 4.6-7

The revegetation effort shall involve an analysis
of the site conditions such as soils and
hydrology so that site preparation needs can be
evaluated. The revegetation plan shall include
the details and procedures required to prepare
the restoration site for planting (i.e., grading,
soil ~ preparation, soil stockpiling, soil
amendments, etc.), including the need for a
supplemental irrigation system, if any.

Restoration of riparian habitats within the River
Corridor SMA shall use plant species native to
the Santa Clara River. Cuttings or seeds of
native plants shall be gathered within the River
Corridor SMA or purchased from nurseries
with local supplies to provide good genetic
stock for the replacement habitats.  Plant
species used in the restoration of riparian
habitat shall be listed on the approved project
palette (Specific Plan Table 2.6-1,
Recommended Plant Species for Habitat
Restoration in the River Corridor SMA) or as
approved by the permitting state and federal
agencies.

plant

The final revegetation plans shall include notes
that outline the methods and procedures for the
installation of the plant materials. Plant
protection measures identified by the project
biologist shall be incorporated into the planting
design/ layout.

The revegetation plan shall include guidelines
for the maintenance of the mitigation site
during the establishment phase of the plantings.
The maintenance program shall contain
guidelines for the control of non-native plant
species, the maintenance of the irrigation
system, and the replacement of plant species.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-8

SP 4.6-9

SP 4.6-10

SP 4.6-11

SP 4.6-12

The revegetation plan shall provide for
monitoring to evaluate the growth of the
developing habitat. Specific performance goals
for the restored habitat shall be defined by
qualitative and quantitative characteristics of
similar habitats on the river (e.g., density, cover,
species composition, structural development).
The monitoring effort shall include an
evaluation of not only the plant material
installed, but the use of the site by wildlife. The
length of the monitoring period shall be
determined by the permitting state and/or
federal agency.

Monitoring reports for the mitigation site shall
be reviewed by the permitting state and/or
federal agency.

Contingency plans and appropriate remedial
measures shall also be outlined in the
revegetation plan.

Habitat enhancement as referred to in this
document means the rehabilitation of areas of
native habitat that have been moderately
disturbed by past activities (e.g., grazing, roads,
oil and natural gas operations, etc.) or have
been invaded by non-native plant species such
as giant cane (Arundo donax) and tamarisk
(Tamarix sp.).

Removal of grazing is an important means of
enhancement of habitat values.  Without
ongoing disturbance from cattle, many riparian
areas will recover naturally. Grazing except as
permitted as a long-term resource management
activity will be removed from the River
Corridor SMA pursuant to the Long-Term
Management Plan set forth in Section 4.6 of the
Specific Plan EIR.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-13

SP 4.6-14

SP 4.6-15

To provide guidelines for the installation of
supplemental plantings of native species within
enhancement areas, a revegetation plan shall be
prepared prior to implementation of mitigation
(see guidelines for revegetation plans above).
These supplemental plantings will be composed
of plant species similar to those growing in the
existing habitat patch (see Specific Plan Table
2.6-1).

Not all enhancement areas will necessarily
require supplemental plantings of native
species. Some areas may support conditions
conducive for rapid “natural” re-establishment
of native species. The revegetation plan may
incorporate means of enhancement to areas of
compacted soils, poor soil fertility, trash or
flood debris, and roads as a way of enhancing
riparian habitat values.

Removal of non-native species such as giant
cane (Arundo donax), salt cedar or tamarisk
(Tamarix sp.), tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca),
castor bean (Ricans communis), if included in a
revegetation plan to mitigate impacts, shall be
subject to the following standards:

e First priority shall be given to those habitat
patches that support or have a high
potential for supporting sensitive species,
particularly endangered or threatened
species.

e All non-native species removals shall be
conducted according to a resource agency
approved exotics removal program.

