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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In compliance with Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, this document serves as the Final EIR for the

proposed Landmark Village project, which consists of the following discretionary project approvals:

(a) General Plan Amendment PA 00-196, Sub-Plan Amendment LP 00-197, and Specific Plan Amendment

SP 00-198; (b) Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108; (c) Significant Ecological Area (SEA) Conditional

Use Permit (CUP) RCUP 200500112 for project-level development within the Specific Plan’s River

Corridor Special Management Area (SMA)/ SEA 23 boundaries; (d) Oak Tree Permit OTP 00196; (e) Off-

Site Soil Transport Approval (part of CUP 00196 entitlement request); (f) CUP 00-196 for off-site grading

in excess of 100,000 cubic yards and construction of the off-site water tanks; and (g) Modification to

adopted County Floodway limits.

As required, this document provides responses to written comments received on the Draft EIR and

response to public testimony received at public hearings before the County of Los Angeles Planning

Commission on January 31, 2007 and February 28, 2007. The initial public review and comment period

for the Draft EIR was from November 20, 2006 to January 22, 2007 (60 days). The public comment period

was subsequently extended by the Regional Planning Commission to February 20, 2007. To ensure public

access to the Draft EIR, copies of the document were made available for review at three local libraries, as

well as the Department of Regional Planning offices. In addition, the Draft EIR was made available on

the Department of Regional Planning's website. Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the

Final EIR consist of the following elements:

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft.1

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.2

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and

consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

1 All references to the Draft EIR are to the Draft EIR for the Landmark Village project, SCH No. 2004021002,
released for public comment on November 20, 2006 to January 22, 2007 (60 days), and incorporated by reference
into the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines , Sections 15132, 15150, and 15362).

2 Ibid.
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The Final EIR is organized in the following manner:

 Introduction

 Topical Responses

 Comment Letters and Responses to Comment Letters

 Hearing Testimony and Responses

 Revised Draft EIR Pages

 Appendices to the Final EIR:

– APPENDIX A – Biological Resources Reports

– APPENDIX B – Water Resources Reports

– APPENDIX C – Air Quality Data/Reports

– APPENDIX D – Fiscal Reports

– APPENDIX E – Cultural/Paleontological Resources

– APPENDIX F – Land Use

– APPENDIX G – Water Quality Data/Reports

– APPENDIX H – Staff Reports

A list of the persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR is presented in the

Table of Contents. Comments received, in writing and orally, on the Draft EIR are presented in the

sections entitled “Comment Letters” and “Public Hearing Transcripts.” The responses of Los Angeles

County to environmental issues raised in the review of the Draft EIR are presented in the sections entitled

“Topical Responses,” “Responses to Comment Letters,” and “Hearing Testimony and Responses.” A

revision of the Draft EIR is presented in the section entitled “Revised Draft EIR Pages.” Lastly,

“Appendix to the Final EIR” contains documents cited as an appendix to this Final EIR.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

A list of those agencies, organizations, and interested parties, which have commented on the Draft EIR, is

provided below. A copy of each comment letter or a summary of each comment, and a response to each

specific comment, follows this list.

Topical Responses

Topical Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update
Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project
Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities
Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer
Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies
Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on California Water Supplies
Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on Sensitive Biological Resources
Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change
Topical Response 9: Groundwater Supplies and “Overdraft” Claims

State Agencies

A1 Department of California Highway Patrol, December 11, 2007
A2 Native American Heritage Commission, December 26, 2007
A3 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January 4, 2007
A4 California Fish and Game, January 8, 2007
A5 Native American Heritage Commission, January 22, 2007
A6 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, January 22, 2007
A7 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, January 24, 2007
A8 Department of Transportation, January 30, 2007
A9 California Department of Fish and Game, January 29, 2007
A10 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, February 1, 2007
A11 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, February 6, 2007
A12 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, February 7, 2007
A13 California Department of Fish and Game, February 20, 2007
A14 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, February 21, 2007
A15 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, February 26, 2007

County Agencies
B1 County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, January 19, 2007
B2 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, January 22, 2007

Local Agencies and Organizations
C1 Castaic Lake Water Agency, January 16, 2007
C2 Castaic Lake Water Agency, January 22, 2007
C3 Southern California Association of Governments, January 22, 2007
C4 Castaic Union School District, January 22, 2007
C5 City of Santa Clarita, February 5, 2007
C6 United Water Conservation District, February 7, 2007
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Local Agencies and Organizations (continued)
C7 Castaic Lake Water Agency, February 20, 2007
C8 Castaic Lake Water Agency, February 20, 2007
C9 United Water Conservation District, February 20, 2007

Private Organizations

D1 California Water Network, December 11, 2006
D2 Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE), January 3, 2007
D3 Planning and Conservation League, January 5, 2007
D4 Friends of the Santa Clara River, January 6, 2007
D5 Sierra Club, January 8, 2007
D6 TriCounty Watchdogs, January 13, 2007
D7 Piru Neighborhood Council, January 15, 2007
D8 Audubon California, January 19, 2007
D9 TriCounty Watchdogs, January 19, 2007
D10 California Water Network, January 20, 2007-
D11 TriCounty Watchdogs, January 21, 2007
D12 Friends of the Santa Clara River, January 21, 2007
D13 Heal the Bay, January 22, 2007
D14 Santa Monica Pier Aquarium, January 24, 2007
D15 Topanga Association for a Scenic Community, January 30, 2007
D16 Sierra Club, January 30, 2007
D17 Wishtoyo Foundation, January 31, 2007
D18 California Water Network, January 31, 2007
D19 Wild Heritage Planners, January 31, 2007
D20 California Native Plant Society, February 19, 2007
D21 Center for Biological Diversity
D22 California Water Network, February 11, 2007
D23 Friends of the Santa Clara River, February 16, 2007
D24 Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE), February 16, 2007

(received February 21, 2007)
D25 Planning and Conservation League, February 20, 2007
D26 Planning and Conservation League, February 20, 2007
D27 Lynne Plambeck, Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE),

February 21, 2007
D28 Friends of the Santa Clara River, February 25, 2007
D29 Sespe Institute, February 27, 2007

Individuals
E1 Eric Grant, January 9, 2007
E2 Edward J. Benison, January 11, 2007
E3 Theresa Brady, January 11, 2007
E4 Gaylon Roden, January 11, 2007
E5 Donica Wood, January 11, 2007
E6 John S. Kelley, January 11, 2007
E7 David Morran, January 12, 2006[7]
E8 Kenneth J. Kerner, January 16, 2007
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Individuals (continued)
E9 Michael Grenetz, Received January 17, 2007
E10 Heffernan & Boortz, January 19, 2007
E11 Teresa Savaikie, January 21, 2007
E12 Jill Hughes, January 22, 2007
E13 Marina Tidwell, January 24, 2007
E14 Jeanette Vosburg, January 24, 2007
E15 Susan Suntree, January 24, 2007
E16 Margot Eiser, January 25, 2007
E17 Walter and Elvera Deonik, Received January 25, 2007
E18 Celia R. Burnsweig, Received January 25, 2007
E19 Anita Kasower, Received January 25, 2007
E20 Caroline Boyer, January 25, 2007
E21 Mrs. Edward Haas, January 25, 2007
E22 Mary Morales, January 25, 2007
E23 Russell Begle, January 25, 2007
E24 David Slavin, January 25, 2007
E25 Janet Halper, January 25, 2007
E26 Ray Daniels, January 25, 2007
E27 Hammer Weintraub, January 25, 2007
E28 Jeanne Karpenko, January 25, 2007
E29 E. Ziel, January 25, 2007
E30 Ron Peterson, January 25, 2007
E31 Mary Tyler, January 25, 2007
E32 Sharon Doyle, January 25, 2007
E33 Darek Przebieda, January 25, 2007
E34 Ann Bigler, January 25, 2007
E35 Ana Cader, January 25, 2007
E36 Soren Kerk, January 26, 2007
E37 M. Jason Hall, January 27, 2007
E38 Andrew Sutphin, January 27, 2007
E39 Joaquin Dorado, January 28, 2007
E40 Dr. Randy Martin, January 28, 2007
E41 Joanne Nagy, January 28, 2007
E42 Jim Kalember, January 28, 2007
E43 Judy Hopkins, January 28, 20076
E44 Jason Carter, January 29, 2007
E45 Paula Chadbourne, January 29, 2007
E46 Laurel Neiswander, January 29, 2007
E47 Cheryl Kohr, January 29, 2007
E48 Betty L. Sehnour, Received January 29, 2007
E49 Bonnie & Jerry Ramey, Received January 29, 2007
E50 Barry (Illegible), Received January 29, 2007
E51 Andre Lupica, January 29, 2007
E52 Perfecto Uribe, January 29, 2007
E53 Susan DeWinter, January 29, 2007
E54 Monique Huml, January 29, 2007
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Individuals (continued)
E55 James Frame, January 29, 2007
E56 James Davis, January 29, 2007
E57 Eric & Eden Sustin, January 29, 2007
E58 Weon Kyeum Kim, January 29, 2007
E59 Melinda Coulter, January 29, 2007
E60 Brian Smith, January 29, 2007
E61 Lisa Burke, January 29, 2007
E62 Jennifer Grossman, January 29, 2007
E63 Arlie Alfaro, January 29, 2007
E64 Leo Smith, January 29, 2007
E65 Lisa Tucker, January 29, 2007
E66 Lauren Lensch, January 29, 2007
E67 Angela Mangilit, January 29, 2007
E68 Adam Laraway, January 29, 2007
E69 Ivan Chandran, January 29, 2007
E70 Guru Kalle, January 29, 2007
E71 Arnold Pilpil, January 29, 2007
E72 Tim Shaner, January 29, 2007
E73 Qiana Staral, January 29, 2007
E74 Mark Fields, January 29, 2007
E75 Jenny Park, January 29, 2007
E76 Jim Elliott, January 29, 2007
E77 Steve Park, January 29, 2007
E78 Brett Durfee, January 29, 2007
E79 Dani Lewis, January 29, 2007
E80 Tony Lewis, January 29, 2007
E81 Steve Williams, January 29, 2007
E82 Mike Lizarraga, January 29, 2007
E83 Edna Dimataga-Fernandez, January 29, 2007
E84 Eric Jenkins, January 29, 2007
E85 Juan Molina, January 29, 2007
E86 Sam Neylan, January 29, 2007
E87 Jaleen Mastroianni, January 29, 2007
E88 Guy Craighead, January 29, 2007
E89 Quang Pham, January 29, 2007
E90 Joanne Hedge, January 30, 2007
E91 Judith McClure, January 30, 2007
E92 Mong Chong, January 30, 2007
E93 Liza Amtmanis, January 30, 2007
E94 Bryan S. Bergstrand, January 30, 2007
E95 Catherine Deme, January 30, 2007
E96 Joan Byrd, January 30, 2007
E97 Kohei Tomita, January 30, 2007
E98 Michael Bridge, January 30, 2007
E99 Judith Fernandez, January 30, 2007
E100 Kelli Garner, January 30, 2007



2.0 Comments and Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2.0-5 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Individuals (continued)
E101 Larry Wims, January 30, 2007
E102 Dan Suess, January 30, 2007
E103 Greg Gardner, January 30, 2007
E104 April Woodson, January 30, 2007
E105 Diane Abergel, January 30, 2007
E106 Suzanne Borkoski, January 30, 2007
E107 Brian Donovan, January 30, 2007
E108 Stephanie Hardie, January 30, 2007
E109 Elaine Voelker, January 30, 2007
E110 Lloyd Armour, January 30, 2007
E111 Gino Fronti, January 30, 2007
E112 Carrie Steele, January 30, 2007
E113 Sheila Dudman, January 30, 2007
E114 Robert Macasaet, January 30, 2007
E115 Sam Yako, January 30, 2007
E116 Judee Guzman, January 30, 2007
E117 Deborah Donovan, January 30, 2007
E118 Michelle Eckard, January 30, 2007
E110 Lisa Yun, January 30, 2007
E120 Jenni Millan, January 30, 2007
E121 Melinda Vos, January 30, 2007
E122 Ron Smith, January 30, 2007
E123 Larry See, January 30, 2007
E124 Patty Douglas, January 30, 2007
E125 Merian Young, January 30, 2007
E126 Byron Davis, January 30, 2007
E127 Alison Marek, January 30, 2007
E128 Pablo Monterrosa, January 30, 2007
E129 Gregg Herrera, January 30, 2007
E130 Larry T. Moen, January 30, 2007
E131 Mason Abedinzadeh, January 30, 2007
E132 Jennifer Little, January 30, 2007
E133 Marissa DiBlasio, January 30, 2007
E134 Karleen Jones, January 30, 2007
E135 Danielle Rueff, January 30, 2007
E136 Amy Underwood, January 30, 2007
E137 Sandra & Jim Elliott, January 30, 2007
E138 Charles Chung, January 30, 2007
E139 Jennifer Cabrera, January 30, 2007
E140 Jennifer Robinson, January 30, 2007
E141 Kate Wolf, January 31, 2007
E142 C. Chase (Illegible), January 25, 2007
E143 David Magney Environmental Consulting, January 30, 2007
E144 Darri Raskin and Florence Raskin, January 30, 2007
E145 William Pogiter, January 30, 2007
E146 B. Raskin, January 30, 2007
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Individuals (continued)
E147 W.A. Coonfield, January 30, 2007
E148 Ed Raskin and family, January 30, 2007
E149 Shirley Galat and multiple signatures (no date)
E150 B. Rowan, January 31, 2007
E151 Abel Ramos, January 31, 2007
E152 Kristyn Gray, January 31, 2007
E153 Jesenia Mendoza, January 31, 2007
E154 Benjamin Ludovico, January 31, 2007
E155 Cristine Monfore, January 31, 2007
E156 Andrea & James Gutman, January 31, 2007
E157 Rod Kaufman, February 1, 2007
E158 Linda Siversten, February 1, 2007
E159 Debbie de Courson, February 1, 2007
E160 Davey Lopez, February 1, 2007
E161 Bryan Good, February 1, 2007
E162 Nancy Winters, February 2, 2007
E163 Celeste Dye, February 5, 2007
E164 James Starkweather, February 5, 2007
E165 Tony Lewis, February 5, 2007
E166 Karen Aguilar, February 5, 2007
E167 Teresa Rutherford, February 5, 2007
E168 Courtney Kang, February 5, 2007
E169 Mary Elisa Cobarruibas, February 5, 2007
E170 Richard F Doctor, February 8, 2007
E171 Dorothy Geisler, February 8, 2007
E172 Carol Lutness, February 8, 2007
E173 Dean Webb, February 8, 2007
E174 Katherine Squires, February 10, 2007
E175 Katherine Squires, February 11, 2007
E176 Dinda Evans January 9, 2007
E177 Barbara Cogswell, February 12, 2007
E178 Willis Simms, February 12, 2007
E179 James Tejani, February 13, 2007
E180 Edward Simpson, February 15, 2007
E181 David King?, February 16, 2007
E182 Dr. Mary Brenneman, February 18, 2007
E183 Barbara Wamploe, February 19, 2007
E184 Geoff Webberley, February 19, 2007
E185 Tracy Scarrino, February 19, 2007
E186 Cody Hitt, February 19, 2007
E187 Dan and Gina Nordenstrom, February 20, 2007
E188 Snowdy Dodson, February 20, 2007
E189 Thomas Barron, February 20, 2007
E190 Celia Lamborn, February 20, 2007
E191 Lech Ross?, February 20, 2007
E192 Janeice McConnell, February 20, 2007
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E195 Elizabeth McMahon, February 20, 2007
E196 Gayle Dufour, February 20, 2007
E197 Laurel Neiswander, February 20, 2007
E198 Betty Schnaar, February 20, 2007
E199 Linda Klein, February 20, 2007
E200 Elaine Trogman, February 20, 2007
E201 Alan Pollack, M.D., February 20, 2007
E202 Ken Platner (no date)
E203 Charles Beals, February 20, 2007
E204 Wyndee Haley (no date)
E205 Dan McCroy (no date)
E206 Kathleen Grantham, February 21, 2007
E207 Sylvia Garcia, February 21, 2007
E208 Stephen ?, February 21, 2007
E209 Thomas Barron, February 21, 2007
E210 Alfonso Montilla, February 22, 2007
E211 Thomas Barron, February 27, 2007
E212 Thomas Barron (no date)
E213 Gail and George MacDonald (no date)
E214 Esther and Martin Kaplinsky, January 28, 2007

Late Letters
D30 Center for Contract Compliance, March 6, 2007
D31 Sierra Club, March 14, 2007
D32 San Fernando Valley Audubon Society, March 28, 2007
D33 West Ranch Town Council, April 2, 2007
D34 Sierra Club, April 13, 2007
D35 Sierra Club, May 1, 2007
D36 Friends of the Santa Clara River, July 24, 2007
E215 Paul Ayers, March 9, 2007
E216 Ingeborg Prochazka, March 12, 2007
E217 Brian O’Reilly, March 26, 2007
E218 Carol Winkler, April 2, 2007
E219 Evelyn Carpenter (no date)
E220 Barbara Cogwell (no date)
E221 Carole Lutness, April 1, 2007
E222 Deana Perozzi, April 1, 2007
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 1: PERCHLORATE TREATMENT UPDATE

A number of comments submitted in response to the Landmark Village Draft EIR relate to the detection

of ammonium perchlorate (perchlorate) in the groundwater basin underlying the Santa Clarita Valley,

and its effect on the overall reliability of groundwater supplies, as well as delays in implementation of the

Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors' perchlorate treatment program. The impacts of perchlorate on the

groundwater supply are addressed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service,

generally, and specifically at pp. 4.10-63 through 4.10-69. As discussed in Section 4.10, planning for the

remediation of perchlorate and restoration of the impacted well capacity is substantially underway.

Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), the local retail water purveyors, the Department of Toxic

Substances Control (DTSC), and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) continue to monitor and work

closely on the remediation of the perchlorate-impacted wells. While the remediation work is being

completed, non-impacted wells can be relied upon for the quantities of water projected to be available

from the groundwater basin during the time necessary to restore the remaining perchlorate-impacted

wells. Additionally, as detailed further in this response, CLWA has reported a recent significant

development related to funding of the perchlorate treatment program that will have the effect of

eliminating any further delays in the commencement and ultimate operation of the planned perchlorate

treatment.

Background

Perchlorate was detected in four Saugus wells operated by purveyors in the eastern part of the Saugus

Formation, near the former Whittaker-Bermite site in 1997. This site was formerly used to manufacture

rocket fuel and other munitions and has been identified for many years as the source of perchlorate

contamination. As a result of the detection, the four Saugus wells (Santa Clarita Water Division's wells

Saugus 1 and 2, Newhall County Water District's well NC-11, and Valencia Water Company's well V-157)

were removed from service. In 2000, CLWA and the retail water purveyors filed a lawsuit against

Whittaker-Bermite contending the site was the source of the perchlorate contamination and seeking

cleanup of the groundwater. In 2002, perchlorate was detected in Santa Clarita Water Division's Stadium

Well, located in the Alluvial aquifer, directly adjacent to the former Whittaker-Bermite site. This Alluvial

well was removed from service as well.

Since that time, CLWA and others have been conducting regular monitoring of active wells near the

former Whittaker-Bermite site. In April 2005, that monitoring detected perchlorate in Valencia Water

Company's well Q2, a second Alluvial well near the former Whittaker-Bermite site. In response, Valencia

Water Company removed well Q2 from active service, commissioned the preparation of an analysis and

report assessing the impact of, and response to, the perchlorate contamination of that well, and
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subsequently pursued permitting and installation of wellhead treatment in order to return the well to

water supply service. In October 2005, Valencia Water Company restored the pumping capacity of well

Q2 with the start-up of wellhead ion exchange treatment that effectively removes perchlorate from well

Q2. Since October 2005, test results from the untreated water produced by well Q2 have been non-detect

(less than 4 parts per billion) for perchlorate. Well Q2 continues to be operated, with wellhead

perchlorate treatment under permit from DHS, as part of Valencia’s Alluvial groundwater supply. On-

going treatment of water from well Q2 is expected to continue until DHS determines that it is no longer

needed, in which case the treatment system would then be relocated and integrated with CLWA’s

perchlorate containment/restoration program.

Valencia Water Company also permanently closed well V-157 and, in the fall of 2005, completed the

construction of new Saugus well V-206, located in an area of the Saugus Formation not impacted by

perchlorate. Valencia Water Company's well V-206 is permitted, operational, and replaces the pumping

capacity temporarily impacted by the detection of perchlorate at former well V-157.

In summary, three Saugus wells (Saugus 1 and 2 and NC-11) and one Alluvial well (SCWD Stadium well)

remain off-line due to perchlorate contamination. Perchlorate recently was detected in 2006, in a Saugus

well operated by Newhall County Water District (well NC-13), near one of the originally impacted

Saugus wells. This detection has not been interpreted as an indication of the continued spread of the

perchlorate. This detection was at a "minimal" level (from undetectable to up to 1.9 parts per billion),

well below the notification level of 6 parts per billion, and it is located within 1,000 feet of another Saugus

well that was capped due to perchlorate contamination since approximately 1997. In addition, the Corps

has drilled new monitoring wells and commenced a focused study of the Saugus Formation near this

latest detection. Results of this study and any subsequent recommended actions will be incorporated into

the overall groundwater remediation and removal actions submitted by Whittaker-Bermite and reviewed

by DTSC.

Update of CLWA's Groundwater Treatment Program

CLWA, in conjunction with the local retail water purveyors, is proceeding with a two-prong perchlorate

contamination program. The first prong is to protect non-impacted wells by pumping contaminated

groundwater near the former Whittaker-Bermite site, thus preventing further migration within the

aquifer and recovering costs incurred in responding to the perchlorate contamination. The second prong

of the program is to restore the production capacity and water supply from wells that have been

temporarily closed due to the detection of perchlorate. As outlined below, CLWA's containment and

water supply restoration program is well underway.
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CLWA developed an Interim Remedial Action Plan (IRAP) to address the groundwater perchlorate

contamination, and that action plan was approved by DTSC in January 2006. A groundbreaking

ceremony for construction of the perchlorate treatment system and associated pipelines took place in

August 2006. Monitoring wells required for the project have been constructed. The final design for

treatment facilities and pipelines was completed in May 2007. The major construction work was put out

to bid in July 2007, with contracts for construction of the treatment facilities and pipelines awarded in

September 2007. .

A previous "preliminary" estimate for commencing implementation of this program was reported as

October 2006; CLWA subsequently revised this date to mid-2007. These dates represented a best estimate

at the time they were issued. However, as detailed below, the Whittaker-Bermite litigation has been

resolved and funding is now available such that CLWA expects to promptly implement the remediation

program. CLWA currently estimates that construction of the perchlorate treatment facilities will begin in

September 2007, and that the facilities will commence treatment operations in December 2008. See,

CLWA Memorandum, Board of Directors, dated June 1, 2007. A copy of this memorandum, which is

incorporated by reference, is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.

Whittaker-Bermite Settlement Agreement

Significantly, the County of Los Angeles has been advised that CLWA and the retail water purveyors

recently entered into a settlement agreement in connection with the 2000 lawsuit brought against

Whittaker-Bermite whereby CLWA and the purveyors estimate they will receive up to $100 million to

construct the necessary perchlorate treatment facilities and pipelines; establish replacement wells as

necessary; and, fund the operation and maintenance of these facilities for a period up to 30 years.

Under the terms of the settlement agreement, the current and former owners of the Whittaker-Bermite

site and their insurers will provide funding to construct replacement wells for the Stadium well and the

NC-11 well, and a treatment plant to remove perchlorate from Saugus wells 1 and 2. Funding also will be

provided to pay for the replacement of well V-157 (already undertaken), and the installation of wellhead

treatment at well Q2, also already undertaken. The settlement agreement provides funds to operate and

maintain the treatment system for up to 30 years, an amount the water agencies estimate could be as

much as $50 million.

As noted above, the treatment facilities already have been designed and the settlement agreement

provides almost $12 million to reimburse the agencies for past expenditures. In addition, a $10 million

"rapid response fund" will be established to allow the water agencies to immediately treat specified wells

that could become impacted by perchlorate contamination in the future. Costs not covered in the
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settlement agreement, such as the federal government's fair share of monitoring and treatment, will be

sought via grant funding, including money made available by the Department of Defense.

Because certain defendants had previously filed for bankruptcy protection, the settlement agreement

required approval by the U.S. Bankruptcy Court. On June 14, 2007, the Bankruptcy Court granted that

approval. Final approval of the settlement agreement also required good-faith settlement determination

by the U.S. District Court; that approval was granted on July 13, 2007. The District Court’s action

constitutes the final required court approval; accordingly, all payments under the settlement agreement

were paid in August 2007.1

Groundwater Quality near the Landmark Village Site

Specific to the Landmark Village site, the quality of the groundwater available from the Alluvial aquifer

near the project site has been tested. The results of laboratory testing conducted for the Valencia Water

Company wells that are expected to serve the project site are provided in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR, p. 4.10-42. The wells expected to be used are located just northeast of the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan site in the Valencia Commerce Center, and already been approved by the Department of Health

Services. Laboratory testing indicates that all constituents tested were at acceptable levels for drinking

water under California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15 (Title 22).

Comments on the Landmark Village Draft EIR claim total dissolved solids (TDS) are exceeded in the

Alluvial groundwater to be used to meet potable water demands of Landmark Village. However, the

newly-constructed replacement wells permitted by the Department of Health Services (DHS), which will

be used to meet Landmark Village potable water demands, replaced older wells used for irrigation that

are no longer active, having been permanently closed as directed by DHS. The newly installed wells have

been sampled in accordance with the California Safe Drinking Water Act, and the results show

compliance with all drinking water standards under Title 22, including compliance with secondary

standards for TDS.2

Specific to perchlorate, tests conducted for perchlorate indicated "non-detect." Valencia Water Company

also investigated the future risk of perchlorate contamination on its new wells. Based on a technical

1 A copy of the “Castaic Lake Water Agency Litigation Settlement Agreement,” and the “Order Granting Joint
Motion for Court Approval, Good Faith Settlement Determination and Entry of Consent Order,” filed July 13,
2007, which are incorporated by reference, are available for review upon request during regular business hours
at the offices of Valencia Water Company, 24631 Avenue Rockefeller, Valencia, California.

2 Results from laboratory testing conducted for Valencia Water Company wells expected to serve Landmark
Village already were provided in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR (see, Letter from Valencia
Water Company to Impact Sciences, dated March 8, 2006).
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report prepared by Luhdorff & Scalmanini (groundwater consultants), it was found that, given that the

groundwater resources from the Alluvial aquifer for Landmark Village would be produced from wells

located along Castaic Creek and over 4 miles west of the area known to be perchlorate-contaminated (i.e.,

the former Whittaker-Bermite site), the groundwater supplies for the project are not considered at risk.3

In any event, there are now established wellhead treatment facilities that effectively remove perchlorate

and restore well capacity. Valencia Water Company's well Q2 illustrates the effectiveness of such

facilities.

In addition, as stated above, there is now an established fund to allow the Santa Clarita Valley water

agencies to immediately treat specified wells that could become impacted by perchlorate in the future.

Under the terms of the settlement, this fund can be used on “threatened” wells. For Valencia, they are

Alluvial wells S6, S7, S8, N, N7, N8, and Saugus wells 201, 205. The E wells are not considered

threatened; however, those wells (and other Valencia wells) are identified as non-impacted wells and if

perchlorate is detected at a well that was previously non-impacted, Valencia can take several actions

provided for under the settlement agreement (see, Settlement Agreement, Article 10).

3 A copy of the technical report, Potential Capture of Perchlorate Contamination, Valencia Water Company's Wells E14 -
E17 (April 26, 2006), is included in the Draft Landmark Village EIR, Volume VIII-Appendices, Appendix 4.10.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 2: EIS/EIR PROJECT

Several comments refer to the joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report

(EIS/EIR) process, which is described in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Vol. I (November 2006),

Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-145 through 4.4-146, as one of the related projects analyzed for cumulative impact

assessment purposes. The proposed project evaluated in the EIS/EIR is the Landmark Village applicant's

Newhall Ranch Resource Management and Development Plan and the Spineflower Conservation Plan

(EIS/EIR Project). The lead agencies for the EIS/EIR Project are the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

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

The comments generally state that Los Angeles County's review of the Landmark Village project and EIR

should either be "stayed" or "not proceed" until the EIS/EIR has been released or completed. Other

comments request that the EIS/EIR be finalized and a "record of decision" by the Corps be adopted before

proceeding any further with the Landmark Village project and EIR. In addition, the comments state that

the "sequence" of the Landmark Village EIR and the EIS/EIR is "backwards," meaning that some

commentators would like to see the EIS/EIR be completed and adopted before the County proceeds any

further with the Landmark Village project and EIR. The County does not concur with these comments or

the requested sequence for the reasons explained below. In addition, the County provides, below,

additional updated information pertinent to the EIS/EIR Project.

1. The County's Review of the Landmark Village Project
and EIR Need Not Await Completion of the EIS/EIR

The County has considered the above comments, and has concluded that the County's review of the

Landmark Village project and EIR need not await completion of the EIS/EIR Project. The reasons

supporting the County's factual determination are set forth below.

First, the Landmark Village Draft EIR correctly listed the EIS/EIR Project as one of 22 projects with related

or cumulative impacts. (Draft EIR, Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-135–147.) Under CEQA, the list of cumulative

projects is to include, among others, "probable future projects" producing related or cumulative impacts.

(CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(1)(A).) The EIS/EIR Project falls into this category of a "probable future

project" under CEQA. No requirement exists for a proposed project, such as Landmark Village, to be

stayed or to not proceed, because there is a related "probable future project" under review by different

public agencies. Instead, the legal obligation under CEQA is for the Landmark Village EIR to discuss the

cumulative impacts of the Landmark Village project, in conjunction with other projects with related

impacts. This analysis was completed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, and it included the EIS/EIR

Project. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-135–147.)
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In addition, it should be understood that before the applicant sought federal and state permits for

portions of the Specific Plan, and before initiating preparation of the Landmark Village project EIR, the

County certified programmatic environmental documentation for the entire Specific Plan area.1

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15168, the previously certified Newhall Ranch programmatic

environmental documentation provided several advantages, including: (a) allowing for a more

exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives for the entire Specific Plan area than would be

practical if the review was conducted on a project-by-project basis; (b) ensuring consideration of

cumulative impacts that might be slighted or overlooked in a case-by-case analysis; (c) avoiding

duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations and decisions already made by Los Angeles

County; and (d) allowing the County to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation

measures at an early time in the environmental review process. The CEQA Guidelines further

acknowledge that later activities, which are part of the program, are required to be examined in light of

the prior program documentation. (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c).)

Here, the County determined that projects implementing the Specific Plan would undergo additional

project-specific environmental review. It also acknowledged that other projects implementing portions of

the Specific Plan would undergo even further project-specific environmental review in conjunction with

the federal and state permitting process. The previously certified Newhall Ranch "program"

documentation serves as the foundation for these subsequent actions and activities. With this program in

place, nothing prohibits or precludes concurrent processing at the project implementation level.

Second, the related EIS/EIR Project was initiated as part of the implementation of the Specific Plan. The

adopted Specific Plan (May 27, 2003) specifically contemplated that "[m]itigation and management

activities within Newhall Ranch will be subject to a variety of future requirements," including CDFG

"Section 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreements" and "Section 404 Permits" issued by the Corps. (Specific

Plan, Section 2.6, p. 2-85.) The Specific Plan also contemplated that its implementation would be "carried

out through the application and processing of standard County entitlement procedures, including

subdivision maps," and other additional land use approvals. (Specific Plan, Section 5, p. 5-1.) The

Landmark Village project, which includes a proposed subdivision map, is also part of the implementation

of the adopted Specific Plan. Importantly, nothing in the County's Specific Plan implementation

procedures requires the subdivision map process to be stayed or otherwise await completion of the

1 See, Revised Draft Program EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plan (March 8,
1999), and the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis, Volume VIII (May 2003), SCH No. 1995011015. This
previously certified Newhall Ranch environmental documentation has been incorporated by reference in the
Landmark Village EIR and record, and is available for public inspection and review at Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012.
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federal/state permitting process now underway in connection with the EIS/EIR Project. Specific Plan,

Section 5, pp. 5-1–35.)

Third, some comments suggest that the Landmark Village project should not proceed until the EIS/EIR

Project is completed, because impacts, mitigation, or alternatives identified in the federal and state permit

process for the EIS/EIR Project may affect the Landmark Village project and possibly require design

changes or revisions. However, the County considers these comments not as a basis for staying or

deferring the Landmark Village project, but rather as a description of the further environmental review

process, which was contemplated when the Specific Plan was adopted. Stated differently, the County

anticipates additional mitigation and possible design changes for the Landmark Village project as a

customary part of the on-going project-specific planning and environmental review process. The County

anticipates that, if the Landmark Village project is approved, federal and state agencies may subsequently

impose additional mitigation measures, which could result in design changes to the Specific Plan,

including the Landmark Village project area; however, such actions are part of the expected federal and

state permitting process. Nothing precludes the two processes (local and federal/state) from proceeding

concurrently. And, nothing precludes the local project-specific process from going "ahead" of the

federal/state permitting process. In fact, the processing of project approvals in phases from the general

planning level to more specific construction proposals is neither new nor unique for complex, phased

projects that are anticipated to be constructed over a period of several years.

Finally, the County understands that the Landmark Village applicant is working with federal and state

agencies, sharing project-specific data, and coordinating regularly on various Specific Plan-related

planning and environmental issues, including the Landmark Village project. This coordination is a

customary part of a long-term phased project, like the Specific Plan. This on-going coordination effort is

expected to continue while the Landmark Village project proceeds from Planning Commission to the

Board of Supervisors. The County sees no reason to alter this on-going process. Indeed, the County

prefers that these "sequencing" issues be left to the project applicant, and does not wish to regulate the

manner in which an applicant desires to implement an approved plan, like the adopted Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan. In addition, as part of the future processing of permits required to implement the Specific

Plan (e.g., Corps 404 permit, CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement, etc.), the County expects

appropriate federal and state agencies to continue to be consulted and as additional conditions or

mitigation measures are identified, they will become part of the mechanisms implementing the overall

program (i.e., Newhall Ranch Specific Plan).



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR2-4 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

2. EIS/EIR Project Update

As stated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the applicant is currently processing federal and state

permit applications and the preparation of a joint EIS/EIR under both the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) and CEQA to assess the environmental implications of implementing the proposed Newhall

Ranch Resource Management and Development Plan (RMDP) and Spineflower Conservation Plan (SCP).

(Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-145–146.) Since public circulation of the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, additional information can be provided as an update to the EIS/EIR Project and

associated environmental document. This update is provided below.

The Corps and CDFG are the joint lead agencies responsible for this proposed EIS/EIR Project and

associated environmental documents. The EIS/EIR Project applicant and landowner is The Newhall Land

and Farming Company (Newhall Land or applicant). The applicant is requesting federal and state

permits, agreements, and authorizations from the Corps, CDFG, and other agencies to implement the

proposed EIS/EIR Project.

The proposed EIS/EIR Project consists of two components. The first is the proposed RMDP, which is a

conservation and mitigation plan for sensitive biological resources within the previously approved

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area, and it would be relied upon to obtain federal and state permits to

implement infrastructure improvements required for build-out of the approved Specific Plan. The

second component is the SCP, which is a conservation and management plan to permanently protect and

manage a system of preserves designed to maximize the long-term persistence of the San Fernando

Valley spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi ssp. fernandina; spineflower or SFVS), a federal candidate and a

state-listed endangered plant species. The SCP would address known spineflower located within the

Specific Plan area and two study areas, the Valencia Commerce Center (VCC) and portions of Entrada.

Resource Management Development Plan Component

As stated, the RMDP component is a conservation, mitigation, and permitting plan for the long-term

management of sensitive biological resources in conjunction with infrastructure improvements within the

11,963-acre Specific Plan area. The Specific Plan was approved by Los Angeles County in May 2003 to

guide development of a new community composed of a broad range of residential, mixed-use, and non-

residential land uses within villages on the Specific Plan site. Subsequent development plans,

subdivision maps, and federal and state permitting, consultations, and agreements were anticipated to be

required to facilitate build-out of the Specific Plan.

The resource management portion of the RMDP would guide future resource conservation, mitigation,

and permitting needed for the long-term management of sensitive biological resources within the Specific
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Plan. The development plan portion of the RMDP consists of physical infrastructure improvements

located in or adjacent to the Santa Clara River and its tributaries that are required to facilitate the

approved Specific Plan.

The RMDP infrastructure improvements are comprised of various flood control features, stream bank

protection, recreated and enhanced channels, drainage facilities, roads, pipeline and utility river

crossings, nature trails, new and widened bridges, the discharge outfall for the previously approved

Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (WRP), and drainage facility maintenance activities by the Los

Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) or other appropriate agencies. The proposed

infrastructure improvements and maintenance activities require federal and state permits, consultations,

and agreements from the Corps, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), CDFG, and other agencies.

The proposed improvements and activities require such permitting because they would affect waters,

riverbeds, or banks within the jurisdictional limits of the Corps and CDFG, or would potentially affect

listed or threatened species, thereby requiring USFWS and/or CDFG approvals. The RMDP also would

include various measures necessary under CEQA to mitigate to the extent feasible significant

environmental impacts resulting from the proposed Project, including impacts that fall within CDFG's

charge as a trustee agency for fish and wildlife resources in California.

The RMDP is intended to build on the Resource Management Plan found in Section 2.6 of the approved

Specific Plan, consistent with federal and state law requirements. The Resource Management Plan was

originally approved by the County Board of Supervisors on May 27, 2003, as part of the Board's adoption

of the Specific Plan. The adopted Resource Management Plan set forth mitigation and management

standards for sensitive biological resources located within the boundary of the approved Specific Plan. It

also established standards governing public access, recreational use, management, and ownership of the

Newhall Ranch River Corridor Special Management Area (River Corridor SMA), the High Country

Special Management Area (High County SMA), and the designated Open Areas within the Specific Plan

area. The River Corridor SMA and the High Country SMA retain their local Los Angeles County-

designation as Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) under the approved Specific Plan. The River Corridor

SMA is still designated as SEA 23, and the High Country SMA remains designated as SEA 20.

In addition, the previously approved Resource Management Plan created opportunities to establish

"mitigation banks" within the Specific Plan boundary, provided guidance on the manner in which

transitions between development areas and the SMAs and Open Areas would be managed, including the

provision for wildfire fuel modification zones, and established a special study mitigation overlay and

preserve program for the spineflower.
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The Resource Management Plan was prepared at a programmatic level of detail, acknowledging that

conservation, mitigation, and permitting activities within the Specific Plan would be subject to future

federal and state permits, consultations, and agreements with the Corps, USFWS, CDFG and other

agencies. Therefore, the Resource Management Plan was the initial framework for resource management

within the Specific Plan area; it was intended to be supplemented through more detailed future plans,

permits, and agreements required by federal and state law.

The RMDP would guide future resource conservation, mitigation, and permitting for the long-term

management of sensitive biological resources in conjunction with the proposed infrastructure

improvements and facilities required to implement the approved Specific Plan. As such, the RMDP is

one of the Project components under review by the Corps and CDFG in the joint EIS/EIR. As of this

writing, a draft of the RMDP is not yet completed.

Spineflower Conservation Plan Component

As stated, the second component is the SCP, which is a conservation and management plan to

permanently protect and manage a system of preserves designed to maximize the long-term persistence

of the spineflower. The SCP encompasses the Specific Plan area, the VCC planning area, and portions of

the Entrada planning area, in order to conduct comprehensive conservation planning and preserve

design on all of the applicant's land holdings in Los Angeles County that contain known spineflower

populations. The SCP describes a preserve system proposed by the applicant. The management and

monitoring components of the SCP have been developed in consultation with CDFG.

The applicant intends to rely on the SCP to obtain federal and state permits, agreements, and

authorizations from USFWS and CDFG to protect and manage spineflower preserves, and authorize take

of spineflower in areas located outside of the designated preserve system. The SCP, if approved, would

facilitate development within the Specific Plan, the VCC planning area, and portions of the Entrada

planning area. The Draft SCP (June 2007) is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Summary of the Federal and State Regulatory Framework and Permitting Process

This section summarizes the federal and state regulatory framework and permitting process for the

EIS/EIR Project.

The federal action requested from the Corps consists of the issuance of a long-term, individual Section

404 permit for the RMDP facilities and infrastructure associated with the Specific Plan that would

potentially result in discharge of fill or dredged material in and adjacent to the Santa Clara River and its

tributaries, which are considered "waters" of the United States pursuant to the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.

§§1251–1387). Prior to permit effectiveness, the applicant also would be required to obtain a water
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quality certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act from the Los Angeles Regional Water

Quality Control Board (RWQCB). As part of the federal permit review process, the Corps must comply

with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), which requires an endangered species consultation

with the USFWS and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries for any permit that

may affect an ESA-listed species. Formal consultation between the Corps and USFWS has been initiated

and will be completed prior to issuance of a Record of Decision for the Section 404 permit application.

The other federal action to be analyzed in the EIS/EIR is the applicant's request to enter into a Candidate

Conservation Agreement with USFWS, consistent with the Endangered Species Act, in order to

memorialize agreed upon spineflower conservation, management, and monitoring measures

(conservation measures) set forth in both the Agreement and the SCP. The Candidate Conservation

Agreement is intended to benefit the spineflower, a federal candidate species, by obtaining the applicant's

commitment to implement specified conservation measures, which, when combined with benefits that

would be achieved by conservation of the spineflower in Ventura County, would preclude the need to list

the spineflower at the federal level. The proposed draft Candidate Conservation Agreement is found in

Appendix A of this Final EIR.

The state actions requested from CDFG related to the RMDP and SCP consist of the issuance of a long-

term Master Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement and authorization for "take" of species incidental to

the otherwise lawful implementation of the Specific Plan, consistent with the California Endangered

Species Act (CESA). CDFG would issue the Master Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement and Incidental

Take Permit to Newhall Land pursuant to California Fish and Game Code sections 1605 and 2081(b),

respectively.

CDFG would issue the Master Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement based on the RMDP infrastructure

improvements needed to implement the Specific Plan that may substantially divert or obstruct the

natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any river,

stream, or lake and where such activities may substantially adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife

resource. Likewise, CDFG would issue an Incidental Take Permit for activities in the RMDP and SCP

areas that would result in the take of species under CESA. In general, the take authorization would cover

activities associated with implementation of the RMDP and SCP components of the proposed Project.

Pursuant to CEQA, CDFG may treat certain species affected by the proposed Project that are not

currently protected by CESA as endangered, rare, or threatened (14 CCR §15380) and extend the take

authorization, as appropriate, for Project-related incidental take of such species. As to possible approval

of the RMDP and SCP, and issuance of the Master Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement and Incidental

Take Permit, CDFG would ensure under CEQA that all significant environmental impacts that may result

from approval of the proposed Project are fully mitigated to the extent feasible.
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The EIS/EIR Project also contemplates the need for authorizations from the RWQCB, including:

(a) Section 401 certification of the Corps' Section 404 Permit (or Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)

issued in lieu of certification), which would certify that the Section 404 Permit will comply with state

water quality requirements; (b) a dewatering permit (or use of the general dewatering permit) for

construction dewatering needs; (c) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

stormwater permit for runoff resulting from construction and post-development project conditions; and

(d) Specific Plan Subregional Stormwater Mitigation Plan, which sets forth the urban runoff management

program that would be implemented within the Specific Plan area.

The draft EIS/EIR is expected to be released for public review in late 2007; however, there is no firm

release date at this time.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 3: PUBLIC REVIEW OPPORTUNITIES

Several comments request that the public comment period on the Landmark Village Draft EIR be

extended to allow additional time to review the document. Some comments request a specific extension

of time from an additional 30 to 60 to 120 days. Other comments request an extension of time to complete

public review, but do not specify a particular period of time. This response addresses all comments

requesting additional public review opportunities with respect to the Draft EIR. In addition, the response

provides important background information concerning the County's efforts to provide notice and

community outreach associated with both the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan process and the Landmark

Village project and associated EIR. As discussed below, the County has provided numerous

opportunities for agency and public comment, input, and suggestions during a lengthy open and public

planning and environmental review process. All such comments were part of the record before the

County’s Board of Supervisors when approving the Specific Plan in May 2003. In addition, all comments

from the more recent Landmark Village planning and environmental review process will be included as

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

Landmark Village project.

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
Planning and Environmental Review Process

By way of background, the Landmark Village project site is within the approved boundary of the

previously approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Specific Plan was approved by the County’s

Board of Supervisors on May 27, 2003. The Newhall Ranch planning and environmental review process

began in 1994 and concluded in 2003 – a nine-year process. During that timeframe, the County’s

Regional Planning Commission held nine noticed public hearings from 1996 through 1999, and five

additional noticed public hearings in 2001, for a total of 14 public hearings. The Board of Supervisors also

held four noticed public hearings in 1998 and 1999, and two such hearings in 2003, for a total of six

hearings. At each of these hearings, the County received and considered testimony for and against the

Specific Plan. In summary, a total of 20 noticed public hearings were held during the Specific Plan

environmental review process.

During that time, the County also provided exhaustive opportunities to submit agency and public

comments on the environmental issues arising from approval of the Specific Plan. Several of the

comments received in response to the Specific Plan are presented again in response to the Landmark

Village project (e.g., width of buffer from river, adequacy of water supplies including relying upon the
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41,000-acre-foot water transfer,1 floodplain development, bridges, bank stabilization, etc.). However, the

Board of Supervisors already considered such comments when it made the decision to approve long-term

development via the approval of the Specific Plan. Nonetheless, such comments will be considered,

again, in context of the Landmark Village project and associated project-level EIR.

Landmark Village
Planning and Environmental Review Process

On January 30, 2004, County staff prepared and distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft EIR

for the Landmark Village project. The NOP requested agency responses as to the scope and content of

the environmental information pertinent to each agency's statutory role and responsibilities. The review

period for the NOP was from January 30 to March 1, 2004. Copies of the NOP were available for review

at three local libraries, as well as the Department of Regional Planning's website. The NOP also provided

notice of a public scoping meeting to present information regarding the proposed Landmark Village

project, and to solicit public and agency comments and suggestions on the scope and content of the

Landmark Village draft EIR. The public scoping meeting was held on Thursday, February 12, 2004, from

6:30 PM to 9:00 PM, at the Castaic Union School District office in Valencia, California. From

August 1, 2005 through January 9, 2006, the project applicant also participated in five meetings with the

County's Significant Ecological Area Technical Advisory Committee (SEATAC) concerning the Landmark

Village project's biota report, including revisions made to that report.

Thereafter, on or about November 20, 2006, notice was distributed of the completion and availability of

the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The initial public review and comment period for the Draft EIR was

from November 20, 2006 to January 22, 2007 (60 days). This was subsequently extended by the Regional

Planning Commission to February 20, 2007. To ensure public access to the Draft EIR, copies of the

document were made available for review at three local libraries, as well as the Department of Regional

Planning offices. In addition, the Draft EIR was made available on the Department of Regional

Planning's website.

In addition, there have been two public hearings before the County's Regional Planning Commission

concerning the Landmark Village project and associated EIR. The public hearings took place on

January 31 and February 28, 2007. Notices of public hearing were mailed to property owners within a

1,000-foot radius of the Landmark Village property. Additional notices of the public hearings were sent

to those on a courtesy mailing list for projects in the Newhall and Castaic Canyon Zoned Districts. Public

hearing notices also were published in two local newspapers, and large public hearing notices were

1 As stated, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan does not rely on SWP supplies.
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posted on the subject property along State Route 126. At the two public hearings, all interested persons

were given an opportunity to testify concerning the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The project applicant

has also met with several entities and organizations to solicit input on the Landmark Village project and

associated EIR. Oftentimes, the meetings included site visits or tours of the project site. For example, the

applicant provided several informational presentations to the City of Santa Clarita. The applicant also

met with the Audubon Society on October 25, 2006, May 8, 30, and July 30, 2007. In addition, on January

4, 2007, the applicant met with the United Water Conservation District in Ventura County, and, on

January 9, 2007, met with representatives of the City of Fillmore in Ventura County. A further meeting

took place between the applicant and the County of Ventura on January 16, 2007. The applicant also met

with representatives of Friends of the Santa Clara River on December 11, 2006 and January 18, 2007.

Presentations also were made to the Castaic Area Town Council on April 18, May 16, and July 18, 2007.

As noted above, several comments received to date requested additional time to review the Landmark

Village Draft EIR. In response, County staff recommended, and the Regional Planning Commission

granted, a continuance of the public comment period on the Draft EIR to February 20, 2007, providing a

92-day comment period on the Draft EIR.

At the Regional Planning Commission's last public hearing (February 28, 2007), the Commission closed

the public hearing and directed staff to return with a final EIR and other information, and to notify

interested parties of the next scheduled Regional Planning Commission meeting on the project. If the

Regional Planning Commission recommends certification of the Final EIR and approval of the Landmark

Village project, the matter will be referred to the County's Board of Supervisors for one or more

additional noticed public hearings. Further opportunities will be made available for agency and public

comments on the Final EIR to the Board of Supervisors prior to the final hearing.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 4: CLWA'S 41,000 AFY WATER TRANSFER

Comments have been submitted on the Landmark Village Draft EIR claiming that the EIR should not

include or rely on the transfer in 1999 to Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) of 41,000 acre-feet per year

(afy) of State Water Project (SWP) Table A water supplies (41,000 afy water transfer). The comments state

that the EIR should not include or rely on CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer because it is not final and is

the subject of litigation. In addition, comments state that the 41,000 afy water transfer is “further

compromised” by recent court decisions concerning regional water supplies. It is asserted that these

litigation challenges create uncertainty regarding the availability and reliability of water supplies for the

Santa Clarita Valley.

In response to all comments concerning CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer, it should be emphasized that

the Landmark Village Draft EIR, at pp. 4.10-3 through 4.10-4, makes clear that the Landmark Village

project does not rely on CLWA’s SWP supplies, including the 41,000 afy water transfer. Instead, as stated

in the Draft EIR, Landmark Village will use local groundwater and recycled water from local water

reclamation plants to meet the project’s potable and non-potable water demand. (Id., p. 4.10-3.)

Although Landmark Village does not rely on SWP supplies, the Draft EIR provided an extensive

assessment of CLWA’s imported SWP supplies for information purposes.

Based on that assessment, and for the reasons discussed below, the County has made the following

factual determinations: (a) the Landmark Village project does not rely on SWP supplies; instead, the

project will use local groundwater and recycled water from local water reclamation plants to meet the

project's potable and non-potable water demands; and (b) it is appropriate for the Santa Clarita Valley to

rely, in part, on CLWA’s SWP water supplies, including the 41,000 afy water transfer, despite the

litigation and other uncertainties that are disclosed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, pp. 4.10-44

through 4.10-57, and in this response below.

SWP Overview

As stated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Landmark Village does not rely on SWP supplies. Instead,

Landmark Village will use local groundwater and recycled water from local water reclamation plants to

meet the project’s potable and non-potable water demand. Nonetheless, for information purposes, the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, at pp. 4.10-44 through 4.10-49, provided an overview of the SWP. The

overview provided below further elaborates on the SWP, CLWA’s 41,000 afy water acquisition, and

associated issues.
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From 1951 through 1959, the California Legislature authorized and funded construction of the SWP

facilities, which are managed and operated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR).

SWP water supplies are used for both urban and agricultural uses throughout California.1 The SWP

facilities consist of a complex system of dams, reservoirs, power plants, pumping plants, canals and

aqueducts to deliver water throughout California.

At the inception of the SWP, DWR entered into individual water supply contracts with agricultural and

urban water suppliers (SWP contractors). The contracts were the method used to fund construction and

operation of the SWP facilities for the delivery of water to the SWP contractors. Each such contract sets

forth the annual amount of water to which a SWP contractor is contractually entitled, which is stated in

“Table A” to the contract (Table A Amount or allocation). However, the amount of SWP water actually

available for delivery in any year may be an amount less than the contractor’s maximum Table A amount

due to hydrology, operational constraints, environmental constraints, and a number of other factors. The

Table A Amount was previously referred to as "SWP entitlement."2

There are currently 29 SWP contractors that have entered into water supply contracts with DWR. A SWP

contractor may annually request that DWR deliver water in the following year in any amount up to the

SWP contractor’s Table A Amount. The SWP contracts provide that in a year when DWR is unable to

deliver the full amount of contractor requests, deliveries to contractors are reduced so that total deliveries

equal total available supply for that year. CLWA’s annual contractual Table A Amount is 95,200 afy. In

the fall of each year, CLWA, along with all the other SWP contractors, submits a request to DWR for an

allocation for the following year. DWR utilizes the factors noted above to “allocate” water among all

contractors who have made requests, so that each contractor receives a percentage of its Table A Amount.

For example, if the SWP allocation is 40 percent of the Table A Amounts, each contractor could receive 40

percent of its Table A Amount. If the allocation is 100 percent (as in 2006), each SWP contractor could

receive the entire contractual Table A Amount.

The 41,000 afy water transfer amount is not kept “separate” as some have suggested. Since 2000, DWR

has included the 41,000 afy in the Table A Amount that is allocated in all allocations made to CLWA

(based on its total annual allocation of 95,200 acre-feet). DWR has delivered and the CLWA service area

1 Urban water uses also are referred to as “municipal and industrial,” or “M&I,” uses.
2 As stated by the Court of Appeal in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles

(2003) 106 Cal.App.4th 715, SWP Table A "entitlements" are not equivalent to actual deliveries of water because
the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery in any given year may be an amount less than the Table
A Amount. For example, the amount of SWP water actually available for delivery in any given year may be
reduced due to several factors, including drought periods, increased SWP operational constraints, environmental
water requirements/constraints (e.g., the listing of several fish species as endangered or threatened or the
protection of listed fish species due to pumping, etc.), water quality concerns, and other factors.
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has received water supply, including a percentage of the 41,000 afy, since calendar year 2000. While SWP

contractors that receive water from the Delta currently hold Table A Amounts totaling approximately

4.13 million afy, the amount of Table A water actually delivered by the SWP may be less in some years

due to hydrology, and operational and environmental constraints. However, by way of example, in 2006,

given existing SWP facilities, hydrology, operational and environmental conditions, and SWP contractor

demands, the SWP was available to meet 100 percent of the SWP contractors’ Table A requests this year.3

This 100 percent allocation of the Table A Amount to SWP contractors would add up to 4.13 million afy,

distributed among the SWP contractors.4 In sharp contrast, in 2007, DWR announced that its final 2007

water allocation to the SWP Contractors would be reduced to 60 percent.5 DWR also advised SWP

Contractors to begin implementation of any additional water conservation measures available to them

because, for 2007, the Sacramento region is listed as a “dry” water year, and the San Joaquin region is

listed as a “critically dry” water year. (Id.) Because of these conditions, DWR further advised that water

allocations for 2008 could be low if a below average water year materializes. (Id.)

For further illustration, in 2003, DWR approved deliveries of Table A Amount allocations, totaling 3.71

million acre-feet (or 90% of the 4.13 million acre-foot Table A Amount).6 In 2002, DWR approved

deliveries of Table A Amounts, totaling 2.89 million acre-feet (70%).7 In 2001, DWR approved deliveries

of Table A Amounts, totaling 1.61 million acre-feet (39%),8 and in 2000, DWR approved deliveries of

Table A Amounts, totaling 3.42 million acre-feet (90%).9 Thus, as shown, this available supply can vary

significantly from year-to-year.

CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer Acquisition

In 1999, CLWA purchased 41,000 afy of SWP Table A Amount from Kern County Water Agency

(KCWA), acting on behalf of its member district, Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District. This

3 See, DWR “News for Immediate Release,” dated April 18, 2006, which is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
4 The original long-term water supply contracts between DWR and the SWP contractors assumed maximum

annual Table A water deliveries of 4.23 million afy, assuming full development of the SWP. Currently, the
maximum Table A Amounts for the SWP contractors that receive their supply from the Delta total
approximately 4.13 million afy. (See, Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10 [SWP Delivery Reliability
Report 2005, April 2007]).

5 See, DWR Notice to SWP Contractors, dated May 23, 2007, which is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
6 See, DWR Bulletin 132-04, Management of the California State Water Project, September 2005, excerpts of which

are provided in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
7 See, DWR Bulletin 132-03, December 2004 (Appendix B of this Final EIR).
8 See, DWR Bulletin 132-02, January 2004 (Appendix B of this Final EIR).
9 See, DWR Bulletin 132-01, December 2002 (Appendix B of this Final EIR).
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purchase brought CLWA’s total annual SWP Table A Amount to 95,200 afy; that purchase is generally

referred to as the 41,000 afy water transfer.

The 41,000 afy water transfer was memorialized in a DWR/CLWA water supply contract amendment

(Amendment No. 18), which reflects the increase in CLWA’s annual allocation of SWP Table A Amounts

from 54,200 afy to 95,200 afy. This increase reflects the permanent allocation of the 41,000 afy to CLWA

(95,200 - 54,200 = 41,000).10 As reported in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the 41,000 afy water transfer

has been completed, CLWA paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table A Amount, the

monies have been delivered, the sales price has been financed through CLWA by tax-exempt bonds, and

DWR increased CLWA’s SWP Table A allocation, starting in calendar year 2000, because it was a

permanent transfer/reallocation of SWP Table A water between SWP contractors.

Some comments have suggested that CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer has not been approved by DWR.

This is not correct. The 41,000 afy water transfer was approved by DWR on March 31, 1999, in the fully-

executed amendment to CLWA’s water supply contract (Amendment No. 18). Other comments have

asserted that the 41,000 afy water transfer was not a “permanent” transfer of SWP Table A water. This

also is incorrect. As stated by DWR in Bulletin 132-00, dated December 2001, at page 94, Amendment

No. 18 “provided for the permanent transfer of 41,000 afy of SWP agricultural entitlement by CLWA from

KCWA, . . . The transfer is consistent with implementation of the Monterey Amendment, which provides

for the permanent transfer of up to 130,000 afy of agricultural entitlement to urban agencies.” (italics

added.) Importantly, since 2000, DWR has included the 41,000 afy in all allocations made to CLWA, based

on CLWA’s total annual Table A allocation of 95,200 acre-feet.11

To further support the fact that CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer was a “permanent”

transfer/reallocation of SWP Table A Amount from one SWP contractor to another, in Bulletin 132-04

(September 2005), at page 120, DWR identified all eight Table A transfers, including the 41,000 afy water

transfer, as “permanent” transfers under the Monterey Amendments. Furthermore, DWR has confirmed

that the parties to the Monterey Settlement Agreement “recognize that the Kern-Castaic Lake Water

Agency 41,000 afy Table A transfer is subject to pending litigation and agree that jurisdiction with respect

to that litigation remain[s] in the Los Angeles County Superior Court and that nothing in the [Monterey

10 A copy of “Amendment No. 18 to the Water Supply Contract between the State of California, Department of
Water Resources and Castaic Lake Water Agency,” dated March 31, 1999, is presented in Appendix 4.10 of the
Landmark Village Draft EIR.

11 Please see Appendix B of this Final EIR for DWR’s “Notices to State Water Project Contractors” informing them
of increases or decreases in approved Table A Amounts from 2000 to 2006. In the 2006 Notice, CLWA’s Table A
allocation is shown as 95,200 afy, and in all of the prior Notices, CLWA’s Table A allocation is shown in two
places, once under the “San Joaquin Valley” heading, which shows the allocation at 12,700 afy, and again under
the “Southern California” heading, which shows the allocation at 82,500 afy, totaling 95,200 afy.
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Settlement Agreement] is intended to predispose the remedies or other actions that may occur in the

pending litigation.” In that same Bulletin, at page 120, DWR has also pointed out that the potential

environmental effects of all eight “permanent Table A transfers” under the Monterey Amendments,

including the 41,000 afy water transfer, will be analyzed in DWR's new Monterey EIR.12 (The Monterey

Amendments and related Monterey Settlement Agreement are discussed in further detail below.)

Monterey Amendments

In 1994, disputes arose among DWR and many agricultural and urban SWP contractors regarding the

availability and distribution of water through SWP facilities. To avoid potential litigation, those parties

met in Monterey, California, to attempt to resolve their ongoing disputes and, after negotiations, they

agreed to a statement of principles, which became known as the “Monterey Agreement.” The Monterey

Agreement, signed by DWR and many of the agricultural and urban SWP contractors, established

principles to be incorporated into contract amendments (the “Monterey Amendments”), which were

primarily intended to increase the reliability of all SWP water supplies, stabilize SWP’s rate structure, and

increase water management flexibility for all SWP contractors. To date, all but two SWP contractors have

accepted the Monterey Amendments. The Monterey Amendments included, among other benefits, water

transfers among SWP contractors. Specifically, under the Monterey Amendments, SWP contractors may

transfer unneeded Table A water to other contractors on a permanent basis, which provides financial

relief from SWP charges for the seller and additional water supplies for the buyer. The Monterey

Amendments have facilitated the transfer of 130,000 afy of SWP Table A Amounts from agricultural to

urban SWP contractors.13 Many such transfers were implemented soon after the Monterey Amendments

became effective.

Environmental Review Of Monterey Amendments and Subsequent Litigation

A Program EIR was prepared and certified to analyze the environmental effects of implementing the

Monterey Agreement/Monterey Amendments. The adequacy of the Program EIR was challenged in

litigation filed in 1995 in the Sacramento County Superior Court, and the Superior Court upheld the

adequacy of the Program EIR. Before and after the Sacramento County trial court’s decision, DWR and

the agricultural and urban SWP contractors who had executed the Monterey Agreement began

12 See, DWR Bulletin 132-04 (September 2005), p. 120 (Appendix B of this Final EIR).
13 Neither the Monterey Agreement nor the Monterey Amendments created a new right to carry out permanent

transfers of SWP Table A Amounts. That right had existed since the early 1960s through Article 41 of the SWP
contracts. The Monterey Amendments simply provided a vehicle through which the SWP agricultural
contractors promised that they would support such Article 41 transfers up to 130,000 acre-feet. The Monterey
Amendments also did not limit the SWP contractors' rights to implement permanent transfers under existing law
other than those described in the Monterey Amendments. (See, e.g., Water Code §§382, 383.)
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implementing various amendment provisions, including the completion of permanent transfers of Table

A Amounts among agricultural and urban SWP contractors. Again, CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer

was one of eight water transfers effectuated by the Monterey Amendments. The trial court’s decision was

subsequently appealed. On appeal, the petitioners sought a writ to prevent further implementation of the

Monterey Agreement during the appeal. However, the appellate court denied the requested writ.

The appellate court ultimately reversed the trial court’s decision. The appellate court held that the

Program EIR was improperly prepared by the Central Coast Water Agency, as “Lead Agency” under

CEQA, rather than by DWR, which should have been the “Lead Agency.” The appellate court also found

that the EIR did not sufficiently discuss implementation of a “no project” alternative, and concluded that

a new EIR must be prepared and certified.

The appellate court then remanded the case to the Sacramento County trial court and directed that the

trial court issue a writ of mandate vacating certification of the EIR and retaining jurisdiction until DWR,

as lead agency, prepared and certified an EIR in accordance with CEQA. The appellate court further

directed that the trial court consider whether the Monterey Amendments may continue to be

implemented while the new EIR is being prepared. (Planning & Conservation League v. Department of Water

Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892.)

The appellate court decision invalidated certification of the Program EIR, but did not set aside, invalidate

or otherwise vacate the Monterey Amendments or enjoin the water transfers effected thereunder.

Instead, the appellate court directed the trial court to consider under CEQA whether the Monterey

Amendments should remain in place pending DWR’s preparation of a new EIR, and to retain jurisdiction

pending certification of that EIR. In addition, no court orders have ever been issued to “stay” further

implementation of the Monterey Amendments.

The Monterey Settlement Agreement

In March 2001, before the Sacramento County trial court had acted on remand, the parties to the PCL

litigation entered into settlement negotiations. In May 2003, DWR, Central Coast Water Authority,

Planning and Conservation League, certain SWP contractors (including CLWA) and other entities entered

into a final settlement of the PCL litigation (the “Monterey Settlement Agreement”).14 Under the

Monterey Settlement Agreement, the parties expressly agreed that the SWP would continue to be

14 The Monterey Settlement Agreement is presented in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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administered and operated in accordance with both the Monterey Amendments and terms of the

Monterey Settlement Agreement:

“Pending the Superior Court's issuance of an order discharging the writ of mandate in
the underlying litigation, the Parties will jointly request that the Superior Court enter an
order approving this Settlement Agreement, and an order, pursuant to California Public
Resources Code Section 21168.9, authorizing on an interim basis the administration and
operation of the SWP. . . in accordance with the Monterey Amendments, [and] the terms
of this Settlement Agreement. . .” (Final EIR, Appendix B [Monterey Settlement
Agreement, p. 9])

The Monterey Settlement Agreement did not set aside, invalidate or otherwise vacate the Monterey

Amendments, or any of the water transfers effectuated under the Monterey Amendments. On June 6,

2003, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued the requested order, pursuant to CEQA (Public

Resources Code Section 21168.9), approving both the Monterey Settlement Agreement and the

administration and operation of the SWP pursuant to the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the

approved agreement.15

Section III(C)(4) of the Monterey Settlement Agreement required DWR to carry out an “[a]nalysis of the

potential environmental effects relating to” eight water transfers under the Monterey Amendments,

seven so-called “Attachment E Transfers” and the 41,000 afy water transfer, also referred to in the

agreement as the “Kern-Castaic Transfer.” Further, the Monterey Settlement Agreement obligated DWR

to evaluate all eight of the water transfers in the same manner, even though seven of them, defined in the

agreement as the “Attachment E Transfers,” were no longer subject to legal challenge (See, Final EIR,

Appendix B [Monterey Settlement Agreement, Sections III(C)(4), III(D), III(E), pp. 11–12]). The point of

the DWR review of the eight transfers was not to determine whether to continue the transfers, because

seven of them were final and beyond CEQA re-consideration, and the eighth, the 41,000 afy transfer, was

also a permanent transfer, but it was still subject to litigation. Rather, the point of the DWR review of all

eight transfers was to examine the environmental effects of all of the transfers, in addition to other factors

included within the Monterey Amendments.

In fact, Section III(D) of the Monterey Settlement Agreement affirmed that none of the parties could

challenge the effectiveness or validity of the Attachment E Transfers, which had been litigated in other

forums or had become final without challenge by the expiration of applicable statutes of limitations.

According to CLWA and other signatories to the Agreement, this is why Section III(D) referred to the

Attachment E Transfers as "final." (See, Final EIR, Appendix B [Monterey Settlement Agreement,

Section III(D), p. 12]). The 41,000 afy water transfer was not included among the Attachment E transfers,

15 The Sacramento County trial court's order is presented in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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only because the 41,000 afy water transfer was then under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County

Superior Court and that litigation was ongoing.16

Section III(E) protected the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Superior Court in connection with the

then-pending CEQA litigation challenging the validity of CLWA’s EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer.

Section III(E) states, in part: “nothing in this Settlement Agreement is intended to predispose the

remedies or other actions that may occur in that pending litigation.” As set forth below, Section III(E)

provides:

“Acknowledgement and Agreement Regarding Kern-Castaic Transfer [the 41,000 afy
water transfer]. With respect to Section III(C)(4)(b) regarding the Kern-Castaic Transfer,
the Parties recognize that such water transfer is subject to pending litigation in the Los
Angeles County Superior Court following remand from the Second District Court of
Appeal. (See Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, 95
Cal.App.4th 1373, 116 Cal.Rptr.2d 54 (2002); review denied April 17, 2002.) The Parties
agree that jurisdiction with respect to that litigation should remain in that court and that
nothing in this Settlement Agreement is intended to predispose the remedies or other
actions that may occur in that pending litigation.” (Emphasis added.) (Final EIR,
Appendix B [Monterey Settlement Agreement, Section III(E), p. 12])

The Monterey Settlement Agreement does not preclude CLWA, a signatory to that agreement, from using

the 41,000 afy water transfer as part of its overall SWP Table A supplies for planning purposes. First, the

language of the Monterey Settlement Agreement, quoted above, does not state that CLWA may not rely

on the 41,000 afy water transfer (also referred to as the Kern-Castaic transfer). Second, nothing in the

Monterey Settlement Agreement precludes a project EIR from referencing and using all of CLWA’s SWP

Table A supplies in analyzing available water supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley. Given that the 41,000

afy water transfer was specifically covered by the Monterey Settlement Agreement, if the parties to that

agreement had intended to preclude reliance on the 41,000 afy water transfer, they surely could and

would have spelled out that prohibition. Rather than prohibiting CLWA or others from relying on the

41,000 afy water transfer, the Monterey Settlement Agreement made it clear that the transfer was (and

remains today) under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Superior Court.

In addition, the Monterey Settlement Agreement allows implementation of the Monterey Amendments

and validates the water transfers that already had taken place by the time that agreement took effect. The

16 In Section VII(I), the parties further agreed that, should the certification of DWR's new EIR be challenged, the
challenging parties must stipulate to the continued administration and operation of the SWP during the
pendency of that challenge, and, should that challenge be successful, during any future challenges to future
DWR EIR's. In turn, Section VII(I), subdivision (1), limits the grounds on which DWR’s return to the writ of
mandate can be legally challenged, and Section VII(J) prohibits any future litigation challenging the validity of
any Monterey Amendments (or any portions thereof). Finally, Sections VII(L) and IX provide that all disputes
regarding the Monterey Settlement Agreement must be mediated.
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only reason the 41,000 afy water transfer was not included on the list of “final” transfers in Attachment E

to that agreement was that it was the subject of ongoing litigation. The 41,000 afy water transfer was both

a permanent and final reallocation of SWP Table A Amounts from one SWP contractor to another

(CLWA), just as were the other seven transfers; the pending 41,000 afy water transfer litigation did not

convert that transfer from permanent to temporary.

Importantly, DWR, itself, includes the 41,000 afy to CLWA in its published “Notices to State Water

Project Contractors.” For example, on April 18, 2006, DWR sent its notice to SWP contractors stating that

DWR was increasing its allocation of 2006 SWP water to its contractors. The table attached to that Notice

listed all such contractors’ Table A Amounts, and their approved allocations. CLWA’s Table A Amount

is listed under the Southern California heading in the amount of 95,200 afy, which includes CLWA’s

41,000 afy. If DWR did not consider CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer to be both a permanent and final

reallocation of SWP Table A Amounts, it would not publish CLWA’s total Table A allocation at 95,200

afy.17

Contrary to comments received to date, which attempt to place a cloud over CLWA’s reliance upon the

41,000 afy water transfer, the terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement make clear that the agreement

was intended to protect the Los Angeles County Superior Court's jurisdiction in the pending 41,000 afy

water transfer litigation. That agreement did not characterize the 41,000 afy water transfer as non-final or

non-permanent. And, nothing in that agreement prohibited any party, agency, or other entity from

relying on the 41,000 afy water transfer for planning purposes.

CLWA Environmental Review Of 41,000 AFY Water Transfer And Litigation

Prior to completion of the 41,000 afy water transfer, the proposed transfer was the subject of

environmental review by CLWA and KCWA and its member district. The agencies selling the 41,000 afy

of SWP Table A Amount to CLWA assessed the environmental consequences of the proposed transfer

within their service area in a Final EIR, dated June 1998. That EIR was certified in 1998 and was not

challenged in court. As a result, that EIR is conclusively presumed to be valid (Pub. Res. Code §21167.2).

CLWA also prepared a supplemental Final EIR, which assessed the environmental effects of CLWA’s

acquisition of the 41,000 afy within its service area. The Board of Directors of CLWA certified the

Supplemental Final EIR in March 1999. Thereafter, in April 1999, a lawsuit was brought in the Los

Angeles County Superior Court challenging the adequacy of the EIR under CEQA (Friends of the Santa

Clara River, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et al., Case No. BS 056954, also referred to as “Friends”). The

17 DWR’s April 18, 2006, Notice to State Water Project Contractors is presented in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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Los Angeles County trial court in the Friends litigation ruled in favor of CLWA and upheld the adequacy

of the EIR under CEQA.

In October 2000, the Friends petitioners filed an appeal. During the pendency of the Friends appeal, the

Third District Court of Appeal issued the PCL decision, which found the Monterey EIR inadequate and

ordered it decertified. On appeal in Friends, the Second District Court of Appeal considered the Friends

petitioners' multiple arguments, and concluded that CLWA's EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer must be

decertified, not because the EIR was substantially inadequate or failed to support the analysis of the

transfer’s approval, but only because it had been “tiered” from the Monterey EIR, recently found to be

inadequate:

“We have examined all of appellant's other contentions and find them to be without
merit. If the PCL/tiering problem had not arisen, we would have affirmed the
judgment.”18

Nonetheless, like the Third District Court of Appeal in the PCL decision, the Second District Court of

Appeal in Friends refused to issue any ruling affecting CLWA’s ability to continue to rely on the 41,000

afy water transfer, leaving it to the trial court's discretion whether or not to enjoin CLWA’s use of the

water pending its completion of a new EIR.

In December 2002, on remand to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, the Friends petitioners sought to

enjoin CLWA's use of, and reliance upon, the 41,000 afy water transfer under CEQA, but the trial court

rejected that request. Specifically, the trial court maintained its jurisdiction over the matter and

authorized CLWA to utilize any of the 41,000 afy subject to the following order:

“Respondent [CLWA] will not be prohibited from using the water to which it is entitled,
but Petitioner may renew its application for such prohibition based upon evidence of the
actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers improper.”19

The Friends petitioners never pursued the trial court’s suggestion for them to “renew” their request to

prohibit the use of the 41,000 afy water transfer “based upon evidence of the actual use of such additional

water for purposes it considers improper.” Instead, the Friends petitioners appealed the trial court’s

judgment and, again, requested that the use of the 41,000 afy water transfer be prohibited.

18 The January 2002 Friends decision, Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2002) 95
Cal.App.4th 1373, provides useful factual background information concerning the Monterey Amendments, the
Monterey Amendments EIR, water transfers authorized by the Monterey Amendments, the local agency
environmental review of the 41,000 afy water transfer, CLWA’s acquisition of the 41,000 afy, and the relationship
between the PCL decision and the Friends decision.

19 For the trial court's decision, please refer to Appendix B, p. 2 ¶6, of this Final EIR.
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However, on December 1, 2003, in an unpublished decision, the Second District Court of Appeal affirmed

the trial court's ruling allowing CLWA to utilize and rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer pending

completion of its new EIR.20 Significantly, petitioners and others in the Friends II decision argued that the

trial court’s determination of whether to enjoin CLWA’s use of the 41,000 afy water transfer should be

based on the status of the PCL litigation and DWR’s new EIR for the Monterey Amendments. In making

that argument, they relied on language in the original Friends decision in which the Court of Appeal

suggested that as one option CLWA “may be able to cure the PCL problem by awaiting action by the DWR

complying with the PCL decision, then issuing a subsequent EIR, supplement to EIR, or addendum to

EIR. . . tiering upon a newly certified Monterey Agreement EIR.”21 The Court of Appeal in Friends II,

however, rejected this argument, explaining:

“Amici misapprehend our directions to the trial court. As explained above, those
directions are found in the dispositional language of our opinion. That language directed
the trial court, inter alia, to "consider such orders it deems appropriate under
[Pub.Res.Code] section 21168.9." [Citation.] That section grants the trial court broad
powers to fashion equitable relief. [Note.] Amici's argument that the exercise of said
discretion was to be based upon the status of either the PCL litigation or the new EIR for
the Monterey Agreement is at odds with the clear dispositional language we employed.
The two paragraphs in our opinion upon which amici rely were merely suggestions as to
how respondent could proceed and a statement that, in exercising its discretion whether
to grant equitable relief pending completion of a new EIR for this project, the trial court
could ascertain, and if it so chose, rely upon the status of the PCL litigation and new
Monterey Agreement EIR.” (Emphasis added; Landmark Village Final EIR, Appendix B
[Friends II, p. 17])

The Court of Appeal not only refused to enjoin the 41,000 afy water transfer, but also made it clear that

CLWA's use of that water is not legally bound to either the PCL litigation or to DWR's new EIR for the

Monterey Amendments.

Accordingly, neither the PCL litigation, the Monterey Settlement Agreement, nor the Friends or Friends II

litigation has changed the status of the 41,000 afy water transfer from a permanent, final allocation of

SWP Table A water to a “temporary or non-final” water transfer. On the contrary, the Monterey

Settlement Agreement specifically provides that the SWP will continue to be administered and operated

in accordance with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the Settlement Agreement, and the

Friends trial court issued its Judgment permitting CLWA to continue to use the 41,000 afy, a decision that

the Second District Court of Appeal affirmed. Thus, the two courts charged with responsibility over the

20 For the Court of Appeal's unpublished opinion, please refer to Appendix B of this Final EIR [Friends of the Santa
Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, 2003 WL 22839353 (Friends II)].

21 Please see Appendix B of this Final EIR (Friends II, p. 16).
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41,000 afy water transfer have determined that CLWA may use the water to which it is entitled pending

preparation of CLWA’s new EIR.

Furthermore, CLWA completed and, on December 22, 2004, certified its new EIR on the 41,000 afy water

transfer. The CLWA 2004 EIR fully analyzed the environmental implications of the 41,000 afy water

transfer without tiering from the Monterey EIR.22 On December 30, 2004, CLWA lodged the certified

Final EIR with the Los Angeles County Superior Court, as part of its “return” to the trial court’s writ of

mandate issued by the trial court as directed in the Friends I decision. There was no opposition filed to

CLWA’s return, which challenged the adequacy of CLWA’s 1999 EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer.

On February 1, 2005, petitioner, Friends of the Santa Clara River, filed a request for entry of a dismissal

with prejudice of the Friends I action, which was subsequently entered by the Los Angeles County

Superior Court, terminating the Friends I action.

CLWA’s 2004 EIR is currently the subject of two pending petitions for writ of mandate under CEQA

challenging the adequacy of that EIR. The petitions were filed in January 2005 and later consolidated in

California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, Los Angeles County Superior Court

No. BS098724, Hon. James C. Chalfant, presiding. On April 2, 2007, Judge Chalfant issued a Statement of

Decision (Chalfant Decision).

In the Chalfant Decision, the trial court rejected all of petitioners’ arguments and found that CLWA’s 2004

EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer “was properly prepared except for one defect – it fails to show the

analytical route as to how and why the three allocations of pre-Monterey Amendments, pre-Monterey

Amendments without Article 18, and post-Monterey Amendments are relevant and would occur.”

(Chalfant Decision, p. 30.)

Importantly, the trial court found that CLWA may act as the lead agency for the 41,000 afy water transfer.

(Id.) The trial court also found that the 41,000 afy water transfer is final and valid, and may not be

terminated by the parties or DWR. (Chalfant Decision, p. 13.) In addition, the trial court made it clear

that CLWA “is not directed to set aside the [41,000 afy] water transfer.” (Chalfant Decision, p. 30.)

Nonetheless, because of the one defect identified in the 2004 EIR, the trial court granted in part the

petitions for writ of mandate, and will issue a writ commanding CLWA to set aside its approval of the

2004 EIR, and to comply with CEQA, either through the preparation of a new EIR or other environmental

documents, such as an addendum, addressing the analytic route of the three water allocations. (Id.)

On July 12, 2007, petitioners filed an appeal of the Chalfant Decision, and CLWA filed a cross-appeal.

22 CLWA’s Draft and Final EIR (SCH No. 1998041127) for the 41,000 afy water transfer are found in Appendix 4.10
of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.
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The County has made the factual determination, based on substantial evidence, that it remains

appropriate for the Santa Clarita Valley to rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer as part of CLWA’s SWP

supplies in assessing water supply and demand in the Valley, while acknowledging and disclosing the

potential uncertainty created by the pending litigation. (See also, Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.)

Uncertainties Concerning CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer

Comments state that the pending litigation challenges to CLWA's 2004 EIR for the 41,000 afy transfer, and

DWR’s preparation of a new Monterey Agreement EIR, introduce an element of potential uncertainty

regarding the 41,000 afy water transfer. The County has acknowledged and considered these potential

uncertainties, and has concluded that, based on a review of all the surrounding circumstances, these

events do not significantly affect the availability or reliability of the transfer amount. Therefore, the

County has concluded it is still appropriate to rely on the transfer amount as part of CLWA’s 95,200 afy

Table A Amount for the Santa Clarita Valley, for the reasons discussed below.

 First, the 41,000 afy water transfer was memorialized in 1999 in a DWR/CLWA water supply contract
amendment, and DWR has allocated and annually delivered the water in accordance with the
completed transfer since 2000. At the same time, DWR and KCWA executed Amendment No. 28 to
the water supply contract between these parties, which also provided for the permanent transfer of
the 41,000 afy by KCWA, acting on behalf of its member district, to CLWA, which DWR also stated
was consistent with the implementation of the Monterey Amendments. Neither of these contract
amendments was ever legally challenged, and both are considered permanent and in full force and
effect. In connection with that transfer, CLWA paid approximately $47 million for the additional
41,000 afy Table A supply, the monies have been delivered, the sale price has been financed through
the sale of CLWA tax-exempt bonds, and DWR has approved and amended CLWA’s long-term water
supply contract to reflect the increase in CLWA's SWP Table A Amount, and the permanent transfer
and reallocation of SWP Table A supply between SWP contractors.

 Second, DWR has from its inception treated the 41,000 afy water transfer as a “permanent” Table A
transfer from one SWP contractor to another, and has stated that the transfer is consistent with
implementation of the Monterey Amendments, which provide for the “permanent” transfer of up to
130,000 afy of agricultural Table A Amounts to urban SWP contractors.

 Third, the Monterey Settlement Agreement expressly authorized the operation of the SWP in
accordance with the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the settlement agreement. The
Monterey Amendments, which are still in effect, authorized SWP contractors to transfer unneeded
SWP supply amounts to other contractors on a permanent basis. Specifically, the Monterey
Agreement provisions authorized 130,000 afy of agricultural SWP contractors' entitlements to be
available for sale to urban SWP contractors. CLWA’s 41,000 afy acquisition was a part of the 130,000
afy of SWP Table A supply that was transferred, consistent with the Monterey Amendments. The
41,000 afy transfer was not listed on Attachment E to the Monterey Settlement Agreement with the
other permanent transfers because it was the only permanent transfer that was subject to then
pending litigation (i.e., the Friends I litigation). The Monterey Settlement Agreement otherwise
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treated all eight of the permanent transfers the same, and provided that DWR's new EIR would do so,
as well, as DWR has affirmed in a letter commenting on the CLWA 2004 EIR for the 41,000 afy water
transfer. No other transfers that were part of the 130,000 afy were the subject of litigation.

 Fourth, as to the new Monterey EIR, the Court of Appeal in the 41,000 afy litigation has stated that
CLWA’s use of the 41,000 afy is not legally bound to the PCL litigation, or to DWR’s new Monterey
EIR.

 Fifth, no court has ever enjoined the 41,000 afy water transfer. This fact provides further certainty to
the permanency of the 41,000 afy water transfer.

 Sixth, as stated above, CLWA’s amended water supply contract documenting the 41,000 afy water
transfer remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the validity of the contract
or enjoined the use of this portion of CLWA’s SWP Table A Amount.

 Seventh, although the CLWA’s 2004 EIR was found defective in one respect, the trial court decision
determined that under contract and validation law, the 41,000 afy water transfer, which was entered
into in 1999 and approved by DWR, was valid and final as a matter of law. (Chalfant Decision, pp.
13, 22.) The trial court also found that neither the parties nor DWR can terminate the 41,000 afy water
transfer and that nothing in CEQA permits a public agency to “void a contract.” (Id., p. 13.) While
the Chalfant Decision is a trial court determination only, and subject to appeal, the County
nonetheless concurs with the trial court’s factual findings concerning the validity and finality of the
41,000 afy water transfer.

CLWA Need Not Wait for DWR’s EIR
on the Monterey Agreement/Amendments

Other comments have stated that the Monterey Settlement Agreement requires that DWR's new

Monterey EIR analyze, among others, the 41,000 afy water transfer; and, therefore, water from that

transfer should not be relied upon until DWR completes its new EIR. The response to this claim is

provided below.

First, nothing in either the Monterey Settlement Agreement or the related court orders preclude CLWA

from using or relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer, which remains intact. Second, nothing in the

terms of the Monterey Settlement Agreement precludes CLWA from proceeding with its 2004 EIR to

address the environmental implications of the 41,000 afy water transfer. Again, if the Monterey

Settlement Agreement had intended such a result, then it is reasonable to assume that provisions would

have been included in that agreement making it clear that CLWA could not proceed with its own EIR on

the 41,000 afy water transfer. In fact, no such provisions were included in the Monterey Settlement

Agreement, because such provisions would have interfered with the jurisdiction of another court in the

separately pending 41,000 afy water transfer litigation.
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Third, although the Monterey Settlement Agreement requires the new Monterey EIR to analyze the

potential environmental effects relating to CLWA's 41,000 afy water transfer as well as the other

permanent transfers, it does not, and cannot, preclude CLWA from conducting its own environmental

review of that transfer. Indeed, CLWA was required by court order to prepare a new EIR to address the

environmental implications of the 41,000 afy water transfer.23 In the meantime, however, there are no

court orders precluding CLWA from using or relying on that water supply.

In addition, CLWA already has completed and certified the 2004 EIR, which has addressed the

environmental impacts of the 41,000 afy water transfer, without tiering from, or relying on, the decertified

1995 Monterey EIR. Although that EIR has been found defective in one respect by the trial court, the

court rejected petitioners’ argument that CLWA was required to wait until DWR completes its own EIR

on the Monterey Agreement/Amendments. In doing so, the court found that, since the 41,000 afy transfer

is a separate project from that analyzed in DWR’s Monterey EIR in both substance and time (Chalfant

Decision, p. 16–20), CLWA’s decision to prepare its EIR before DWR’s Monterey EIR was proper,

particularly because the CLWA EIR did not impermissibly tier from DWR’s future EIR (Id., at pp. 20–21).

In short, nothing in CEQA or any law, regulation, or agreement constrains or limits CLWA’s discretion to

use the 41,000 afy water transfer.

For all these reasons, the County has determined that it remains appropriate to rely on the 41,000 afy

water transfer as part of CLWA’s SWP Table A water supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley. Furthermore,

the County has previously made factual determinations about whether the 41,000 afy water transfer may

be relied upon for planning purposes despite known legal uncertainties. At that time, the County

previously determined it was reasonable to conclude that even if a court finds the CLWA 2004 EIR legally

deficient, that court, like all others before it, will again refuse to enjoin the permanent 41,000 afy water

transfer, and instead require further revisions to that EIR. The County’s prior determination was proven

accurate in the Chalfant Decision. Although the Chalfant Decision was rendered at the trial court level

only, and may likely be appealed by one or more parties, the County's determination remains a valid

forecast in light of the litigation and other events summarized above. (See CEQA Guidelines §15144.)

Therefore, the County has concluded that the pending legal challenges to the 41,000 afy water transfer

give rise to litigation uncertainties and that the County will continue to monitor issues surrounding the

41,000 afy water transfer. However, at this time, the County has determined that the on-going litigation

23 In the Judgment granting the writ of mandate setting aside CLWA's certification of the 41,000 afy EIR, the trial
court specifically retained “jurisdiction until respondent Castaic Lake Water Agency certifies an Environmental
Impact Report that complies with the California Environmental Quality Act and is consistent with the views
expressed by the Court of Appeal Opinion, filed January 10, 2002, Case No. B145283.” (Landmark Village Final
EIR, Appendix B [Judgment Granting Peremptory Writ of Mandate, dated October 25, 2002, p. 2, ¶3].)
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over the 41,000 afy water transfer should have no impact on the amount of SWP water available to CLWA

as a result of the completed 41,000 afy water transfer.

Other Litigation Concerning the 41,000 AFY Transfer

As stated above, Landmark Village does not rely on SWP supplies; instead, Landmark Village will use

local groundwater and recycled water from local water reclamation plants to meet the project’s potable

and non-potable water demand. Nonetheless, for information purposes, the Landmark Village Draft EIR,

at pp. 4.10-52 through 4.10-57, provided a description of litigation concerning the 41,000 afy transfer. The

text below further elaborates on litigation concerning the 41,000 afy water transfer.