¢ Removal of non-native species in patches of
native habitat shall be conducted in such a
way as to minimize impacts to the existing
native riparian plant species.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-16

SP 4.6-17

Mitigation banking activities for riparian
habitats will be subject to state and federal
regulations and permits. Mitigation banking
for oak resources shall be conducted pursuant
to the Oak Resources Replacement Program.
Mitigation banking for elderberry scrub shall be
subject to approval of plans by the County
Forester.

Access to the River Corridor SMA for hiking
and biking shall be limited to the river trail
system (including the Regional River Trail and
various Local Trails) as set forth in this Specific
Plan.

e The River trail system shall be designed to
avoid impacts to existing native riparian
habitat, especially habitat areas known to
support sensitive species. Where impacts to
riparian ~ habitat ~are  unavoidable,
disturbance shall be minimized and
mitigated as outlined above under
Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 through 4.6-8.

e Access to the River Corridor SMA will be
limited to daytime use of the designated
trail system.

e Signs indicating that no pets of any kind
will be allowed within the River Corridor
SMA, with the exception that equestrian use
is permitted on established trails, shall be
posted along the River Corridor SMA.

e No hunting, fishing, or motor or off-trail
bike riding shall be permitted.

e The trail system shall be designed and
constructed to minimize impacts on native
habitats.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-18

SP 4.6-19

Where development lies adjacent to the
boundary of the River Corridor SMA a
transition area shall be designed to lessen the
impact of the development on the conserved
area. Transition areas may be comprised of
Open  Area, natural or revegetated
manufactured slopes, other planted areas, bank
areas, and trails. Exhibits 2.6-4, 2.6-5, and 2.6-6
indicate the relationship between the River
Corridor SMA and the development (disturbed)
areas of the Specific Plan. The SMAs and the
Open Area as well as the undisturbed portions
of the development areas are shown in green.
As indicated on the exhibits, on the south side
of the River Corridor SMA is separated from
development by the river bluffs, except in one
location. The Regional River Trail will serve as
transition area on the north side of the river
where development areas adjoin the River
Corridor SMA (excluding Travel Village).

The following are the standards for design of
transition areas:

e In all locations where there is no steep grade
separation between the River Corridor and
development, a trail shall be provided along
this edge.

e Native riparian plants shall be incorporated
into the landscaping of the transition areas
between the River Corridor SMA and
adjacent development areas where feasible
for their long-term survival. Plants used in
these areas shall be those listed on the
approved plant palette (Specific Plan Table
2.6-2 of the Resource Management Plan
[Recommended Plants for Transition Areas
Adjacent to the River Corridor SMA]).
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-19

(continued)

¢ Roads and bridges that cross the River
Corridor SMA shall have adequate barriers
at their perimeters to discourage access to
the River Corridor SMA adjacent to the
structures.

e Where bank stabilization is required to
protect development areas, it shall be
composed of ungrouted rock, or buried
bank stabilization as described in Section
2.5.2.a, except at bridge crossings and other
locations where public health and safety
requirements necessitate concrete or other
bank protection.

A minimum 100-foot-wide buffer adjacent to
the Santa Clara River should be required
between the top river-side of bank stabilization
and development within the Land Use
Designations  Residential Low  Medium,
Residential Medium, Mixed-Use and Business
Park unless, through Planning Director review
in consultation with the staff biologist, it is
determined that a lesser buffer would
adequately protect the riparian resources within
the River Corridor or that a 100-foot-wide
buffer is infeasible for physical infrastructure
planning. The buffer area may be used for
public infrastructure, such as: flood control
access; sewer, water and utility easements;
abutments; trails and parks, subject to findings
of consistency with the Specific Plan and
applicable County policies.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-20

SP 4.6-21

SP 4.6-22

SP 4.6-23

The following guidelines shall be followed
during any grading activities that take place
within the River Corridor SMA:

¢ Grading perimeters shall be clearly marked
and inspected by the project biologist prior
to grading occurring within or immediately
adjacent to the River Corridor SMA.

e The project biologist shall work with the
grading contractor to avoid inadvertent
impacts to riparian resources.

Upon final approval of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, the Special Management Area
designation for the River Corridor SMA shall
become effective. The permitted uses and
development standards for the SMA are
governed by the Development Regulations,
Chapter 3 of the Specific Plan.