California Oak Foundation Decision (Gate-King I)

The CLWA 41,000 afy water transfer has been the subject of recent court decisions. The first court case

involved a published appellate court decision in California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005) 133

Cal.App.4th 1219. In the California Oak Foundation decision, the Court of Appeal invalidated an EIR under

CEQA for the Gate-King project located in the City of Santa Clarita, because the EIR did not explain how

demand for water would be met if the 41,000 afy water transfer were set aside, or, alternatively, why it is

appropriate to rely on the 41,000 afy transfer in any event. In fact, in California Oak Foundation, the court

found that the EIR contained “no discussion at all” of the uncertainty surrounding the 41,000 afy transfer

due to decertification of the EIR for that transfer in Friends I, supra, 95 Cal.App.4th 1373. (Id., California

Oak Foundation, 133 Cal.App.4th at 1236.)

In contrast, here, the Landmark Village project does not rely on CLWA's SWP supplies, including the

41,000 afy transfer; and, therefore, the project does not need those supplies to satisfy its water demand.

Instead, the Landmark Village project relies on local groundwater to meet its potable water demand, and

recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP for its non-potable water demand. Because the Landmark

Village project does not rely on or use CLWA's SWP supplies, the "validity" or "uncertainty" of the 41,000

afy water transfer is not at issue. Nonetheless, both the Landmark Village Draft EIR and this topical

response explain in detail why it is appropriate for the County to rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer as

part of CLWA’s SWP water supplies, despite uncertainties created by pending litigation. This detailed

evaluation of the uncertainties associated with the availability of the 41,000 afy water transfer was not

included in the Gate-King EIR. This omission made the Gate-King EIR vulnerable to legal challenge, in

stark contrast to the comprehensive information and analysis provided in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR. The analysis provided in this EIR, including this topical response, constitutes the substantial

evidence that the California Oak Foundation decision requires a lead agency to undertake with respect to

the 41,000 afy water transfer. (See California Oak Foundation, supra, 133 Cal.App.4th at 1238 [The court

found that the question of whether the 41,000 afy water transfer should be used for planning purposes,
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when its prospective availability is legally uncertain, is a decision that “must be made by the City,” based

on substantial evidence].

California Oak Foundation Decision II (Gate-King II)

On August 15, 2007, in Santa Clarita Oak Conservancy, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita, et al. (Los Angeles

County Superior Court Case No. BS084677), the Los Angeles County Superior Court again addressed the

Gate-King project in the Santa Clarita Valley. In this second round of litigation, the City of Santa Clarita

prepared and recirculated a Final Additional Analysis to the previous 2003 EIR for the Gate-King

Industrial Park project. The additional environmental analysis was conducted in response to the Court of

Appeal's decision, reversing and directing the trial court to issue a writ of mandate vacating the City's

prior certification of the 2003 EIR for the Gate-King project on the grounds that it failed to contain

substantial evidence of sufficient water supplies, including an evaluation of the legal uncertainties

associated with CLWA's 41,000 afy water transfer. (California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005)

133 Cal.App.4th 1219, cited in the paragraph above.) The Court of Appeal found no other deficiencies in

the 2003 EIR. (California Oak Foundation, 133 Cal.App.4th at 1236-41.)

Based upon a lengthy water analysis presented in the Final Additional Analysis for the Gate-King

Industrial Park project, the Superior Court issued a statement of decision finding that the City of Santa

Clarita was not legally precluded from relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer pending completion of

the litigation surrounding the Monterey Agreement and DWR's completion of the new program EIR for

the Monterey Amendments. (Statement of Decision, pp. 6–8.)24 In addition, the Superior Court found

that three prior decisions25 do not preclude the City's reliance on the 41,000 afy water transfer. (Id. p. 9.)

The Superior Court also found that the Monterey Settlement Agreement and DWR's pending EIR on the

Monterey Amendments do not preclude the City from relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer.

(Id. pp. 9–11.) Further, the Superior Court determined that the April 2007 trial court decision invalidating

CLWA's EIR for the 41,000 afy water transfer in California Water Impact Network v. Castaic Lake Water

Agency (Los Angeles County Superior Court No. BS098724) did not undermine or otherwise invalidate

the City's additional environmental analysis with respect to the 41,000 afy water transfer. (Id. pp. 11–13.)

Finally, the Superior Court analyzed the principles set forth in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible

Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, and found that the 41,000 afy water transfer

24 The Superior Court's Statement of Decision in connection with the Gate-King Industrial Park project is found in
Appendix B of this Final EIR.

25 The Superior Court was referring to three prior decisions that the petitioners in the case asserted precluded the
City from relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer. The three decisions were: (1) Planning and Conservation
League v. Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892; (2) Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water
Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373; and (3) California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th
1219.
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was sufficiently reliable to excuse the City from identifying alternative water sources in lieu of the 41,000

afy water transfer.

West Creek Decision

Another court case involved a separate legal challenge under CEQA to an EIR for the West Creek project,

located in Los Angeles County. This separate legal challenge was brought in Santa Barbara County

Superior Court in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles, Case No.

1043805 (West Creek litigation). After a hearing, the Santa Barbara County Superior Court issued an Order

determining that the EIR prepared for the West Creek project contained substantial evidence in the record

to support Los Angeles County’s decision to rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer for planning

purposes.26 The Order noted that substantial evidence appeared in the record to support the County's

decision to rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer, while acknowledging and disclosing the potential

uncertainties involving the 41,000 afy water transfer created by pending litigation. The Order

summarized the evidence, including the fact that: (a) DWR continues to allocate and deliver the water in

accordance with the amended water supply contract authorizing the 41,000 afy transfer; (b) neither the

PCL litigation, nor the Monterey Settlement Agreement set aside any of the water transfers made under

the Monterey Amendments, including the 41,000 afy water transfer; and (c) the courts have not enjoined

CLWA's use of the 41,000 afy water transfer. A copy of the trial court Order in the West Creek litigation is

provided in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The West Creek decision is currently on

appeal, and was argued and submitted for decision on June 13, 2007.

On September 25, 2007, the Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District, Division Six, issued its decision in

connection with the West Creek project. The decision is certified for publication (Santa Clarita

Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (September 25, 2007, No. B189116) 2007

WL2773399).27 In this decision, the Court of Appeal held that the West Creek EIR adequately analyzed

the water supply available to the West Creek project. The Court of Appeal also specifically found that the

EIR adequately evaluated the uncertainties surrounding reliance upon the 41,000 afy water transfer. In

reaching its decision, the Court of Appeal expressly determined that the EIR satisfied the four principles

for assessing adequacy of water supplies, which were recently articulated by the California Supreme

Court in Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th 412. In finding the West Creek EIR adequate in the context of the

Vineyard principles, the Court of Appeal confirmed that the EIR need not evaluate alternative water

26 In contrast to the West Creek project, the Landmark Village project relies upon local groundwater supplies to
meet the project's potable water demands, and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP to meet the
project's non-potable water demands. The Landmark Village project does not rely on CLWA's SWP supplies,
including the 41,000 afy water transfer.

27 The Court of Appeal decision in connection with the West Creek project is found in Appendix B of this Final
EIR.
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sources to the 41,000 afy water transfer because, as stated by the Court of Appeal, the degree of

uncertainty associated with that transfer was "insubstantial." (Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the

Environment v. County of Los Angeles, 2007 WL2773399, at p. 8.)

Riverpark Decision

A third court case raising the same 41,000 afy water transfer issues involves the Riverpark project, located

in the City of Santa Clarita, County of Los Angeles. The Landmark Village Draft EIR discussed the

Riverpark litigation and decision in detail. (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-56.) A copy of the trial court decision in the

Riverpark litigation also was provided in Appendix 4.10 of the Draft EIR.

As stated in the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles County Superior Court issued a decision in the Riverpark

litigation determining that the City of Santa Clarita had properly relied on the 41,000 afy water transfer

for planning purposes, and rejected petitioners’ claims that legal uncertainties surrounding that transfer

due to other litigation (citing Planning and Conservation League, supra, 83 Cal.App.4th 892, Friends I, supra,

95 Cal.App.4th 1373, and California Oak Foundation, supra, 133 Cal.App.4th 1219) precluded the City from

relying on water from that transfer for planning purposes. The court determined that the 41,000 afy

water transfer was sufficiently certain, and that the Monterey Settlement Agreement did not preclude the

City from relying on the transfer in its EIR for the Riverpark project pending DWR’s preparation of a new

Monterey EIR. The court also found that substantial evidence in the EIR and record supported the City’s

decision that water from the 41,000 afy transfer could be relied on as part of CLWA’s supplies.

Since preparation of the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the Riverpark trial court decision was appealed. The

appeal is currently pending, and is in the briefing stages.

2005 UWMP

A fourth court case also raising the same 41,000 afy water transfer issues challenges the adequacy of the

2005 Urban Water Management Plan (2005 UWMP), which was adopted by CLWA and other retail

purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley (California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et

al., Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BS103295). The Landmark Village Draft EIR discussed

this 2005 UWMP litigation. Since preparation of the Draft EIR, the 2005 UWMP litigation was argued and

submitted for decision to the Los Angeles County Superior Court on June 25, 2007.

On August 3, 2007, the Los Angeles County Superior Court upheld the adequacy of the 2005 UWMP.28

In addressing the 2005 UWMP's consideration of the 41,000 afy water transfer, the court noted that all of

the relevant facts, including pending litigation, were disclosed in the 2005 UWMP. The trial court further

28 The Superior Court's Statement of Decision in the 2005 UWMP litigation is found in Appendix B of this Final
EIR.
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found that the 2005 UWMP identified substantial evidence supporting its determination that the 41,000

afy transfer was reliable in spite of the pending litigation, including evidence that: (i) the 41,000 afy

transfer has been allocated and delivered since its creation; (ii) no court has enjoined the 41,000 afy

transfer; (iii) the contracts memorializing the 41,000 afy transfer remain in "full force and effect."

Conclusion

In conclusion, there are two points that should be emphasized. First, Landmark Village does not rely on

SWP supplies; instead, Landmark Village will use local groundwater and recycled water from local water

reclamation plants to meet the project’s potable and non-potable water demand. Second, one of the

primary purposes of this topical response is to respond to public comments regarding the 41,000 afy

water transfer, and to inform decision makers and the public of pending and related litigation concerning

CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer, so that the information can be taken into account in assessing the

overall adequacy of water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley. In making that informed decision, the law

does not require absolute certainty, finality, or freedom from all legal challenges, for a source of water to

be included in overall water supplies. Based on the above information, the County has determined that

CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer is sufficiently certain, so that it is not only permissible but reasonable to

include the 41,000 afy in CLWA’s water supply sources for the Santa Clarita Valley as a whole. However,

the Landmark Village project does not rely on CLWA's SWP supplies or the 41,000 afy transfer, which is

part of those supplies, because the Landmark Village project will use local groundwater supplies to meet

the project's potable water demands and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP to meet the

project's non-potable water demands.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 5: LITIGATION CONCERNING WATER SUPPLIES

Pointing to various litigation matters, comments have stated that there is a probable lack of water

supplies for the Landmark Village project. Other comments cite pending litigation as evidence that the

Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) 41,000 afy water transfer is “further compromised.” These

comments generally take the position that pending litigation creates uncertainty regarding the

availability and reliability of water supplies to serve the Santa Clarita Valley.

The purpose of this topical response is to summarize various statewide, regional, and local litigation

matters concerning water supplies. Before responding in detail, however, the County of Los Angeles

desires to place the water-related litigation challenges into perspective.

CEQA does not provide that merely because a program or project has been challenged in litigation, it

cannot be considered by a lead agency in analyzing the potential impacts of such action. CEQA also does

not require absolute certainty or finality from all litigation challenges before a water source can be

included in a water agency's overall supplies. In addition, the Landmark Village project does not rely on

State Water Project (SWP) supplies, CLWA’s 41,000 afy SWP water transfer, or Central Valley Project

(CVP) supplies; instead, the project will use local groundwater and recycled water from the local Newhall

Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) to meet its potable and non-potable water demand. In that

context, and based on the substantial evidence before it, as discussed below, the County has determined

that: (a) local water supplies for Landmark Village are sufficient to meet the project's potable and non-

potable demands; (b) the Landmark Village project will not contribute to any significant cumulative

impacts on Santa Clarita Valley's water supplies, because Landmark Village is relying only upon local

groundwater and recycled water to meet its potable and non-potable demands; and (c) in any case,

CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer is sufficiently certain, despite litigation, for that water to be reasonably

included in CLWA's overall SWP water supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley as a whole. (See also,

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, pp. 4.10-52-4.10-57; and Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000

AFY Water Transfer.)

Finally, the water supplies identified for Landmark Village are both available and reliable to serve the

project without relying upon CLWA's SWP supplies or the 41,000 afy transfer; and because the project

relies only upon local groundwater and recycled water to meet its potable and non-potable demands, it

does not contribute to any significant cumulative water impacts in the Santa Clarita Valley.
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1. Litigation Concerning The Monterey Amendments and the

CLWA 41,000 AFY Water Transfer

The lawsuits relating to both the Monterey Amendments and CLWA’s 41,000 afy water transfer were

summarized in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, pp. 4.10-52 through 4.10-57, and will not be

repeated in this response. However, this response will highlight relevant litigation since the Landmark

Village Draft EIR was released for public review in November 2006.

(a) Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los
Angeles (2003) 106 Cal.App.4th 715 (West Creek I decision)

In the West Creek I decision issued in February 2003, the Second District Court of Appeal, Division Six,

directed the trial court to issue a writ of mandate ordering the County of Los Angeles to vacate its

certification of the EIR for the West Creek project, a mixed residential and commercial development,

located in the Santa Clarita Valley. In the West Creek I decision, the Court of Appeal held that the

County’s conclusion that water supplies would be sufficient for cumulative development, including West

Creek, was not supported by substantial evidence, because the EIR's cumulative water supply analysis

did not adequately disclose the actual amount of water that the SWP can reliably deliver to CLWA in wet,

average and drought years, and did not discuss or analyze the difference between an “entitlement” to

SWP water and the actual availability of such supplies. The appellate court criticized the EIR’s analysis

because, rather than using estimates from DWR or other reliable sources as to the amount of SWP water

that is actually available in wet, average and drought years, the analysis instead relied upon 100 percent

of CLWA's Table A entitlements in wet and average years, and 50 percent of its Table A entitlements in

drought years, without substantial evidence supporting the validity of those percentages. The appellate

court concluded that the EIR should have discussed the fact that SWP entitlements cannot be taken at face

value, and should have provided reasoned analysis in response to comments raising this problem. The

appellate court directed the trial court to issue a writ of mandate vacating certification of the EIR, and to

retain jurisdiction until the County had certified an EIR complying with CEQA and the views expressed

in the West Creek I decision.

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los
Angeles, Santa Barbara Superior Court Case No. 1043805; Second Appellate
District No. B189116 (West Creek II decision)1

In response to the Court of Appeal’s West Creek I decision and trial court subsequently issued writ of

mandate, the County of Los Angeles prepared a revised EIR to evaluate CLWA’s SWP water supplies

1 A copy of the West Creek II trial court’s “Order After Hearing,” which is currently on appeal, is included in
Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.
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based on the availability, reliability and supply estimates for SWP water in wet, average and drought

years obtained from DWR. The EIR used those estimates to analyze the amount of actual SWP water

reliably available to serve the West Creek project and other cumulative development. After certifying the

revised EIR, the County filed a "return" to the writ of mandate with the trial court in Santa Barbara

County that had retained jurisdiction over the project.

After the hearing, the Santa Barbara County Superior Court issued an “Order After Hearing,”

determining that the revised West Creek EIR contained substantial evidence to support the County's

decision to rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer for planning purposes. The Order noted that, while the

County acknowledged and disclosed the potential uncertainties involving the 41,000 afy water transfer

created by pending litigation, substantial evidence supported the County’s decision to rely on the 41,000

afy water transfer. The Order summarized the evidence, including the facts that: (a) DWR continues to

allocate and deliver the water in accordance with the amended water supply contract authorizing the

41,000 afy transfer; (b) neither the PCL litigation, nor the Monterey Settlement Agreement set aside any of

the water transfers made under the Monterey Amendments, including the 41,000 afy water transfer; (c)

the courts have not enjoined CLWA’s use of the 41,000 afy water transfer; and (d) CLWA had prepared

and certified a new EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer. The project opponents appealed the trial court's

Order discharging the writ.

On September 25, 2007, the Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District, Division Six, issued its second

published decision in connection with the West Creek project (Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the

Environment v. County of Los Angeles (September 25, 2007, No. B189116) 2007 WL2773399).2 In this

decision, the Court of Appeal held that the West Creek EIR adequately analyzed the water supply

available to the West Creek project. The Court of Appeal also specifically found that the EIR adequately

evaluated the uncertainties surrounding reliance upon the 41,000 afy water transfer. In reaching its

decision, the Court of Appeal expressly determined that the EIR satisfied the four principles for assessing

adequacy of water supplies, which were recently articulated by the California Supreme Court in Vineyard,

supra, 40 Cal.4th 412. In finding the West Creek EIR adequate in the context of the Vineyard principles, the

Court of Appeal confirmed that the EIR need not evaluate alternative water sources to the 41,000 afy water

transfer because, as stated by the Court of Appeal, the degree of uncertainty associated with that transfer

was "insubstantial." (Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles, 2007

WL2773399, at p. 8.)

2 The Court of Appeal decision in connection with the West Creek project is found in Appendix B of this Final
EIR.
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(b) California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita
(2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1219 (California Oak decision; Gate-King I)

Comments on the Landmark Village Draft EIR claim that the California Oak decision “overturned” the

project EIR in that case “because it was based on the illegal 41,000 AF water transfer from Kern County.”

(See, letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007, p. 4.) On the contrary, the

California Oak decision did not invalidate the EIR for the Gate-King Industrial Park project in the City of

Santa Clarita “because it was based on the illegal” 41,000 afy water transfer. Instead, as discussed below,

the Court of Appeal found the Gate-King EIR inadequate because the Draft and Final EIR (including

responses to comments): (a) contained “no discussion at all of the uncertainty surrounding” the 41,000 afy

water transfer; (b) did not “mention the decertification” of the CLWA 1999 EIR for the 41,000 afy transfer;

and (c) did not “discuss the fact that [SWP] entitlements are not really entitlements but only ‘paper

water’.” As explained in the California Oak decision, the Gate-King EIR should have included either an

analysis of how demand for water would be met without water from the 41,000 afy transfer, or why it

was appropriate to rely on the 41,000 afy transfer in any event.

As described by the Court of Appeal in the California Oak decision, the Gate-King project proposed to

subdivide property to accommodate the Industrial Park development. The City of Santa Clarita certified

the EIR for the project, and an environmental group challenged the EIR certification on several grounds,

including the City's reliance on the 41,000 afy transfer. The Court of Appeal held that the trial court had

erred in approving the certification of the EIR because the EIR's “discussion” of the 41,000 afy water

transfer in its water supply discussion was inadequate. (The Gate-King Draft EIR contained only four

pages on water supply, which is in sharp contrast to the information presented in the Landmark Village

Draft and Final EIRs.)

Specific to the 41,000 afy transfer, the Court of Appeal found that the City had relied upon the transfer,

but that the EIR contained “no discussion at all” of the legal uncertainty surrounding the 41,000 afy

transfer due to decertification of CLWA’s original EIR for that transfer, and because the EIR relied on

“paper water” contrary to established law, including the West Creek I decision. There was no discussion

in either the Draft EIR or the Final EIR (responses to comments) to support the City’s decision to rely on

the 41,000 afy transfer. The City attempted to cure the EIR’s deficiency by preparing an appendix to the

EIR, submitted just days before the City’s approval of the project. Although the appendix contained

some explanation of the legal uncertainty surrounding the 41,000 afy transfer, the appendix incorrectly

assumed that, even without the 41,000 afy transfer, there would be sufficient supplies to serve the project

by relying on CLWA’s SWP entitlements, without discounting those entitlements by reliability estimates

from DWR. Thus, the appellate court directed that the EIR be decertified because it did not contain

substantial evidence supporting an analysis of how demand for water would be met without the 41,000



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR5-5 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

afy transfer, or in the alternative, why it was appropriate to rely on the 41,000 afy transfer in any event.

Id. at p. 1242.

California Oak Foundation Decision II (Gate-King II)

On August 15, 2007, in Santa Clarita Oak Conservancy, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita, et al. (Los Angeles

County Superior Court Case No. BS084677), the Los Angeles County Superior Court again addressed the

Gate-King project in the Santa Clarita Valley. In this second round of litigation, the City of Santa Clarita

prepared and recirculated a Final Additional Analysis to the previous 2003 EIR for the Gate-King

Industrial Park project. The additional environmental analysis was conducted in response to the Court of

Appeal's decision, reversing and directing the trial court to issue a writ of mandate vacating the City's

prior certification of the 2003 EIR for the Gate-King project on the grounds that it failed to contain

substantial evidence of sufficient water supplies, including an evaluation of the legal uncertainties

associated with CLWA's 41,000 afy water transfer. (California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005)

133 Cal.App.4th 1219, cited in the paragraph above.) The Court of Appeal found no other deficiencies in

the 2003 EIR. (California Oak Foundation, 133 Cal.App.4th at 1236-41.)

Based upon a lengthy water analysis presented in the Final Additional Analysis for the Gate-King

Industrial Park project, the Superior Court issued a statement of decision finding that the City of Santa

Clarita was not legally precluded from relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer pending completion of

the litigation surrounding the Monterey Agreement and DWR's completion of the new program EIR for

the Monterey Amendments. (Statement of Decision, pp. 6–8.)3 In addition, the Superior Court found

that three prior decisions4 do not preclude the City's reliance on the 41,000 afy water transfer. (Id. p. 9.)

The Superior Court also found that the Monterey Settlement Agreement and DWR's pending EIR on the

Monterey Amendments do not preclude the City from relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer. (Id. pp.

9-11.) Further, the Superior Court determined that the April 2007 trial court decision invalidating

CLWA's EIR for the 41,000 afy water transfer in California Water Impact Network v. Castaic Lake Water

Agency (Los Angeles County Superior Court No. BS098724) did not undermine or otherwise invalidate

the City's additional environmental analysis with respect to the 41,000 afy water transfer. (Id. pp. 11-13.)

Finally, the Superior Court analyzed the principles set forth in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible

Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, and found that the 41,000 afy water transfer

3 The Superior Court's Statement of Decision in connection with the Gate-King Industrial Park project is found in
Appendix B of this Final EIR.

4 The Superior Court was referring to three prior decisions that the petitioners in the case asserted precluded the
City from relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer. The three decisions were: (1) Planning and Conservation
League v. Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892; (2) Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water
Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373; and (3) California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th
1219.
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was sufficiently reliable to excuse the City from identifying alternative water sources in lieu of the 41,000

afy water transfer.

(c) Planning and Conservation League v. CLWA, et al., Ventura County Superior
Court No. CIV 231588; and California Water Impact Network v. Castaic Lake
Water District, et al., Ventura County Superior Court No. CIV 231606 (41K
litigation)

In response to the trial court’s writ of mandate in Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake Water

Agency (2002) 95 Cal.App.4th 1373 (Friends I), CLWA set aside certification of its prior EIR for the 41,000

afy water transfer, and commenced preparation of a new EIR in January 2003. In June 2004, CLWA

circulated a Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1998041127) that was not tiered from the Monterey EIR

disapproved in the PCL decision.

On July 28, 2004, CLWA held a public hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR., and, by the end of

November 2004, CLWA prepared and circulated a two-volume Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No.

1998041127). On December 8, 2004, CLWA held an additional noticed public hearing on both the EIR and

the 41,000 afy water transfer project. On December 22, 2004, CLWA’s Board certified the Final EIR and

approved the 41,000 afy water transfer project.5

On December 30, 2004, CLWA filed its “return” to the writ of mandate with the Los Angeles County

Superior Court. No objections to CLWA’s return were filed that challenged the adequacy of CLWA’s

2004 EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer. On February 1, 2005, petitioner, Friends of the Santa Clara

River, filed a request for entry of a dismissal with prejudice of the Friends I action, which was

subsequently entered by the Los Angeles County Superior Court, terminating the Friends I action.

CLWA’s 2004 EIR is currently the subject of two pending petitions for writ of mandate under CEQA

challenging the adequacy of that EIR. The petitions were filed in January 2005 and later consolidated in

California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, Los Angeles County Superior Court No.

BS098724, Hon. James C. Chalfant, presiding. On April 2, 2007, Judge Chalfant issued a Statement of

Decision (Chalfant Decision).

In the Chalfant Decision, the trial court rejected all of petitioners’ arguments and found that CLWA’s 2004

EIR on the 41,000 afy water transfer “was properly prepared except for one defect -- it fails to show the

analytical route as to how and why the three allocations of pre-Monterey Amendments, pre-Monterey

5 Copies of CLWA’s Draft EIR, Final EIR, and Resolutions were included in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark
Village Draft EIR.
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Amendments without Article 18, and post-Monterey Amendments are relevant and would occur.”

(Chalfant Decision, p. 30.)

Importantly, the trial court found that CLWA may act as the lead agency for the 41,000 afy water transfer.

(Id.) The trial court also found that the 41,000 afy water transfer is final and valid, and may not be

terminated by the parties or DWR. (Chalfant Decision, p. 13.) In addition, the trial court made it clear

that CLWA “is not directed to set aside the [41,000 afy] water transfer.” (Chalfant Decision, p. 30.)

Nonetheless, because of the one defect identified in the 2004 EIR, the trial court granted in part the

petitions for writ of mandate, and will issue a writ commanding CLWA to set aside its approval of the

2004 EIR, and to comply with CEQA, either through the preparation of a new EIR or other environmental

documents, such as an addendum, addressing the analytic route of the three water allocations. (Id.)

On July 12, 2007, petitioners filed an appeal of the Chalfant Decision, and CLWA filed a cross-appeal.

The pending legal challenges to the adequacy of CLWA’s 2004 EIR for the 41,000 afy transfer, and DWR's

preparation of a new Monterey Amendments EIR, introduce an element of potential uncertainty, not as to

the validity or finality of the water transfer itself, but rather as to completion of the environmental

analysis for the 41,000 afy water transfer. Based on the above factual and legal circumstances, the County

has made the factual determination, based on the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the Final EIR’s responses

to comments, and the record, that it remains appropriate for the Santa Clarita Valley to rely on the 41,000

afy water transfer as part of CLWA’s SWP supplies in assessing water supply and demand in the Valley.

While acknowledging that there is uncertainty created by the pending litigation, the County concludes

that substantial evidence supports its factual determination that it is still appropriate to include water

reliably available from the 41,000 afy water transfer as part of CLWA's SWP supplies for several reasons,

including the following:

 First, the 41,000 afy water transfer was memorialized in 1999 in a DWR/CLWA water supply contract
amendment, and DWR has allocated and annually delivered the water in accordance with the
completed transfer since 2000. At the same time, DWR and KCWA executed Amendment No. 28 to
the water supply contract between these parties, which also provided for the permanent transfer of
the 41,000 afy by KCWA, acting on behalf of its member district, to CLWA, which DWR also stated
was consistent with the implementation of the Monterey Amendments. Neither of these contract
amendments was ever legally challenged, and both are considered permanent and in full force and
effect. In connection with that transfer, CLWA paid approximately $47 million for the additional
41,000 afy Table A supply, the monies have been delivered, the sale price has been financed through
the sale of CLWA tax-exempt bonds, and DWR has approved and amended CLWA’s long-term water
supply contract to reflect the increase in CLWA's SWP Table A Amount, and the permanent transfer
and reallocation of SWP Table A supply between SWP contractors.

 Second, DWR has from its inception treated the 41,000 afy water transfer as a “permanent” Table A
transfer from one SWP contractor to another, and has stated that the transfer is consistent with
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implementation of the Monterey Amendments, which provide for the “permanent” transfer of up to
130,000 afy of agricultural Table A Amounts to urban SWP contractors.

 Third, the Monterey Settlement Agreement expressly authorized the operation of the SWP in
accordance with the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the settlement agreement. The
Monterey Amendments, which are still in effect, authorized SWP contractors to transfer unneeded
SWP supply amounts to other contractors on a permanent basis. Specifically, the Monterey
Agreement provisions authorized 130,000 afy of agricultural SWP contractors' entitlements to be
available for sale to urban SWP contractors. CLWA’s 41,000 afy acquisition was a part of the 130,000
afy of SWP Table A supply that was transferred, consistent with the Monterey Amendments. The
41,000 afy transfer was not listed on Attachment E to the Monterey Settlement Agreement with the
other permanent transfers because it was the only permanent transfer that was subject to then
pending litigation (i.e., the Friends I litigation). The Monterey Settlement Agreement otherwise
treated all eight of the permanent transfers the same, and provided that DWR's new EIR would do so,
as well, as DWR has affirmed in a letter commenting on the CLWA 2004 EIR for the 41,000 afy water
transfer. No other transfers that were part of the 130,000 afy were the subject of litigation.

 Fourth, as to the new Monterey EIR, the Court of Appeal in the 41,000 afy litigation has stated that
CLWA’s use of the 41,000 afy is not legally bound to the PCL litigation, or to DWR’s new Monterey
EIR.

 Fifth, no court has ever enjoined the 41,000 afy water transfer. This fact provides further certainty to
the permanency of the 41,000 afy water transfer.

 Sixth, as stated above, CLWA’s amended water supply contract documenting the 41,000 afy water
transfer remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the validity of the contract
or enjoined the use of this portion of CLWA’s SWP Table A Amount.

 Seventh, although the CLWA’s 2004 EIR was found defective in one respect, the trial court decision
determined that under contract and validation law, the 41,000 afy water transfer, which was entered
into in 1999 and approved by DWR, was valid and final as a matter of law. (Chalfant Decision, pp.
13, 22.) The trial court also found that neither the parties nor DWR can terminate the 41,000 afy water
transfer and that nothing in CEQA permits a public agency to “void a contract.” (Id., p. 13.) While
the Chalfant Decision is a trial court determination only, and subject to appeal, the County
nonetheless concurs with the trial court’s factual findings concerning the validity and finality of the
41,000 afy water transfer.

Furthermore, based on the above, the County has determined it is reasonable to conclude that CLWA will

either appeal the Chalfant decision on limited grounds, and/or correct the one defect noted in CLWA’s

2004 EIR either through preparation of a revised EIR or an addendum addressing the one defect noted by

the trial court. During the interim, CLWA may continue to rely on, and use, the 41,000 afy water transfer

as part of its SWP supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley. Therefore, the County has determined that

substantial evidence supports the conclusion that the pending legal challenges to the 41,000 afy water

transfer are unlikely to have a substantial adverse impact on the availability or reliability of the 41,000 afy

water transfer, which is a part of CLWA’s SWP supplies.
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2. Litigation Concerning The Adequacy Of The UWMPs
For The CLWA Service Area

(a) Friends of the Santa Clara River v Castaic Lake Water Agency
(2004) 123 Cal.App.4th 1 (2000 UWMP decision)

In the 2000 UWMP decision, the Fifth District Court of Appeal invalidated the 2000 UWMP for the CLWA

service area, because the Plan's description of perchlorate contamination failed to address the time

needed to implement the available method for treating the contaminated water, and failed to describe the

reliability of the groundwater supply during that implementation period.

In response to that decision, in 2005, CLWA and the retail water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley

adopted the Amended 2000 UWMP and, in particular, the “Groundwater Perchlorate Contamination

Amendment and Other Amendments.”6 The Amended 2000 UWMP addressed the time needed to

implement the available method for treating the perchlorate-contaminated water in the local

groundwater basin, and described the reliability of groundwater supplies during that treatment

implementation period, as required by the Court of Appeal in the 2000 UWMP decision. The Amended

2000 UWMP was never challenged in litigation.

(b) California Water Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et al., Ventura
County Superior Court No. CIV 23935 (2005 UWMP litigation)

In December 2005, as required by law, CLWA and the local retail purveyors adopted the new 2005

UWMP for the CLWA service area. Thereafter, in February 2006, two environmental groups filed a

complaint to invalidate the 2005 UWMP litigation (California Water Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water

Agency, et al., Ventura County Superior Court No. CIV 23935). By stipulation, the parties agreed to

transfer the 2005 UWMP litigation from Ventura County to the Los Angeles County Superior Court.

The main arguments presented in the 2005 UWMP litigation are that the 2005 UWMP overstates the

reliability of both groundwater and surface water supplies, fails to provide an adequate discussion of

perchlorate contamination, fails to adequately address the reliability of the 41,000 afy water transfer,

relies on DWR’s “flawed” model for predicting SWP deliveries, fails to address the effect of global

warming and regulatory water quality controls on water deliveries from the SWP, and fails to identify the

impact of private wells on the Santa Clarita River watershed.

6 A copy of the “Groundwater Perchlorate Contamination Amendment and Other Amendments” is available for
public inspection and review at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo,
California 93012, and is incorporated by this reference.
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On August 3, 2007, the Los Angeles County Superior Court upheld the adequacy of the 2005 UWMP.7 In

addressing the 2005 UWMP's consideration of the 41,000 afy water transfer, the court noted that all of the

relevant facts, including pending litigation, were disclosed in the 2005 UWMP. The trial court further

found that the 2005 UWMP identified substantial evidence supporting its determination that the 41,000

afy transfer was reliable in spite of the pending litigation, including evidence that: (i) the 41,000 afy

transfer has been allocated and delivered since its creation; (ii) no court has enjoined the 41,000 afy

transfer; (iii) the contracts memorializing the 41,000 afy transfer remain in "full force and effect."

Petitioners in the 2005 UWMP litigation have not yet filed an appeal. The County acknowledges that a

legal challenge to the adequacy of the 2005 UWMP has been filed and creates some uncertainty, but the

2005 UWMP remains legally adequate despite the pending litigation, and there is no court order

enjoining reliance upon the 2005 UWMP, or setting aside the 2005 UWMP at this time. In any case, the

2005 UWMP is required by law to be updated in 2010 or sooner, at the discretion of CLWA and the retail

water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley. The updated plan is reasonably expected to continue to be a

long-term water planning and management tool for use in the Santa Clarita Valley. As stated in the 2005

UWMP, “[w]ater management in California is not a matter of certainty, and planning projections may

change in response to a number of factors.” (2005 UWMP, p. 1-1.)8

3. Litigation Concerning the Semitropic Groundwater Storage Projects

(a) California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency,
Ventura County Superior Court No. 215327

In 2002, CLWA stored an available portion of its Table A Amount (24,000 acre-feet) in Semitropic Water

Storage District's groundwater storage program. CLWA's approval of this groundwater storage project

and the related negative declaration was challenged under CEQA in the Ventura County Superior Court

(California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency, et al., Ventura County Superior Court

No. 215327). After a hearing, the trial court entered judgment in favor of CLWA, finding that CLWA’s

approval of both the project and the negative declaration did not violate CEQA. Petitioners appealed that

judgment to the Second District Court of Appeal (Division 6).

(b) California Water Impact Network, et al. v. Castaic Lake Water Agency,
Appellate Court 2d Civil No. B177978

In an unpublished decision, dated March 23, 2006, the Second District Court of Appeal, Division 6,

affirmed the Ventura County Superior Court judgment and rejected each of the arguments, challenging

7 The Superior Court's Statement of Decision in the 2005 UWMP litigation is found in Appendix B of this Final
EIR.

8 A copy of the adopted 2005 UWMP is found in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.
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the 2002 CLWA/Semitropic groundwater banking project. The Court of Appeal specifically rejected the

following claims: (a) that CLWA was not the proper lead agency to prepare the CEQA analysis for the

banking project; (b) that the perchlorate contamination would be spread by the project; (c) that the

banking project would induce growth; (d) that the project would have significant air quality and other

environmental impacts; (e) that the invalidation of the 2000 UWMP also invalidated the project; and (f)

that the project approval violated the Public Trust Doctrine.9

In 2004, CLWA stored 32,522 acre-feet of available Table A Amount with Semitropic Water Storage

District. No legal challenge was made to CLWA’s approval of this project or to the negative declaration

prepared under CEQA for the project.

In accordance with the terms of CLWA’s storage agreements with Semitropic, 90 percent of the banked

water, or a total of 50,870 acre-feet, is recoverable through 2013 to meet CLWA water demands in the

Santa Clarita Valley when needed. Each account has a term of ten years for the water to be withdrawn

and delivered to CLWA. CLWA plans to use this 50,870 acre-feet supply in dry years.

4. Litigation Concerning CLWA’s EIR on the 2006/07 Water Acquisition Project

Comments have claimed that the Landmark Village Draft EIR’s reference to CLWA’s 2006/07 water

acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage

District Water Banking and Recovery Program (Buena Vista-Rosedale) is misleading. (See, letter from

California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007, p. 2.) The discussion is not misleading.

The Landmark Village Draft EIR’s cumulative water demand and supply analysis properly referenced

Santa Clarita Valley planned water supplies as including the Buena Vista-Rosedale water acquisition.

(See, e.g., Draft EIR, Tables 4.10-13 - 4.10-17.) This planned supply is reported in both the 2005 UWMP,

and the recently released 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (May 2007).10 In early 2007, CLWA

finalized its water acquisition agreement with Buena Vista-Rosedale. Under this agreement, Buena

Vista’s high-flow Kern River entitlements (and other acquired waters that may become available) are

captured and recharged within Rosedale-Rio Bravo’s service area on an on-going basis. CLWA will

receive 11,000 afy of these supplies through either exchange of Buena Vista’s and Rosedale-Rio Bravo’s

SWP supplies or through direct delivery of banked water to the California Aqueduct via the Cross Valley

9 A copy of the Second District Court of Appeal's unpublished decision is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
10 A copy of the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR. The 2005 UWMP

is already part of Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR5-12 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Canal.11 CLWA prepared and certified the Final EIR (SCH No. 2006091003) for this water acquisition

project in October 2006.12 On November 27, 2006, California Water Impact Network, petitioner, filed a

petition for writ of mandate challenging CLWA’s certification of the EIR for the project. The petition does

not challenge the validity of CLWA’s water acquisition agreement, and no court orders have been issued

enjoining or otherwise affecting the agreement. As stated in this topical response, and in Topical

Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, the mere filing of the litigation does not render the

water acquisition agreement invalid, uncertain, or incapable of being relied upon as part of the planned

water supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley.

Other comments assert that future development in the Santa Clarita Valley may be based on Article 21

water from DWR’s long-term water supply contracts. (See, letter from California Water Impact Network,

dated February 11, 2007, p. 2.) This is not correct. Water suppliers like CLWA and Valencia Water

Company do not rely on the Article 21 provision of the SWP water supply contract as a primary source of

water for new development.

5. Other Pending Statewide or Regional Litigation Matters

Comments have pointed to other recent court decisions and rulings, which the comments claim

“compromise” the 41,000 afy water transfer and show there will be a “probable lack of sufficient water

availability” for the Landmark Village project and the Santa Clarita Valley.

After an evaluation of other pending statewide or regional water-related litigation matters set forth

below, and after having taken into account the potential uncertainty created by such litigation;

nonetheless, substantial evidence exists to support the conclusion that the Landmark Village project does

not rely on SWP supplies, CLWA’s 41,000 afy SWP water transfer, or CVP supplies; instead, the project

will use local groundwater and recycled water from the local Newhall Ranch WRP to meet the project’s

potable and non-potable water demand. In that context, and based on substantial evidence: (a) local

water supplies for Landmark Village are sufficient to meet the project's potable and non-potable

demands; and (b) the project will not contribute to any significant cumulative impacts on Santa Clarita

Valley's water supplies, because Landmark Village is relying only upon local groundwater and recycled

water to meet its potable and non-potable demands. Such supplies are both available and reliable to

11 See, 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (May 2007), p. III-11-12. This water acquisition project is separate
from CLWA’s participation in the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery
Program (RRBWSD Water Bank), which underwent separate environmental review and was approved by the
CLWA Board of Directors in October 2005.

12 The Final EIR is available for public inspection and review at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita,
California 91350, and is incorporated by reference.
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serve the Landmark Village project without relying upon CLWA's SWP supplies or the 41,000 afy water

transfer.

(a) In Re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated
Proceedings (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 154 (also referred to as Laub v. Davis);
review granted by the California Supreme Court

In response to concerns over the San Francisco Bay and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Bay-Delta),

several federal and state agencies with management or regulatory responsibility over the Bay-Delta

formed CALFED whose purpose is to devise a long-range plan to address water supply, water quality,

ecological and other concerns of the Bay-Delta system. After years of study, analysis, and significant

public participation, CALFED adopted a program to be administered over the next 30 years (the CALFED

Program), which includes measures for improving the Bay-Delta ecosystem, water quantity and quality,

and Delta levee stability. In 2000, the Secretary of the California Resources Agency certified the Final

Program EIS/EIR, and CALFED adopted the record of decision (ROD) for the CALFED Program in

accordance with NEPA and CEQA. Petitioners filed a petition for writ of mandate challenging the

program EIS/EIR under CEQA and asserting various non-CEQA claims. The trial court found the

Program EIS/EIR adequate under CEQA and dismissed the non-CEQA claims.

On appeal, petitioners challenged the trial court’s ruling on numerous grounds. The Third District Court

of Appeal rejected many of the petitioners' CEQA claims, but identified three areas where the EIS/EIR

was inadequate. First, the appellate court held that the EIS/EIR erred by failing to identify the sources of

water needed to carry out the CALFED Program activities. Second, although the appellate court

generally rejected attacks on the EIS/EIR's alternatives analyses, it held that the EIS/EIR was flawed

because none of the alternatives considered an alternative that called for reducing the export of water

from the Delta to southern California. The record contained evidence supporting CALFED Program's

premise that more water would have to be exported to southern California to accommodate anticipated

population growth, particularly in light of the declining availability of Colorado River water and other

supplies. CALFED rejected reduced-export alternatives because they were inconsistent with the project

objective of meeting this demand. Nonetheless, the Court of Appeal found that the EIS/EIR should have

included an alternative that assumed reduced water exports from the Bay-Delta region to southern

California.

On November 15, 2005, the state Attorney General and others filed a petition for review with the

California Supreme Court of the Court of Appeal decision. On January 25, 2006, the California Supreme

Court granted review of the decision. As a result, the appellate court decision has been de-published. As

such, the appellate court decision has no legal force and effect at this time. As of this writing, the case

before the Supreme Court has been fully briefed and is awaiting oral argument.
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Importantly, the comments also suggest that, in light of the appellate court decision, “it is imperative for

CLWA to be cautious in reporting the SWP reliability.” (See, letter from California Water Impact

Network, dated February 11, 2007, p. 6.) However, the appellate court decision stated that the EIS/EIR

should have considered an alternative calling for reduced water exports from the Bay-Delta to southern

California; it did not suggest that this alternative was the one CALFED should have selected. It stated

only that the alternative should have been included and analyzed in the EIS/EIR for those agencies

actually making decisions based on the CALFED Program activities. The Court of Appeal did not render

a decision as to the reliability of SWP supplies; and, in any case, because the Landmark Village project

relies on local groundwater and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP, the decision has no

application to the project.

(b) State Water Resources Control Board Cases
(2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 674 (SWRCB Cases)

Comments submitted on the Landmark Village Draft EIR state that the Third District Court of Appeal in

the SWRCB Cases, “ordered that existing salinity standards” in the 1995 Bay-Delta Water Quality Control

Plan (Bay-Delta Plan) “be upheld,” which “means that more water must be left in the San Joaquin River

and the Bay Delta and therefore there is less water to pump to southern California.” (See, letter from

California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007, p. 4.) This case is not accurately

characterized in the comments.

The SWRCB Cases include eight appeals and three cross-appeals in seven coordinated cases challenging

various aspects of the State Water Resources Control Board's (State Board) 2000 Bay-Delta Water Rights

Decision (Decision 1641). The 173-page decision is a comprehensive look at the Delta and the relationship

between water quality and water rights as it applies to the Delta. Decision 1641 was the State Board’s

effort to implement the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan. In Decision 1641, the State Board sought to allocate

responsibility among various water rights holders for meeting the water quality objectives in the 1995

Bay-Delta Plan. Decision 1641 assigned much of that responsibility to the Central Valley Project (CVP),

operated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau), and the SWP, operated by DWR. Decision 1641

also dealt with two separate petitions filed by the Bureau and DWR.

Several lawsuits were filed challenging various aspects of Decision 1641. Plaintiffs in the SWRCB Cases

included water districts in the Central Valley and the San Francisco Bay Area that use exported Delta

water, Delta exporter groups, water districts within the Delta, and environmental groups. The cases were

consolidated before the Sacramento County Superior Court. In 2003, the trial court issued its decision

upholding Decision 1641 in all but two respects. The eight appeals and three cross-appeals followed.
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On the issue of salinity standards, the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan required that implementation of the salinity

objectives be achieved by a date certain. However, the State Board authorized delayed implementation of

the salinity objectives, despite the fact that there was nothing in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan that allowed the

Board to do so. The appellate court found that by “taking these actions, the Board failed to adequately

implement the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan and instead effectively amended the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan without

complying with the procedural requirements for amending a water quality control plan.” Id. at 734-735.

Consequently, the appellate court ordered that the “Board must either fully implement the southern

Delta salinity objectives as set forth in the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan or must duly amend the plan.” Id. at 735.

Thus, it does not follow, as the comment letters suggest, that this ruling will necessarily lead to less water

available for import to southern California. The appellate court simply required the State Board to

comply with the objectives as set out in the Bay-Delta Plan, or to follow the appropriate procedure for

amending the Bay-Delta Plan. Further, the appellate court agreed that the Board was not required to tell

the Bureau and DWR exactly how they were to meet the salinity objectives. Id. at 734. (Meeting salinity

standards may be achieved in numerous ways, including construction of barriers, and is not limited to

regulating pumping; see discussion below regarding SWRCB Order WR 2006-0006.)

Therefore, although it is possible that meeting the salinity requirements could lead to less water being

available if the Bureau and DWR were to employ decreased pumping in order to achieve the salinity

objectives, the appellate court did not make a determination on this issue. In addition, the appellate court

left it to the State Board's discretion to amend the salinity objectives set forth in the Bay-Delta Plan, in

which case the Bureau and DWR would not be required to meet the Plan’s existing salinity objectives.

The case arguably has the potential to affect the amount of water exported from the Bay-Delta to southern

California, although nothing in the decision does that at this time. As a result, the County finds that the

Landmark Village Draft EIR’s use of DWR’s supply estimates for SWP water in wet, average, and dry

years represent the best available information for use in a project-level EIR at this time.

(c) State Water Resources Control Board Order WR 2006-0006

Comments submitted on the Landmark Village EIR state that the SWRCB Order WR 2006-0006 issued on

February 15, 2006, soon after the Third District Court of Appeal decision in the SWRCB Cases, requires

“DWR and the CVP to shut down their pumps if the salinity standards are not met which means that

more water must be left in the San Joaquin River and the Bay Delta and therefore there is less water

pumped to southern California.” (See, letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11,

2007, p. 4.) The comments do not accurately characterize the SWRCB Order.
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In SWRCB Order WR 2006-0006, the State Board issued a cease and desist order requiring the DWR and

Bureau to take corrective action under a time schedule to correct threatened violations of their permits

and license. SWRCB Order, p. 1. Their permits and license require DWR and the Bureau to meet salinity

objectives at three locations in the southern Delta between April 1 and August 31 of each year. Id., p. 2.

Starting April 2006, the State Board is now requiring DWR and the Bureau to meet the adopted salinity

standards set forth in Decision 1641, but not immediately. Instead, it allows the two agencies until July 1,

2009, to meet the adopted salinity objectives. Id., p. 28-29. This is the date by which the agencies now

predict completion of a “permanent barriers project or equivalent measures” that will enable the agencies

to meet the salinity objectives. In the interim, the two agencies are required to provide the State Board

with a detailed plan and schedule for compliance with the conditions set forth in the Order. Id., p. 29-30.

In the event that DWR or the Bureau project a potential exceedance in the salinity objectives prior to July

1, 2009, the two agencies are required to immediately inform the State Board of the potential exceedance,

and describe the corrective actions they are initiating to avoid the exceedance. Id., p. 30. The “corrective

actions” may include, but are not limited to “additional releases from upstream [CVP] facilities or south

of the Delta [SWP] or CVP facilities, modification in the timing of releases from Project facilities,

reduction in exports, recirculation of water through the San Joaquin River, purchases or exchanges of

water under transfers from other entities, modified operations of temporary barriers, reductions in highly

saline drainage from upstream sources, or alternative supplies to Delta farmers (including overland

supplies).” Id.

In response to comments, the State Board determined that DWR and the Bureau were partially

responsible for the salinity problems at certain locations because of export pumping. Decision 1641,

which allocated the responsibility for implementing the salinity objectives of the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan,

noted that the implementation of a “barrier program” could help improve salinity concentrations and

that DWR and the Bureau were working together on such a program. (State Water Resources Control Board

Cases (2006) 136 Cal.App.4th 674, 711.) To the extent that comments on the Landmark Village Draft EIR

infer that meeting the salinity objectives will necessarily result in less water to pump to southern

California, such an assumption is not accurate because it assumes that the only way to control salinity is

to reduce export pumping. While the reduction of exports is listed as one means of improving salinity

concentrations, it is only one of many such methods. As noted above, implementation of a barrier

program is another means for improving salinity concentrations and, in fact, DWR and the Bureau are

working on such a program. In addition, the Order itself emphasizes that constructing permanent

barriers is not the exclusive method for compliance with the salinity objectives, and that additional

potential corrective actions to avoid potential exceedance of the salinity objectives include actions such as

additional releases from upstream CVP facilities or south of the Delta SWP or CVP facilities,
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modifications in the timing of releases from Project facilities, reduction in exports, purchases or

exchanges of water under transfers from other entities, modified operations of temporary barriers, and

several other options. Id. pp. 23, 30.

Thus, the assertion in comments that DWR and the Bureau must “shut down their pumps if the salinity

standards are not met” is not accurate. The State Board’s amended approval of the “Water Quality

Response Plan” (WQRP) requires that DWR and the Bureau be in compliance with the conditions

contained in their permits and license, including salinity objectives, in order to enable “joint points of

diversion” (JPOD) operations, and orders that JPOD operations must cease if such conditions are not met.

Hence, if the salinity objectives are not met, DWR and the Bureau may not conduct JPOD operations.

However, this means that they are only restricted from use of one another’s facilities - they are not

restricted from using their own facilities. As such, DWR and the Bureau are not being ordered to “shut

down their pumps.” Id., pp. 25, 32-33.

As to the Board’s Order that DWR and the Bureau take corrective actions under a time schedule to correct

threatened violations of their permits and license in order to meet the salinity objectives, it is true that a

complete failure to meet the salinity requirements by the time schedule (July 1, 2009) could result in

further action by the Board. However, the Order encourages communication by requiring DWR and the

Bureau to submit plans and schedules detailing how DWR and the Bureau intend to meet the objectives,

periodic updates and progress reports, and notification to the Board if DWR and the Bureau anticipate a

potential exceedance of the salinity objectives, or if an exceedance has occurred. Id., p. 29-31. The Order

states that in the event of an exceedance, the Executive Director will make a recommendation to the State

Board regarding whether to take enforcement action. Id., p. 30. In deciding whether to initiate enforcement

action, the Executive Director must consider the extent to which the non-compliance was beyond DWR’s

or the Bureau’s control and the actions taken to correct the exceedance. Id.

Lastly, the Order provides that upon the failure of any person to comply with the requirements contained

in the Order (by July 1, 2009), the State Board may request the Attorney General to petition the Superior

Court for injunctive relief, as appropriate. Id., pp. 28-32. The State Board also may issue monetary fines.

Id., p. 32. However, nowhere does the Order mandate that DWR and the Bureau shut down their pumps.

(d) Natural Resources Defense Council v. Rodgers
381 F.Supp.2d 1212 (E.D. Cal. 2005) (Rodgers decision)

Comments submitted on the Landmark Village Draft EIR state that the Rodgers decision shows there is

“paper water” associated with CVP water supplies. (See, letter from California Water Impact Network,

dated February 11, 2007, p. 6.) These comments do not appear to summarize fairly or accurately the

pertinent portions of the Rodgers decision. Nor do the comments make an attempt to explain the
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connection between the Rodgers decision and Santa Clarita Valley water supplies, including the 41,000 afy

water transfer.

In the Rodgers decision, plaintiff, an environmental organization, brought an action against the Bureau,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and another federal agency, alleging that, under the federal

Endangered Species Act (ESA), the agencies failed to examine critical issues in biological opinions before

the Bureau executed the renewal of long-term water supply contracts for delivery of CVP water to

various irrigation and water districts.

The Rodgers decision contains no reference to or discussion of SWP supplies. The comments also do not

explain how this ESA action involving CVP water supplies, which are not used as a water source for the

Santa Clarita Valley, could be applicable to the Landmark Village project. In fact, the Rodgers decision

does not apply to the proposed Landmark Village project.

(e) Planning and Conservation League v. United States Bureau of Reclamation,
U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. C 05-3527 CW
(PCL/Bureau decision)

Use of the PCL/Bureau Decision in Comments

Comments submitted on the Landmark Village Draft EIR state that the CalSim-II computer model is

flawed, and provide articles and other attachments that are critical of DWR’s use of the CalSim-II model,

pointing out that “[a]ll of [the] documents [provided] clearly lay out the problems for anyone who wants

to rely on CalSim II as the predictor of reliability for the SWP.” (See, letter from California Water Impact

Network, dated February 11, 2007, p. 5.) Although not referred to in the comment letters, other

comments submitted by the same organization have criticized DWR’s reliance upon the CalSim-II model,

claiming that the model overstates the amount of water the SWP can deliver during average and dry

years. The criticisms leveled against DWR’s CalSim-II model are noted, including the criticisms found in

the following documents:

(a) A Strategic Review Of CALSIM II And Its Use For Water Planning, Management And Operations In
Central California, submitted to the California Bay-Delta Authority Science Program Association
of Bay Governments, by A. Close, et al., dated December 4, 2003;

(b) Musings On A Model: CalSim II In California's Water Community, San Francisco Estuary and
Watershed Science, Vol. 3, Issue 1 (March 2005), Article 1, by Inês C. Ferreira, et al.;

(c) An Environmental Review Of CalSim II: Defining “Full Environmental Compliance” And
“Environmentally Preferred” Formulations Of The CalSim II Model, by Jeffrey T. Payne, et al., dated
November 2005;

(d) Gerald Johns’ Memo, prepared by Jan de Leeuw, dated October 23, 2005; and
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(e) On The Adequacy Of CALSIM II For Environmental Impact Analysis And SWP Reliability Analysis,
prepared by Arve R. Sjovold, dated August 12, 2004; and Some Insights On Water Deliveries To
Settlement Contractors, prepared by Arve R. Sjovold, dated October 24, 2004.

Like any computer model, CalSim-II is subject to criticism, but DWR still views CalSim-II as a generally

well-rated and accurate model for California’s two largest water projects, CVP and SWP. DWR has

explained that:

“CALSIM II is a general water resources planning software developed by DWR.
CALSIM II, developed through a collaborative effort by DWR and Reclamation,
represents a comprehensive simulation of the SWP and CVP. . . . [¶] CALSIM II provides
a reasonable planning level simulation of existing project operations, recognizing that the
operating environment and regulatory requirements for the projects are in a constant
state of transition and change. Since CALSIM II is not a detailed operations model, it
does not capture many of the complexities of forecasted and actual operations of project
facilities. In determining the suitability of these studies to a particular analysis, the user
should consult all documentation that accompanies this release and the [Technical
Coordination Team] and [Benchmark Study Team] as appropriate.”13

One of the above articles14states that:

“The CalSim II model is the most prominent water management model in California, and
has become central to a variety of water management and policy issues and
controversies. . . . CalSim II is a complex model of a complex part of California’s
changing multi-purpose water system. As such, analytical controversies and
misunderstandings are inevitable. . . . While CalSim II is generally seen as a significant
improvement over previous models, a wide variety of ideas are suggested for
improvements.”

The CalSim-II model, like other computer models, contains several perceived strengths as well as

weaknesses, several of which were noted in the article, A Strategic Review Of CALSIM II And Its Use For

Water Planning, Management And Operations In Central California, by A. Close, et al., dated December 4,

2003, pp. 6-9. It also is acknowledged that CalSim-II is not a perfect model. Indeed, no computer model

is perfect. However, on balance, and after considering the various articles criticizing the CalSim-II model,

DWR’s determination that CalSim-II is a “useful and appropriate tool for assessing the delivery capability

of the SWP” is considered reasonable.15 In addition, despite criticisms of CalSim-II, it is still appropriate

13 See, http://modeling.water.ca.gov/hydro/studies/Version2_Benchmark.html; see also “CalSim II: Simulation of
Historical SWP-CVP Operations,” Technical Memorandum, Department of Water Resources, Bay-Delta Office,
November 2003. Copies of the website materials and technical memorandum are found in Appendix B of this
Final EIR.

14 Musings On A Model: CalSim II In California's Water Community, San Francisco Estuary and Watershed Science,
Vol. 3, Issue 1 (March 2005), Article 1, by Inês C. Ferreira, et al. Please refer to Appendix B of this Final EIR.

15 For a copy of the DWR letter to Mindy McIntyre, Planning and Conservation League, dated April 20, 2006,
please refer to Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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to rely on DWR for information based on the CalSim-II model, unless and until a new or updated model

is known to exist and available for use.

The PCL/Bureau Decision

As stated above, comments rely on the PCL/Bureau decision to support the claim that SWP delivery

reliability is suspect. The comments do not properly characterize the PCL/Bureau decision.

In the PCL/Bureau decision, the federal court issued an order granting plaintiff's motion for a preliminary

injunction on February 15, 2006, which has enjoined construction of the “Intertie” project until the case is

decided on the merits. (The Intertie project is a proposed pipeline project that would connect the main

delivery canals of two water diversion projects, the federal CVP and the state SWP, in California's Central

Valley. The proposed pipeline is known as the “Delta-Mendota Canal/California Aqueduct Intertie.” At

issue is the Bureau’s decision to rely on an Environmental Assessment/Negative Declaration for

environmental review of the Intertie project under both NEPA and CEQA in lieu of an EIS/EIR.)

In granting the preliminary injunction, the federal court stated that its reasoning was explained in an

earlier court order granting plaintiff's application for a temporary restraining order issued on February 3,

2006. In that February 3, 2006 Order, the court addressed plaintiff's claim that an EIS/EIR was required

for the Intertie project because the existing environmental documents that found no significant impacts

were based on CalSim-II modeling, which, according to plaintiff, was “too unreliable to rule out the

potential for significant impacts.” Order, p. 9.16 In response to that claim, the federal court did not appear

concerned with the perceived shortcomings of the model, but rather the Bureau's failure to disclose the

shortcomings. In fact, the court specifically stated that the use of CalSim-II “alone does not show that

Defendant [Bureau] was arbitrary and capricious in reaching its finding of no significant impact.” Id.

At 11.

In short, the federal court did not prohibit the Bureau or any other agency from using or relying on the

CalSim-II model, but rather, stated that the Bureau could rely on the model, provided it disclosed

relevant shortcomings in the data or model itself, citing Lands Counsel v. Forester of Region One of the U.S.

Forest Service, 395 F.3d 1019, 1032 (9th Cir. 2004) (finding that non-disclosure of relevant shortcomings in

model violated NEPA). Compare , Sierra Club v. Castle, 657 F.2d 298, 332 (D.C. Cir. 1981) (upholding EPA’s

reliance on modeling because it provided necessary disclosure). Here, based on a review of the above

reports, the known and perceived shortcomings with DWR’s CalSim-II model are understood;

nonetheless, substantial evidence supports the conclusion that the CalSim-II model remains the best

16 For a copy of the federal court’s “Order Granting Plaintiff's Application for Temporary Restraining Order,”
dated February 3, 2006, including the federal court's later "Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion for Preliminary
Injunction," dated February 15, 2006, please refer to Appendix B of the Landmark Village Final EIR.
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available data for assessing SWP operations and constraints. And, in any case, the adequacy of the

CalSim-II modeling is not applicable to the Landmark Village project, because the project relies upon

local groundwater supplies and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP to meet its potable and

non-potable water demands – it does not rely on SWP supplies provided by CLWA.

(f) Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova
(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412 (“Vineyard Decision”)

In Vineyard, a decision addressing CEQA and water supply analysis for major development projects, the

California Supreme Court held that the EIR for a Community Plan contained an adequate analysis of

near-term water supplies; however, the EIR did not provide an adequate analysis of long-term supplies

needed to serve the Community Plan, together with other anticipated development in the area.

In the case, landowners proposed to develop 6,000 acres in Sacramento County. The Community Plan

proposed 22,000 residential units, as well as office, industrial and public uses. The landowners also

proposed a Specific Plan, encompassing 2,600 acres and 9,886 residential units, to be developed as the

first phase of development within the Community Plan. The County prepared an EIR analyzing the

impacts of implementing both plans, and certified the EIR and approved the plans. Project opponents

brought a petition for writ of mandate on a variety of grounds to overturn the County’s certification of

the EIR and approval of the project. The trial court and Court of Appeal denied the petitions. The

Supreme Court granted the petition for review to address, among other issues, the adequacy of the EIR’s

water supply analysis. (Id., p. 421.)

The Supreme Court’s discussion of the County’s water supply analysis focused on two distinct aspects of

the EIR: (1) the analysis of near-term water supplies needed to serve the Specific Plan, and (2) the analysis

of long-term supplies necessary for the entire Community Plan. (Id.)

To serve the initial phase of the project (i.e., the Specific Plan), the EIR stated that the project would rely

on a newly developed “well field” located near the project area. This well field could safely yield up to

10,000 acre-feet per year (afy). The Sacramento County Water Agency would make this water available

on a first-come-first-served basis to the project, and to other anticipated development in the area. The

record showed this new well field would initially be connected solely to a particular area, but the

landowners agreed to pay a fee to compensate any nearby well owners harmed by pumping; and other

near-term development would require only 3,000 afy, leaving the balance, 7,000 afy, to meet the

anticipated demand of 5,500 afy for the Specific Plan. (Id., p. 436-437.) Thus, the Court observed, “[w]hile

much uncertainty remains, . . . the record contains substantial evidence demonstrating a reasonable likelihood

that a water source the provider plans to use for the . . . project . . . will indeed be available at least in

substantial part to supply the . . . project’s near-term needs.” (Id., p. 437, italics added.) The EIR did not
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defer analysis of the impacts of developing these supplies, or rely on illusory supplies. (Id.) And, to the

extent anticipated water supplies did not materialize, or the agency proposed new or different supplies,

the agency could conduct supplemental analysis to address changes to the project or its circumstances.

(Id., p. 438.)

With respect to long-term water supplies intended to serve the Community Plan as a whole, the Court

found that the record contained substantial evidence supporting the County’s conclusion that up to

15,000 afy in new surface water diversions from the American River (i.e., “Fazio water”) would be

available to serve the project. The problem, however, was that the Final EIR’s discussion of total long-

term water supply and demand in the broader region left “too great a degree of uncertainty regarding the

long-term availability of water for this project. Factual inconsistencies and lack of clarity in the FEIR

leave the reader -- and the decision makers -- without substantial evidence for concluding that sufficient

water is, in fact, likely to be available for the . . . project at full build out.” (Id., p. 439.)

The EIR’s analysis stated that long-term water demand in “Zone 40” (within the Community Plan) would

be approximately 113,000 afy at build-out of the General Plan. Another EIR prepared to analyze the

impacts of increased diversions from the American River, the “Water Forum EIR,” had estimated Zone 40

demand at 87,000 afy at build-out. The project EIR did not explain the reason for the discrepancy in

water demand. (Id., p. 439.)

On the supply side, the Final EIR stated that surface water deliveries would total roughly 64,000 afy;

elsewhere, the same EIR estimated new surface water deliveries at 45,000 afy. The Water Forum EIR

stated that up to 78,000 afy in new surface water would become available. (Id.) Again, the Final EIR did

not explain why these numbers differed. In adopting findings approving the Community Plan, the

County used the Final EIR’s estimated demand of 113,000 afy and estimated surface water supply of

approximately 64,000, but did not explain the differing estimates. Although such an explanation might

have existed, it did not appear in the Final EIR. (Id., p. 439-440.)

Nor did the Final EIR explain how this gap, 113,000 afy in Zone 40 demand, and approximately 64,000 afy

in new surface water supplies, would be bridged. When comments pointed out this gap, the Final EIR

responded that “new surface water supplies are to be used conjunctively with groundwater supplies.”

(Id., p. 440.) This explanation, however, was too “vague and unquantified” to be relied upon, because it

did not explain how groundwater and surface water would be managed during wet and dry years to

bring long-term demand and supply into balance. (Id.)

The Final EIR stated a full analysis of the conjunctive use program would be included in a future

environmental analysis prepared for the Water Agency’s Zone 40 Master Plan Update, which was
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pending at the time the County released the Final EIR. (Id.) The Court rejected this approach, stating

that the County could not avoid its obligation to analyze the likely water sources for the Community

Plan, by stating that the analysis would be provided in a future environmental document. (Id., p. 440–

441.)

In analyzing long-term water supplies, the California Supreme Court noted that the County did not need

to demonstrate with certainty that the total anticipated water supply would be sufficient to meet total

demand at build-out. (Id., p. 441.) “But CEQA did require that the FEIR show a likelihood water would be

available, over the long term, for this project. Without an explanation that shows at least an approximate

long-term sufficiency in total supply, the public and decision makers could have no confidence that the

identified sources were actually likely to fully serve this extraordinarily large development project.” (Id.,

p. 441, italics in original.)

The Court’s Four Principles Governing CEQA Analysis of Water Supply

In reaching its decision, the California Supreme Court discussed several published appellate court

decisions addressing water supplies, found that they did not state a “definitive standard of certainty for

analysis of future water supplies,” but did agree that the decisions articulated four “principles” for

“analytical adequacy” of an EIR under CEQA. (Id., p. 430.) These four principles are discussed further

below in order to assist readers and the decision makers in answering questions about the sufficiency of

an EIR’s analysis of water supplies. Specifically, the California Supreme Court framed the principal

question as follows: “[H]ow firmly future water supplies for a proposed project must be identified or, to

put the question in reverse, what level of uncertainty regarding the availability of water supplies can be

tolerated in an EIR for a land use plan.” (Id. p. 428.)

The first principle is that an EIR does not satisfy CEQA’s informational purposes if it “simply ignores or

assumes a solution to the problem of supplying water to a proposed land use project.” (Id., p. 431.) In

this regard, the Supreme Court stated that decision makers must be presented with sufficient facts to

evaluate the “pros and cons” of supplying the amount of water that the project will need. (Id.)

The second principle is that an adequate EIR for a large project, to be constructed over a number of years,

cannot be limited to the water supply needed for the “first stage or the first few years” of the project. (Id.,

p. 431.) In this respect, the Supreme Court stated that the EIR “must assume that all phases of the project

will eventually be built and will need water, and must analyze, to the extent reasonably possible, impacts of

providing water to the entire proposed project.” (Id., italics added.)

As to the third principle, the Supreme Court stated that the EIR’s identified and analyzed future water

supplies “must bear a likelihood of actually proving [to be] available” and that “speculative sources and
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unrealistic allocations (‘paper water’) are insufficient bases for decisionmaking under CEQA.” (Id.,

p. 432.) The Supreme Court stated that the EIR must “address the impacts of likely future water

sources . . . includ[ing] a reasoned analysis of the circumstances affecting the likelihood of the water’s

availability.” (Id., italics added.)

As to the fourth principle, the Supreme Court stated that “where, despite a full discussion, it is impossible

to confidently determine that anticipated future water sources will be available,” then and only then does

CEQA require “some discussion of possible replacement sources or alternatives to use of the anticipated

water, and of the environmental consequences of those contingencies.” (Id., p. 432, italics added.)

Finally, the Supreme Court found it “significant” that none of the published appellate court decisions

“holds or suggests that an EIR for a land use plan is inadequate unless it demonstrates that the project is

definitively assured water through signed, enforceable agreements with a provider and already built or

approved treatment facilities.” (Id., p. 432.) The Supreme Court stated that requiring such certainty for a

long-term, large-scale project would “likely be unworkable, as it would require water planning to far

outpace land use planning.” (Id.)

Application of the Four Principles Governing
CEQA Analysis of Water Supply

As to the first principle, that an EIR analyze the impacts of supplying water needed for a proposed

project, and not simply “ignore[] or assume[] a solution to the problem of supplying water” (Vineyard, p.

431), the Landmark Village Draft EIR makes it clear that the Landmark Village potable water demand

(702 afy) would be met through the use of the project applicant’s rights to 7,038 afy of groundwater from

the local Alluvial aquifer, which is presently used by the applicant for agricultural irrigation. The

project’s non-potable water demand (336 afy) would be met through the use of recycled water from local

water reclamation plants (with the Newhall Ranch WRP being the preferred option). In summary, then,

the Landmark Village project’s water demand would be met by two primary sources of water supply,

namely, the applicant’s local agricultural water supplies and recycled water supplied by local reclamation

plants. Because these two independent water sources meet the water needs of the proposed Landmark

Village project, no potable water would be needed from the existing or planned water supplies of CLWA,

including SWP supplies. Nonetheless, for information purposes, the Landmark Village EIR contains an

extensive discussion of the project’s water supplies, and it includes information concerning CLWA’s SWP

supplies, along with an assessment of the 41,000 afy water transfer.17 The Landmark Village Final EIR

also responds to claims that the 41,000 afy water transfer is too uncertain to be relied upon as a water

source for the Santa Clarita Valley. (See, Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer.) That

17 See, Draft EIR, Section 4.10, pp. 4.10-1–4.10-51, 4.10-57–4.10-92; and see, pp. 4.10-52–4.10-57.
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response evaluates the “pros and cons” of relying upon the 41,000 afy water transfer as a water source for

the Santa Clarita Valley as a whole. On the "positive" side, that discussion includes, among other topics:

 historical discussion of the Monterey Amendments based on which CLWA entered into a contract
with DWR to purchase for approximately $47,000,000 the 41,000 afy water transfer;

 discussions of DWR's allocation of water to CLWA based on the 41,000 afy water transfer and of the
amount of water actually delivered to CLWA since 2000 based on that transfer;

 discussion of CLWA's preparation of its 2004 EIR and the current legal status of that EIR;

 discussions of the amount of SWP water that DWR has estimated can reliably be delivered to its
water contractors, including CLWA, in the future and the amounts that have been delivered in the
past; and

 CLWA's and the other water purveyors' plans for future additional supplies.

On the "negative" side, that discussion highlights:

 the litigation challenging the initial EIR for the Monterey Amendments, the Planning and
Conservation League's litigation before the Sacramento County Superior Court, including the
existence and effect of the Monterey Settlement Agreement entered in the PCL Litigation and that
Agreement's treatment of the 41,000 afy water transfer;

 the litigation in the Los Angeles County Superior Court by Friends of the Santa Clara River
challenging CLWA's first EIR for its purchase of the 41,000 afy water transfer, and the more recent
Chalfant Decision setting aside CLWA’s 2004 EIR until one defect is corrected, but otherwise finding
that the EIR was properly prepared; and

 The pending appeal of the Chalfant Decision.

After having considered all of this information—the pros and the cons—the County has concluded that

the Santa Clarita Valley can rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer for planning purposes. This is the

analysis that provides the substantial evidence the California Oak decision requires where a lead agency

decides, in its discretion, to rely on the 41,000 afy water transfer. (California Oak, supra, 133 Cal.App.4th at

p. 1238.) Again, however, it bears repeating that the proposed Landmark Village project does not rely on

SWP supplies. Instead, the project will use local groundwater and recycled water to meet its water

demand.

As to the second principle, that an EIR analyze the impacts of supplying the water needed by a project,

and not defer that analysis to a future environmental document (Vineyard, p. 431), the Landmark Village

EIR contains a thorough analysis of the impacts of supplying Landmark Village with the water it needs.

Specifically, Landmark Village’s projected total water demand is 1,038 afy in a normal/average year.

Project water demand increases by approximately 10 percent in a dry year to a total of 1,142 afy. To meet
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this demand, Valencia Water Company, as the local retail purveyor, would provide the water needed to

serve the Landmark Village project. The water sources that would serve the proposed project are the

applicant’s agricultural water from the local Alluvial aquifer, which will be treated and used to meet the

project’s potable demand, and recycled water from local water reclamation plants (and most likely the

Newhall Ranch WRP), which will be used to meet the project’s non-potable demand.

Based on the data presented in the Landmark Village EIR, the local Alluvial aquifer can meet the

groundwater demands of the Santa Clarita Valley, including the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (and the

Landmark Village project) without creating any significant groundwater impacts. The quality of the

groundwater available from the Alluvial aquifer near the Landmark Village project site has been tested,

and the testing indicates that all constituents tested were at acceptable levels for drinking water. In short,

the Landmark Village Draft EIR does not “defer” the analysis of water supplies needed to serve the

Landmark Village project site.

As to the third principle, that the identified and analyzed future water supplies on which an EIR relies

bear "a likelihood of actually proving available," that "speculative sources and unrealistic allocations

('paper water') are insufficient bases for decisionmaking under CEQA," (Vineyard , p. 432, italics added),

the Landmark Village EIR fulfills these requirements. As stated above, the Landmark Village project will

use local groundwater and recycled water to satisfy its potable and non-potable water demand. These

local supplies are readily available from the local groundwater basin, and from approved and existing

water reclamation plants (either the existing Valencia WRP or the approved Newhall Ranch WRP). There

also is nothing speculative about these local supplies. To meet the project’s potable demand, the

applicant will utilize its rights to the 7,038 afy of groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer, which has been

historically used, and is continuing to be used, by the applicant for agricultural irrigation. The meet the

project’s non-potable demand, recycled water will be used from the initial phase of the approved

Newhall Ranch WRP, with build-out of the plant occurring over time as demand for treatment increases

with implementation of the project. Alternatively, if the Newhall Ranch WRP is not operating at the time

of project occupancy, the non-potable water demand would be met through the use of recycled water

from the existing Valencia WRP, located upstream of the Landmark Village project site.

The fourth principle articulated by the Supreme Court is that where, despite a full discussion, it is

“impossible” for the EIR to confidently determine that anticipated future water sources will be available,

then the EIR is required to contain “some discussion” of possible replacement or alternative sources for

the anticipated water, and of the environmental consequences of those contingent water sources.

(Vineyard, p. 432.) The Landmark Village EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, makes it clear that the expected

water sources to meet the Landmark Village project’s potable and non-potable water demand are readily

available local water supplies (i.e., local groundwater and recycled water).
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In short, unlike the long-term water supply in Vineyard, supra, here, the Landmark Village EIR identifies

and analyzes all of the water supplies needed to serve the project. And, there are no uncertainties in

those supplies that would make it “impossible” for the County to confidently determine that the water

sources needed to serve Landmark Village will be available. Here, there is no uncertainty as to

Landmark Village’s potable and non-potable water supplies (i.e., groundwater and recycled water).

(g) Watershed Enforcers, et al. v. California Department of Water Resources, et al.
Alameda County Superior Court No. RG06292124 (“Watershed Decision”)

In October 2006, plaintiff, Watershed Enforcers, a project of the California Sportfishing Protection

Alliance, filed a lawsuit in Alameda County Superior Court alleging that DWR was not in compliance

with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and did not have the required state incidental take

permit to protect the Delta smelt as part of DWR’s pumping operations at the Harvey O. Banks Pumping

Plant located near the town of Tracy. In April 2007, the court agreed with the plaintiff and ordered a

shutdown of pumping from the Delta if appropriate permits could not be obtained in 60 days. In May

2007, DWR filed an appeal of the trial court’s decision, which automatically stayed that decision pending

the outcome of the appeal. At the same time, DWR entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with

CDFG to jointly work with the appropriate federal agencies to develop a federal biological opinion that

complies with CESA. During preparation of the new biological opinion, DWR committed itself to actions

related to protecting the Delta smelt and other species through the adaptive management provisions of

the existing biological opinions. Upon completion of this effort, DWR plans to submit a request to CDFG

for a consistency determination under CESA that would allow for incidental take based on the new

federal biological opinion.

(h) Natural Resources Defense Council, et al. v. Kempthorne, et al.
U.S. District Court, Eastern District of California
Case No. 05 CV 01207 OWW (“Wanger Decision”)

On February 16, 2005, the USFWS issued its biological opinion, determining that the operations, plan, and

criteria for both the CVP and SWP would not result in jeopardy to the delta smelt, a listed species. On

May 20, 2005, the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and others filed a supplemental complaint

in federal court against the Secretary of the Interior and the Director of USFWS, challenging the adequacy

of the 2005 biological opinion. On June 9, 2006, plaintiffs filed their motion for summary judgment. On

July 6, 2006, in light of new information, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau), operator of CVP,

requested that USFWS reinitiate consultation on the operations plan and criteria for the CVP.

Notwithstanding the request for reinitiation of consultation, the parties proceeded with briefing their

cross-motions for summary judgment and, on May 25, 2007, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern
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District, the Honorable Oliver W. Wanger, presiding, found that the 2005 biological opinion was

inadequate and that the no-jeopardy determination was arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to the law.18

On June 1, 2007, Judge Wanger further ordered USFWS and DWR to submit briefing and proposals on

interim remedies "to be in effect until such time as the [Service] issues a new biological opinion.”

(Scheduling Order, Docket No. 392 (June 29, 2007), at p. 2.) The USFWS and the Bureau have reinitiated

consultation, and currently expect to complete a new biological opinion by late summer or early fall of

2008.

On July 9, 2007, USFWS and DWR submitted the requested briefing addressing proposed interim

remedies to be in effect until issuance of the new biological opinion. Both agencies have been working

together, along with the Bureau, toward the development of a new federal biological opinion. The new

biological opinion also is expected to allow CDFG to render “consistency” determinations under CESA

requirements.

On August 31, 2007, Judge Wanger announced interim remedies that are expected to restrict operations of

the pumps that supply water from the Bay-Delta through both the CVP and SWP. The interim remedies

are expected to be in place until a new biological opinion is issued in the summer or fall of 2008. The

proposed interim remedies are complex and affect both the CVP and SWP water projects, and involve

limits on the amount of water that is taken from the Bay-Delta. At this time, the interim remedies have

not yet been memorialized in a signed order issued by Judge Wanger. The parties are in the process of

preparing the proposed order for review and approval by Judge Wanger.

Implications of the Watershed and Wanger Decisions

In terms of short-term water supply availability, there have been short-term effects related to issues

presented in the Watershed and Wanger Decisions. For example, pumping operations were shut down for

approximately nine days in June 2007 due to concerns over the declining number of Delta smelt. DWR

then operated the pumps at limited levels for several weeks while waiting for the smelt to migrate to

cooler waters. DWR then resumed normal operations in July 2007. There also is concern that the remedy

adopted by the District Court could ultimately become part of the conditions in the new incidental take

permit expected to be issued in the late summer or early fall of 2008. These concerns, if they materialize,

could limit the percentage of SWP water that can be delivered to SWP Contractors, including CLWA. If

such remedies are not ultimately part of the incidental take permit, the permit itself may contain

conditions that would lower the percentage of SWP water made available for delivery to Southern

California, including the Santa Clarita Valley.

18 The Wanger Decision is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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However, precisely because of these concerns, Governor Schwarzenegger directed DWR to take

immediate action to improve conditions in the Delta.19 According to the Office of the Governor, the

Governor is building on his Strategic Growth Plan from last year, which consists of approximately $6

billion to upgrade California’s water systems. The Governor’s plan invests $4.5 billion to develop

additional surface and groundwater storage. The plan also includes $1 billion toward restoration of the

Delta, including development of a new conveyance system, $250 million to support restoration projects

on the Kalmath, San Joaquin, and Sacramento rivers, and the Salton Sea project, and $200 million for

grants to California communities to help conserve water. Using existing resources, DWR will implement

numerous actions, including screening Delta agriculture intake pumps to protect smelt, restoring the

North Delta’s natural habitat, improving the Central Delta water flow patterns, and improving DWR’s

ability to respond to Delta emergencies, such as levee failures.

The Governor also has directed the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force to develop a delta management

plan. The Task Force will present its findings and recommendations by January 1, 2008, and its strategic

plan by October 31, 2008. The Bay-Delta Conservation Plan is also underway. The Plan is intended to

ensure compliance with federal and state Endangered Species Act requirements in the Delta. The $1

billion proposed in the Governor’s comprehensive plan will be used to fund recommendations from both

the Delta Vision Task Force and the Conservation Plan.

Over the long-term, water supply availability and reliability will continue to be assessed by DWR

(statewide) and CLWA (locally) in DWR’s biennial SWP delivery reliability reports. These reports

necessarily take into account a myriad of factors in evaluating long-term water supply availability and

reliability. Those factors include multiple sources of water, a range of water demands, timing of water

uses, hydrology, available facilities, regulatory restraints, including pumping constraints due to impacts

on listed fish species, water conservation strategies, and future weather patterns. The Watershed and

Wanger Decisions highlight the regulatory restraints applicable to SWP supplies, which have impacted

DWR deliveries of SWP supplies in the past, and could curtail such deliveries in the future.

In the meantime, CLWA has advised the County that it intends to adopt interim policies governing the

availability of imported SWP supplies to the Santa Clarita Valley; such policies are expected to be in effect

until the new biological opinion is issued in the summer or fall of 2008.

While the Watershed and Wanger Decisions will have an impact on SWP supplies delivered to the Santa

Clarita Valley, the Landmark Village project does not rely on SWP supplies; instead, the project will rely

on the applicant's local Alluvial groundwater that is presently committed to agriculture uses to meet its

19 For copies of the Governor’s release issued July 17, 2007, please refer to http://gov.ca.gov/index.php?/print-
version/press-release/6972/, a copy of which is included in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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potable water demand. The project applicant's right to the beneficial use of its local agricultural water

resources is well established. This agricultural water will be available for agricultural production until it

is phased out over time by the build-out of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including the Landmark

Village project. This local agricultural water supply has a historical track record of availability and

reliability; it is a local, established, and sustainable water supply. This supply will provide

approximately 80 percent of Newhall Ranch's potable water needs. Also, due to project conditions, the

amount of local groundwater that will be used to meet Newhall Ranch's potable demands cannot exceed

the amount of water historically and presently used by Newhall for agricultural uses. Therefore, no net

increase in groundwater use will occur with implementation of Newhall Ranch, including the Landmark

Village project.

The applicant also plans to accommodate its non-potable, or irrigation, water demand through the use of

recycled water from local water reclamation plants (either the existing Valencia WRP or the approved

Newhall Ranch WRP). Because these two independent primary water sources meet the potable and non-

potable water needs of the Landmark Village project, no additional or supplemental potable water would

be needed from the Bay-Delta via the SWP through CLWA.

In addition, because the applicant does not rely on imported water originating from the Bay-Delta for the

Landmark Village project, the development will not result in any environmental impacts to the Bay-

Delta, or contribute to the issues currently facing the Bay-Delta region. Nonetheless, there are current

and future challenges facing the Bay-Delta, and Governor Schwarzenegger's efforts to implement

legislation and other actions to address these issues represent important steps in the overall process.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 6: GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND ITS
EFFECTS ON CALIFORNIA WATER SUPPLIES

Comments refer to future global climatic conditions that may affect California's water supplies through

potential, though uncertain, changes related to air temperatures and precipitation and their resulting

effects on water temperatures, water project operations, reservoir operations, stream runoff, and rise in

sea levels affecting Delta water quality. The comments state that global climate change, or global

warming, should be accounted for when assessing water reliability in California. Some comments rely

upon an article entitled, "Emissions Pathways, Climate Change, Impacts on California," by Katharine

Hayhoe, et al., dated August 24, 2004 (Hayhoe 2004). Other comments point to other reports and studies,

including the California Department of Water Resources' (DWR's) technical report entitled, "Progress on

Incorporating Climate Change into Management of California's Water Resources," dated July 2006

(Progress Report).1 Still, other comments are critical of DWR's Progress Report (2006) and the

preliminary modeling scenarios conducted to assess potential impacts of global climate change on the

State Water Project (SWP).

The purpose of this topical response is to respond to comments related to global climate change and its

effects on California's water supplies. First, however, it is important to emphasize that the water sources

expected to serve the Landmark Village project are the applicant's agricultural water from the local

Alluvial groundwater basin, which will be treated and used to meet the project's potable demand, and

recycled water from local water reclamation plants, which will be used to meet the project's non-potable

demand. The Landmark Village project does not rely on imported SWP supplies. Nonetheless, for other

portions of the Santa Clarita Valley that rely, in part, on SWP supplies, the reliability of SWP water

supplies can vary significantly and be reduced in dry years depending upon several factors. As stated in

the Landmark Village Draft EIR, such factors include the "growing concern for water planners and

managers [over] global warming and the potential impacts it could have on California's future water

supplies." (Draft EIR, p. 4.10-46.) Because of the importance of SWP supplies as a supplemental water

supply source to the Santa Clarita Valley as a whole, the Landmark Village Draft EIR provided extensive

information regarding SWP supplies imported by CLWA to the Valley. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.10-44–4.10-57.)

In addition, the Draft EIR addressed uncertainties associated with SWP supplies, including global

warming and litigation challenges. (Id.)

Second, the response relies primarily upon information provided by DWR. The focus is on DWR's

assessment of such global climate change issues, because DWR operates the SWP water storage and

conveyance system, one of two major water projects that convey potable water to California's population.

1 Please refer to Appendix B of this Final EIR for a copy of DWR's Progress Report (2006).
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The other water storage and conveyance project is the federal Central Valley Project (CVP), which is

operated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation). These two water systems are operated by

DWR and Reclamation for water supply, flood management, environmental protection, and recreation.

DWR and Reclamation have formed a work team to address water resources related to issues of global

climate change. The mission of the work team is to coordinate with other state and federal agencies to

incorporate climate change science into California's water resources planning and management. The

team will provide and regularly update information for decision makers on potential impacts and risks of

global climate change, flexibility of existing facilities to accommodate climate change, and available

mitigation measures.

The first product of the work team's efforts is DWR's Progress Report (2006). The report responds to the

Governor's Executive Order S-3-05 requiring biennial reports on climate change impacts to various areas,

including water resources. It provides information on potential impacts of selected climate change

scenarios to operations of the SWP and CVP, Delta water quality, flood management, and

evapotranspiration. The technical chapters of the report underwent peer review.

DWR's reporting and assessment on global climate changes and its effects on California's water supplies

are important, because California's water supplies depend heavily on the accumulation of winter

mountain snow melting into spring and summer runoff. As stated by DWR, "[a] warming planet may

reduce this natural water storage mechanism . . . [and] [p]rojected increases in air temperature may lead

to changes in the timing, amount and form of precipitation -- rain or snow, changes in runoff timing and

volume, sea level rise effects on [Sacramento-San Joaquin] Delta water quality, and changes in the

amount of irrigation water needed due to modified evapotranspiration rates." (DWR 2006, p. 1-2.)

In summary, DWR’s planning documents, discussed below, address the uncertainties surrounding global

climate change and its effects on California's water supplies. DWR also has acknowledged reports and

other literature addressing climate change effects on California’s water resources. According to this

information, DWR has reported that California’s future hydrologic conditions will likely be different

from patterns observed over the past century -- although the precise causes, extent, and timing of the

changes remain uncertain. DWR has further acknowledged that, as more sophisticated tools are

developed and additional studies are completed, better quantification will be possible of global climate

change and its effect on future water supplies.

Based on the information presented herein, the County has made the factual determination that global

climate changes and their effects on California’s water supplies are too speculative at this time for any

further evaluation. The County's current determination is considered consistent with DWR, which
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characterized its Progress Report (2006) on the progress of incorporating climate change into the

management of California's water resources as follows:

"The purpose of this report is to demonstrate how various analysis tools currently used
by DWR could be used to address issues related to climate change. The methods and
results presented in this report could be used to guide future climate change analysis and
to identify areas where more information is needed.

All results presented in this report are preliminary, incorporate several assumptions,
reflect a limited number of climate change scenarios, and do not address the likelihood of
each scenario. Therefore, these results are not sufficient by themselves to make policy
decisions." (DWR Progress Report, p. II.)

The following primarily summarizes DWR's plans and reports related to potential impacts of global

climate change on California's future water supplies. The response also lists and describes other selected

reports and studies concerning global climate change and its effects on water supplies. In addition, the

response identifies the previously adopted mitigation measures relative to water supplies, which

conserve water supplies and lessen greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global climate change.