Upon completion of development of all land
uses, utilities, roads, flood control
improvements, bridges, trails, and other
improvements necessary for implementation of
the Specific Plan within the River Corridor in
each subdivision allowing construction within
or adjacent to the River Corridor, a permanent,
non-revocable conservation and public access
easement shall be offered to the County of Los
Angeles pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.6-23
below over the portion of the River Corridor
SMA within that subdivision.

The River Corridor SMA Conservation and
Public Access Easement shall be offered to the
County of Los Angeles prior to the transfer of
the River Corridor SMA ownership, or portion
thereof to the management entity described in
Mitigation Measure 4.6-26 below.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-24

SP 4.6-25

The River Corridor SMA Conservation and
Public Access Easement shall prohibit grazing,
except as a long-term resource management
activity, and agriculture within the River
Corridor and shall restrict recreation use to the
established trail system.

Agricultural land uses and grazing for purposes
other than long-term resource management
activities within the River Corridor shall be
extended in the event of the filing of any legal
action against Los Angeles County challenging
final approval of the Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan and any related project approvals or
certification of the Final EIR for Newhall Ranch.
Agricultural land uses and grazing for purposes
other than long-term resource management
activities within the River Corridor shall be
extended by the time period between the filing
of any such legal action and the entry of a final
judgment by a court with appropriate
jurisdiction, after exhausting all rights of
appeal, or execution of a final settlement
agreement between all parties to the legal
action, whichever occurs first.

The River Corridor SMA conservation and
public access easement shall be consistent in its
provisions with any other conservation
easements to state or federal resource agencies
which may have been granted as part of
mitigation or mitigation banking activities.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-26

SP 4.6-26a

Prior to the recordation of the River Corridor
SMA Conservation and Public Access Easement
as specified in Mitigation Measure 4.6-23 above,
the landowner shall provide a plan to the
County for the permanent ownership and
management of the River Corridor SMA,
including any necessary financing. This plan
shall include the transfer of ownership of the
River Corridor SMA to the Center for Natural
Lands Management, or if the Center for Natural
Lands Management is declared bankrupt or
dissolved, ownership will transfer or revert to a
joint powers authority consisting of Los
Angeles County (4 members), the City of Santa
Clarita (2 members), and the Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy (2 members).

Two types of habitat restoration may occur in

the High Country SMA: 1) riparian revegetation

activities principally in Salt Creek Canyon; and

2) oak tree replacement in, or adjacent to,

existing oak woodlands and savannahs.

e Mitigation requirements for riparian
revegetation activities within the High
Country SMA are the same as those for the
River Corridor SMA and are set forth in
Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 through 4.6-11
and 4.6-13 through 4.6-16 above.

e Mitigation requirements for oak tree

replacement are set forth in Mitigation
Measure 4.6-48 below.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-27

SP 4.6-28
SP 4.6-29
SP 4.6-30
SP 4.6-31
SP 4.6-32
SP 4.6-33
SP 4.6-34

SP 4.6-35

SP 4.6-36

Removal of grazing from the High Country
SMA except for those grazing activities
associated with long-term resource
management programs, is a principal means of
enhancing habitat values in the creeks,
brushland and woodland areas of the SMA.
The removal of grazing in the High Country
SMA is discussed below under (b) 4. Long Term
Management. All enhancement activities for
riparian habitat within the High Country SMA
shall be governed by the same provisions as set
forth for enhancement in the River Corridor
SMA. Specific Plan Table 2.6-3 of the Resource
Management Plan provides a list of appropriate
plant species for use in enhancement areas in
the High Country SMA.

Not applicable.
Not applicable.
Not applicable.
Not applicable.
Not applicable.
Not applicable.

Grading perimeters shall be clearly marked and
inspected by the project biologist prior to
impacts occurring within or adjacent to the
High Country SMA.

The project biologist shall work with the
grading contractor to avoid inadvertent impacts
to biological resources outside of the grading
area.