For a more detailed discussion, please refer to Appendix B of this Final EIR, which contains DWR's

Progress Report (2006).

DWR Plans and Reports

DWR's SWP Delivery Reliability Report (2005)

DWR's 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report, April 2006 (Reliability Report), presents information from

computer simulation studies of the operation of the SWP.2 Using the CalSim-II model, DWR has

simulated SWP operations, using historical rainfall and runoff data, which is then adjusted for changes in

water and land use that have occurred or may occur in the future. The computer simulations were

conducted over a 73-year period (1922-1994) of the adjusted historical rainfall/runoff data. This modeling

approach incorporates the assumption that the next 73 years will have the same or similar

rainfall/snowmelt amount and pattern, both within-year and from year-to-year, as the historical 1922-

1994 period.

Based on this modeling assumption, DWR has noted that, currently, the CalSim-II model does “not

incorporate any modifications to account for changes related to climate change” that could disrupt SWP

deliveries. (Reliability Report, Chap. 3, p. 7.) Earlier in the Reliability Report, DWR also has

acknowledged that that CalSim modeling and study approach includes the assumption that past rainfall-

2 DWR's 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (April 2006) is found in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village
Draft EIR.
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runoff patterns will be repeated in the future and that this assumption has an "inherent uncertainty,

especially given the evolving information on the potential effects of global climate change." (Id. at p. 4.)

Relying upon the 2005 update to the California Water Plan, DWR summarized the potential effects of

global climate change on future water supplies, as follows:

"California’s water systems have been designed and operated based on data from a
relatively short hydrologic record. Mounting scientific evidence suggests that forecasted
climate changes could significantly change California’s precipitation pattern and amount
from that shown by the record. Less snowpack would mean less natural water storage.
More variability in rainfall, wetter at times and drier at times, would place more stress on
the reliability of existing flood management and water systems. California’s high
dependence on reservoir storage and snowpack for water supply and flood management
makes us particularly vulnerable to these types of projected hydrologic changes.“
(California Water Plan Update, December 2005, Vol. 1, page 3-15.)"

DWR also stated in its Reliability Report that:

"Potential changes in climate patterns are becoming better defined and attempts to
quantify the resulting impacts to SWP water supply are underway. Broad brush
estimates are being developed of the potential impact upon the SWP in 50 to 100 years if
no additional conveyance facilities or upstream reservoirs are built. As this information
becomes more refined, it will be helpful in guiding the development of statewide
strategies for the future management and development of water resources facilities,
including the SWP." (Reliability Report, Chap. 2, p. 4.)

In the meantime, however, DWR has confirmed that the results of CalSim-II model studies conducted for

the Reliability Report “represent the best available assessment of the delivery capability of the SWP.”

(Reliability Report, Chap. 3, p. 7.)

In response to concerns about future climate conditions that may affect water supplies, DWR has stated

that information pertinent to climate change and its effects on water supplies “is evolving rapidly, but

has not reached a level at which it can be quantitatively incorporated into delivery projections of the

SWP.”3 Nonetheless, DWR has acknowledged that the published literature and other information are

“helpful in developing strategies for the future management and development of the State’s water

resources, including improvements to the SWP.” (Id.)

3 See, DWR letter to Mindy McIntyre, Water Program Manager, Planning and Conservation League, dated April
20, 2006 (DWR's April 20, 2006 letter), which is found in Appendix G to DWR’s 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability
Report (April 2006). (See Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR for DWR’s 2005 SWP Delivery
Reliability Report, April 2006.)
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DWR's California Water Plan Update (2005)

DWR's California Water Plan Update of 2005 (2005 Water Plan) also addresses uncertainties associated

with global climate change and its potential effect on water supplies.4 In Chapter 4 of the 2005 Water

Plan, DWR summarizes the “predictions” surrounding global climate change, and they “include

increased temperatures, reductions to the Sierra snowpack, earlier snowmelt, and a rise in sea level,

although the extent and timing of the changes remain uncertain.” (Id. p. 32.) DWR further states that

these predicted changes “could have major implications for water supply, flood management, and

ecosystem health. The prospect of significant climate change warrants examination of how California’s

water infrastructure and natural systems can be managed to accommodate or adapt to these changes, and

whether more needs to be done.” (Id.) DWR also acknowledges that, for over the past ten years,

“scientists have been publishing formal, peer-reviewed recommendations for integrating the results of

climate change research into policy.” (Id.)

For example, in conjunction with affected state agencies, the Public Interest Energy Research Program

(PIER) administered by the California Energy Commission has developed and is implementing a climate

change research plan for California. The PIER program established a regional climate change research

center with the goals of: (1) improving the understanding of the possible physical and economic impacts

of climate change; and (2) developing robust adaptation and mitigation strategies for California. (See,

2005 Water Plan, p. 32, Box 4-9, PIER Program and Climate Change Research.) In support of future

updates of the 2005 Water Plan, the newly-created research center is funding: (1) development and

maintenance of a comprehensive climatic database for California and the analysis of meteorological and

hydrological trends; (2) monitoring of meteorological and hydrological parameters in some key remote

locations using innovative remote sensing devices; (3) development of climate projections for the state

using regional climate models at levels of resolution appropriate for water resources impact analyses; and

(4) study of water resources impacts under different climatic projections. DWR is a key co-sponsor of

these research activities, and DWR staff is participating in the modeling efforts. (Id.)

Climate Change Report

DWR's 2005 Water Plan also referenced the work performed by the Pacific Institute for Studies in

Development, Environment and Security (Pacific Institute). The Pacific Institute, in a literature search

report for DWR, summarized recommendations for coping with and adapting to climate change from key

peer-reviewed publications. The Pacific Institute’s report is entitled, "Climate Change and California

Water Resources: A Survey and Summary of the Literature," by Michael Diparsky and Peter H. Gleick,

4 Pertinent portions of DWR's 2005 California Water Plan are summarized above and incorporated by this
reference. A complete copy of the 2005 Water Plan is available online for public review by accessing DWR’s
website (http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/cwpu2005/index.cfm).
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Pacific Institute, July 2003 (Climate Change Report). This report is included in the Volume 4 Reference

Guide to the 2005 Water Plan.5

In the Climate Change Report, the Pacific Institute surveyed existing literature on climate change and its

impacts on water resources in California. This report reviewed projected effects of climate change on the

state’s water supply, delivery, and quality, and explored the economics involved in meeting the

challenges that those effects could bring about. (Climate Change Report, p. vii.) In general, the report

confirmed temperature increases and their effects include a snowpack higher in elevation, with either

lower or higher precipitation depending upon the information source (Climate Change Report, pp. 6, 10);

either greater or lesser amounts of runoff depending upon the information source (p. 14); a greater

number of extreme flood and drought events (p. 13); and reductions or increases in projected water use

by plants (p. 10), again, depending upon the information source. Thus, depending upon the information

presented, California could have more water available due to increased humidity and rainfall, or less

water available due to reductions in snowpack, greater evaporation, and no change or slightly less

rainfall.

The Climate Change Report concluded that managing water resources to address climate changes could

prove different than managing for historical climate variability because: (1) climate changes could

produce hydrologic conditions and extremes of a different nature than current systems were designed to

manage; (2) they may produce similar kinds of variability but outside of the range for which current

infrastructure was designed; (3) traditional water resource management assumes that sufficient time and

information will be available before the onset of large or irreversible climate impacts to permit managers

to respond appropriately; and (4) traditional management assumes that no special efforts or plans are

required to protect against such uncertainties.

The Climate Change Report's literature survey resulted in specific recommendations for the following

areas:

 Water planning and management
 Sea level concerns
 Modifying operation of existing systems
 New supply options
 Demand management, conservation, and efficiency
 Economics, pricing, and markets
 State water law
 Hydrologic and environmental monitoring.

5 See, footnote 4, above.
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The Climate Change Report further recommended that a more comprehensive assessment of all of these

areas, supported by multiple state agencies and including the participation of a wide range of

stakeholders, would be a valuable tool for policymakers and planners, and it was urged that such an

assessment to be undertaken in the near future. (Id.)

The subject of groundwater was also addressed in the Climate Change Report. The report concedes that

the impacts of global climate change on groundwater basins, and groundwater recharge characteristics

are largely unknown. For example, the report notes that changes in groundwater recharge will result

from changes in effective rainfall as well as a change in the timing of the recharge season. (Climate

Change Report, p. 20.) Increased winter rainfall may be expected in some regions, leading to increased

groundwater recharge. Conversely, higher evaporation or shorter rainfall seasons in other regions could

mean that soil deficits persist for longer periods of time, shortening recharge seasons, citing Leonard, et

al., 1999. However, warmer, wetter winters would increase the amount of runoff available for

groundwater recharge. This additional runoff in the winter would be occurring at a time when some

basins are either being recharged at their maximum capacity or are already “full.” (Id.) On the other

hand, reductions in spring runoff and higher evapotranspiration because of higher temperatures, could

reduce the amount of water available for recharge.

However, “[t]he extent to which climate will change and the impact of that change are both unknown.”

(Id.) Overall, the recommendation is that possible climate changes may require more sophisticated

conjunctive management programs in which “the aquifers are more effectively used as storage facilities.”

(Id.)

Although the data is still developing, the Climate Change Report has confirmed that a consensus in the

literature is emerging to suggest that temperatures globally are increasing. Given that climate change is a

complex topic, and that the world's climate has changed in cycles for hundreds of thousands, if not yet

millions, of years, according to DWR, the cause of these climate changes and their effects have not

reached a level at which such information can be quantitatively incorporated into the delivery projections

of the SWP.6

Accounting for Climate Change Report

In addition, a DWR report on climate change impacts and the recommendations for further research has

been prepared and included in the Volume 4 Reference Guide to the 2005 Water Plan. The report is

6 DWR’s April 20, 2006 letter, p. 2.
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entitled, "Accounting for Climate Change," by Maurice Roos, Chief Hydrologist, DWR (Accounting

Report).7

The Accounting Report noted that evidence of global climate changes continues to develop, and this

developing information has suggested that global climate change can affect the amount, timing, and form

of precipitation (whether rain or snow) that California receives, as well as the sea level of the Pacific

Ocean. This report disclosed that changes in weather, especially temperature and atmospheric

composition, can affect water use and consumption. (Accounting Report, p. 1.) In addition, the

Accounting Report indicated that most scientists feel that changes during the last several decades are

likely mostly due to human activities, but natural causes and variability cannot be ruled out as significant

components. The Accounting Report also stated that projections of the amount of warming and other

climate changes during the 21st century are wide-ranging, depending on assumptions and models. The

findings summarized in the Accounting Report provide that:

“Whatever the causes, the prospects of significant changes warrant examination of how
the State’s water infrastructure and natural systems can accommodate or adapt to climate
changes and whether more needs to be done to detect, evaluate and respond to water
resource system effects. Many uncertainties remain, primarily on the degree of change to
be expected. Responsible planning requires that the California water planning
community work with climate scientists and others to reduce these uncertainties and to
begin to prepare for those impacts that are well understood, already appearing as trends,
or likely to appear.” (Accounting Report, p. 1.)

Modeling Efforts

DWR’s 2005 Water Plan also has referenced modeling efforts undertaken by the University of California,

Davis (with funding from the Resource Agency, CALFED, and the California Energy Commission). The

University used the “CALVIN” model to evaluate how California’s water system might adapt to long-

term climate warming. This preliminary analytical tool was used to integrate “existing surface water,

groundwater, and water demand data in an integrated economic-engineering framework for California’s

inter-tied water system (covering 92 percent of California’s population and 88 percent of its irrigated

area).” (2005 Water Plan, p. 33.) Although a useful analytical tool, DWR noted that:

“In developing the computer model [CALVIN], significant weaknesses and gaps in water
data were identified and documented. The model and its results have been peer
reviewed and show preliminary insights into economically promising possibilities for
California water management. More importantly, the tool demonstrated concepts in
advanced data management, documentation, and analysis that may be useful for future
statewide and regional water policy and planning analysis. The CALVIN model has been
applied preliminarily to examine statewide potential for regional and statewide water

7 See, footnote 4, above.
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markets and how California’s water system might adapt to long-term climate warming
(through the [PIER] Program).” (Id.)

In addition, DWR’s 2005 Water Plan has referenced computer modeling of global climate change

scenarios, which predict significant future reductions in the Sierra snowpack.8 (Id. pp. 33–34.) The

model’s simulation of potential changes in snowpack during the 21st century predicts a 52 percent

reduction in the annual April through July runoff for a 2.1 degree C (3.8 F) of warming, which, according

to DWR, is “well within the 1.4 to 5.8 degrees C (2.5 - 10.4 F) range predicted by global climate models for

this century.” (Id. p. 34.) According to DWR, “[c]hanges in the timing of snowfall and snowmelt, as a

result of climate change, may make it more difficult to fill reservoir flood control space during late spring

and early summer, potentially reducing the amount of surface water available during the dry season. . . .

Reductions in snowpack may require changes in the operation of California’s water systems and

infrastructure, and increase the value of additional flood control space in reservoirs.” (Id. p. 34.)

DWR's Progress Report (2006)

As stated above, in July 2006, DWR issued its report entitled, "Progress on Incorporating Climate Change

into Management of California's Water Resources" (Progress Report). In this report, DWR describes

progress made on incorporating climate change into existing water resources planning and management

techniques and methodologies. The report was prepared in response to the Governor's Executive Order

S-3-05, and as an opportunity to begin addressing limitations identified in DWR's 2005 Update to the

California Water Plan.

Chapter 2 provides a statewide overview of California's water resources, and includes a summary of

potential causes of global climate change with an emphasis on aspects of climate change that pose a

potential threat to California's water supplies, including: (i) observed and projected changes in air

temperature, precipitation and runoff, and sea level rise, including potential effects on groundwater and

Delta water quality; (ii) potential effects of climate change on future water demands, Colorado River

basin, and sensitive fish species; (iii) sudden climate change; and (iv) climate change and water supply

planning challenges. Chapter 3 provides an overview of global climate change studies being conducted

by DWR. DWR's study efforts, whenever appropriate, focused on the four climate change scenarios

selected by the "Climate Action Team" (CAT), which was formed in response to Executive Order S-3-05.

Specifically, DWR's initial studies focused on the potential effects of climate change to four main

California water resources areas: (i) SWP and CVP operations; (ii) Delta water quality, including possible

8 The source of this modeling is cited in the 2005 Water Plan References as: Knowles Noah, and Cayan D. 2002.
Global Climate Change: Potential Effects on the Sacramento/San Joaquin Watershed and the San Francisco
Estuary. Geophysical Research Letters 29. See footnote 4, above.
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increases in sea level; (iii) flood management and water supply forecasting; and (iv) changes in

evapotranspiration rates and the consumptive use of irrigation water.

Chapters 4 and 5 are of particular importance because they focus on climate change impacts on SWP and

CVP operations and on the Delta. The results of the analysis undertaken in Chapter 4 suggest several

potential climate change impacts on overall SWP and CVP operations and deliveries. For example, in

three of the four climate scenarios simulated, CVP north-of-Delta reservoirs experienced shortages during

droughts. DWR recommends that future studies examine operational changes that could avoid these

shortages. At present, DWR concludes it is not clear whether such operational changes "will be

insignificant or substantial." (Progress Report, p. III.)

The report also found that changes in annual average SWP south-of-Delta Table A deliveries ranged from

a slight increase of about 1% for a wetter scenario to about a 10% reduction for one of the drier climate

change scenarios. In three drier climate change scenarios, increased winter runoff and lower Table A

allocations resulted in somewhat higher annual average Article 21 deliveries (Article 21 of the SWP long-

term water supply contracts permits delivery of water excess to the delivery of Table A water and some

other water types to those SWP contractors requesting it). The increase in Article 21 deliveries did not

fully offset losses to Table A. In contrast, the wetter scenario with higher Table A allocations results in

fewer Article 21 delivery opportunities and decreased annual average Article 21 deliveries. Changes in

annual average CVP south-of-Delta deliveries ranged from increases of about 2.5% for the wetter scenario

and decreases of up to 10% for drier climate change scenarios. Future studies will have to address how

north-of-Delta shortages could impact south-of-Delta CVP deliveries. For both the SWP and CVP,

carryover storage (i.e., water stored from one year over the next) was negatively affected in the drier

climate change scenarios and slightly increased in the wetter scenario.

DWR also pointed out that sea level rise effects on water project operations were not examined due to

lack of existing tools for that type of analysis. DWR noted that future work in this area will include the

development of the necessary tools to quantify the impacts of sea level rise on saltwater intrusion and the

incremental water supply impacts to repulse greater saltwater intrusion forces into the Delta. Chapter 5

focuses on potential impacts of climate change on Delta water quality and water levels. DWR concluded

that while tools are being developed to quantify the incremental impacts of sea level rise on water

supplies to counteract increased saltwater intrusion, until such tools become available, DWR's

preliminary analysis provided an indication of the water project operational challenges due to sea level

rise.

DWR’s Progress Report (2006) is not without its critics. For example, as noted in a comment letter, Arve

R. Sjovold reviewed the Progress Report and concluded it was “seriously flawed.” Mr. Sjovold
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acknowledged that the Progress Report adequately reviewed the literature on climate change; however,

he was critical of its quantitative analyses, including that DWR’s quantitative studies did not go to the

“heart of the climate change problem.” (See letter from California Water Impact Network, dated

February 11, 2007, p. 6.) Despite this criticism, the County has determined that DWR is making progress

on incorporating global climate change issues into its management of California’s water supplies and that

DWR’s efforts are responsive to the directives of both the Governor and the Legislature to make progress

toward assessing the impacts to California on global warming, including impacts to water supplies.

In short, the literature cited by DWR, and the most recent report prepared by DWR, confirm that, over

time, California water supply managers will need to modify the methods used to manage water supplies

in order to build-in the flexibility needed to address a dynamic water supply environment. However, it

appears that more information is needed in order to draw definitive conclusions regarding the

implications of climate change on water supplies. DWR has also committed to continue to incorporate

new information in successive updates to the California Water Plan. At the same time, though, DWR

itself concedes that its latest reporting effort is preliminary, incorporates several assumptions, reflects a

limited number of climate change scenarios, and does not address the likelihood of occurrence of each

scenario. For those reasons, DWR has concluded that the literature and study results to date are not

sufficient by themselves to make "policy decisions." (Progress Report, p. II.)

Other Selected Reports and Studies

Urban Water Management Plan (December 2005)

The 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for the CLWA service area addresses the potential

effects of global warming on California’s future water supplies. Relying upon DWR’s California Water

Plan Update (2005), the UWMP identifies some potential impacts of global warming, based on more than

a decade of scientific studies on the subject. The potential impacts include the production of hydrologic

conditions, variability, and extremes that are different than what current water systems are designed to

manage. Other potential impacts consist of questions on how rapidly impacts may occur to water

supplies, and whether water planners and managers can protect against sudden changes.

Like other water purveyors, CLWA is relying upon DWR’s commitment to continue to update and refine

modeling efforts based on on-going scientific data, and to incorporate that information into future plans,

reports, and studies issued by DWR. In the interim, however, CLWA and the retail purveyors in the

Santa Clarita Valley have thoroughly described the available water resources in the Valley, including

available local groundwater supplies, for the 25-year period covered by the UWMP. By law, the UWMP

must be updated every five years, with the next update to occur no later than December 2010. The

update also may be amended at any time, based on the discretion of CLWA and the retail purveyors in
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the Santa Clarita Valley. This five-year updating requirement ensures that global climate change and its

effects on local and imported supplies will be taken into account and regularly reported.

As to local groundwater supplies, the UWMP summarizes well-established findings from recent studies

and groundwater modeling, which confirm that the local groundwater basin (Alluvial aquifer and

Saugus Formation) is operating within sustainable yields and, as such, the basin remains in good

operating condition and can continue to support pumping in the operating ranges reflected in the 2005

UWMP, or slightly higher, without adverse results (e.g., long-term water level decline, “overdraft,” or

degradation of groundwater quality). The primary studies that support these findings are as follows:

(a) Richard C. Slade & Associates, LLC, “2001 Update Report, Hydrogeologic Conditions in the
Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer Systems,” prepared for Santa Clarita Valley Water
Purveyors (July 2002);

(b) CH2MHill “Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley, Model Development
and Calibration” (April 2004);

(c) CH2MHill, Technical Memorandum “Calibration Update of the Regional Groundwater Flow
Model for the Santa Clarita Valley, Santa Clarita, California” (August 2005);

(d) CH2MHill and Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, “Analysis of Groundwater Basin
Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, Los Angeles County,
California” (August 2005);

(e) UWMP, including Appendix C, “Groundwater Resources and Yield in the Santa Clarita Valley”
(December 2005); and

(f) 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (May 2007).9

The August 2005 Basin Yield Report described and modeled the groundwater operating plan for the

Valley. The model simulated a 78-year period of groundwater pumping, natural groundwater recharge

(from rainfall and river storm flows), and natural groundwater flow and discharge that occurs in the

basin. This 78-year rainfall record was derived from historical rainfall records dating back to the 1920s.

Based on a review of those historical records, the simulated rainfall pattern was derived with two

objectives in mind. First, the record was designed to capture historic cycles in rainfall, alternating periods

of below-normal rainfall, then periods of above-normal rainfall, followed by periods of below-normal

rainfall, etc. The 78-year rainfall record contained four periods of generally below-normal rainfall

(ranging in length from seven to 15 years) and five periods of generally above-normal rainfall (ranging in

length from six to eight years). Second, the record was designed to have a long-term volume of rainfall

equal to the historic long-term average rainfall over the past several decades.

9 All of these reports are available for public inspection and review at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs
Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and are incorporated by this reference.
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In summary, the rainfall pattern that was used in the modeling analysis was based on actual historic

long-term rainfall and historic dry cycles and wet cycles. Thus, changes in climatic conditions over the

past 78-year period were taken into account. If future climate change studies are published by DWR that

predict changes in the strengths of future droughts and future wet periods, these effects could then be

incorporated into the groundwater model to test the potential influence of climate change on the

groundwater system; of course, any future studies that attempt to predict climate change effects on future

local rainfall patterns are likely to have significant uncertainties. Nonetheless, when such studies are

completed and available, CLWA and the local purveyors will consider them in local water planning

efforts. Until then, however, CLWA and the local purveyors are relying upon the best available

information presented in the reports and studies referenced above.

Emissions Pathway Report

The Emissions Pathway Report, cited in a comment letter, has discussed the magnitude of future climate

changes based on climate projections from the modeling of greenhouse gas emissions scenarios out to the

year 2100.10 This report shows that, by the end of the century, due to increased temperatures, the Sierra

snowpack could be reduced by 30-70 percent under one emissions scenario, and as high as 73-90 percent

under another emissions scenario. The increased temperatures, along with impacts on runoff and stream

flow, combined with modest declines in winter precipitation, could fundamentally disrupt California's

water resources. (Emissions Pathway Report, p. 1.)

Pondering a Climate Conundrum

Other literature calls attention to the ongoing debate over global warming and its effects. For example, in

an article presented in Nature (Online Version) entitled, "Pondering a Climate Conundrum in Antarctic,"

it has been suggested that there are cooling trends, not necessarily global warming. In that article, the

authors noted a “[u]nique, distinct cooling trend discovered on the Earth's southernmost continent

Antarctica overall has cooled measurably during the last 35 years - despite a global average increase in air

temperature of 0.06 degrees Celsius during the 20th century - making it unique among the Earth's

continental landmasses.”11

Water Management Strategies

The Natural Resources Defense Council has prepared a report summarizing the "broad potential water

management impacts of climate change, the many existing climate-related activities of water managers

around the West, and a full range of recommendations for water managers and staff to consider as they

10 See, Emissions Pathway Report, which is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
11 See, Pondering a Climate Conundrum in Antarctic, dated January 13, 2002, Nature (Online Version), which is

found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
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incorporate global warming into the planning and management of their agencies."12 After generally

surveying the potential impacts of global climate change to water supply, flood management, water

quality, aquatic ecosystems, and hydropower, and the effectiveness of presently utilized water

management strategies to combat climate change impacts, the report proposes a four-part water

management strategy for use by water managers that consists of: (i) evaluation of a water system's

potential vulnerabilities at both a local and regional level; (ii) development of responsive strategies; (iii)

commitment to global climate change prevention and the endorsement of GHG emissions reductions; and

(iv) increased public outreach to improve awareness of global warming and climate change. As part of

this strategy, and in order to better understand and prepare for the potential impacts to water resources

as a result of global climate change, the report calls on various entities and individuals to provide

additional funding for research.

Climate Warming and Water Management Adaptation for California

Tanaka et al. (2006) explore the ability of California's water supply system to adapt to long-term climatic

and demographic changes using the California Value Integrated Network (CALVIN), a statewide

economic-engineering optimization model of water supply management.13 The results show agricultural

water users in the Central Valley are the most sensitive to climate change, particularly under the driest

and warmest scenario (i.e., PCM 2100), and predict a 37% reduction of Valley agricultural water

deliveries and a rise in Valley water scarcity costs by $1.7 billion. Though the results of the study are only

preliminary, they suggest that California's water supply system appears "physically capable of adapting

to significant changes in climate and population, albeit at a significant cost.” Such adaptation would

entail changes in California's groundwater storage capacity, water transfers, and adoption of new

technology.

Trends in Snowfall versus Rainfall in the Western United States

To better understand the nature of the observed changes in snowpack and streamflow timing in the west,

Knowles et al. (2006) address historical changes in the relative contributions of rainfall and snowfall.14

The study documents a regional trend toward smaller ratios of winter-total snowfall water to winter-total

12 See, Nelson, Barry, et al., July 2007, "In Hot Water: Water Management Strategies to Weather the Effects of
Global Warming." This report is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.

13 See, Tanaka, S.K., et al., 2006. “Climate Warming and Water Management Adaptation for California. Climatic
Change,” Vol. 76, No. 3-4, June 10, 2006. This report is available for public inspection and review upon request at
Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is incorporated by
this reference.

14 Knowles, N., and D. R. Cayan. 2002. “Potential Effects of Global Warming on the Sacramento/San Joaquin
Watershed and the San Francisco Estuary.” Geophysical Research Letters 29(18):1891, doi:10.1029/2001GL014339.
This report is available for public inspection and review upon request at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo
Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is incorporated by this reference.
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precipitation during the period of 1949-2004. The trends toward decreased winter-total snowfall are a

response to warming across the region, with the most significant decreases occurring where winter wet-

day minimum temperatures were on average warmer than -5° over the study period. The authors

suggest that, if warming trends continue, the snowfall fraction of precipitation is likely to continue to

decline, which combined with earlier melting of the remaining accumulations of snowpack, will diminish

the West's natural freshwater storage capacity. This trend could, in turn, exacerbate tensions between

flood control and storage priorities that many western reservoir managers face.

Climate Change Impacts on Water for Agriculture in California:
A Case Study in the Sacramento Valley

Joyce et al. (2006) employ the Water Evaluation and Planning (WEAP) system, a hydrologic model that

was developed for the Sacramento River Basin.15 The study found that increasing temperatures could put

a strain on the basin's water resources. Assuming an increasing urban demand for water, the effects of

climate change could be mitigated if the agricultural sector adapts to the new environment. The authors

considered the effect of increased irrigation efficiency and shifts in cropping and found that groundwater

pumping between 2070 and 2100 was reduced when these practices were adopted.

Climate Scenarios for California

Cayan et al. (2006) consider two GHG emissions scenarios, a medium-high and a low.16 The study found

that California will experience a warming trend from 2000 to 2100, with temperatures rising between 1.7

and 5.8C, depending on the model and the scenario chosen. This increase in temperature could

potentially impact snowpack levels as the state experiences less snow and more rain. The results also

indicate that snowpack in the Sierra Nevada could be reduced 32-79%, depending on the model and

scenario chosen. The study does not consider the ability of California's water supply system to adapt to

these potential changes.

County Determination

In summary, DWR has not yet fully incorporated parameters to account for climate change; however, as

the literature and modeling tools continue to develop in order to assess such risks, DWR will incorporate

such information into successive updates to the California Water Plan. In addition, DWR is committed to

15 Joyce, B., et al. 2006. “Climate Change Impacts on Water for Agriculture in California: A Case Study in the
Sacramento Valley.” California Climate Change Center, State of California. White Paper, CEC-5500-2005-194-SF,
March 2006. This report is available for public inspection and review upon request at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803
Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is incorporated by this reference.

16 Cayan, D., et al. 2006. “Climate Scenarios for California. California Climate Change Center, State of California.
White Paper” CEC-500-2005-203-SF, March 2006. This report is available for public inspection and review upon
request at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is
incorporated by this reference.
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the preparation of the biennial assessment reports of SWP delivery reliability. In the meantime, DWR

reports that the results of its updated reports represent the best available information at this time.

Accordingly, based on the above data, the County agrees with DWR that it would be speculative at this

time to quantify the effects of climate changes on the SWP system or the local groundwater basin. The

County urges DWR to utilize on-going studies, as they become available, in developing strategies for the

future management and development of California’s water resources. At this time, the County believes it

is appropriate to terminate any further analysis of potential future global climatic changes and their

effects on California's water supplies, consistent with Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Summary of Selected, Previously Adopted
Mitigation Measures Relative to Water Supplies

Despite the present uncertainty regarding the quantification of future global climate changes and their

effects on California’s water supplies, the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which includes the

Landmark Village project, already requires implementation of the following mitigation measures relative

to water resources that would conserve water supplies and lessen greenhouse gas emissions within the

Specific Plan area that contribute to global climate change:

Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures Relative
to Water Supplies and Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Water Service

SP 4.11-1 The proposed Specific Plan shall implement a water reclamation system in order to reduce
the Specific Plan’s demand for imported potable water. The Specific Plan shall install a
distribution system to deliver non-potable reclaimed water to irrigate land uses suitable to
accept reclaimed water, pursuant to Los Angeles County Department of Health Standards.
(Consistent with this measure, the Project Description section of this EIR discusses the fact that the
Landmark Village project will install and implement a recycled water delivery system in order to
reduce the project's demand for imported potable water. As required by this measure, recycled
(reclaimed) water would be used to irrigate land uses suitable to accept recycled water, pursuant to
Los Angeles County Department of Health Standards.)

SP 4.11-2 Landscape concept plans shall include a palette rich in drought-tolerant and native plants.
(Consistent with this measure, the Landmark Village project's landscape plans shall include
a palette rich in drought-tolerant and native plants.)

SP 4.11-3 Major manufactured slopes shall be landscaped with materials that will eventually
naturalize, requiring minimal irrigation. (Consistent with this measure, the Landmark
Village project's grading/landscape plans shall include a note requiring landscaping with
materials that will eventually naturalize, requiring minimal irrigation.)

SP 4.11-4 Water conservation measures as required by the State of California shall be incorporated
into all irrigation systems. (Consistent with this measure, the Landmark Village project shall
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incorporate into all of its irrigation systems water conservation measures required by the
State of California.)

Wastewater Disposal

SP 4.12-1 The Specific Plan shall reserve a site of sufficient size to accommodate a water reclamation
plant to serve the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. (This measure has been implemented by the
Board of Supervisors’ approval, in May 2003, of the Newhall Ranch WARP within the boundary of
the Specific Plan.)
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 7: GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND ITS EFFECTS
ON SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Comments refer to global climate change and its potential effects on endangered, threatened, rare, and

special-status species in California. Global climate change may affect such sensitive biological resources

through potential, though uncertain, changes related to future air and water temperatures; such effects

may impact the timing of seasons, affect a species’ range, and a species’ ability to adapt to changing

temperatures. At the same time, the comments acknowledge that the ways in which global climate

change may impact sensitive species and biological resources “are varied and sometimes complex.” (See,

Center for Biological Diversity letter, dated February 20, 2007, p. 15.)

The purpose of this topical response is to respond to comments related to global climate change and its

effects on sensitive species and biological resources. The response is based on a literature review that was

conducted to determine the current state of knowledge on global climate change and its effects on

ecosystems. The response also includes the County’s determination with respect to such issues.

1. Articles Addressing Global Climate Change and its
Effects On Sensitive Biological Resources

(a) Climate Change 2007: Climate Change Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability
(April 6, 2007) – Working Group II Contribution to the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, Fourth Assessment Report (“IPCC WGII 2007 Report”)

This report addresses the "relationship between observed climate change and recent observed changes in

the natural and human environment." (IPCC WGII 2007 Report, p. 2.) Based upon global assessment of

data since 1970, the report concludes that “anthropogenic warming has had a discernable influence on

many physical and biological systems.” (Id., at p. 3.) The report notes that recent warming "strongly"

affects terrestrial biological systems, such that there is an earlier timing of spring events, and

poleward/upward shifts in the ranges in plant and animal species. (Id., at p. 3.) Similarly, with regard to

marine and freshwater biological systems, there is evidence that impacts are occurring due to rising water

temperatures, which impact ice cover, salinity, oxygen levels, and circulation. (Ibid.) The specific

impacts to marine and freshwater biological systems include range shifts, the earlier migration of fish in

rivers, and changing abundance levels of algal, plankton, and fish in high-latitude oceans and high-

altitude lakes. (Ibid.) If temperature increases exceed 1.5-2.5°C, major changes are projected for

ecosystem structure and function, species' ecological interactions, and species' geographic ranges - all

resulting in predominantly negative consequences for biodiversity. (Id. at p. 8.)
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The IPCC WGII 2007 Report also summarizes, however, the considerable scientific uncertainty associated

with global climate change and its causes and effects on sensitive biological resources:

“Limitations and gaps prevent more complete attribution of the causes of observed
system responses to anthropogenic warming. First, the available analyses are limited in
the number of systems and locations considered. Second, natural temperature variability
is larger at the regional than the global scale, thus affecting identification of changes due
to external forcing. Finally, at the regional scale other factors (such as land-use change,
pollution, and invasive species) are influential.” (Id., at p. 4.)

Similarly, the report notes that while climate change is beginning to have effects on many natural and

human environments, "based on the published literature, the impacts have not yet become established

trends." (Ibid.)

(b) Observed Impacts of Global Climate Change in the U.S. (November 2004),
prepared for the PEW Center on Global Climate Change, Camille
Parmesan, Hector Galbraith (“Parmesan and Galbraith 2004”)1

Camille Parmesan and Hector Galbraith undertook a literature review to assess "the scientific evidence

compiled to date on the observed ecological effects of climate change in the United States and their

consequences" and the strength of that evidence. (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004 at p. iii.) The review

included more than 40 studies showing a possible tie between global warming and ecological changes in

the United States. In twenty of the studies, the authors found “strong evidence of a direct link” between

climate change and observed ecological impacts in the United States. (Ibid.)

While the report identified general trends, such as shifts in the timing of ecological events and habitat

ranges, it also noted that "many species and ecological systems of interest have yet to be studied (often

due to inherent limitations of available data) and the attribution of ecological changes to a particular

cause remains challenging." (Id., at pp. iii; see also p. 13 [there are "enormous difficulties biologists have

encountered in tackling the question of climate change impacts"].) Further, "[m]any if not most of the

ecosystems and organisms in the United States are already suffering from other anthropogenic stressors

. . . [and] [a]s yet, scientists do not have a clear idea how climate change might affect this already fragile

situation." (Id., at p. v.) Accordingly, the report recommends that scientists achieve a "better

understanding of which systems or species are most or least susceptible to projected climate change" in

order to better evaluate and mitigate potential impacts. (Id., at p. 41.)

In response to Parmesan and Galbraith 2004, other scientists have noted that plants and animals have

adapted to climate change for millions of years and that it is not surprising to see plants and animals

1 This report is available for public inspection and review at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road,
Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is incorporated by this reference.
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respond to present-day temperature changes.2 Such responses to climate change do not necessarily show

the changes are linked to fossil fuel emissions and human-caused climate change. (Ibid.)

As to Landmark Village, one comment letter cites Parmesan and Galbraith 2004 and impacts to the

Edith's, Quino, Bay, and Taylor's checkerspot butterfly species. Relying upon Parmesan and Galbraith

2004, the comments state that the referenced butterflies are impacted by global warming. However, in a

related context, USFWS has rejected similar claims that butterfly species may be endangered or

threatened due to global climate change.3 In the context of the Thorne’s Hairstreak Butterfly, USFWS

recognized recent evaluations by Parmesan and Galbraith 2004 that whole ecosystems are seemingly

being shifted northward; however, USFWS found that the type, magnitude, or temporal effects of

ecosystem changes that may be brought about by global climate change are speculative and stated it was

not aware of any available documentation that directly links global warming as a threat to the butterfly.

(Ibid.)

In addition, it should be noted that the butterfly species referenced in the comment are not present on the

Landmark Village project site. (See, Draft EIR, Table 4.4-6, "Special Status Wildlife Species with Potential

to Occur on Site," pp. 4.4-43 to 4.4-46 [not identifying any of the butterfly species as having the potential

to exist on-site].) In fact, the Quino checkerspot butterfly is identified in Table 4.4-7 as a species that is not

expected to be found on the project site, because its presence was last documented in Los Angeles County

in 1954. (Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-47, 4.4-70.)

(c) Status and Trends of the Nation’s Biological Resources (1998), U.S. Department of
the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey, Biological Resources Division
(“USGS 1998 Status/Trends Report”)4

A chapter of this report addresses the impacts of climate change on the nation's biological resources.

(USGS 1998 Status/Trends, at pp. 89–116.) The report closely considers impacts to avian species, and

notes that "the ranges of most species moved north, up mountain slopes, or both." (Id., at p. 101.)

Accordingly, such range shifts "could cause local extinctions in the more southern portions of the birds'

ranges, and, if movement to the north is impossible, extinctions of entire species could occur." (Ibid.) The

report also considers impacts to reptiles and amphibians, and notes that they are likely to be impacted

because they are especially susceptible to extreme temperature, must remain close to water sources, and

are not able to disperse at a rapid rate. (Ibid.) In addition, "[i]n general, animals most likely to be affected

2 Tom Stohlgren, a U.S. Geological Survey ecologist, Fort Collins, Colorado.
3 See, USFWS 90-day finding on petition to list the Thorne’s Hairstreak Butterfly as threatened or endangered

(2006 Federal Register, 71 FR 44980-44988), which is available for public review and inspection by reference to
the Federal Register online website, and is incorporated by this reference.

4 This report is available for public inspection and review at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road,
Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and are incorporated by this reference.
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earliest by climatic change are those in which populations are fairly small and limited to isolated

habitats." (Id., at p. 102.)

Significantly, this report notes that "[w]hat is most needed to evaluate potential biological effects of

temperature change is a regional projection of climatic changes that can be applied to ecosystems at a

regional or local scale" and "estimates of climatic variability during the transition to a new equilibrium,

particularly at the regional scale." (Id., at pp. 94–95.) In addition, "[a] focus of climate research toward

changing climatic variability [citations] might be more useful for ecological impact assessments than the

current focus among climatic modelers on climatic means.” (Id., at p. 112.) Finally, these projections, in

order to be "more realistic and useful . . . [require a] multiscale, multispecies, multitaxa analysis driven by

regionally specific, transient climatic change forecasts." (Ibid.)

The report also states that "at present [transient regional changes] are very difficult to predict credibly."

(Id., at p. 95; see also p. 110 [As contrasted with regional assessments, "[t]he most reliable projects for

climatic models are for global-scale temperature changes."].) This point is further underscored by the

conclusion that climate forecast models are "fraught with uncertainties," leading to "the perplexing

question" of "whether they can be trusted as a reliable basis for altering social policies, such as those

governing CO2 emissions or the shape and location of wildlife reserves." (Ibid.)

After disclosing the inadequacies of the projection models, this report assesses the policy implications:

“Climatic change as now envisioned is not necessarily a threat to the well-being of all
climate-sensitive species. However, the transient nature of most projected human-
induced climatic change scenarios suggests that significant alterations are likely on a
scale of decades, whereas the adaptability of many species - especially those upon which
faster responding species depend - is on a scale of centuries. . . . The only forecast that
seems unassailable is that the more rapidly the climate changes and the more extensively
other human disturbances are forced on nature, the higher the probability of substantial
disruption and surprise within natural systems.

To forecast possible consequences of the projected climate changes, single-species studies
should be guided by the overall effects that climate may have at the large scale or on
range limits and abundance patterns, and on the interactions among species. Coupling
such results with information from climatologists, geologists, and others will allow
interdisciplinary teams to more reliably forecast the possible biological consequences of
scenarios of global warming and other global changes. These forecasts can then be used
by policy makers and the general public to determine what types of actions might be
effective to mitigate potential impacts of forecasted climate changes. Research can help
put such policy making of a firmer factual basis, but any plausible level of effort is not
likely to reduce all important uncertainties before the global change experiment now
under way on Earth is played out [citation].” (Id., at p. 113.)
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(d) The Regional Impacts of Climate Change: An Assessment of Vulnerability (1997),
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Special Report (“IPCC 1997 Report”)5

This report evaluates the regional impacts of climate change across the globe. With regard to impacts to

North America, this report concludes that the "characteristics of the subregions and sectors . . . suggest

that neither the impacts of climate change nor the response options will be uniform." (IPCC 1997 Report,

Chapter 8 Executive Summary.) Nonetheless, the report concludes that reductions in terrestrial biological

diversity are likely due to loss of habitat. (Ibid.) The same conclusion is reached as to fisheries and

aquatic systems because of expected increases to water temperature, changes in freshwater flows and

mixing regimes, and alterations to water quality. (Ibid.) In spite of the anticipated impacts, the report

discloses significant scientific uncertainties:

“Our current understanding of the potential impacts of climate change is limited by
critical uncertainties. One important uncertainty relates to the inadequacy of regional-
scale climate projections relative to the spatial scales of variability in North American
natural and human systems. This uncertainty is compounded further by the
uncertainties inherent in ecological, economic, and social models - which thereby further
limit our ability to identify the full extent of impacts or prescriptive adaptation measures.
Given these uncertainties, particularly the inability to forecast futures, conclusions about regional
impacts are not yet reliable and are limited to the sensitivity and vulnerability of physical,
biological, and socioeconomic systems to climate change and climate variability.” (Ibid.,
italics added.)

More simply, the report concludes "[u]ncertainty exists in our ability to predict ecosystem or individual

species responses to elevated CO2 and global warming at either the regional or global scale." (Ibid.)

2. County Determination

The County has considered the above comments and the literature review conducted. On the basis of

that information, the County has made the factual determination that evidence exists linking global

climate change to ecological effects; however, the precise causes, extent, magnitude, and timing of such

effects remain uncertain and preclude reliable forecasts of possible ecological effects resulting from global

climate change. Based on the information presented herein, the County has made the further factual

determination that global climate change and its effect on sensitive species and other biological resources

are too speculative at this time for any further evaluation. Accordingly, the County believes it is

appropriate to terminate any further analysis of such effects, consistent with Section 15145 of the CEQA

Guidelines.

5 This report is available for public inspection and review at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road,
Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and are incorporated by this reference.
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 8: GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND
GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Comments state that the Landmark Village Draft EIR did not analyze and mitigate the project’s

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Other comments claim that California law requires the analysis and

reduction of greenhouse gases. Comments also claim that global warming will adversely impact water

supplies and their reliability, and sensitive biological resources. Still other comments claim that the

proposed project should take into account the new California law (AB 32) and its 2020 GHG emissions

target. In addition, comments refer to recent U.S. Supreme Court litigation (e.g., Massachusetts v. EPA, et

al.) and other cases addressing global climate change and its regulation.

Other comments claim that global warming is responsible for numerous impacts, including: (a)

reductions in snowpack during the next 100 years, which threaten California’s water supply; (b) health

impacts due to increases in the frequency, duration, and intensity of conditions conducive to air pollution

formation and heat; (c) potential impacts to agricultural resources; (d) potential impacts to California’s

economy; (e) sea-level rise, coastline erosion, and saltwater intrusion; and (f) increased pest infestations

and wildfire vulnerability due to increases in air temperatures.

The newly enacted California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) acknowledges that global

warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the

environment of California (Health & Safety Code §38501(a)). This law also acknowledges that the

“potential adverse impacts of global warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, the

reduction in quality and supply of water to the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea levels

resulting in the displacement of thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to marine

ecosystems and the natural environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma,

and other human-health related problems.” (Ibid.)

The main sources of greenhouse gases have been documented. As of 2002, fossil fuel consumption in the

transportation sector was the single largest source of California’s greenhouse gas emissions (41.2%), with

the industrial sector as the second-largest source (22.8%), followed by electrical production from both in-

state and out-of-state sources (19.6%), agricultural and forestry (8.0%), and other activities (8.4%).1 Thus,

for example, in terms of a land use development project, the most significant sources of greenhouse gases

would be vehicle emissions during both the construction and operational phases of the project, and fossil

1 See, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, California Environmental
Protection Agency, March 2006, pp. 9–10. This report is available for public inspection and review at Impact
Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is incorporated by
reference.
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fuel consumption for the generation of electricity to supply the residential, commercial, mixed-use, and

other uses.

This response acknowledges the scientific consensus that global climate change will increase the

frequency of heat extremes, heat waves, and heavy precipitation events. Currently accepted models

predict that continued GHG emissions at or above current rates will produce more extreme global climate

changes during the 21st century than were observed during the 20th century. There also is no scientific

uncertainty about the fact that human activities have increased the atmospheric abundance of greenhouse

gases. Nonetheless, there are uncertainties. The uncertainties center on predicting what the climate

changes will be in various areas on Earth, determining the rate at which air and water temperatures will

rise, whether the consequences of global climate change will be sudden or gradual, whether the

consequences will be catastrophic or manageable, and the efficacy of international, national, state, and

local measures to reduce GHG emissions. There are also uncertainties associated with characterizing the

timing and magnitude of global climate changes, including sea level rise, spread of certain diseases from

their usual geographic range, the effect on agricultural production, water supply, sustainability of

ecosystems, increased strength and frequency of storms, heat events, air pollution episodes, and the

impact of these effects on human health and the economy.2

Despite these uncertainties, this response addresses the subject of global warming/global climate change,

summarizes the state of the science, describes the current regulatory setting, and focuses on project

design features to reduce GHG emissions. This response also should be read in conjunction with two

other responses addressing global climate changes and its effects: Topical Response 6: Global Climate

Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies, and Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change

And Its Effects On Sensitive Biological Resources.

1. Introduction

Landmark Village is a mixed-use community that is a part of the larger approved Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan to be built in the northern, unincorporated area of Los Angeles County within the Santa Clarita

Valley Planning Area. The development site is located within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air

Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Once completed, the Landmark Village community will

contain 1,444 residences, including 308 single-family homes and 1,136 multi-family units, as well as an

elementary school, community park, 1,033,000 square feet of commercial and mixed-use floor area, fire

station, extensive trail system, transit improvements (including a park and ride/future transit station lot),

2 See, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, California Environmental
Protection Agency, March 2006, pp. 15–16 (incorporated by reference, above).
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additional private recreation and open space areas. Landmark Village is located directly adjacent to the

Valencia Commerce Center one of the largest employment centers in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Residents of residential developments that also contain some commercial and municipal uses engage in

activities such as electricity use, water use, natural gas combustion for heating, drying and cooking, and

motor vehicle transportation that directly or indirectly emit GHG emissions. The most significant GHG

emissions resulting from such residential developments are emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), methane

(CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O). CO2 is considered the most important GHG, due primarily to the large

emissions produced by fossil fuel combustion, especially for the generation of electricity and powering of

motor vehicles. CH4 and N2O are also emitted, though their emissions are much less significant when

compared to CO2. CH4 is also emitted from the transmission, storage, and incomplete combustion of

natural gas. GHG emissions from water supply and sewage treatment are primarily due to the energy

required to convey, treat, and distribute water. Additional emissions from wastewater treatment include

methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O), emitted directly from the wastewater.

Although both the World Resources Institute (WRI) and the California Climate Action Registry have

published protocols for estimating GHG emissions from particular processes, neither SCAQMD nor the

California Air Resources Board (ARB) has developed guidelines for the preparation of GHG inventories

for CEQA purposes. As questions such as, which emissions to consider as “new” are critical to the

preparation of an inventory, absent such guidance, this response does not quantify GHGs from the

proposed Landmark Village project. Instead, the report focuses on three major sections: (1) a summary of

the state of global climate change science, based primarily on the findings of the IPCC; (2) a summary of

domestic and state regulatory efforts to limit and reduce greenhouse gas emissions; and (3) a discussion

of potential project design features to reduce GHG emissions.

Following this introduction, Sections 2 and 3 detail the state of climate change science and the regulatory

setting. Section 4 contains a description of potential project design features that can be used to reduce

GHG emissions associated with the Landmark Village development.

2. State of the Science

This section summarizes the scientific issues surrounding climate change and global warming. It also

provides a discussion of what types of things contribute to climate change and puts into context global,

national, and state emissions of greenhouse gases.

Global Climate Change

Global warming and global climate change are both terms that describe changes in the earth’s climate. Global

climate change is a broader term used to describe any worldwide, long-term change in the earth’s climate.
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This change could be, for example, an increase or decrease in temperatures, the start or end of an ice age,

or a shift in precipitation patterns. The term global warming is more specific than global climate change

and refers to a general increase in temperatures across the earth. Though global warming is characterized

by rising temperatures, it can cause other climatic changes, such as a shift in the frequency and intensity

of rainfall or hurricanes. Global warming does not necessarily imply that all locations will be warmer.

Some specific, unique locations may be cooler even though the world, on average, is warmer. All of these

changes fit under the umbrella of global climate change.

While global warming can be caused by natural processes, there is a general scientific consensus that

most current global warming is the result of human activity on the planet.3 This man-made, or

anthropogenic, warming is primarily caused by increased emissions of “greenhouse gases” that keep the

earth’s surface warm. This is called “the greenhouse effect.” The greenhouse effect and the role

greenhouse gases play in it are described below.

The Greenhouse Effect

Greenhouses allow sunlight to enter in and then capture some of the heat generated by the sunlight’s

impact on the earth’s surface. The earth’s atmosphere acts like a greenhouse by allowing sunlight in, but

trapping some of the heat that reaches the earth’s surface. When solar radiation from the sun reaches the

earth, much of it penetrates the atmosphere to ultimately reach the earth’s surface; this solar radiation is

absorbed by the earth’s surface and then re-emitted as heat in the form of infrared radiation.4 Whereas

the greenhouse gases in the atmosphere let solar radiation through, the infrared radiation is trapped by

greenhouses gases, resulting in the warming of the earth’s surface.5

The earth’s greenhouse effect has played a key role in the development of life. Concentrations of major

greenhouse gases, such as CO2, CH4, N2O, and water vapor (H2O) have been naturally present for

millennia at relatively stable levels in the atmosphere, adequate to keep temperatures on Earth

hospitable. Without these greenhouse gases, the earth’s temperature would be too cold for life to exist.

As human industrial activity has increased, atmospheric concentrations of certain greenhouse gases have

increased dramatically. In the absence of major industrial human activity, natural processes have

maintained atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases, and, therefore, global temperatures at

3 From the IPCC “Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis, Summary for Policymakers.” Available online
at: http://www.ipcc.ch/SPM2feb07.pdf, and incorporated by this reference.

4 All light, be it visible, ultraviolet, or infrared, carries energy.
5 Infrared radiation is characterized by longer wavelengths than solar radiation. Greenhouse gases reflect

radiation with longer wavelengths. As a result, instead of escaping back into space, greenhouse gases reflect
much infrared radiation (i.e., heat) back to Earth.
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constant levels over the last several centuries.6 As the concentrations of greenhouse gases increase, more

infrared radiation is trapped, and the earth is heated to higher temperatures. This is the process that is

described as human-induced global warming.

In February 2007, the IPCC7 provided a comprehensive assessment of climate change science.8 It stated

that there is a scientific consensus that the global increases in greenhouse gases since 1750 are mainly due

to human activities such as fossil fuel use, land use change (e.g., deforestation), and agriculture. In

addition, the report stated it is likely that these changes in greenhouse gas concentrations have

contributed to global warming. Confidence levels used in this report have increased since 2001 due to the

large number of simulations run and the broad range of available climate models.

In April 2007, the IPCC provided an assessment of the “current scientific understanding of impacts of

climate change on natural, managed, and human systems, the capacity of these systems to adapt and

their vulnerability.”9 Here, the IPCC stated that although some people will gain and some will lose

because of global climate change, the overall change will be of social and economic losses. These negative

effects will likely be disproportionately shouldered by the poor who do not have the resources to adapt to

a change in climate. Some of the main ecosystem changes anticipated are that biodiversity of terrestrial

and freshwater ecosystems will be compromised and that the ranges of infectious diseases will likely

increase.

Greenhouse Gases and Their Emissions

The term “greenhouse gases” includes gases that contribute to the natural greenhouse effect, such as CO2,

CH4 and N2O, and H2O, as well as gases that are only man-made and that are emitted through the use of

modern industrial products, such as HFCs and PFCs. These last two families of gases, while not naturally

present, have properties that also cause them to trap infrared radiation when they are present in the

atmosphere, thus making them greenhouse gases. These six gases comprise the major GHGs that are

6 Examples of natural processes include the addition of GHGs to the atmosphere from respiration, fires, and
decomposition of organic matter. The removal of greenhouse gases is mainly from plant and algae growth and
absorption by the ocean.

7 The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) in 1988; it is open to all members of the
United Nations (UN) and WMO.

8 Available online at: http://www.ipcc.ch/SPM2feb07.pdf, and incorporated by reference.
9 Available online at: http://www.ipcc-wg2.org/index.html, and incorporated by reference.
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recognized by the Kyoto Protocol.10 There are other GHGs that are not recognized by the Kyoto Protocol,

due, chiefly to the smaller role that they play in climate change. One GHG not recognized by the Kyoto

Protocol is atmospheric water vapor, because water vapor concentrations do not show obvious

correlations with specific human activities. Water vapor appears to act in a feedback manner; higher

temperatures lead to higher water vapor concentrations, which in turn cause more global warming.11

The effect each of these gases on global warming is a combination of the volume of their emissions and

their global warming potential (GWP). GWP indicates, on a pound for pound basis, how much a gas will

contribute to global warming relative to how much warming would be caused by the same mass of

carbon dioxide. Methane and nitrous oxide are substantially more potent than carbon dioxide, with

GWPs of 21 and 310, respectively.12 However, these natural greenhouse gases are nowhere near as potent

as sulfur hexafluoride and fluoromethane, which have GWPs of up to 23,900 and 6,500, respectively.13

GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of mass of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e). CO2e are

calculated as the product of the mass of a given GHG and its specific GWP.

The most important greenhouse gas in human-induced global warming is carbon dioxide. While many

gases have much higher GWPs than the naturally occurring greenhouse gases, carbon dioxide is emitted

in such vastly higher quantities that it accounts for 85 percent of the GWP of all GHGs emitted by the

United States.14 Fossil fuel combustion, especially for the generation of electricity and powering of motor

vehicles, has led to substantial increases in carbon dioxide emissions and thus substantial increases in

atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations. In 2005, atmospheric carbon dioxide concentrations were

about 379 parts per million (ppm), over 35 percent higher than the pre-industrial concentrations of about

10 The Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change requires parties to
proceed "with a view to reducing their overall emissions of such [greenhouse] gases by at least 5 per cent below
1990 levels in the commitment period 2008 to 2012." (Kyoto Protocol, Article 3, ¶1.) The treaty was negotiated in
Kyoto, Japan in December 1997, opened for signature on March 16, 1998, closed for signature on March 15, 1999,
and came into force on February 16, 2005. The United States is a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, but neither
President Clinton nor President Bush submitted the treaty to Congress for approval. Therefore, because the
treaty has not been ratified, the terms of the treaty are not binding on the United States.

11 From the IPCC Third Assessment Report: http://www.grida.no/climate/ipcc_tar/wg1/143.htm and http://www.
grida.no/climate/ipcc_tar/wg1/268.htm, which is incorporated by reference.

12 GWPs were developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). The most recent GWP values
are from IPCC’s Third Assessment Report (TAR, 2001) and are slightly different from those presented here.
However, GWP values from the Second Assessment Report (SAR, 1996) are still used by international
convention and are presented in this response where relevant.

13 California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol - Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. SAR values, Appendix C. http://www.climateregistry.org/docs/PROTOCOLS/GRP%20V2-
March2007.pdf, which is incorporated by reference.

14 Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2004, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
Available online at: http://yosemite.epa.gov/oar/globalwarming.nsf/UniqueKeyLookup/RAMR6MBSC3/
$File/06_ Complete_Report.pdf, and incorporated by reference.
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280 ppm.15 In addition to the sheer increase in the volume of its emissions, carbon dioxide is a major

factor in human-induced global warming because of its lifetime in the atmosphere of 50 to 200 years.

The second most prominent GHG, methane, also has increased due to human activities such as rice

production, degradation of waste in landfills, cattle farming and natural gas mining. In 2005,

atmospheric levels of methane were more than double pre-industrial levels, up to 1774 parts per billion

(ppb) as compared to 715 ppb.16 Methane has a relatively short atmospheric lifespan of only 12 years, but

has a higher GWP than carbon dioxide.

Nitrous oxide concentrations have increased from about 270 ppb in pre-industrial times to about 319 ppb

by 2005.17 Most of this increase can be attributed to agricultural practices (such as soil and manure

management), as well as fossil-fuel combustion and the production of some acids. Nitrous oxide’s 120-

year atmospheric lifespan increases its role in global warming.

Besides carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide, there are several gases and categories of gases that

were not present in the atmosphere in pre-industrial times but now exist and contribute to warming.

These include CFCs, used often as refrigerants, and their more stratospheric-ozone-friendly replacements,

HFCs. Fully fluorinated species, such as SF6 and CF4, are present in the atmosphere in relatively small

concentrations, but have extremely long life spans of 50,000 and 3,200 years each, making them potent

greenhouse gases.

The Effects of Global Warming

There is a scientific consensus that global climate change will increase the frequency of heat extremes,

heat waves, and heavy precipitation events. Currently accepted models predict that continued

greenhouse gas emissions at or above current rates will induce more extreme climate changes during the

21st century than were observed during the 20th century. A warming of about 0.2°C per decade is

projected. Even if the concentrations of all greenhouse gases and aerosols are kept constant at year 2000

levels, a further warming of about 0.1°C per decade would be expected. A faster temperature increase

will lead to more dramatic, and more unpredictable, localized climate extremes. Other likely direct

effects of global warming include an increase in the areas affected by drought, an increase in tropical

cyclone activity and higher sea level, as well as the continued recession of polar ice caps. Examples of the

indirect results that may be caused by some of these climatic changes include decreases in biodiversity

and expanded ranges for infectious diseases like malaria. There are already some identifiable signs that

15 Page 2 of the IPCC “Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis, Summary for Policymakers.”
16 Page 4 of the IPCC “Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis, Summary for Policymakers.”
17 Ibid.
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global warming is taking place. In addition to substantial ice loss in the Arctic, the top seven warmest

years since the 1890s have been after 1997.18

California Climate Impacts

Global temperature increases may have a series of significant negative impacts on the health of California

residents and the California economy. One result of the higher temperatures caused by global warming

may be compromised air quality. Warmer temperatures can cause more ground-level ozone, a pollutant

that causes eye irritation and respiratory problems. California relies primarily on snowmelt for its

drinking water and much of the water used in irrigation during the summer. Global warming could alter

the seasonal pattern of snow accumulation and snowmelt and threaten the availability of water. Climatic

changes would also affect agriculture, a major California industry, which could result in economic losses.

For example, the heat wave in July 2006 is estimated to have cost the California dairy industry in excess

of one billion dollars.19

Global, National, and California-wide GHG Emissions Inventories

Worldwide emissions of GHGs in 2004 were 30 billion tons of CO2e per year.20 In 2004, the US emitted

about 8 billion tons of CO2e or about 25 tons/year/person.21 Over 80 percent of the GHG emissions in the

United States are comprised of CO2 emissions from energy related fossil fuel combustion. In 2004,

California emitted 0.49 billion tons of CO2e, or about 5 percent of the US emissions. If California were a

country, it would be the 16th largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world.22 This large number is

due primarily to the sheer size of California. Compared to other states, California has one of the lowest

per capita GHG emission rates in the country. This is due to California’s higher energy efficiency

standards, its temperate climate, and the fact that it relies on substantial out-of-state energy generation.

In 2004, 81 percent of greenhouse gas emissions (in CO2e) from California were comprised of carbon

dioxide emissions from fossil fuel combustion. Methane and nitrous oxide accounted for 5.6 percent and

6.8 percent of total CO2e respectively, and high GWP gases23 accounted for 2.9 percent of the CO2e

18 Statistics from IPCC working group I and II.
19 Office of the Governor.
20 Sum of Annex I and Annex II countries without counting Land-Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF)

http://unfccc.int/ghg_emissions_data/predefined_queries/items/3814.php (incorporated by reference). For
countries that 2004 data was unavailable, the most recent year was used.

21 2006 Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks. Available online at: http://yosemite.epa.gov/
oar/globalwarming.nsf/UniqueKeyLookup/RAMR6MBLP4/$File/06ES.pdf, and incorporated by reference.

22 Anywhere between the 12th and 16th depending upon methodology. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004. California Energy Commission (incorporated by reference).

23 Such as HFCs and PFCs.
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emissions. Transportation is by far the largest end-use category of GHGs. Transportation includes that

used for industry as well as residential use.

3. Regulatory Setting

As consensus over human-induced global climate change has grown, lawmakers at the national, state,

and local levels have introduced legislation and regulations aimed at better tracking and controlling

GHGs. On the national level, some incentives for businesses and individuals to take voluntary steps to

limit GHG emissions have been established. No federal legislation capping GHG emissions or requiring

reporting has been passed. The recent U.S. Supreme Court decision in Massachusetts et al. v. EPA, et al.,

may result in action towards federal regulation to limit automotive GHG emissions beyond reductions

required under current Corporate Average Fuel Economy regulations. In the absence of federal action,

many regions, states, and municipalities have taken independent action. For example, California recently

passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32 or AB 32), which

established mandatory reductions in statewide GHG emissions by 2020. The following is a summary of

relevant national and state GHG legislation and legislative proposals.

Federal Action on Greenhouse Gas Emissions

On the national level, efforts to reduce GHG emissions have been taking place in the executive and

legislative branches. In 2002, President George W. Bush set a national policy goal of reducing the GHG

emission intensity (tons of GHG emissions per million dollars of gross domestic product) of the U.S.

economy by 18 percent by 2012. However, binding caps and/or reductions did not accompany this goal;

rather, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) administers a variety of voluntary programs

and partnerships with GHG emitters. Such programs include the “Climate Leaders” program, in which

companies create long-term GHG emission record-keeping and reduction strategies, and the high GWP

gas voluntary programs, in which the USEPA partners with industries producing and utilizing synthetic

gases to reduce emissions of these particularly potent GHGs.24

A recent development that may affect federal action on climate change is the April 2, 2007 U.S. Supreme

Court decision ruling in favor of petitioners in Massachusetts et al. v. EPA, et al.25 In that case, the Supreme

Court ruled that the USEPA was authorized by the Clean Air Act to regulate CO2 emissions from new

motor vehicles. While the Court did not mandate that the USEPA enact regulations to reduce GHG

emissions, it found that the only cases in which the USEPA could avoid taking action were if it found that

GHGs do not contribute to climate change or if it offered a “reasonable explanation” for not determining

24 http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/policy/index.html (incorporated by reference).
25 http://www.supremecourtus.gov/opinions/06pdf/05-1120.pdf (incorporated by reference).



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR8-10 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

that GHGs contribute to climate change. The Supreme Court rejected the USEPA’s arguments that

voluntary programs already in place were sufficient to address global warming and that the USEPA

should not take action on climate change because it may conflict with the initiatives or negotiations of

other agencies and the President. On May 14, 2007, in response to the ruling, the Bush Administration

issued an executive order directing the USEPA and Departments of Transportation and Energy to work

together to establish regulations that reduce GHG emissions from motor vehicles, non-road vehicles, and

non-road engines by 2008. However, the order does not specify what level of reductions these

regulations need to achieve or how they will achieve them. It does state that any regulation needs to also

take into account sound scientific knowledge, cost-benefit analysis, public safety, and economic growth.

While to date White House and USEPA action on climate change have not required reporting or

reductions on the part of businesses or individuals, several bills have been introduced to the U.S.

Congress that would establish mandatory GHG reporting and/or emissions reductions. In the current

110th Congress, four such bills have been introduced in the Senate and one in the House of

Representatives.26

As of June 1, 2007, four major bills have been introduced in the Senate (see, Table TR8-1, Comparison of

Bills Introduced in the Senate to Control GHG Emissions, for comparison):

 S. 280: The Climate Stewardship and Innovation Act of 2007 (Senator Lieberman);

 S. 309: The Global Warming Pollution Reduction Act (Senator Sanders);

 S. 317: The Electric Utility Cap and Trade Act of 2007 (Senator Feinstein); and

 S. 485: The Global Warming Reduction Act of 2007 (Senator Kerry).

Generally speaking, the bills share many features; most notably, all establish or enable a market-based

system of tradable emissions allowances as at least one means of implementing overall reductions in

GHGs. Market-based, or cap-and-trade, systems work by establishing a cap on the total amount of GHG

emissions that will be allowed in a time period and distributing emissions allowances that are provided

in some manner (typically an allocation or auction scheme) to emitting facilities. All emitting facilities

must submit an allowance for each unit of CO2 they produce. If a facility is emitting more CO2 than they

have covered by allowances, they must choose between spending money to invest in CO2-mitigating

technologies to reduce their emissions or purchasing additional allowances from facilities that are

emitting less CO2 for which they have allowances. The goal of these systems is to achieve a specified

26 http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/BillBrowse.cgi?dbname=110_cong_bills&wrapperTemplate=all110bills_
wrapper. html&billtype=all (incorporated by reference).
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overall reduction in emissions in the most cost-effective way possible. Such programs have proved

successful in the past, such as the SO2 cap-and-trade program implemented to control acid rain.

The Climate Stewardship and Innovation Act of 2007 (S. 280) aims to sufficiently reduce GHG emissions

by 2050 to “forestall catastrophic climate change;” this is achieved by reducing the number of GHG

emission allowances through 2049 to 2,096 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MMTCDE). The Global

Warming Pollution Reduction Act (S. 309) proposes to amend the Clean Air Act and ultimately reduce

aggregate net United States global warming pollution to 80 percent below the 1990 level by 2050. It

establishes specific emission reduction requirements on motor vehicles and electricity generation

facilities. The Electric Utility Cap and Trade Act of 2007 (S. 317) also proposes to amend the Clean Air

Act, but its emission reduction requirements and allowance trading program is focused on facilities with

nameplate capacities greater than 25 megawatts (MW) that retail electricity they produce by combusting

fossil fuels that emit GHGs. The bill requires a reduction in GHG emissions of “affected units” to 2001

levels by 2015, followed by a 1 percent annual reduction in emissions through 2020 and then a 1.5 percent

annual reduction in emissions after 2020. The Global Warming Reduction Act of 2007 (S. 485), also

proposing to amend the Clean Air Act, seeks to reduce GHG emissions to 65 percent below 2000 levels by

2050. It also establishes specific emission reduction requirements for motor vehicles and electricity

generation facilities.

Besides stipulations about motor vehicle and power plant emissions, none of the bills proposes specific

measures on other sectors or industries; however, the Global Warming Reduction Act of 2007 does

stipulate that regulations specific to a certain source or sector can be promulgated and that the cap will

only apply to sources and sectors with the greatest global warming potential, the most cost-effective

means to reduce GHG emissions, or “other characteristics the [EPA] Administrator determines make the

source or sector appropriate for inclusion in the program.” In addition, if a market-based system is

established, S. 309 confers benefits in the form of emissions allowances on highly energy-efficient

communities to encourage an earlier transition to less carbon-intense living. S. 317 establishes offset

credits, for which 16 types of operations, including landfills and cement manufacturing facilities, would

be eligible.

All of the bills contain various other provisions for endeavors such as advanced technology research,

exploring carbon sequestration opportunities, other incentive financing and updating of the scientific

consensus on what are safe levels of GHG emissions.
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Table TR8-1
Comparison of Bills Introduced in the Senate to Control GHG Emissions

S. 280 S. 309 S. 317 S. 485

Applicability of
Legislation

Electricity,
Transportation,
Industry and
Commercial

EPA to determine
covered sectors;
mandatory standards
for electricity and
vehicles

Electricity

EPA to determine
covered sectors;
mandatory standards for
electricity, vehicles and
gasoline suppliers

Emissions
Reduction

1990 emissions
by 2020; 40% of
1990 levels for
2050+

1990 emissions by
2020; 20% of 1990
levels by 2050

61% of 2001 emissions
from affected units by
2050

1990 emissions by 2020;
~38% of 1990 levels by
2050

Establishment of
Cap-and-Trade
System

Economy-wide
absolute GHG
cap-and-trade
system

Cap-and-trade system
optional; economy-
wide absolute GHG
cap

Absolute cap-and-
trade system for
power sector

Economy-wide absolute
GHG cap-and-trade
system

Potential for
Banking/
Borrowing

Banking
permitted; some
borrowing
allowed

Left to EPA's
discretion

Banking permitted;
EPA may authorize
borrowing

Banking permitted; no
borrowing provision

Auction or Free-
Allocation?

Combination
Left to EPA's
discretion

Increasing proportion
of allowances to be
auctioned until 2036
when all are
auctioned

Left to discretion of
President or Congress

The Climate Stewardship Act of 2007, introduced to the House of Representatives by Representative

Olver as H.R. 620, would establish a national GHG database and a national market-based emissions

trading system that would ultimately limit allowances to 1,504 Million Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide

Equivalents (MMTCDE) by 2050.

The potential exists for new federal legislation to conflict with preexisting state or local regulations on

climate change. S. 309 and S. 485 address an aspect of this issue explicitly, stating that the proposed

legislation would not supersede any more stringent energy efficiency or renewable energy standards that

may have been established by state governments. S. 309 further states that, “[n]othing in this title affects

the ability of a State to take State actions to further limit climate change;” yet, the bill also notes that

vehicle standards will still be subject to the provisions of the Clean Air Act. Neither S. 280 nor S. 317

includes an explicit clause indicating that more stringent state regulations would still be allowed under

the proposed law’s provisions, but S. 280 makes passing reference to this possibility in discussing the

allocation of emissions allowances.
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Regional Agreements

In the absence of federal action to control GHG emissions, two regional agreements have been established

among states, which have set their own limits on acceptable emission levels. The first such initiative, the

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) was begun in 2003 and signed into law by seven northeastern

states (Connecticut, New Hampshire, Delaware, New Jersey, Maine, New York, and Vermont) in

December 2005.27 Since then, two more states (Massachusetts and Rhode Island) have become

signatories and Maryland will join in mid-2007. The RGGI was created to discuss the design of a regional

cap and trade program for CO2 emissions from power plants with a nameplate capacity greater than 25

MW that use at least 50 percent fossil fuels to generate their power. The cap and trade program will be

mandatory for all applicable power plants in the signatory states.

A more recent agreement is the Western Regional Climate Action Initiative, signed in February 2007 by

Washington, Oregon, California, Arizona, and New Mexico.28 Within six months of signing the initiative,

the states will set an overall regional goal for GHG reductions that is consistent with each state’s goals.

By August 2008, the states will have designed a regional market-based multi-sector mechanism for

reducing GHG emissions, such as a load-based cap and trade program.

California Legislation

Concern about the disproportionately negative impacts global warming is expected to have on the

California environment and economy has led the California State Assembly to pass two bills in the past

five years. These bills are aimed at controlling and reducing the emission of GHGs to slow the effects of
global warming.

Assembly Bill No. 1493 (AB 1493) was signed into law by Governor Schwarzenegger on July 22, 2002.

This legislation mandated that the California ARB adopt regulations by January 1, 2005 that result in the
achievement of the “maximum feasible” reduction in GHG emissions from vehicles used in the state

primarily for noncommercial personal transportation.29 The regulations were to become effective after

January 1, 2006 and apply to passenger vehicles and light-duty trucks manufactured for the 2009 model
year or later. AB 1493 prohibited the ARB from requiring in these regulations any additional tax on

vehicles, fuel, or driving distance, a ban on the sale of certain vehicle categories, a reduction in vehicle

weight, or a limitation on or reduction of speed limits and vehicle miles traveled.

In September 2004, ARB adopted regulations pursuant to AB 1493 that established GHG emissions

standards and incorporated those standards into the Low-Emission Vehicle (LEV) program. The

27 http://www.rggi.org/ (incorporated by reference).
28 http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/documents/2007-02-26_WesternClimateAgreementFinal.pdf (incorporated by

reference).
29 www.calcleancars.org/ab1493.pdf (incorporated by reference).
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regulations set fleet-wide average GHG emissions requirements for two vehicle categories, passenger

car/light duty truck 1 (PC/LDT1) and light-duty truck 2 (LDT2). The new standards take into account the
different GWP of the several GHGs emitted by motor vehicles and are, therefore, measured in units of

CO2e. These standards phase in during the 2009 through 2016 model years, with gradual reductions

required from year to year. By 2016, the fleet-wide average GHG emission standard is set as 205 grams
(g) of CO2e/mile for the PC/LDT1 category and 332 g of CO2e/mile for the LDT2 category. These

standards are anticipated to produce a nearly 30 percent decrease in GHG emissions from light-duty

vehicles by 2030.

In December 2004, these regulations were challenged in federal court by the Alliance of Automobile

Manufacturers, who claimed that the law regulated vehicle fuel economy, a duty assigned to the federal

government. The case had been put on hold by a federal judge in Fresno pending the U.S. Supreme
Court’s decision in Massachusetts v. EPA, et al.30 The U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling in favor of the state of

Massachusetts has been discussed as a likely vindication of state efforts to control GHG emissions,

though there has not yet been a decision regarding AB 1493. Before these regulations may go into effect,
the USEPA must grant California a waiver under the federal Clean Air Act, which ordinarily preempts

state regulation of air quality standards. Following the issuance of the Massachusetts v. EPA, et al.

decision, the USEPA announced that it will decide whether to grant California a waiver by December
2007.

Citing concerns similar to those enumerated in AB 1493, the California State Assembly passed the

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 in August 2006.31 Also known as Assembly Bill 32 (AB
32), the law instructs the ARB to set new reporting requirements for GHG emissions and to devise rules

and regulations that will achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions

reductions, achieving a reduction in statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and further
reductions in future years. While AB 32 sets out a timeline for the adoption of measures to evaluate and

reduce GHG emissions across all source categories, it does not itself stipulate these measures; instead,

these measures will be determined in subsequent processes. Thus, the specific GHG emission reduction
measures that will be required of facilities as result of the passage of AB 32 are not yet known. AB 32

does stipulate what compounds will be considered GHGs and thus subject to reductions; these

compounds include CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, the same pollutants considered under the
international Kyoto Protocol.

The first action ARB will take as a result of AB 32 is to enumerate discrete early action measures to reduce

GHG emissions by June 30, 2007. By January 1, 2008, ARB will both establish the 1990 level of state GHG
emissions that will serve as the target level for 2020 emissions and adopt regulations requiring the

30 http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2007/04/02/BAG06P06BN3.DTL (incorporated by reference).
31 http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/docs/ab32text.pdf (incorporated by reference).
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reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. Source categories that contribute the most to

statewide emissions will be the first having to comply with these monitoring and reporting requirements.
These source categories have not yet been identified but are likely to include oil refineries, cement plants,

power utilities/generators, and large stationary combustion sources (emitting greater than 25,000 metric

tons CO2 per year). By January 1, 2009, ARB will approve a scoping plan to achieve the maximum
technologically feasible and cost effective GHG emissions reductions necessary to meet the 2020 goal.

Regulations implementing the discrete early action GHG emission reduction measures will be adopted by

January 1, 2010. Regulations adopting GHG emission limits and necessary emission reduction measures
to achieve the 2020 statewide emissions limit will be adopted by January 1, 2011; these regulations could

include a market-based emission limit system. The regulations adopted in 2011 will become operative on

January 1, 2012. By January 1, 2014 and every five years thereafter, ARB will update its scoping plan.

ARB intends to allow extensive public participation in the development of regulations required by AB 32.

Workshops and public meetings to discuss various aspects of the law and receive input from

stakeholders are already underway. In addition, a number of issues surrounding AB 32 still must be
resolved. For example, it is not yet clear how the ARB will coordinate the development of the AB 32

program with other state and regional programs, nor is it clear how the program will be coordinated with

any federally mandated programs that may develop.

Agency Actions Relevant to Residential Developments

There are several measures underway and additional stakeholder suggestions under consideration by the

ARB and the Climate Action Team (CAT)32 for early action GHG reduction measures that are relevant to

the residential development sector. Many of these measures target energy efficiency in buildings and

appliances. Measures underway by the ARB and CAT that relate to residential development are listed in

Table TR8-2, Early Action GHG Reduction Measures Considered by ARB and CAT (Landmark

Village), and stakeholder suggestions related to residential development are listed in Table TR8-3,

Stakeholder Suggestions Potentially Relevant to the Residential Development Sector (Landmark

Village).

32 The CAT was formed as a result of Executive Order S-3-05 (June 1, 2005), which directed the Secretary of the
CalEPA to coordinate with the Secretary of the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, Secretary of the
Department of Food and Agriculture, Secretary of the Resources Agency, Chairperson of the Air Resources
Board, Chairperson of the Energy Commission, and the President of the Public Utilities Commission to meet
specific GHG emission levels in the future. While AB 32 charges the ARB with monitoring and regulating
sources of emissions of GHGs, the CAT has the responsibility of coordinating California’s overall climate policy
across the various state agencies.



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR8-16 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Table TR8-2
Early Action GHG Reduction Measures Considered by ARB and CAT (Landmark Village)

California Air Resources Board
Group 2: GHG Reduction Measures Underway or to be Initiated by ARB by 2009

• Strategies on the use of light-covered paving, cool roofs, and shade trees to decrease energy requirements for buildings

Climate Action Team
Group 1: Discrete Early Action Measures
California Energy Commission

• Energy Efficient Building Standards: The CEC has been actively engaged in its “Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Progress” effort.
The next phase of the project is to conduct public workshops on mark-ups of the “Express Terms” of the Standards, plus the supporting
technical rules for software developments and the extensive technical data appendices that are required for showing compliance. The CEC
intends to adopt these regulations in 2008.

• Energy Efficient Appliance Standards: The CEC is considering options for light bulb standards and anticipates adopting standards by
January 1, 2010.

• New Solar Homes Partnership: Effective January 2007, approved solar systems will receive incentive funds based on system performance
above building standards.

Group 2: Additional Early Actions Measures to Reduce GHGs Already Underway or to be Initiated by CAT in 2007-2009
California Energy Commission

• Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place: The CEC will update its appliance regulations to re-institute appliance and equipment
certification and data collection.

Notes:
The ARB has organized its early action GHG reduction measures into three groups:

Group 1: These are also known as “discrete early action” measures as defined by AB 32. These measures must be listed by June 30, 2007 and be enforceable by
January 1, 2010.

Group 2: These are defined as other GHG reduction measures that may not be ready to be listed by the ARB by June 30, 2007 and/or implemented by January
2010.

Group 3: These are strategies that are specifically targeted at criteria pollutants or air toxics that have climate co-benefits.

The CAT has used similar definitions in the grouping of their early action measures. However, it should be noted that the CAT has no legal responsibility to
enumerate early actions under AB 32.

Sources:
ARB (2007). Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California. Draft Staff Report. April 20, 2007.
CAT (2007). Climate Action Team Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California. April 2007.
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Table TR8-3
Stakeholder Suggestions Potentially Relevant to the Residential Development Sector (Landmark Village)

ID No. Description of Strategy
Suggestions under ARB Jurisdiction Status/Agency Assigned

A-21 Require the electrification of construction equipment at urban sites. Deferred to Scoping Plan.
Suggestions for the CAT from the ARB

B-4 Water efficiency standards for new residential and non-residential construction CEC
B-5 Increase building insulation standards/insulation improvements CEC
B-10 Material-specific disposal limits to require all Californians to limit their disposal of recyclable

materials such as cardboard, paper, or construction and demolition debris
CIWMB

B-15 Free provision and installation of solar panels for residential and commercial building. CEC
B-38 GHGs in General Plans and CEQA ARB/Resources
B-40 Standards for standby electric use (for appliances that are plugged in) CEC
B-41 Water conservation DWR/CEC/CPUC
B-42 Water supply planning DWR
B-43 Water re-use DWR/SWRCB

Abbreviations:
ARB = California Air Resources Board CIWMB = California Integrated Waste Management Board
CAT = Climate Action Team DWR = Department of Water Resources
CEC = California Energy Commission GHG = greenhouse gas
CPUC = California Public Utilities Commission SWRCB = State Water Resources Control Board

Sources:
ARB (2007). Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California. Draft Staff Report. April 20.



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR8-18 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

4. Project Design Features to Reduce GHG Emissions

Identification of Potentially Applicable Project Design Features

While specific standards on GHG emissions do not yet exist for residential developments in California,

there are measures that can be implemented to reduce GHG emissions associated with the Landmark

Village project.

To limit GHG emissions during the construction phase of the project, potential measures include using

energy efficient construction equipment and promoting worker carpooling options for construction

workers. The potential use of bio-diesel might result in some GHG reductions, although this also results

in increases in emissions of oxides of nitrogen, a criteria pollutant. Measures also involve enhanced

planting of trees in the Landmark Village development.

As motor vehicle use accounts for roughly half of GHG emissions from residential developments, this is a

sector where GHG reduction measures could have a beneficial effect. Potential traffic reduction measures

include providing bicycle lanes and sidewalks, increasing net residential density, creating mixed-use

communities (jobs in close proximity to homes), situating retail land within 0.5 mile of a commercial

center, and accommodating public transportation.

The remaining major source of GHG emissions in Landmark Village is energy use in residential housing

and commercial floor area. Effective measures to reduce GHG emissions vary depending on climate.

Measures relevant to Landmark Village include energy efficiency measures designed for hot, sunny, and

dry climates; implementing the measures listed below can result in significant energy savings beyond the

energy saved by complying with current Title 24 requirements.33 Measures include options in housing

development design, options in building design, and choices in appliances and power generation

33 Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations governs California’s “Energy Efficiency Standards for
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.” The standards were established in 1978 in response to a legislative
mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically to allow
consideration and incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. According to the California
Energy Commission, California’s building efficiency standards (along with those for energy-efficient appliances)
have saved more than $56 billion in electricity and natural gas costs since 1978. It is estimated the standards will
save an additional $23 billion by 2013. See, California Energy Commission website at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24, accessed on July 17, 2007 (incorporated by reference). The California Energy
Commission adopted 2005 changes to the standards on November 5, 2003, and the Building Standards
Commission adopted them on July 21, 2004. The new standards have been in effect since October 1, 2005 for
both residential and nonresidential buildings.
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options.34 Building design options such as using energy efficient window glazing,35 wall insulation36

and ventilation systems, as well as placing overhangs on windows to minimize exposure to summer

sun,37 can reduce energy demand and thus GHG emissions. Other options include the installation of

ENERGY STAR appliances,38 low-energy lighting in residences.39 Many of these same measures could

be utilized in the elementary school building and commercial buildings.40

Application of Project Design Features to Newhall Ranch,
Including Landmark Village, to Reduce GHG Emissions

The project applicant, The Newhall Land and Farming Company (Newhall), has considered the above

potential project design features, and has applied many such features into the design of the approved

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and the first village within Newhall Ranch, the Landmark Village project.

As shown below, Landmark Village, as with all of Newhall Ranch, will incorporate the components of a

sustainable community, including the following:

 Mix of Land Uses. Landmark Village, along with the other villages in Newhall Ranch, will
include a broad range of housing types, including affordable housing, along with commercial,
office, and public facilities. As to Landmark Village, a diverse range of 1,444 homes
(308 single-family and 1,136 multi-family units) would be provided. To minimize and shorten
vehicle trips, most homes will be within walking distances to the Landmark Village community’s
commercial and mixed-use areas, elementary school site, community park, and trail system.
Finally, Landmark Village is located adjacent to the Valencia Commerce Center, one of the largest
employment centers in the Santa Clarita Valley. Bike and pedestrian trails within Newhall Ranch
and Landmark Village will connect to trails within the Valencia Commerce Center.

 Provision of Jobs. A portion of Newhall Ranch’s projected 19,000 new jobs would be offered
through Landmark Village’s mixed-use and commercial areas. Newhall Ranch is adjacent to the
existing Valencia Gateway (which includes the Valencia Commerce Center), which presently
provides 50,000 jobs. Other development within Valencia Gateway will create an additional
30,000 jobs. When completed, the job centers in Newhall Ranch and Valencia will have resulted

34 Building America Best Practices Series: Volume 2 - Builders and Buyers Handbook for Improving New Home
Efficiency, Comfort, and Durability in the Hot-Dry and Mixed-Dry Climates. Available online at:
http://www.eere.energy.gov/buildings/building_america/pdfs/38360.pdf; see also, estimates from U.S.
Department of Energy: http://www.eere.energy.gov/consumer/your_home/.

35 Energy savings from energy efficient windows can be found online at:
http://www.efficientwindows.org/factsheets/california.pdf. Specific case studies for Los Angeles and other
California locations lists energy savings from different window types.

36 ENERGY-10 software simulations.
37 Description of how to design window overhangs available on the U.S. Department of Energy - Energy Efficiency

and Renewable Energy website: http://www.eere.energy.gov/buildings/info/documents/pdfs/29236.pdf
38 ENERGY STAR refrigerators use 15% less energy than current federal standards, and 40% less energy than

conventional models sold in 1991: http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?c=refrig.pr_refrigerators
39 http://www.eere.energy.gov/consumer/your_home/water_heating/index.cfm/mytopic=12860
40 See design strategies specific for schools in hot climates: http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy02osti/32103.pdf
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in the creation of approximately 100,000 jobs in the Santa Clarita Valley. A balanced jobs-housing
base is a critical component to a sustainable community because it allows people to work close to
home and minimizes vehicle miles traveled.

 Locating of Residential Uses in Close Proximity to Commercial Services/Public Spaces. Nearly
60 percent of the residential units in Newhall Ranch will be located within walking distance of
village or commercial centers. This is clearly documented by the Landmark Village land plan.
Residents within Landmark Village will be able to utilize paseos/trails and/or the Santa Clara
River Regional Trail to walk to commercial centers, private recreational facilities, the elementary
school and a community park. As stated above, this traditional neighborhood design minimizes
vehicle trips.

 Provision of Transit and Light Rail Right-of-Way. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark
Village, will be part of the Santa Clarita Transit system and will pay its fair share for transit
service to the community. Transit improvements within Newhall Ranch will include a park-and-
ride lot, a future transit station, transfer station, bus stops, and preservation of light rail right-of-
way. Landmark Village will include a total of five bus stops, a park-and-ride lot, and the
preservation of light rail right-of-way along SR-126. The provision of transit and the
accommodation of light rail encourage residents to rely less on vehicular travel.

 Open Space, Recreation, and Preservation of Sensitive Resource Areas. Newhall Ranch, of
which Landmark Village is a part, includes the preservation of the High Country, Salt Creek
Corridor and the Santa Clara River and internal open areas - a total of nearly 7,800 acres. A total
of three community parks (Landmark includes the first) and up to ten neighborhood parks will
be provided as part of Newhall Ranch. Finally, private recreation facilities will be provided
throughout the entire Ranch providing additional recreational opportunities to residents. In
short, Landmark Village’s design connects jobs, retail, schools, parks, and recreation facilities
with the community’s trail system to promote walking and biking while minimizing vehicle
trips.

 Hierarchy of Trails. Newhall Ranch will include over 50 miles of trails to encourage pedestrian
mobility. Landmark Village includes a 2-mile extension of the Santa Clara River trail, with direct
connections to residential, commercial, and park uses, and various paseos including the paseo
running along "A" Street or the Landmark Village Spine Road. This design also is intended to
minimize vehicle trips.

 Reducing Impermeable Surfaces. To curtail urban runoff and maximize groundwater recharge,
Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize open/soft bottom channels, smaller
street sections, where possible, increased native landscape areas, and non-structural water
quality treatment improvements.

 Water Conservation and Re-Use. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize
native, drought-tolerant plants in the community’s landscaping, use recycled water for irrigation,
and evapotranspiration controllers (i.e., weather-sensitive sprinklers) to reduce potable water
demand and runoff.