Not applicable.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-37

SP 4.6-38

The High Country SMA shall be offered for

dedication in three approximately equal phases

of approximately 1,400 acres each proceeding
from north to south, as follows:

1)  The first offer of dedication will take place
with the issuance of the 2,000t residential
building permit of Newhall Ranch;

2) The second offer of dedication will take
place with the issuance of the 6,000%
residential building permit of Newhall
Ranch; and

3) The remaining offer of dedication will be
completed by the 11,000" residential
building permit of Newhall Ranch.

4)  The Specific Plan applicant shall provide a
quarterly report to the Departments of
Public Works and Regional Planning
which indicates the number of residential
building permits issued in the Specific
Plan area by subdivision map number.

Prior to dedication of the High Country SMA, a
conservation and public access easement shall
be offered to the County of Los Angeles and a
conservation and management easement
offered to the Center for Natural Lands
Management. The High Country SMA
Conservation and Public Access Easement shall
be consistent in its provisions with any other
conservation easements to state or federal
resource agencies that may have been granted
as part of mitigation or mitigation banking
activities.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-39

SP 4.6-40

SP 4.6-41

The High Country SMA conservation and
public access easement shall prohibit grazing
within the High Country, except for those
grazing activities associated with the long-term
resource management programs, and shall
restrict recreation to the established trail
system.

The High Country SMA conservation and
public access easement shall be consistent in its
provisions with any other conservation
easements to state or federal resource agencies
that may have been granted as part of
mitigation or mitigation banking activities.

The High Country SMA shall be offered for
dedication in fee to a joint powers authority
consisting of Los Angeles County (4 members),
the City of Santa Clarita (2 members), and the
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (2
members). The joint powers authority will have
overall responsibility for recreation within and
conservation of the High Country.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-42

SP 4.6-43

SP 4.6-44

An appropriate type of service or assessment
district shall be formed under the authority of
the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
for the collection of up to $24 per single family
detached dwelling unit per year and $15 per
single family attached dwelling unit per year,
excluding any units designated as Low and

Very Low affordable housing units pursuant to

Section 3.10, Affordable Housing Program of

the Specific Plan. This revenue would be

assessed to the homeowner beginning with the
occupancy of each dwelling wunit and
distributed to the joint powers authority for the
purposes of recreation, maintenance,
construction, conservation and related activities
within the High Country Special Management

Area.

Suitable portions of Open Area may be used for

mitigation of riparian, oak resources, or

elderberry scrub. Mitigation activities within

Open Area shall be subject to the following

requirements, as applicable.

e River Corridor SMA Mitigation
Requirements, including;: Mitigation
Measures 4.6-1 through 4.6-11 and 4.6-13
through 4.6-16; and

e High Country SMA
Requirements, including;: Mitigation
Measures 4.6-27, 4.6-29 through 4.6-42, and

e Mitigation Banking — Mitigation Measure
4.6-16.

Not applicable.

Mitigation
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-45
SP 4.6-46
SP 4.6-47a

SP 4.6-48

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Mitigation Banking will be permitted within the

River Corridor SMA, the High Country SMA,

and the Open Area land use designations,

subject to the following requirements:

e Mitigation banking activities for riparian
habitats will be subject to state and federal
regulations, and shall be conducted
pursuant to the mitigation requirements set
forth in Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 through
4.6-15 above.

e Mitigation banking for oak resources shall
be conducted pursuant to 4.6-48 below.

e Mitigation banking for elderberry scrub
shall be subject to approval of plans by the
County Forester.

Standards for the restoration and enhancement
of oak resources within the High Country SMA
and the Open Area include the following (oak
resources include oak trees of the sizes
regulated under the County Oak Tree
Ordinance, southern California black walnut
trees, Mainland cherry trees, and Mainland
cherry shrubs):

e To mitigate the impacts to oak resources
which may be removed as development
occurs in the Specific Plan Area,
replacement trees shall be planted in
conformance with the oak tree ordinance in
effect at that time.

e Oak resource species obtained from the

local gene pool shall be used in restoration
or enhancement.

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92

ES-57

Landmark Village Draft EIR
November 2006




Executive Summary

Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-48

SP 4.6-49

(continued)

e Prior to recordation of construction-level
final subdivision maps, an oak resource
replacement plan shall be prepared that
provides the guidelines for the oak tree
planting and/or replanting. The Plan shall
be reviewed by the Los Angeles Department
of Regional Planning and the County
Forester and shall include the following: site
selection and preparation, selection of
proper species including sizes and planting
densities, protection from herbivores, site
maintenance, performance standards,
remedial actions, and a monitoring
program.

All plans and specifications shall follow County

oak tree guidelines, as specified in the County

Oak Tree Ordinance.

To minimize the potential exposure of the

development areas, Open Area, and the SMAs

to fire hazards, the Specific Plan is subject to the
requirements of the Los Angeles County Fire

Protection District (LACFPD), which provides

fire protection for the area. At the time of final

subdivision maps permitting construction in
development areas that are adjacent to Open

Area and the High Country SMA, a wildfire

fuel modification plan shall be prepared in

accordance with the fuel modification
ordinance standards in effect at that time and
shall be submitted for approval to the County

Fire Department.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-50

SP 4.6-51

SP 4.6-52

The wildfire fuel modification plan shall depict
a fuel modification zone the size of which shall
be consistent with the County fuel modification
ordinance requirements. Within the zone, tree
pruning, removal of dead plant material and
weed and grass cutting shall take place as
required by the fuel modification ordinance.

In order to enhance the habitat value of plant
communities which require fuel modification,
fire retardant plant species containing habitat
value may be planted within the fuel
modification zone. Typical plant species
suitable for Fuel Modification Zones are
indicated in Specific Plan Table 2.6-5 of the
Resource Management Plan. Fuel modification
zones adjacent to SMAs and Open Areas
containing habitat of high value such as oak
woodland and savannas shall utilize a more
restrictive plant list which shall be reviewed by
the County Forester.

The wildfire fuel modification plan shall
include the following construction period
requirements: (a) a fire watch during welding
operations; (b) spark arresters on all equipment
or vehicles operating in a high fire hazard area;
(c) designated smoking and non-smoking areas;
and (d) water availability pursuant to the
County Fire Department requirements.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-53

If, at the time any subdivision map proposing
construction is  submitted, the County
determines through an Initial Study, or
otherwise, that there may be rare, threatened or
endangered, plant or animal species on the
property to be subdivided, then, in addition to
the prior surveys conducted on the Specific
Plan site to define the presence or absence of
sensitive habitat and associated species, current,
updated site-specific surveys for all such animal
or plant species shall be conducted in
accordance with the consultation requirements
set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.6-59 within
those areas of the Specific Plan where such
animal or plant species occur or are likely to
occur.

The site-specific surveys shall include the
unarmored three-spine stickleback, the arroyo
toad, the Southwestern pond turtle, the
California red-legged frog, the southwestern
willow flycatcher, the least Bell’s vireo, the San
Fernando Valley spineflower and any other
rare, sensitive, threatened, or endangered plant
or animal species occurring, or likely to occur,
on the property to be subdivided. All site-
specific surveys shall be conducted during
appropriate seasons by qualified botanists or
qualified wildlife biologists in a manner that
will locate any rare, sensitive, threatened, or
endangered animal or plant species that may be
present. To the extent there are applicable
protocols published by either the USFWS or the
California Department of Fish and Game, all
such protocols shall be followed in preparing
the updated site-specific surveys.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-53 (continued)

SP 4.6-54

All  site-specific survey work shall be
documented in a separate report containing at
least the following information: (a) project
description, including a detailed map of the
project location and study area; (b) a
description of the biological setting, including
references to the nomenclature used and
updated vegetation mapping; (c) detailed
description of survey methodologies; (d) dates
of field surveys and total person-hours spent on
the field surveys; (e) results of field surveys,
including detailed maps and location data; (f)
an assessment of potential impacts; (g)
discussion of the significance of the rare,
threatened or endangered animal or plant
populations found in the project area, with
consideration given to nearby populations and
species distribution; (h) mitigation measures,
including  avoiding  impacts  altogether,
minimizing or reducing impacts, rectifying or
reducing impacts through habitat restoration,
replacement or enhancement, or compensating
for impacts by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments, consistent with
CEQA (Guidelines §15370); (i) references cited
and persons contacted; and (j) other pertinent
information, which is designed to disclose
impacts and mitigate for such impacts.”