 Traffic/Transportation Improvements. Landmark Village’s traffic circulation plan, which is
consistent with all of Newhall Ranch, minimizes vehicle trips and reduces GHG emissions
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through the design of internal roads in conjunction with homes, school site, commercial areas,
and trail system. Transit is included in the traditional neighborhood design, and it includes a
park-and-ride lot and bus stops. Additionally, a 5-mile right-of-way for a potential Metrolink
light rail extension is accommodated along SR-126. Trails and bike paths leading to close-to-
home jobs, neighborhood-serving retail, and the school encourage residents to reduce vehicle
miles traveled. The applicant also has committed to fund $300 million in roadway improvements
in the Santa Clarita Valley in conjunction with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including
Landmark Village, to improve traffic movement and circulation.

The project applicant also has prepared a "Sustainability Summary" for Landmark Village that identifies

the above project design features and includes green building measures. This summary is found in

Appendix F of this Final EIR.

Adoption of Existing Mitigation Measures that
Reduce GHG Emissions and Promote Sustainability

Finally, the previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR contains adopted, existing

mitigation measures that contribute to reductions in GHG emissions and promote sustainable

development. Selected mitigation measures, taken from the Specific Plan’s adopted Mitigation

Monitoring Plan, include:

Flood/Hydrology

Mitigation Measures 4.2-5, 4.2-6, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8

Biota

Mitigation Measures 4.6-1, 4.6-5, 4.6-6, 4.6-7, 4.6-11, 4.6-13, 4.6-15, 4.6-17, 4.6-18, 4.6-19, 4.6-22, 4.6-23,

4.6-24, 4.6-25, 4.6-26, 4.6-26a, 4.6-37, 4.6-38, 4.6-41, 4.6-42, 4.6-43, 4.6-48, 4.6-49, 4.6-50, 4.6-51

Traffic/Access

Mitigation Measures 4.8-1, 4.8-5, 4.8-11, 4.8-12

Air Quality

Mitigation Measures 4.10-1, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-4, 4.10-5, 4.10-6, 4.10-11, 4.10-12, 4.10-14

Water Resources

Mitigation Measures 4.11-1, 4.11-2, 4.11-3, 4.11-4, 4.11-16

Wastewater Disposal

Mitigation Measures 4.12-1, 4.12-2

Fire Services and Hazards

Mitigation Measures 4.18-1, 4.18-4
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Education

Mitigation Measure 4.16-1

Parks, Recreation and Trails

Mitigation Measures 4.20-1, 4.20-2

Electricity/Utilities

Mitigation Measure 4.14-1

Additional Conditions of Approval

Condition (g)
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 9: GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES AND
“OVERDRAFT” CLAIMS

1. Introduction

Comments have stated that the groundwater supplies referenced in the Landmark Village Draft EIR

exceed the “safe yields” of the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation and that water levels are

decreasing resulting in “overdraft” conditions. Associated with these comments is the stated concern

that by relying upon an “overdrafted” groundwater basin, the water purveyors in the Santa Clarita

Valley have “overstated” available groundwater supplies. In response, as confirmed by the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-28–29 and 4.10-32–33, and several updated plans,

studies, and reports prepared by qualified experts, there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend

toward permanent water level or storage decline in the basin; as a result, there has been no “overdraft” of

either aquifer system. In addition, based on the best available data, Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA)

and the local purveyors recently affirmed the groundwater operating plan utilized in the 2005 Urban

Water Management Plan (UWMP), which was adopted by CLWA and the purveyors for the CLWA

service area in December 2005.1 The groundwater operating plan also has been verified by numerous

studies over the years, including the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report;2 2005 Basin Yield Report;3

2005 UWMP, Appendix C, Groundwater Resources and Yield in the Santa Clarita Valley;4 2003

Groundwater Management Plan;5 and the 2001 Update Report, Hydrogeologic Conditions in the Alluvial

and Saugus Formation Aquifer Systems.6

2. Background

For most residents of the Santa Clarita Valley (Valley), domestic water service is provided by four retail

water purveyors. They are the CLWA’s Santa Clarita Water Division (SCWD), Los Angeles County

Waterworks District 36 (LA36), Newhall County Water District (NCWD), and Valencia Water Company

1 The 2005 UWMP was challenged in a lawsuit filed in early 2006 by the California Water Impact Network and the
Friends of the Santa Clara River, ultimately seeking a mandate order invalidating approval of the UWMP by
CLWA and the purveyors. On August 3, 2007, Los Angeles County Superior Court Judge Dzintra Janavs ruled
in favor of CLWA and the retail water purveyors to uphold the validity of the 2005 UWMP. An appeal has not
yet been filed in connection with the trial court decision. Please see Appendix B of this Final EIR for a copy of
Judge Janavs decision. The 2005 UWMP remains valid unless affected by a future court judgment or order.

2 The 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR.
3 The 2005 Basin Yield Report is found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10.
4 CLWA’s 2005 UWMP is found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10.
5 The 2003 Groundwater Management Plan is found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10.
6 The 2001 Update Report, Hydrogeologic Conditions in the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer Systems is

found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10.
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(VWC). Together, as of 2006, the purveyors provide water to nearly 68,000 service connections. CLWA

contracts with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) for State Water Project (SWP) water

from Castaic Lake where it is treated, filtered, and disinfected at two treatment plants before distribution

to the purveyors.7 Staff of these entities meet regularly to coordinate the supply of water in the Valley.

Water supply for a small fraction of Valley residents is provided by individual private water supply

wells. The locations, construction details, annual pumpage and other information about these private

wells are not currently available. CLWA has been working with private well owners to receive

information about their wells for incorporation in future reports and for planning purposes. Pumping as

reported in the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report includes an estimate of groundwater pumped

from private wells; it is expected that this estimate will be refined in the future as more information about

the private wells is obtained.

In addition to municipal and individual private water uses in the Valley, there remains an agricultural

water demand that is predominately dependent on local groundwater for its water supply. Accordingly,

on-going agricultural water requirements and the use of local groundwater to meet those requirements

are considered in reports on water supplies.

Over the last 20 years, CLWA and the purveyors have reviewed and reported on the availability of water

supplies to meet all water requirements in the Valley. Those reports also have addressed local water

resources, most notably groundwater, in the region. Past studies have assessed the condition of local

groundwater aquifers, their hydrogeologic characteristics, aquifer storage capacity, operational yield and

recharge rate, groundwater quality and contamination, and the on-going conjunctive use of groundwater

and imported water resources.

Other efforts have included developing drought contingency plans, coordinating emergency response

procedures and implementing Valley-wide conservation programs. In 1985, the purveyors prepared the

area’s first UWMP. Information in the plan was coordinated among CLWA and the purveyors to provide

accurate, comprehensive, and consistent water supply and demand information for long-term planning

purposes. In accordance with the state Urban Water Management Planning Act, the Valley-wide UWMP

was most recently updated in 2005 to extend water demand projections through 2030, and to describe the

combination of local groundwater, imported water supplies from the SWP, local recycled water supplies,

and planned other water supplies to meet the existing and projected water demands in the Valley. The

2005 UWMP describes the reliability of local groundwater resources and the adequacy of groundwater

supplies to meet that component of overall water supply. The 2005 UWMP also describes the impacts of

7 It should be noted that the Landmark Village project does not rely on SWP supplies from CLWA. The project
will use local groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP.
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perchlorate contamination on several municipal water supply wells, and the plans and on-going work for

integrated control of perchlorate migration and full restoration of perchlorate-impacted groundwater

supply.

3. The Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area and East Groundwater
Subbasin

The Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area (HA), as defined by DWR, is located almost entirely in

northwestern Los Angeles County. The area encompasses about 654 square miles comprised of flat

valley land (about 6 percent of the total area) and hills and mountains (about 94 percent of the total area)

that border the Valley area. The mountains include the Santa Susana and San Gabriel Mountains to the

south and the Sierra Pelona and Leibre-Sawmill Mountains to the north. Elevations range from about 800

feet on the Valley floor to about 6,500 feet in the San Gabriel Mountains. The headwaters of the Santa

Clara River are at an elevation of about 3,200 feet at the divide separating this hydrologic area from the

Mojave Desert.

The Santa Clara River and its tributaries flow intermittently from Lang Station westward about 35 miles

to Blue Cut, just west of the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line, where it forms the outlet for the

Upper Santa Clara River Hydrologic Area. The principal tributaries of the Santa Clara River in the Santa

Clarita Valley are Castaic Creek, San Francisquito Creek, Bouquet Creek, and the South Fork of the Santa

Clara River. In the Santa Clarita Valley, the Santa Clara River receives treated wastewater discharge from

the existing Saugus and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs), which are operated by County

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County.

The Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater Subbasin, beneath the Santa Clarita Valley in the Upper

Santa Clara River HA, is the source of essentially all local groundwater used for water supply in the Santa

Clarita Valley. Below Blue Cut, the Santa Clara River continues westward through Ventura County to its

mouth near Oxnard. Along that route, the River traverses all or parts of six groundwater basins in

Ventura County (Piru, Fillmore, Santa Paula, Oxnard Forebay, Oxnard Plain and Mound).

There are two primary precipitation gages in the Santa Clarita Valley, the Newhall-Soledad 32c gage and

the NCWD gage. The National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) and Los Angeles County Department of

Public Works (LACDPW) have maintained records for the Newhall-Soledad 32c gage since 1931. The

NCWD has maintained records for the NCWD gage since 1979. The cumulative records from these two

gages correlate very closely, with the NCWD gage recording approximately 25 percent more precipitation

than the Newhall-Soledad 32c gage. This is likely due to the location of the NCWD gage, which is at the

base of the mountains rimming the southern edge of the Santa Clarita Valley.



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR9-4 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

The Santa Clarita Valley is characterized as having an arid climate. Historically, intermittent periods of

less-than-average precipitation have typically been followed by periods of greater-than-average
precipitation in a cyclical pattern, with each wetter or drier period typically lasting from one to five years.

The long-term average precipitation is 18.1 inches (1931–2006). In general, periods of less-than-average

precipitation have been longer and more moderate than periods of greater-than-average precipitation.
Recently, the periods from 1971 to 1976, 1984 to 1991 and 1999 to 2003 have been drier than average; the

periods from 1977 to 1983 and 1992 to 1996 have been wetter than average. Wet conditions that began in

late 2004 continued into early 2005. Significant storm events in January 2005 produced over 13 inches of
measured precipitation, or more than 70 percent of average annual precipitation in the first month of the

year. Significant storm events continued in February 2006, resulting in nearly 17 inches of additional

measured precipitation, or nearly 100 percent of average annual precipitation in February alone. In total,
2005 had about 37 inches of measured precipitation, or slightly more than 200 percent of long-term

average precipitation. Those significantly wet conditions contributed to substantial groundwater

recharge and decreased water demand that year. In contrast, total precipitation in 2006 was slightly less
than 14 inches, or about 4 inches below the long-term average, resulting in water requirements that can

be described as “normal” (as projected in the 2005 UWMP) and no dramatic changes in groundwater

conditions, as described in the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report.

4. Water Supplies – Groundwater Basin Yield

Prior to 1980, local groundwater extracted from the Alluvium and the Saugus Formation was the sole

source of water supply in the Santa Clarita Valley. Since 1980, local groundwater supplies have been

supplemented with imported SWP water supplies.8 Those water supplies were further augmented by

the initiation of deliveries from CLWA’s recycled water program in 2003.

The groundwater basin, generally beneath the Santa Clarita Valley, identified in DWR’s Bulletin 118 as

the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin (Basin No. 4-4.07), is comprised of two

aquifer systems. The Alluvium generally underlies the Santa Clara River and its several tributaries, and

the Saugus Formation underlies practically the entire Upper Santa Clara River area. The subbasin

boundary approximately coincides with the outer extent of the Alluvium and Saugus Formation.

A 2001 Update Report on both the Alluvium and Saugus Formation Aquifers (Slade, 2002), which

updated analyses and interpretation of hydrogeologic conditions from earlier reports (Slade, 1986 and

1988), included extensive detail on major aspects of the groundwater basin. Notable parts of the Update

Report relative to groundwater supply included:

 Analysis of historical groundwater levels and production indicates that there have been no conditions
that would be illustrative of groundwater overdraft;

8 Please see footnote 7, above.
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 Utilization of operational yield (as opposed to perennial yield) as a basis for managing groundwater
production would be more applicable in this basin to reflect fluctuating utilization of groundwater in
conjunction with imported SWP water;

 Operational yield of the Alluvium would typically be 30,000 to 40,000 acre-feet per year (afy) for wet
and normal rainfall years, with an expected reduction into the range of 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry
years;

 Operational yield of the Saugus Formation would typically be in the range of 7,500 to 15,000 afy on a
long-term basis, with possible short-term increases during dry periods into a range of 15,000 to 25,000
afy, and to 35,000 afy if dry conditions continue.

Following on the 2001 Update Report, the groundwater component of overall water supply in the Valley

derives from a groundwater operating plan to meet water requirements (municipal, agricultural, small

domestic), while maintaining the basin in a sustainable condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of

groundwater or interrelated surface water). This operating plan also addresses groundwater

contamination issues in the basin; all consistent with CLWA’s adopted Groundwater Management Plan.

The groundwater operating plan is based on the concept that pumping can vary from year-to-year to

generally rely on increased groundwater use in dry periods and increased recharge during wet periods,

and to collectively assure that the groundwater basin is adequately replenished through various wet/dry

cycles.

The groundwater operating plan, summarized in Table TR9-1, Groundwater Operating Plan for the

Santa Clarita Valley, below, is as follows:

Alluvium – Pumping from the Alluvial aquifer in a given year is related to local
hydrologic conditions in the eastern Santa Clara River watershed. Pumping is expected
to typically range between 30,000 and 40,000 afy during normal and above-normal
rainfall years. Due to hydrogeologic constraints in the eastern part of the Basin, pumping
is expected to be typically reduced to between 30,000 and 35,000 afy during locally dry
years.

Saugus Formation – Pumping from the Saugus Formation in a given year is related to
the availability of other water supplies, particularly from the SWP. During average-year
conditions within the SWP system, Saugus pumping is expected to typically range
between 7,500 and 15,000 afy. Planned dry-year pumping from the Saugus Formation is
expected to range between 15,000 and 25,000 afy during a drought year and can increase
to between 21,000 and 25,000 afy if SWP deliveries are reduced for two consecutive years,
and between 21,000 and 35,000 afy if SWP deliveries are reduced for three consecutive
years. Such high pumping is expected to typically be followed by periods of reduced
(average-year) pumping, at rates between 7,500 and 15,000 afy, to further enhance the
effectiveness of natural recharge processes that would recover water levels and
groundwater storage volumes after the higher pumping during dry years.



Topical Responses

Impact Sciences, Inc. TR9-6 Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Table TR9-1
Groundwater Operating Plan for the Santa Clarita Valley

Groundwater Production (af)

Aquifer Normal Years Dry Year 1 Dry Year 2 Dry Year 3
Alluvium 30,000 to 40,000 30,000 to 35,000 30,000 to 35,000 30,000 to 35,000

Saugus 7,500 to 15,000 15,000 to 25,000 21,000 to 25,000 21,000 to 35,000

Total 37,500 to 55,000 45,000 to 60,000 51,000 to 60,000 51,000 to 70,000

In 2004, as part of analyzing the restoration of perchlorate-impacted groundwater supply in the Valley, a

numerical groundwater flow model was developed and calibrated for use in analyzing the response of

the groundwater basin to long-term operation at the operational yields noted above, with focus on

perchlorate extraction and the control of perchlorate migration in the basin. That groundwater flow

model was then utilized in 2005 to specifically analyze the sustainability of groundwater supplies in both

the Alluvium and the Saugus Formation through a long-term (78-year) hydrologic period that was

selected to examine groundwater basin response to variations in pumping in accordance with the

groundwater operating plan. Resultant projections of groundwater levels, groundwater storage, and

surface water flows showed the basin to respond in a long-term sustainable manner, with no chronic

depletion of groundwater levels, storage, or stream flows. The analysis of groundwater sustainability

was summarized in the Basin Yield Report (CH2MHill and Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting

Engineers, 2005), which included the following findings:

 The groundwater basin has historically been, and continues to be, in good operating condition and
not in overdraft conditions, as indicated by historical data.

 The groundwater plan is sustainable over varying hydrologic conditions, because it is feasible to
intermittently exceed a long-term average yield for one or more years without creating long-term
adverse impacts to the groundwater system and the Santa Clara River.

 The groundwater operating plan for the Alluvium and the Saugus Formation can be used for long-
term water supply planning purposes. In particular, although increased pumping from the Saugus
Formation during dry periods can be expected to cause short-term declines in groundwater levels, it
is not projected to cause permanent declines in groundwater discharges or streamflow. Saugus
groundwater levels can be expected to recover to pre-drought conditions when pumping is reduced
in subsequent wet to normal years.

 The strategy around which the groundwater operating plan was designed (maximizing the use of
Alluvial Aquifer and imported water during years of normal or above-normal availability of these
supplies, while limiting the use of the Saugus Formation during these periods, then temporarily
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increasing Saugus pumping during years when SWP supplies are significantly reduced because of
drought conditions) is viable on a long-term basis.

 The historical observations of basin conditions and the model simulations together support the
historical and ongoing confidence that groundwater can continue to be a sustainable source of water
supply under the groundwater operating plan.

5. Alluvium – General

The spatial extent of the aquifers used for groundwater supply in the Valley, the Alluvium and the

Saugus Formation, are illustrated in Figure III-1 of the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report. Geologic

descriptions and hydrogeologic details related to both aquifers are included in several technical reports,

including Slade (1986, 1988 and 2002), the Basin Yield Report (CH2MHill and Luhdorff and Scalmanini

Consulting Engineers (2005)), and the 2005 UWMP.

Consistent with the 2001 Update Report (Slade), the 2005 Basin Yield Report (CH2MHill and Luhdorff

and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers), and the 2005 UWMP, the management practice of the purveyors

continues to be to rely on groundwater from the Alluvium for part of the overall municipal water supply,

whereby total pumping from the Alluvium (by municipal, agricultural, and small private pumpers) is in

accordance with the groundwater operating plan, 30,000 to 40,000 afy in wet and normal years, with

possible reduction to 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. Such operation will maximize use of the Alluvium

because of the aquifer’s ability to store and produce good quality water on a sustainable basis, and

because the Alluvium is capable of rapid recovery of groundwater storage in wet periods. As with many

groundwater basins, it is possible to intermittently exceed a long-term average yield for one or more

years without long-term adverse effects. Higher pumping for short periods may temporarily lower

groundwater storage and related water levels, as has been the case in the Alluvium several times since

the 1930s. However, subsequent decreases in pumping limit the amount of water level decline. Normal

to wet-period recharge results in a rapid return of groundwater levels to historic highs. Historical

groundwater data collected from the Alluvium over numerous hydrologic cycles continue to provide

assurance that groundwater elevations, if locally lowered during dry periods, recover in subsequent

average or wet years. Such water level response to rainfall is a significant characteristic of permeable,

porous, Alluvial aquifer systems that occur within large watersheds. In light of these historical

observations, complemented by the long-term sustainability analysis using the numerical groundwater

flow model, there is on-going confidence that groundwater will continue to be a sustainable source of

water supply at the rates of pumping described in the 2005 Basin Yield Report and the 2005 UWMP.

Long-term adverse impacts to the Alluvium could occur if the amount of water extracted from the aquifer

were to exceed the amount of water that recharges the aquifer over an extended period. However, the

quantity and quality of water in the Alluvium and all significant pumping from the Alluvium are
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routinely monitored, and no long-term adverse impacts have ever been evident. Ultimately, the

purveyors have identified cooperative measures to be taken, if needed, to ensure sustained use of the

aquifer. Such measures include, but are not limited to, the continuation of conjunctive use of imported

SWP water with local groundwater, artificial recharge of the aquifer with local runoff or other surface

water supplies, financial incentives discouraging extractions above a selected limit, expanded use of other

water supplies such as recycled water, and expanded implementation of demand-side management,

including conservation.

6. Alluvium – Historical and Current Conditions

Total pumping from the Alluvium in 2006 was about 43,000 acre-feet (af), an increase of about 4,300 af

from the preceding year. Total Alluvium pumping was thus slightly above the groundwater operating

plan range. Of the total Alluvial pumpage in 2006, about 27,200 af (63 percent) was for municipal water

supply, and the balance, about 15,800 af (37 percent), was for agriculture and other smaller uses,

including individual domestic uses. Most of the increased pumping from the Alluvium in 2006, when

compared to the preceding year, was attributable to an increase in pumping for agricultural irrigation. In

a longer-term context, there has been a change in municipal/agricultural pumping distribution since SWP

deliveries began in 1980, toward a slightly higher fraction for municipal water supply (from about 50

percent to more than 60 percent of Alluvial pumpage), which reflects the general land use changes in the

area. Ultimately, on a long-term average basis since the importation of SWP water, total Alluvial

pumping has been almost 31,500 afy, which is at the lower end of the range of operational yield of the

Alluvium. The overall historic record of Alluvial pumping is illustrated in Figure III-2 of the 2006 Santa

Clarita Valley Water Report.

Groundwater levels in various parts of the basin have historically exhibited different responses to both

pumpage and climatic fluctuations. During the last 20 to 30 years, depending on location, Alluvial

groundwater levels have remained nearly constant (generally toward the western end of the basin), or

have fluctuated from near the ground surface when the basin is full, to as much as 100 feet lower during

intermittent dry periods of reduced recharge (generally toward the eastern end of the basin). For

illustration of the various groundwater level conditions, the Alluvial wells have been grouped into areas

with similar groundwater level patterns as illustrated in Figure III-3 of the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Report. Figures III-4 and III-5 of the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report present historical

groundwater levels organized into hydrograph form (groundwater elevation v. time) for four areas

throughout the basin. The other areas shown in Figure III-3 exhibit groundwater level responses that are

similar to those illustrated in the four areas.
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The “Mint Canyon” area, located at the far eastern end of the groundwater basin, and the nearby “Above

Saugus WRP” and “Bouquet Canyon” areas generally exhibit similar groundwater level responses.

Those parts of the Alluvium have historically experienced a number of alternating wet and dry

hydrologic conditions (2006 Water Report, Figure III-4) during which groundwater level declines have

been followed by returns to historic highs. When water levels are low, well yields and pumping

capacities in this area can be impacted. The affected purveyors typically respond by increasing use of

Saugus Formation and imported SWP supplies, as shown in Table II-8 of the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley

Water Report. The purveyors also shift a fraction of the Alluvial pumping that would normally be

supplied by “Mint Canyon” area wells to areas further west, where well yields and pumping capacities

remain fairly constant because of smaller groundwater level fluctuations. As shown in Figure III-6 of the

2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, the purveyors decreased total Alluvial pumping from the “Mint

Canyon” area steadily from 2000 through 2003, and correspondingly increased pumping in the “Below

Saugus WRP” and “Below Valencia WRP” areas. In spite of a continued period of below-average

precipitation from 1999 to 2003, that progressive decrease in pumping resulted in a cessation of

groundwater level decline in the “Mint Canyon” area in 2002 and 2003. Subsequently, wet conditions in

late 2004, continuing into 2005, resulted in full recovery of groundwater storage. With such high

groundwater levels, pumping in the “Mint Canyon” area was increased in 2005 and further increased in

2006, with no significant change in groundwater levels in 2005 and a slight decrease in 2006.

The “Below Saugus WRP” area (2006 Water Report, Figure III-4), along the Santa Clara River

immediately downstream of the Saugus WRP, and the “San Francisquito Canyon” area generally exhibit

similar groundwater levels. In this middle part of the basin, historical groundwater levels were lower in

the 1950s and 1960s than current levels. Groundwater levels in this area notably recovered as pumping

declined through the 1960s and 1970s. They have subsequently sustained generally high levels for much

of the last 30 years, with three dry-period exceptions: mid-1970s, late 1980s to early 1990s, and the late

1990s to early 2000s. Recoveries to previous high groundwater levels followed both of the short dry-

period declines in the 1970s and 1990s. Most recently, groundwater levels recovered significantly

following a wetter-than-average year in 2004 and significantly wet 2005. In 2006, groundwater levels

remained largely unchanged in this area.

The “Castaic Valley” area is located along Castaic Creek below Castaic Lake. In that area, groundwater

levels have remained fairly constant, with slight responses to climatic and other fluctuations, since the

1950s (2006 Water Report, Figure III-5). Small changes in groundwater levels in 2006 were consistent

with other short-term historical fluctuations. The long-term, generally constant trend remained through

2006.
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The “Below Valencia WRP” area is located along the Santa Clara River downstream of the Valencia WRP,

where discharges of treated effluent from the Valencia WRP to the Santa Clara River contribute to

groundwater recharge. Groundwater levels in this area exhibit slight, if any, response to climatic

fluctuations, and have remained fairly constant since the 1950s despite, over the last 20 years, a notable

increase in pumping that continued through 2006 in that area (2006 Water Report, Figure III-5 and III-6).

In summary, depending on the period of available data, all the history of groundwater levels in the

Alluvium shows the same general picture: recent (last 30 years) groundwater levels have exhibited

historic highs; in some locations, there are intermittent dry-period declines (resulting from use of some

groundwater from storage) followed by wet-period recoveries (and associated refilling of storage space).

On a long-term basis, whether over the last 27 years since importation of supplemental SWP water, or

over the last 40 to 50 years (since the 1950s - 1960s), the Alluvium shows no signs of water level-related

overdraft (i.e., no trend toward decreasing water levels and storage). Consequently, pumping from the

Alluvium has been and continues to be sustainable, well within the operational yield of that aquifer on a

long-term average basis, and also within the operating yield in almost every individual year.

7. Saugus Formation – General

Saugus wells operated by the purveyors are located in the southern portion of the basin south of the

Santa Clara River (2006 Water Report, Figure III-7). Consistent with the 2001 Update Report (Slade) and

the 2005 Basin Yield Report (CH2MHill and Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers), the

management practice of the purveyors is to utilize the Saugus in accordance with the groundwater

operating plan, in the range of 7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years, and planned dry-year

pumping of 15,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three consecutive dry years, when shortages to CLWA’s SWP

water supplies could occur. Such high pumping would be followed by periods of lower pumping (7,500

to 15,000 afy in average/normal years as noted above) in order to allow recharge to recover water levels

and storage in the Saugus. Maintaining the substantial volume of water in the Saugus Formation is an

important strategy to help maintain water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley during drought periods.

8. Saugus Formation – Historical and Current Conditions

Total pumping from the Saugus in 2006 was about 7,300 af, or about 750 af more than in the preceding

year. Of the total Saugus pumping in 2006, most (nearly 5,900 af) was for municipal water supply, and

the balance (1,400 af) was for agricultural and other irrigation uses. Historically, groundwater pumping

from the Saugus peaked in the early 1990s and then steadily declined through the remainder of that

decade. Since then, Saugus pumping had been in the range of about 4,000 to 6,500 afy, with the increase

to about 7,300 af in 2006. On a long-term average basis since the importation of SWP water, total
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pumping from the Saugus Formation has ranged between a low of about 3,700 afy (in 1999) and a high of

nearly 15,000 afy (in 1991); average pumping from 1980 to present has been about 6,700 afy. These

pumping rates remain well within, and generally at the lower end of, the range of operational yield of the

Saugus Formation. The overall historic record of Saugus pumping is illustrated in Figure III-8 of the 2006

Santa Clarita Valley Water Report.

Unlike the Alluvium, which has an abundance of wells with extensive water level records, the water level

data for the Saugus Formation are limited by both the distribution of the wells in that Formation and the

periods of water level record. The wells that do have water level records extending back to the mid-1960s

indicate that groundwater levels in the Saugus Formation were highest in the mid-1980s and are

currently higher than they were in the mid-1960s (2006 Water Report, Figure III-9). Based on these data,

there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend toward permanent water level or storage decline.

Consistent with the 2001 Update Report (Slade), the 2005 Basin Yield Report (CH2MHill and Luhdorff

and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers), and the 2005 UWMP, the management practice of the purveyors

continues to be to maintain groundwater storage and associated water levels in the Saugus Formation so

that supply is available during drought periods, when Alluvial pumping might be reduced and SWP

supplies also could be decreased. The period of increased pumping during the early 1990s is a good

example of this management strategy. Most notably, in 1991, when SWP deliveries were substantially

reduced, increased pumping from the Saugus made up almost half of the decrease in SWP deliveries.

The increased Saugus pumping over several consecutive dry years (1991–1994) resulted in short-term

declining groundwater levels, reflecting the use of water from storage. However, groundwater levels

subsequently recovered when pumping declined, reflecting recovery of groundwater storage in the

Saugus Formation.



Landmark Village Final EIR
November 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92A

2

3

4

Letter No. A1

1

5

2.A-1



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

A1. Letter from California Highway Patrol, dated December 11, 2006

Response 1

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

Response 2

The impacts to traffic volumes are discussed in detail in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.7,

Traffic/Access, which concludes that all traffic impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Additionally, Section 4.13, Sheriff Services, states that increased service demands can be met through the

provision of increased revenues generated by the project as it builds out (via motor vehicle registration

and drivers license fees paid by new on-site residents and businesses); the funding for additional staffing

and equipment would be made available to the California Highway Patrol (CHP) for allocation by the

state CHP to the Santa Clarita Valley to meet future demands, thereby reducing impacts to the CHP to

less than significant levels. Although there are no significant impacts to CHP services or facilities, the

Draft EIR, nonetheless, responded to CHP’s requests for construction signage (see Mitigation Measure LV

4.13-1) and for funding consideration (see Mitigation Measure LV 4.13-4).

Beyond the above response, the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the adequacy of the

Draft EIR’s analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However,

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

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 3

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.13, Sheriff Services, pp. 4.13-1 through 4.13-15, provides a

detailed discussion of existing conditions and possible impacts resulting from implementation of the

proposed project. Traffic enforcement, emergency incidents, public services assistance, and accident

investigation are evaluated with regard to impacts to CHP operations. The Draft EIR concludes that with

mitigation, impacts to CHP services are less than significant.

The project will generate revenues that can be used to provide and/or expand CHP service to the newly

developed areas. For further information, please refer to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.13,

pp. 4.13-14 through 4.13-16, and 4.13-20.

Response 4

Please see Response 2 above with regard to the need for increased resources to serve the project area.
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Response 5

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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A2. Letter from Native American Heritage Commission, dated December 26, 2006

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment states that the project must consult with the Native American Heritage Commission.

Section 65352.3 of the Government Code specifically states that:

"Prior to the adoption or any amendment of a city or county's general plan,
proposed on or after March 1, 2005, the city or county shall conduct
consultations with California Native American tribes that are on the contact list
maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission for the purpose of
preserving or mitigating impacts to places, features, and objects described in
Sections 5097.9 and 5097.993 of the Public Resources Code that are located
within the city or county's jurisdiction...."

The General Plan Amendment for the Landmark Village project was proposed before the March 1, 2005

date reflected in Section 65352.3. Therefore, pursuant to Section 65352.3 of the Government Code,

Landmark Village is not required to consult with California Native American tribes. Nonetheless, the

project applicant has worked closely with the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (Tataviam

or Tataviam Band) on other projects in the Santa Clarita Valley. The project applicant values their

relationship with the Tataviam, has consulted with them on the Landmark Village project, and will

continue to consult and work with the Tataviam during build-out of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

In addition, the project applicant has entered into an agreement with the Tataviam Band for the

establishment of a cultural enrichment program. In summary, the applicant and the Tataviam Band have

agreed to the following program for all of the applicant’s properties west of Interstate 5, including the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which comprises the Landmark Village project area:

1. Newhall will provide funding to the Tataviam Band for use in the development of cultural
enrichment programs associated with the Tataviam Band.

2. Newhall will convey to the Tataviam Band ownership of 1 acre of land located within the
proposed Newhall Ranch Homestead Central Neighborhood Park, or an alternative site, for use
as a future Native American interpretive/cultural center.

3. Newhall will utilize the Tataviam Band for all monitoring activities associated with grading and
development of Newhall projects to be developed west of the Golden State Freeway/Interstate 5,
including Newhall Ranch, Entrada, Legacy Village, and the build-out of the Valencia Commerce
Center ("Newhall Projects").
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4. The Tataviam Band will utilize the funding provided by Newhall for cultural enrichment
programs, including cultural research, professional consulting, and grant matching related to
efforts by the Tataviam Band to become a federally recognized Native American tribe.

5. The Tataviam Band will utilize the land conveyed by Newhall to construct an
interpretive/cultural center to enhance the activities of the Tataviam Band, educate the
surrounding non-native community, and allow the Tataviam Band an opportunity to preserve its
rich heritage and culture for future generations.

6. In its role as Newhall Projects monitor, the Tataviam Band will supplement the more general
knowledge of scientific experts with its special expertise relating to matters of Native American
heritage and interest, and act as a liaison between the Native American community,
archaeologists, developers, contractors, and public agencies.

Response 3

The comment cites CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d) that requires the lead agency to work with Native

Americans to determine the likelihood of the presence of human remains within the area of potential

effect (APE). A cultural resources report has been prepared for the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan,

including the Landmark Village project area, which did not indicate the presence or likely presence of

human remains on the Specific Plan site. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that

address the identification and protection of any additional cultural resources that may be found during

project grading and construction (Mitigation Measures LV 4.22-1 and LV 4.22-2). The Draft EIR includes

provisions allowing for the identification and protection of any additional cultural resources during

project grading and construction.

Response 4

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

remains. The Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that address the identification and protection of

any additional cultural resources that may be found during project grading and construction (Mitigation

Measures LV 4.22-1 and LV 4.22-2). If human remains are found, all procedures from the Health and

Safety Code §7750.5, Public Resources Code §5097.9E and CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(d) will be followed.

Response 5

The comment suggests that lead agencies should consider avoidance when significant cultural resources

are discovered. The Draft EIR includes mitigation that addresses the identification and protection of any

additional cultural resources that may be found during project grading and construction (Mitigation

Measures LV 4.22-1 and LV 4.22-2). Specifically, Mitigation Measure 4.22-1 states that “[I]in the event

that resources are found during construction activity should stop and a qualified archaeologist shall be

contacted to evaluate the resource. If the find is determined to be a historical or unique archaeological
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resources, contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance

measures or appropriate mitigation should be available.” This measure satisfies the concern of the

comment with regard to avoidance of significant resources found during grading.

Response 6

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

2.A-10



Landmark Village Final EIR
November 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92A

Letter No. A3

1

2.A-11



Landmark Village Final EIR
November 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92A

2.A-12



Landmark Village Final EIR
November 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92A

2.A-13



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

A3. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated January 4, 2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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Fierros, Daniel

From: Scott P. Harris [spharris@dfg.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 08, 2007 8:45 AM
To: Fierros, Daniel
Subject: Landmark Village DEIR Review

Daniel,

The Department of Fish and Game is requesting a 30 day extension from
the closing date of   public comments on the  Landmark Village DEIR for
lead agency consideration of  Department comments.  Staff availability and volume of 
review materials is making it problematic for the Department's timely review. Thank you 
for your consideration.

Scott Harris
Associate Wildlife Biologist
Department of  Fish and Game
626/797-3170
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A4. Letter from State of California Department of Fish and Game, dated January 8,
2007

Response 1

The comment requests a 30-day extension of time for commenting on the Draft EIR. The additional time

was provided. For additional information responsive to the comment, please refer to Topical Response

3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

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

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

2.A-16



Landmark Village Final EIR
November 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92A

1

Letter No. A5

2

2.A-17



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

A5. Letter from Native American Heritage Commission, dated January 22, 2007

Response 1

The comment highlights a statement made in the technical report prepared for the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan, which states that the “Tatavium Tribe is extinct." The comment correctly states that the

statement is inaccurate. To rectify this inaccuracy, several steps have been undertaken. The preparer of

the cultural report, W&S Consultants, has personally apologized to the Tataviam Band via a letter, dated

February 15, 2007, for making the inaccurate statement.1 Additionally, W&S has amended the Landmark

Village Cultural Resources Report to remove this language and replaced it with language that reflects the

existence of the Tataviam as documented by the Ethnographic Overview of the Angeles National Forest,

Tataviam and San Gabriel Mountain Serrano Ethnohistory (2004).

For further information responsive to this comment, please refer to Response 2 to letter from Native

American Heritage Commission, dated December 26, 2006.

Response 2

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

1 The letter from W&S Consultants, dated February 15, 2007, is found in Appendix E of this Final EIR.
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A6. Letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board – Los Angeles
Region, dated January 22, 2007

Introduction

Since the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (LARWQCB) submitted

its comment letter on the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the LARWQCB adopted waste discharge

requirements and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, related to the

discharge of treated wastewater from the Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (WRP), which is

located within the boundary of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The balance of this response

summarizes the recent permitting and associated requirements.

On September 6, 2007, the LARWQCB adopted Order No. R4-2007-0046 relative to the Newhall Ranch

Water Sanitation District's WRP waste discharge, which order also serves as the NPDES Permit for the

WRP (NPDES Permit No. CA0064556). The Order is effective on October 27, 2007. The Order is issued

pursuant to section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the implementing regulations adopted

by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), and Chapter 5.5, Division 7 of the California

Water Code. The Order also serves as Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) pursuant to Article 4,

Chapter 4, Division 7 of the California Water Code. Pursuant to the CWA and the NPDES regulations, no

point source may discharge pollutants into waters of the United States without explicit authorization

provided by a NPDES permit. The Order includes or implements the requirements discussed below.

Background. By way of background, The Newhall Land and Farming Company (Newhall Land)

submitted a Report of Waste Discharge, dated April 23, 2004, and applied for a NPDES permit

authorization to discharge up to 2 million gallons per day (MGD) of tertiary treated wastewater from the

Newhall Ranch WRP that would treat the sewage generated by the inhabitants of the initial phases of

Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village. Thereafter, on July 27, 2006, the Newhall Ranch Sanitation

District was formed. Construction of the Newhall Ranch WRP is scheduled to begin in September 2008,

and is anticipated to be completed by August 2009. The Newhall Ranch WRP would have an initial

capacity of 2 MGD, and would incrementally increase its design capacity to 6.8 MGD to accommodate the

sewage generated by new inhabitants as Newhall Ranch builds out. Treatment at the Newhall Ranch

WRP, a publicly owned treatment works (POTW) will consist of screening, activated sludge secondary

treatment with membrane bioreactors, nitrification/denitrification, ultraviolet disinfection, and partial

reverse osmosis (RO). There will be no solids handling facilities in the near term; waste activated sludge,

or biosolids, will be hauled to the Valencia WRP for further treatment and disposal, which will be

regulated under the Valencia WRP's NPDES Permit No. CA0054216. Brine from the RO system will be
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disposed of through deep well injection, under a separate permit from the U.S. EPA. Treated wastewater

will be discharged to the Santa Clara River.

Technology-Based Effluent Limitations. The Order includes applicable technology-based effluent

limitations, required pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) section 122.44(a), based on

tertiary treatment or equivalent requirements that meet both the technology-based secondary treatment

standards (40 C.F.R. pt. 133) for POTWs and protect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters.

Attachment F to the Order includes a detailed discussion of the technology-based effluent limitations for

the Newhall Ranch WRP.

Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations. Pursuant to section 301(b) of the CWA and 40 C.F.R. section

122.44(d), NPDES permits must include limitations more stringent than applicable federal technology-

based requirements where necessary to achieve applicable water quality standards. Permits must include

effluent limitations for all pollutants that are or may be discharged at levels that have the reasonable

potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, including numeric and

narrative objectives within a standard. Where a reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant,

but there is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, water quality-based effluent limitations

must be established, as provided in 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1)(vi). Attachment F to the Order includes

a detailed discussion of the water quality-based effluent limitations for the Newhall Ranch WRP.

Water Quality Control Plans. Requirements of the Order implement the Basin Plan for the Coastal

Watershed of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (Basin Plan), which is the Water Quality Control Plan

for the Los Angeles Region adopted by the LARWQCB. The Basin Plan is required pursuant to California

state law (Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Wat. Code §13000 et seq.) and designates beneficial

uses, establishes water quality objectives, and contains implementation programs and policies to achieve

those objectives for all water addressed in the Plan.

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires that states identify waters that do not, or are not expected to, meet

water quality standards with the implementation of technology-based controls. Once a waterbody has

been placed on the Section 303(d) List, states are required to develop a Total Maximum Daily Loads

(TMDL) to address each pollutant causing impairment. A TMDL defines the amount of a pollutant that a

waterbody can tolerate and still meet water quality standards. TMDLs, and their associated

implementation plans, are incorporated into the Basin Plans.

In 2003, the U.S. EPA approved the state's 2002 Section 303(d) List. The Santa Clara River, Santa Clara

River Estuary, and their tributaries were on the 2002 Section 303(d) List. In 2006, the State Water

Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted a revised Section 303(d) List, which was partially approved
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by the U.S. EPA. However, on March 8, 2007, the U.S. EPA partially disapproved the 2006 Section 303(d)

List. The Santa Clara River, Santa Clara River Estuary, and their tributaries are included in the 2006

Section 303(d) List.

Monitoring and Reporting. The Monitoring and Reporting Program, included as Attachment E to the

Order, specifies the monitoring and reporting requirements necessary to implement federal and state

requirements for NPDES permits (40 C.F.R. §122.48; Wat. Code §§13267 and 13383).

Specifically, the Monitoring and Reporting Program identifies general monitoring provisions, describes

monitoring locations, and provides influent monitoring requirements, effluent monitoring requirements,

whole effluent toxicity testing requirements, land discharge monitoring requirements, reclamation

monitoring requirements, surface water and groundwater receiving water monitoring requirements, and

other monitoring requirements. The Monitoring and Reporting Program also identifies the applicable

reporting requirements, including general monitoring and reporting requirements, self-monitoring

reports, discharge monitoring reports, and other reports.

Standard and Special Provisions. Standard provisions apply to all NPDES permits in accordance with

40 C.F.R. section 122.41. Additional conditions are also applicable to specified categories of permits in

accordance with 40 C.F.R. section 122.42. The standard and special provisions are provided in

Attachment D of the Order.

Specifically, the Order includes standard provisions for permit compliance, permit action, monitoring,

records, reporting, and enforcement. In addition, the Order includes special provisions regarding

notification levels of POTWs, such as the Newhall Ranch WRP, which requires that all POTWs provide

adequate notice to the RWQCB, pursuant to 40 C.F.R. section 122.42(b), of any new introduction of

pollutant into the POTW from an indirect discharger that would be subject to section 301 or 306 of the

CWA if it were directly discharging those pollutants, and any substantial change in the volume or

character of pollutants being introduced into that POTW by a source introducing pollutants into the

POTW at the time of adoption of the Order, and requires that the notice include information on the

quality and quantity of effluent introduced into the POTW and the anticipated impact of the change on

the quality or quantity of effluent to be discharged from the POTW.

Response 1

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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Response 2

Wastewater generated by the Landmark Village project will ultimately be treated in the Newhall Ranch

Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). Initially flows from Landmark Village may be pumped back and

treated at the Valencia WRP until the Newhall Ranch WRP is operational. The Newhall Ranch WRP was

analyzed at the project-level in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR (May 2003).

As stated above, the Newhall Ranch WRP treatment facility is further described in the individual

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements

(WDRs) for the Newhall Ranch WRP adopted by the LARWQCB on September 6, 2007 (LARWQCB,

2007).2 Treatment at the WRP will consist of screening, activated sludge secondary treatment with

membrane bioreactors, nitrification/denitrification, ultraviolet disinfection, and partial reverse osmosis.

The initial design capacity of the WRP will be 2 million gallons per day (MGD) to accommodate the initial

phases of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including Landmark Village, and will be incrementally

increased to 6.8 MGD to accommodate the sewage generated by the build-out of Newhall Ranch, of

which Landmark Village is a part.