Prior to development within or disturbance to
occupied Unarmored threespine stickleback
habitat, a formal consultation with the USFWS
shall occur.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-55

SP 4.6-56

SP 4.6-57

SP 4.6-58

SP 4.6-59

Prior to development or disturbance within
wetlands or other sensitive habitats, permits
shall be obtained from pertinent federal and
state agencies and the Specific Plan shall
conform with the specific provisions of said
permits. Performance criteria shall include that
described in Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 through
4.6-16 and 4.6-42 through 4.6-47 for wetlands,
and Mitigation Measures 4.6-27, 4.6-28, and 4.6-
42 through 4.6-48 for other sensitive habitats.
All lighting along the perimeter of natural areas
shall be downcast luminaries with light
patterns directed away from natural areas.

Where bridge construction is proposed and
water flow would be diverted, blocking nets
and seines shall be used to control and remove
fish from the area of activity. All fish captured
during this operation would be stored in tubs
and returned unharmed back to the river after
construction activities were complete.

To limit impacts to water quality the Specific
Plan shall conform with all provisions of
required NPDES permits and water quality
permits that would be required by the State of
California RWQCB.

Consultation shall occur with the County of Los
Angeles (County) and California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) at each of the following
milestones:

1) Before Surveys. Prior to conducting
sensitive plant or animal surveys at the
Newhall Ranch subdivision map level, the
applicant, or its designee, shall consult
with the County and CDFG for purposes
of establishing and/or confirming the
appropriate survey methodology to be
used.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-59

(continued)

2)

3)

After Surveys.  After completion of
sensitive plant or animal surveys at the
subdivision map level, draft survey results
shall be made available to the County and
CDFG within sixty (60) calendar days after
completion of the field survey work.

Subdivision Map Submittal. Within thirty
(30) calendar days after the applicant, or its
designee, submits its application to the
County for processing of a subdivision
map in the Mesas Village or Riverwood
Village, a copy of the submittal shall be
provided to CDFG. In addition, the
applicant, or its designee, shall schedule a
consultation meeting with the County and
CDFG for purposes of obtaining comments
and input on the proposed subdivision
map submittal. The consultation meeting
shall take place at least thirty (30) days
prior to the submittal of the proposed
subdivision map to the County.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-59

SP 4.6-60
SP 4.6-61
SP 4.6-62
SP 4.6-63
SP 4.6-64
SP 4.6-65
SP 4.6-66

(continued)

4)

Development/Disturbance and Further
Mitigation. ~ Prior to any development
within, or disturbance to, habitat occupied
by rare, threatened, or endangered plant or
animal species, or to any portion of the
Spineflower Mitigation Area Overlay, as
defined below, all required permits shall
be obtained from both USFWS and CDFG,
as applicable. It is further anticipated that
the federal and state permits will impose
conditions and mitigation measures
required by federal and state law that are
beyond those identified in the Newhall
Ranch Final EIR (March 1999), the Newhall
Ranch DAA (April 2001) and the Newhall
Ranch Revised DAA (2002). It is also
anticipated that conditions and mitigation
measures required by federal and state law
for project-related impacts on endangered,
rare or threatened species and their habitat
will likely require changes and revisions to
Specific Plan development footprints,
roadway alignments, and the limits,
patterns and techniques associated with
project-specific grading at the subdivision
map level.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.
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4.4 BIOTA (continued)

SP 4.6-67

Indirect impacts associated with the interface
between the preserved spineflower populations
and planned development within the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan shall