Treated effluent from the Newhall Ranch WRP will be used to supply distribution of recycled water

throughout the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area in the form of irrigation of landscaping and other

approved uses. In an average rainfall year, all tertiary treated wastewater from the Newhall Ranch WRP

would be reclaimed for irrigation and other non-potable uses, except in the wet weather months. During

these months in average rainfall years, approximately 286 to 1,025 acre-feet of tertiary-treated wastewater

would not be needed to meet estimated non-potable demand and, therefore, would be discharged to the

Santa Clara River (Impact Sciences, 2003).3 During years 1 and 2 of the Newhall Ranch WRP operation,

the WRP will operate at a maximum of 2 MGD, with an estimated average discharge flow rate of 0.2

MGD during the five month period of November through March (LARWQCB, 2007). No sooner than

year 3, the WRP would be expanded to 6.8 MGD, with an approximate average discharge flowrate of 0.6

MGD during this 5 month wet period (LARWQCB, 2007). Therefore, discharge periods will coincide

with peak wet months when dilution capacity is maximal (i.e., instream flows are highest). The average

November-March instream flowrate at USGS station 11109000 (Newhall Bridge, approximately 2.5 miles

2 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), 2007. Draft Order No. R4-2007-XXX, NPDES
Permit No. CA0064556, Waste Discharge Requirements for the Newhall Ranch Sanitation District (Newhall
Ranch Water Reclamation Plan) Discharge to the Santa Clara River. August 6, 2007. This report is incorporated
by this reference and available for public review and inspection at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs
Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012.

3 The Revised Additional Analysis to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plan Final
Environmental Impact Report (Project #94-087-(5), SCH No. 1995011015), prepared by Impact Sciences for the
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (May 2003) is incorporated by this reference and available
for public review and inspection at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo,
California 93012.
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downstream of the County line), is 188 cfs (121 mgd) based on measured average daily flow data for

water years 1977-2006 (LARWQCB, 2007). Newhall WRP effluent will represent less than 1 percent of

this average volume.

The NPDES Permit contains effluent limitations that will control the amount of conventional, non-

conventional, and toxic pollutants discharged to the receiving waters. These effluent limits are a

combination of technology-based limits (per 40 CFR section 122.44(a)) and water quality-based limits (per

40 CFR section 122.44(d)). Concentration-based effluent limitations contained in the NPDES Permit are

listed in Table A-1, Effluent Limitations in the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit. Mass-based

effluent limitations (lbs/day) contained in the permit, but not listed in Table A-1, are derived by

multiplying the proposed concentration limitation by the permitted flow of 2.0 mgd and by a conversion

factor of 8.34. These mass-based limits will be modified accordingly as the phased plant upgrades

approach completion following an anti-degradation analysis demonstration conducted by Newhall Land,

and upon certification and approval of increased treatment plant capacity.

Additional water quality-based effluent limits are included in the permit for toxicity in the WRP effluent

and for temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, fecal coliform, turbidity, toxicity, and other pollutants in the

receiving water. Groundwater-based effluent limitations are proposed for coliform bacteria, chemical

constituents, radionuclides, nitrate-N + nitrite-N, and taste or odor producing substances.

Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (Title 22) specifies California’s Wastewater Reclamation

Criteria (WRC) and all reclaimed water in California must meet or exceed these criteria to assure

protection of receiving water quality. These criteria apply to the treatment processes; treatment

performance standards, such as removal efficiencies and effluent water quality; process monitoring

programs, including type and frequency of monitoring; facility operation plans; and necessary reliability

features. The Newhall Ranch WRP discharges will be required to comply with the WRC through the

issuance of a separate order.

As discussed in the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit, Attachment F, Fact Sheet (p. F-13), the Upper

Santa Clara River chloride wasteload allocations (WLAs) are expressed on a concentration basis derived

from and equivalent to the existing water quality objective for Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River,

thereby providing direct protection for agricultural supply, the most sensitive beneficial use. Under the

TMDL Implementation Plan, a special study was conducted to confirm that the concentration-based WLA

of 100 mg/L chloride is protective of this beneficial use. A concentration-based WLA also accommodates

future growth and provides beneficial uses protection from chloride loads that were in place at the time

of the TMDL development. Protection of beneficial uses from additional chloride loads that were not

assigned wasteload allocations is provided by using the WLAs as effluent limits in permits for new and

future sources, such as the Newhall Ranch WRP.
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Table A-1
Effluent Limitations in the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit

Effluent Limitations
Parameter Units Average Monthly Average Weekly Maximum Daily

Biochemical Oxygen Demand
5-day @ 20°C

mg/L 20 30 45

Total Suspended Solids mg/L 15 40 45

pH
standard

units 6.5 – 8.5 (instantaneous minimum and maximum)
Settleable solids mg/L 0.1 -- 0.3
Oil and Grease mg/L 10 -- 15
Total dissolved solids mg/L 1,000 -- --
Chloride mg/L 100 1 -- --
Sulfate mg/L 400 -- --
Boron mg/L 1.5 -- --
Total ammonia (NH3 as N) mg/L 1.93 2 -- 3.87 3
Nitrate-N + Nitrite-N mg/L 5 -- --
Nitrite-N mg/L 0.9 -- --
Detergents (as MBAS) mg/L 0.5 -- --
Total residual chlorine mg/L -- -- 0.1
Antimony µg/L 6 -- --
Arsenic µg/L 10 -- --
Copper µg/L 22 -- 44
Lead µg/L 13 -- 26
Mercury µg/L 0.051 -- 0.10
Nickel µg/L 100 -- --
Selenium µg/L 4.1 -- 8.2
Zinc µg/L 5,000 -- --
Cyanide µg/L 4.2 -- 8.5
Acrylonitrile µg/L 0.66 1.3
Tetrachloroethylene µg/L 5 -- --
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate µg/L 4 -- --
p-Dischlorobenzene (1,4-
Dichlorobenzene)

µg/L 5 -- --

Lindane µg/L 0.2 -- --
4,4-DDE µg/L 0.00059 -- --
Iron µg/L 300 -- --

1 This is the water quality objective for chloride in the current Basin Plan. This effluent limitation is consistent with the assumptions of
applies immediately and will stay in effect until the Chloride TMDL for the Santa Clara River, Resolution No. 2002-018, Amendment to
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to Include a TMDL for Chloride in the Santa Clara River (Chloride TMDL), is
revised to include a waste load allocation to Newhall Ranch WRP. This effluent limitation applies immediately. However, if a chloride site-
specific objective (Chloride SSO) is adopted for the reach of the Santa Clara River in which Newhall Ranch WRP will discharge, then the
permit may be reopened to make the necessary changes to this permit, following USEPA approval of the Chloride SSO.

2 This is the monthly average effluent limit calculated according to the Implementation Plan for ammonia in the Basin Plan, which specifies
how to translate the Ammonia WQO into a final effluent limit, consistent with the assumptions of the Santa Clara River Nitrogen
Compounds TMDL, Resolution No. 03-011.

3 This is the daily maximum effluent limit calculated according to the Implementation Plan for ammonia in the Basin Plan, which specifies
how to translate the Ammonia WQO into a final effluent limit, consistent with the assumptions of the Santa Clara River Nitrogen
Compounds TMDL, Resolution No. 03-011.
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As discussed in the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit, Attachment F, Fact Sheet (p. F-13), the Upper

Santa Clara River chloride wasteload allocations (WLAs) are expressed on a concentration basis derived

from and equivalent to the existing water quality objective for Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River,

thereby providing direct protection for agricultural supply, the most sensitive beneficial use. Under the

TMDL Implementation Plan, a special study was conducted to confirm that the concentration-based WLA

of 100 mg/L chloride is protective of this beneficial use. A concentration-based WLA also accommodates

future growth and provides beneficial uses protection from chloride loads that were in place at the time

of the TMDL development. Protection of beneficial uses from additional chloride loads that were not

assigned wasteload allocations is provided by using the WLAs as effluent limits in permits for new and

future sources, such as the Newhall Ranch WRP.

Further stated in the Fact Sheet (p. F-13), the Staff Report for the TMDL, dated August 21, 2002, states:

“[a] concentration-based target accommodates future growth by allowing increased mass as long as it is

accompanied by additional flow… ” The Fact Sheet finds that water quality will not be degraded if

concentration-based wasteload allocations that are equivalent to the water quality objectives are assigned

to new facilities at the end of pipe. The Fact Sheet also states that studies regarding the effect of

additional chloride load on groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River are underway

and scheduled for completion by November 2007 (Fact Sheet p. F-14). Initial results from these studies

show that discharges at effluent limits of 100 mg/L chloride will not degrade groundwater quality.

Results from these studies may be used to revise the effluent limits through modification of the NPDES

permits for all dischargers discharging at 100 mg/L if necessary.

Similarly, concentration-based effluent limitations contained in the NPDES Permit for nitrogen

compounds, established per the Santa Clara River Nitrogen Compounds TMDL, are protective of water

quality in the Santa Clara River.

Water quality-based effluent limitations are included in the NPDES Permit for pathogen indicator

bacteria as follows:

 E.coli density shall not exceed 126/100 mL (geometric mean) or 235/100 mL (single sample);

 Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 200/100mL (geometric mean) or 400/100 mL (single sample).

These receiving water limitations are based on Resolution No. 01-018, Amendment to the Water Quality

Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to Update the Bacteria Objectives for Water Bodies Designated

for Water Contact Recreation, and, therefore, are protective of beneficial uses in the Santa Clara River.
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Based on required compliance with state and federal water quality requirements, as discussed in the

Introduction above, and in the project-level analysis contained in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR, and the information presented in this response above, there will be no significant impacts

to water quality or quantity in the Santa Clara River related to wastewater discharges from the Newhall

Ranch WRP.

Response 3

The Draft EIR Section 4.3, Water Quality, and Appendix 4.3 (Landmark Village Water Quality Technical

Report; WQTR), Section 7.2.2 contains a detailed qualitative impact analysis of urban pesticides.

Pesticides were analyzed qualitatively because monitoring data is not readily available for pesticides in

urban runoff. Typically, pesticides concentrations in urban runoff are not detected or are present at levels

below detection limits for most commercial laboratories and, therefore, there are limited statistically

reliable data available for modeling.

Los Angeles County monitored ten common pesticides in stormwater runoff from eight land use

characterization stations (Table A-2) and the majority of laboratory results for the combinations of land

uses and pesticides did not detect any concentrations above laboratory detection levels for all of the

samples collected (LACDPW, 2000).4 Of the 80 combinations of individual pesticides and land uses

within the Los Angeles data set, only 7 of these combinations had any measurable concentrations of

pesticides. The only detected pesticides were diazinon and glyphosate which, as shown in Table A-2,

were detected in only 3 to 4 percent of the samples. These data indicate that diazinon and glyphosate

(Roundup) were the most frequently detected pesticides in urban runoff, but the percent of samples

above detection are generally less than 10 percent. It is also important to note that Diazinon use has been

phased out since the Los Angeles County data were collected and thus is expected to occur less

frequently than indicated by the Los Angeles County data.

As discussed in the Draft EIR and WQTR, the proposed Landmark Village tract map site is currently

cultivated with row crops. Miscellaneous ancillary sheds used to store agricultural equipment are also

found on the site. Several dirt roads provide access to the cultivated fields. Abandoned oil wells along

with water wells are also dispersed within the project boundary. Land within the Adobe Canyon borrow

site, Chiquito Canyon grading site, and along the utility corridor is generally disturbed by agricultural

cultivation, cattle grazing, oil production. Other portions of the project site contain native vegetation.

4 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), 2000. Los Angeles County 1994-2000 Integrated
Receiving Water Impacts Report. Prepared by Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. This report is
incorporated by this reference and available for public review and inspection at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803
Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012.
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Table A-2
LADPW Pesticide Sampling Summary

Pesticide/Group # Samples # Detects Detection Limit (µg/l)

Organochlorine Pesticides & PCBs 242 0 0.05–1.0

Carbofuran 333 0 5

Glyphosate 154 5 25

Diazinon 302 12 0.01

Chlorpyrifos 302 0 0.05

Thiobencarb 302 0 1

Other N- and P Containing Pesticides 315 0 1.0–2.0

2,4-D 234 0 10

2,4,5-TP 234 0 1

Bentazon 234 0 2

Because much of the land that will be developed as part of the project is currently cultivated row crops,

the project’s urban pesticide use is likely to result in less pesticide application than current cultivated

agriculture uses. In addition, construction and post-development source control measures, including a

pesticide education program for owners, occupants, and employees on the proper application, storage,

and disposal of pesticides will be employed to further reduce the likelihood of improper pesticide use.

Integrated Pest Management of common area landscaping in commercial areas, multi-family residential

areas, and parks, will be implemented as Project Design Features of the Landmark Village project, which

also will control pesticide loads and concentrations.

Based on the incorporation of source control measures, potential impacts associated with pesticides will

be less than significant. For further information supportive of this finding, please see Response 4, below.

Response 4

See Response 3, above, for a discussion of urban pesticides. The Los Angeles County data discussed

above includes urban pesticides other than chlorpyrifos and diazinon, and a number of other frequently

used urban pesticides were analyzed qualitatively and in detail in the Landmark Village Draft EIR in

Section 4.3, Water Quality, and Appendix 4.3, Section 7.2.2.

With respect to diazinon, it had long been one of the most commonly used pesticides on the market

(SFBRWQCB, 2005) before its use was phased out, beginning in 2000. Although the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency’s actions eliminated most urban diazinon uses by the end of 2004, phasing out
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diazinon likely has increased post-2004 reliance on alternative pesticides and encouraged new pesticides

to enter the marketplace.

The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board commissioned a study, Insecticide Market Trends

and Potential Water Quality Implications,5 to evaluate pesticide use trends as they relate to water quality. In

2003, on the basis of current and projected pesticide use and possible water quality risks, the report

considered the pesticide alternatives of potential concern for water quality to be pyrethrums;

parathyroid’s (bifenthrin, cyfluthrin, cypermethrin, deltamethrin, esfenvalerate, and permethrin);

carbaryl; malathion; and imidacloprid (SFBRWQCB, 2003). A more recent study also identified lambda

cyhalothrin (a pyrethroid) and fipronil among pesticides of interest (SFEP, 2005).

The water quality risks posed by a pesticide relate to the quantity of the pesticide used, its runoff

characteristics, and its relative toxicity in water and sediment. As urban diazinon applications are phased

out, the use of some alternatives may inadvertently pose new water quality risks. Given what is known

about alternative pesticide use trends, pyrethroids may be the alternatives that pose the greatest concerns

for water quality (SFBRWQCB, 2005). Although pyrethroids tend to be toxic to Ceriodaphnia dubia test

organisms at concentrations in water comparable to diazinon, pyrethroids do not dissolve well in water

but instead adhere well to surfaces, including particles in the environment (SFBRWQCB, 2005). At

equilibrium, pyrethroid concentrations in sediment are reported to be about 3,000 times greater than

dissolved concentrations in water (SFBRWQCB, 2005). Thus, BMPs targeting reductions and removal of

sediment loads will be effective to reduce and remove pyrethroids as well.

During the construction phase, an effective combination of sediment and erosion control BMPs must be

implemented at all times. These BMPs will consist of some combination of the following measures:

1. Erosion Control (BMPs numbered EC-3 through EC-7 and WE-1 in the Stormwater Best
Management Practice Handbook - Construction (CASQA 2003))

 Physical stabilization through hydraulic mulch, soil binders, straw mulch, bonded fiber
matrices, and erosion control blankets (i.e., rolled erosion control products).

 Limiting the area and duration of exposure of disturbed soils.
 Soil roughening of graded areas (through track walking, scarifying, sheepsfoot rolling, or

imprinting) to slow runoff, enhance infiltration, and reduce erosion.
 Vegetation stabilization through temporary seeding to establish interim vegetation.

 Wind erosion (dust) control through the application of water or other dust palliatives as
necessary to prevent and alleviate dust nuisance.

5 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB), 2003. Insecticide Market Trends and
Potential Water Quality Implications, prepared by K. Moran, TDC Environmental, April, pp. 1-105. This report is
incorporated by this reference, and is available for public review and inspection at Impact Sciences, Inc.,
803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012.
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2. Sediment Control

 Perimeter protection to prevent discharges through silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel bag berms,
sand bag barriers, and straw bale barriers (SE-1, 5, 6, 8 and 9).

 Storm drain inlet protection (SE-10).

 Resource (Environmentally Sensitive Area) protection through silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel
bag berms, sand bag barriers, and straw bale barriers (SE-1, 5, 6, 8, and 9).

 Sediment capture through sediment traps, storm drain inlet protection, and sediment basins
(SE-3, 10, and 2).

 Velocity reduction through check dams, sediment basins, and outlet protection/velocity
dissipation devices (SE-2, 4, and 10).

 Reduction in off-site sediment tracking through stabilized construction entrance/exit,
construction road stabilization, and entrance/exit tire wash (TE-1, 2 and 3).

Similarly, in the post-development condition, treatment of runoff in bioretention, vegetated swales, and

extended detention basin treatment BMPs will remove pyrethroid pesticides from stormwater runoff as

TSS is reduced. In addition, the source control measures described in the Draft EIR and WQTR will

control loads of alternative pesticides applied to the Landmark Village project. Based on the

incorporation of the source control measures (summarized in Response 3, above), and treatment control

BMPs, such as vegetated swales and detention basins, that will effectively remove sediment and

associated pesticides, potential post-development impacts associated with urban pesticide use will be less

than significant. In addition, from a practical perspective, the Landmark Village tract map site will

require clean fill (dirt) to be brought onto the subject property during grading operations in order to raise

the grade approximately 10 feet above current ground surface. The approximate 10 feet of fill would

eliminate any direct exposure to any current ground surface soils that may be impacted by residual

pesticides. As a result, the existing residual pesticides detected on the site will not pose any threat to

human health or the environment (see, Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.21 [B.A. Environmental

letter, dated May 6, 2004, p. 2]).

Response 5

The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, and WQTR, Section 7.9, discuss impacts from increased volume

and duration of stormwater, including potential hydromodification impacts that may result from the

Landmark Village project. As discussed in those documents, Project Design Features (PDFs) for not only

surface water quality control, but also for hydrologic and hydromodification control, are incorporated

into the project to reduce stormwater volumes and related impacts, and to ensure stability of receiving

waters. These PDFs include site design, source control, treatment control, and hydromodification control

BMPs that will be incorporated into the Landmark Village project, and are considered a part of the project

for impact analysis.
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The purpose of site design BMPs, to the extent feasible, is to mimic the natural hydrologic regime. This

site design philosophy is often referred to as Low Impact Development (LID). The primary goals of site

design BMPs are to maintain a landscape functionally equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic

conditions, and to minimize the generation, and transport, of pollutants of concern. Site design principles

incorporated into the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (of which Landmark Village is a part) include:

Minimize Impervious Area/Maximize Permeability – Principles include preserving natural open space

while clustering development, reducing impervious surfaces such as roads, reducing street widths,

reducing the land coverage of buildings by building taller and narrower footprints, minimizing the use of

impervious materials such as decorative concrete in landscape design, and incorporating detention or

infiltration into landscape design.

Minimize Directly Connected Impervious Areas (DCIAs) – Minimizing DCIA can be achieved by

directing runoff from impervious areas to vegetated areas (e.g., landscaped areas or vegetated treatment

control BMPs) or to infiltration BMPs.

Conserve Natural Areas – Conserving and protecting native soils, vegetation, and stream buffers helps to

mimic the site’s natural hydrologic regime. This may be accomplished by clustering development within

portions of the site to conserve as much natural open space as possible, limiting the extent of clearing and

grading of native vegetation, planting additional vegetation, using native and/or climate-appropriate

vegetation in parking lot islands and other landscape areas, and preserving riparian areas and wetlands.

Select Appropriate Building Materials – Use of appropriate building materials reduces the generation

and discharge of pollutants of concern in runoff (and is therefore also considered a source control BMP).

Protect Slopes and Channels – Protecting slopes and channels reduces the potential for erosion and

preserves natural sediment supply.

Site design implementation accounts for the different spatial scales of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

development. These spatial scales are listed below, from larger to smaller scale:

 Ranch scale – the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan sub-region;

 Village scale – the Landmark Village project;

 Land use scale – single family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, education, parks, and
roadways within the Landmark Village project, and

 Lot or parcel scale – individual lots or parcels within the Landmark Village project.
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Table A-3, below, lists the site design PDFs that have been incorporated into the Landmark Village

project at each spatial scale.

Table A-3
Landmark Village Site Design BMPs

Spatial Scale Corresponding Site Design BMP
The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (NRSP) clusters development into villages.
Approximately 70% (8,335 acres) of the NRSP subregion will remain undeveloped
Open Areas.
A system of Open Areas will weave through the NRSP area. The Open Areas
include community parks, prominent ridges, bluffs, slopes, creek beds, and utility
and trail system easements, and would often function as a transition between
development areas and the Special Management Areas (SMAs), which include the
Santa Clara River corridor as well as the Newhall Ranch High Country. The Open
Areas are designed to protect significant landforms and natural resources, and to
provide an opportunity to protect natural resources from the proposed
development.
The NRSP Land Use Plan designates a total of approximately 5,200 acres for the
SMAs. These SMAs are designed to protect the existing natural resources within
Los Angeles County’s Significant Ecological Areas SEA 20 and SEA 23.
The nearly 1,000-acre Santa Clara River Corridor SMA is designed to protect the
sensitive biological resources in SEA 23. The River Corridor SMA will be dedicated
to the Center for Natural Lands Management, and the Center will assume
responsibility for management of this area.
The largest land use designation of the NRSP Land Use Plan is the approximately
4,200-acre High Country SMA/SEA 20. The High Country SMA/SEA 20 is located
in the southern portion of the sub-region and includes oak savannahs, high
ridgelines, and various canyon drainages including Salt Creek, a regionally
significant wildlife corridor that provides an important habitat link to the Santa
Clara River. The High Country SMA/SEA 20 will be dedicated in fee to the
Newhall Ranch Joint Powers Authority (JPA) consisting of the County of Los
Angeles, the City of Santa Clarita, and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy,
and this JPA will assume responsibility for management of this area.
As a result of approval of the NRSP, the 1,500-acre portion of the Salt Creek
watershed situated in Ventura County, which is under the ownership of Newhall
Land, will be dedicated to the JPA. This dedication area is west of Newhall Ranch,
and will be managed in the same manner as the High Country SMA, discussed
above.

Ranch Scale

Two conservation easements have been granted to CDFG for the purpose of
conserving populations of spineflower that occur on the NRSP area.

Landmark Village Scale

Impervious areas will be minimized by incorporating landscaped areas into each
village, including Landmark Village. Approximately 55 acres (19%) of the
approximately 290-acre Landmark Village project tract map area will remain as
open area or parks. Additional landscaped and open areas will be provided in
conjunction with the residential and commercial uses resulting in approximately
40% of the tract map site being pervious.
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Spatial Scale Corresponding Site Design BMP
The Landmark Village stormwater treatment system will provide treatment
control for 100% of post-development impervious surface via the use of vegetated
treatment BMPs that provide for volume reduction through infiltration and
evapotranspiration, including one or more of the following volume reduction
BMPs: bioretention, vegetated swales, and a dry extended detention basin. See
Figure 4.3-2 and Table 4.3-11.
In areas not subject to mass grading, the smallest site disturbance area possible will
be delineated and flagged; temporary storage of construction equipment will be
restricted in these areas to minimize soil compaction on site. Site clearing and
grading will be limited to the footprint necessary to allow development, access,
and provide fire protection.
The Santa Clara River Corridor and Chiquita Canyon, Long Canyon and Castaic
Creek will be largely preserved, and development impacts to these resources will
be minimized. An average buffer (the distance between the existing riparian
resources and the Regional River Trail) of 100 feet will be provided along the Santa
Clara River corridor; additionally, commercial, residential, and mixed use
development will be setback 100 feet from the Regional River Trail outside of the
Santa Clara River SMA/SEA 23, which will further separate development from the
Santa Clara River corridor.

Landmark Village Scale
(cont’d)

Natural slopes and native vegetation on slopes adjacent to the Santa Clara River
will be restored and enhanced.
Streets, sidewalks, and parking lot aisles will be constructed to the minimum
widths specified in the NRSP and in compliance with regulations for the
Americans with Disabilities Act and safety requirements for fire and emergency
vehicle access.
Portions of the Santa Clara River Regional River Trail will incorporate granular
materials, or other pervious materials.
Native and/or non-native/non-invasive, climate-appropriate vegetation that
requires less watering and chemical application will be utilized within the
common area landscaping in commercial areas and multi-family residential areas.
Impervious surfaces will be minimized in common area landscape design for
commercial areas and multi-family residential areas.

Land Use Scale

Landscape watering in common areas, commercial areas, multiple family
residential areas, and in parks will use efficient irrigation technologies, including
centralized irrigation controls.
Bioretention will be placed within the road right-of-way along “A” Street.
Runoff from most sidewalks, walkways, trails, and patios will be directed into
adjacent landscaping or to vegetated swales.
Bioretention areas or vegetated swales will collect and treat runoff from some of
the commercial and multi-family residential areas. These bioretention areas will be
located in parking lot islands and other on-site landscaped areas.
Landscape areas will be integrated into each site.
Porous pavement will be used in some parking and low traffic areas.
Building materials for roof gutters and downspouts will not include copper or
zinc.

Lot

Commercial and multi-family residential structures will direct rooftop runoff
through landscaped areas.
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The project includes as project design features BMPs that will not only provide treatment control, but also

will provide volume reduction. The Draft EIR impact analysis modeling for volume reductions only

considered the structural treatment BMPs (bioretention, swales, and extended detention basin), and did

not take into account the other site design PDFs listed above that would also improve water quality and

reduce runoff volumes. In this respect, the modeling results are conservative, i.e., tend to overestimate

runoff volumes and pollutant loads and concentrations.

An analysis of the monitored inflow and outflow data contained in the International Stormwater BMP

Database found that dry detention basins reduced runoff volumes by an average of 30 percent

(comparison of inflow to outflow), while biofilters reduced volumes by almost 40 percent (Strecker, E. et

al., 2004).6 Based on this analysis, a conservative estimate of 25 percent of the Landmark Village project’s

inflow to the vegetated swales and bioretention areas was assumed to infiltrate and/or evapotranspire.

An extended detention basin was assumed to remove 20 percent of volume through evapotranspiration

and infiltration.

Taking into account only the volume reductions provided by the planned swales, bioretention areas, and

detention basin, the increase in average annual storm water runoff volume from the project area is

predicted to be limited to approximately 148 acre-feet/year. Further, water balance modeling shows that

all post-development dry weather discharges will be eliminated. In addition, the above described site

design PDFs will further reduce the stormwater runoff volume from the project area, further avoiding

and minimizing potential hydromodification impacts. Thus, the Landmark Village project will not have

significant hydromodification impacts on the Santa Clara River or its tributaries.

Response 6

The LID techniques discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.3 will not require special exceptions to land use

codes or ordinances within the County of Los Angeles and are consistent with the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan.

Response 7

The LID techniques discussed in the Draft EIR will not require special exceptions to land use codes or

ordinances within the County of Los Angeles and are consistent with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

6 Analyses of the Expanded EPA/ASCE International BMP Database and Potential Implications for BMP Design,
World Water and Envt. Cong. Proc. (June 27-July 1, 2004). This report is incorporated by this reference and
available for public review and inspection at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1,
Camarillo, California 93012.
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Response 8

The potential impacts of off-site project components and grading are described in the Landmark Village

Draft EIR, and water quality-related impacts are summarized below.

CUT AND FILL GRADING

The cut and fill grading operation would include fill imported to the Landmark Village tract map site

from a 215-acre borrow site (and related haul routes), located south of the Santa Clara River (the Adobe

Canyon borrow site), grading to accommodate roadway 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).

The Adobe Canyon borrow site is located in the northeastern portion of the approved Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan, just south of the Santa Clara River and adjacent to Long Canyon. The Adobe Canyon

borrow site would be used to import fill to the Landmark Village tract map site. Off-site grading also is

required in the low-lying hills north of SR-126, east of Chiquito Canyon Road, and within, and adjacent

to, the banks of the Santa Clara River at and downstream of the tract map site (Chiquito Canyon grading

site). This area would be graded to accommodate roadway improvements to SR-126, and debris basins

for stormwater flows collected by the tract map’s storm drainage system. All of these improvements are

proposed on primarily unimproved land within the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

The primary hydrologic effect of the grading on the two sites is that storm flows would runoff each site at

slower rates than under existing conditions, as slopes will be reduced and no new impervious surfaces

will be added, so material changes in the existing drainage patterns within the borrow sites will not result

from off-site grading operations, and similarly substantial increases in volume of runoff are not predicted

A series of benches, swales and debris basins would also be constructed at each site to collect, convey and

release runoff in a controlled manner, but existing catchment areas, discharge points, runoff volumes and

durations would generally be retained or slightly reduced in the post-development condition.

UTILITY CORRIDOR

A utility corridor, which runs parallel to SR-126, from the western boundary of the tract map site to the

approved Newhall Ranch WRP near the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line, from the eastern

boundary of the tract map site to the Old Road/Interstate 5 (I-5), and then south to the existing Valencia

WRP, would extend municipal services to and from the tract map site. The utility corridor alignment

represents disturbed, vacant land containing ruderal vegetation and disturbed/developed uses.

Topography along the utility corridor is relatively flat with elevations generally around 900 feet msl.
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Impacts within the utility corridor would primarily consist of temporary impacts associated with grading

and trenching to install underground utility lines. The area would be restored primarily with pervious

vegetation and a future trail, while impervious surface will be limited to an access road/trail up to 15 feet

in width. The access road will be designed to drain runoff into adjacent vegetation constituting the

equivalent of swales, filter strips, or bioretention areas. As a result, the scope of the utility corridor and

adjunct facilities is not such that it would result in substantial changes to the existing drainage pattern or

increases in runoff flow rates, volumes or durations, and all runoff from impervious surface would

receive treatment via vegetated swales, filter strips, or bioretention areas.

POTABLE AND RECLAIMED WATER TANK(S)

There are two options for placement of potable water tank(s). Under the first water delivery option, two

new potable water tanks and related lines/infrastructure would be constructed. The first potable water

tank would be constructed near an existing water tank located in the Valencia Commerce Center, but at a

slightly higher elevation; and the second tank would be built further west, in upland areas of Chiquito

Canyon. Under the second option, one new potable water tank and three pressure regulating stations

connected to a network of 18- to 20-inch water mains that generally follow the southern right-of-way for

SR-126 and major roadways would be constructed. The new water tank would be constructed near the

existing water tank in the Valencia Commerce Center, at a slightly lower elevation.

To supply reclaimed water to the tract map site and provide for a backbone system to serve other areas of

Newhall Ranch, a reclaimed piping system would be constructed from the proposed Newhall Ranch

WRP through the tract map site to the existing Valencia WRP. This pipeline would be constructed

starting from the west along the SR-126 right of way approximately 10,000 feet to the proposed tract map

site. The line will pass through the tract map site approximately 11,000 feet along the future spine road

alignment. The line will then continue eastward where it will connect with the existing Valencia WRP.

This reclaimed waterline will extend east along the north and south right-of-way of SR-126 and the south

right-of-way of Henry Mayo Drive. This portion of the reclaimed waterline would be approximately

10,000 LF. At the point where SR-126 merges with I-5, the line would then head south along the western

right-of-way along The Old Road where it would connect to the existing Valencia WRP. This southerly

section is approximately 6,200 feet in length. For reclaimed water storage, the Round Mountain Tank,

which is currently used for potable water, would be converted to a reclaimed water tank.

Since waterlines would be constructed as underground lines within already existing impact areas, only

temporary impacts are associated with these facilities. Potable water tank construction is planned on

disturbed land containing non-native grasslands and coastal sage scrub. In the post-development

condition, runoff from the impervious area of the water tank will continue to sheet flow into adjacent

vegetation constituting the equivalent of swales, filter strips, or bioretention areas. Runoff from the water
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tank pad would be reduced as a result of re-planting the pad with native vegetation. Furthermore, the

water tank pads would be graded and flattened, which would decrease the coefficient of runoff from the

pads. As a result, in the post-development condition, all runoff from the water tanks would receive

treatment equivalent to that provided by swales, and there would be no substantial change in drainage

patterns, and a net decrease in runoff, so and the impact of installation of water tanks and associated lines

would be less than significant.

OTHER GRADING AND IMPROVEMENTS

Additional off-site grading and improvements would be related to the construction of the Long Canyon

Road Bridge and the widening of the Castaic Creek/SR-126 bridge, and related storm drainage

improvements. These improvements would be located on flat, vacant land along the Santa Clara River.

The Long Canyon Bridge Improvements would generally consist of bridge abutments (including riprap)

and piers, supporting bridge span and roadway. Runoff from this bridge will be directed via drainage

improvements to the extended detention basin within the tentative tract map site. The Castaic

Creek/SR-126 bridge generally consist of widened bridge abutments (including riprap) supporting a

widened bridge span and roadway. Drainage facilities will direct runoff from the bridge areas to

vegetated swale or equivalent treatment. As a result, in the post-development condition, all runoff from

the bridge improvements would receive treatment equivalent to that provided by swales and there

would be no substantial change in drainage patterns, and a net decrease in runoff, so the impact of

installation of the bridges and associated grading would be less than significant.

CONSTRUCTION PHASE IMPACTS

During construction, construction related impacts of off-site grading and improvements, impacts will be

minimized through compliance with the State Water Resource Control Board’s Construction General

Permit. This permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution

Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which must include erosion and sediment control BMPs that will meet or

exceed measures required by the Construction General Permit, as well as BMPs that control other

potential construction-related pollutants.

Erosion control BMPs are designed to prevent erosion, whereas sediment controls are designed to trap

sediment once it has been mobilized. An SWPPP will be developed as required by, and in compliance

with, the Construction General Permit and the County of Los Angeles Standard Conditions. The

Construction General Permit requires the SWPPP to include a menu of BMPs to be selected and

implemented based on the phase of construction and weather conditions to effectively control erosion

and sediment to the BAT/BCT standard. The following types of BMPs will be implemented during

construction:
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1. Erosion Control (BMPs numbered EC-3 through EC-7 and WE-1 in the Stormwater Best
Management Practice Handbook - Construction (CASQA 2003))

 Physical stabilization through hydraulic mulch, soil binders, straw mulch, bonded fiber
matrices, and erosion control blankets (i.e., rolled erosion control products).

 Limiting the area and duration of exposure of disturbed soils.
 Soil roughening of graded areas (through track walking, scarifying, sheepsfoot rolling, or

imprinting) to slow runoff, enhance infiltration, and reduce erosion.
 Vegetation stabilization through temporary seeding to establish interim vegetation.

 Wind erosion (dust) control through the application of water or other dust palliatives as
necessary to prevent and alleviate dust nuisance.

2. Sediment Control

 Perimeter protection to prevent discharges through silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel bag berms,
sand bag barriers, and straw bale barriers (SE-1, 5, 6, 8 and 9).

 Storm drain inlet protection (SE-10).

 Resource (Environmentally Sensitive Area) protection through silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel
bag berms, sand bag barriers, and straw bale barriers (SE-1, 5, 6, 8, and 9).

 Sediment capture through sediment traps, storm drain inlet protection, and sediment basins
(SE-3, 10, and 2).

 Velocity reduction through check dams, sediment basins, and outlet protection/velocity
dissipation devices (SE-2, 4, and 10).

 Reduction in off-site sediment tracking through stabilized construction entrance/exit,
construction road stabilization, and entrance/exit tire wash (TE-1, 2 and 3).

3. Waste and Materials Management

 Management of the following types of materials, products, and wastes: solid, sanitary,
concrete, hazardous and equipment-related wastes (MW-1, 2, and 4 through 10 and NS-8
through 10).

 Protection of soil stockpiles through covers, the application of water or soil binders, and
perimeter control measures (MW-3).

4. Non-stormwater Management

 BMPs or good housekeeping practices to reduce or limit pollutants at their source before
they are exposed to stormwater, including such measures as: water conservation practices,
vehicle and equipment cleaning and fueling practices (NS-1 through 16).

5. Training and Education

 Training of individuals responsible for SWPPP preparation, implementation, and permit
compliance, including contractors and subcontractors.

 Signage (bilingual, if appropriate) to address SWPPP-related issues (such as site clean up
policies, BMP protection, washout locations, etc).

6. Maintenance, Monitoring and Inspections

 Performing routine site inspections and inspections before, during (for storm events >24
hours), and after storm events.
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 Implementing maintenance and repairs of BMPs as indicated by routine and storm-event
inspections.

 Preparation and implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan for non-visible pollutants.

These construction site management BMPs will be implemented during the dry season and wet season as

follows:

YEAR-ROUND CONSTRUCTION PHASE BMPS

a. Wind erosion BMPs (dust control).

b. Soil roughening of graded areas (track walking, scarifying, sheepsfoot rolling, or imprinting)

c. Sediment control BMPs at the down gradient site perimeter and all operational storm drain inlets
internal to the planning area.

d. Off-site tracking BMPs.

e. Appropriate waste management and materials pollution BMPs.

f. Appropriate non-storm water BMPs to prevent or reduce the contamination of stormwater by
construction activities and materials.

g. An action plan to deploy standby erosion control, sediment control and other appropriate BMPs
(covering stockpiles, secondary containment/covering of construction materials, etc.) to protect
exposed portions of the site within 48 hours of a 40 percent chance of predicted rain.

h. Sufficient standby BMP materials to implement the above action plan.

i. Deployment of post-construction erosion control BMPs as soon as practicable.

j. BMPs for construction dewatering will include infiltration of clean groundwater; on-site
treatment using suitable treatment technologies; on site or transport off site for sanitary sewer
discharge with local sewer district approval; or use of a sedimentation bag for small volumes of
localized dewatering.

WET SEASON CONSTRUCTION PHASE BMPS

a. Limiting the area and duration of exposure of disturbed soil areas. This may be accomplished by
retention of natural vegetation in areas not scheduled for immediate grading, phasing the
grading, and stabilizing disturbed areas quickly.

b. Implementation of an effective combination of erosion and sediment control measures on all
disturbed areas.

c. Sufficient standby BMP materials to implement the above weather triggered action plan.

The Construction General Permit does not recognize a wet season by dates; therefore, the wet season

requirements will be implemented year round if there is a 40 percent chance of predicted rain.

Thus, through the implementation of BMPs and site design PDFs, the off-site grading and improvements

will not result in significant adverse water quality or hydromodification impacts.
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Response 9

Because the Landmark Village project implements a part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, the

Landmark Village Draft EIR is tiering from the certified Newhall Ranch Revised Draft Program EIR

(March 1999) and Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003) 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. (CEQA Guidelines

Sections 15168(c), 15385). Cumulative impacts on the Santa Clara River associated with development of

the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan were fully evaluated in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR as well as the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Sections 4.2, Hydrology, and 4.5, Flood

Modifications.

The comment requests further clarification of cumulative hydromodification impacts of the Landmark

Village project in relationship to other projects in the Santa Clara watershed, and specifically assessment

of the “total miles of hydromodification from all the projects of the Specific Plan.” The term

hydromodification is very broad, and can refer both to physical alterations to natural drainages and to

adverse affects on natural receiving waters caused by changes in flow, which in turn result in erosion or

destabilization of natural drainages. In this case, it appears that the comment is requesting a summary of

the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with physical alterations to natural drainages and Section

401 certification of those alterations, rather than cumulative impacts to natural drainages resulting from

flow. Therefore, this response will focus on summarizing the conclusions of the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan Program EIR and the Landmark Village Draft EIR with respect to proposed physical alterations to

natural drainages. Please see Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, and WQTR, Sections 7.9.1 and 8.3,

and prior EIR sections referenced therein, for a discussion of cumulative hydromodification impacts

resulting from proposed changes in flow regime associated with development of the project in the context

of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and other projects within the watershed.

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Conceptual Backbone Drainage Plan provide drainage and flood

control protection to developed uses, while minimizing impacts to the Santa Clara River, Castaic Creek,

Chiquita Canyon, and San Martinez Grande. The Conceptual Backbone Drainage Plan requires that all

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan projects, including Landmark Village, be implemented in accordance with

certain criteria to assure avoidance of natural resources within these channels. For example, the

following criteria guide preparation of drainage improvement plans for all Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

projects:

1. Flood corridor must allow for the passage of Los Angeles County Capital Flood discharge
without the permanent removal of natural River vegetation (except at bridge crossings);
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2. Bank stabilization for the River will generally be established outside of the “waters of the United
States” as defined by federal laws and regulations and as determined by the delineation
completed by the ACOE in August 1993;

3. Where the ACOE delineation width is insufficient to contain the Capital Flood flow, the flood
corridor will be widened by an amount sufficient to carry the Capital Flood flow without the
necessity of permanently removing vegetation or significantly increasing velocity; and

4. Soil cement will occur only where necessary to protect against erosion adjacent to the proposed
development. Where existing bluffs are determined to be stable and there is no adjacent
proposed development, no bank protection will be built.

Proposed bank protection will consist primarily of buried soil cement to provide scour and freeboard

flood control protection. Soil cement bank protection provides a stable riverbank protection material, in

terms of both surface erosion and structural stability. Additionally, soil cement bank protection will be

mostly buried. The exposed top portion of the soil cement will be aesthetically and vegetatively

compatible with the natural earth and vegetated bank area.

For the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, a total of 38,400 linear feet of bank protection along the Santa Clara

River, including accessory storm drain outfalls, was analyzed in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR. In addition, the previously certified Program EIR analyzed impacts to the Santa Clara

River in connection with the installation of the approved three bridges.

Of that total, the Landmark Village project would implement the following subset of those previously

analyzed and approved physical alterations to the Santa Clara River:

 Approximately 18,800 linear feet (LF) of River and Creek bank stabilization (buried bank
stabilization) would be constructed in conjunction with the Landmark Village project. This would
include approximately 11,000 LF fronting the tract map site, 6,600 LF on the south bank downstream
(west) of Long Canyon Road Bridge, and 1,200 LF downstream of the project on the north bank, east
of the Newhall Ranch WRP along the utility corridor.

 Approximately 6,600 LF of turf reinforcement mats (TRMs) or similar is proposed along the utility
corridor along the north bank of the River extending west from the Landmark Village tract map site.
TRMs are designed to reinforce vegetation at the root and stem allowing vegetation to be used as
erosion control in areas where lower, non-erosive velocities in the capital storm are present.

 The Long Canyon Road Bridge includes eleven reinforced concrete piers spaced approximately 100
feet apart combined with bridge abutments (riprap) and bank protection.

 Widening of the SR-126 Castaic Creek bridge, resulting in the addition of approximately 500 LF of
reinforced concrete along the Creek bank to be incorporated into the existing bridge abutments.

 Eleven (11) storm drain outlets will be constructed downstream of treatment BMPs, with associated
localized energy dissipaters, consisting of either riprap or other larger reinforced concrete standard
impact-type dissipaters.
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 Finally, most of the buried bank stabilization and TRMs would be located outside of the existing
Santa Clara River corridor. For example, soil cement proposed on the north side of the River near the
confluence with Castaic Creek would be constructed within agricultural land thereby increasing the
riparian corridor after implementation of the project.

The potential cumulative affects of these physical alterations on both the stability, hydrology, and

hydraulics of the Santa Clara River, as well as to the jurisdictional waters, habitat and the biological

function and value of the Santa Clara River have been analyzed in the previously certified Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR, including the Revised Additional Analysis (Section 2.3.6), and the

Landmark Village Draft EIR (Sections 4.4, Biota, and 4.5, Floodplain Modifications).

Furthermore, the Landmark Village Draft EIR (Sections 4.2, Hydrology, and 4.5, Floodplain

Modifications) concluded that the changes in flows and reduction in floodplain area caused by bank

protection would not create a significant increase in overall velocities or water surface elevation, because

the volume of flow carried in these shallow, slow-moving areas along the margins of the Santa Clara

River is small. Moreover, variations are localized and limited in scope, especially when viewed in the

entirety of the Santa Clara River corridor within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site and downstream.

Therefore, the overall mosaic of habitats in the river would be maintained because the key hydraulic

characteristics would not be significantly different under the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Based on

these results, the proposed bank protection and bridges associated with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

would not cause significant adverse changes to the hydraulic characteristics of the Santa Clara River, and,

therefore, would not alter or adversely affect the amount and pattern of aquatic, wetland, and riparian

habitats in the river.

Please see also Response 15, to letter from the County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated

January 19, 2007.

Response 10

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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A7. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated January 24,
2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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A8. Letter from State of California, Department of Transportation, dated January
30, 2007

Response 1

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 2

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

Response 3

The project applicant agrees with this comment and has committed to the completion of the SR-126

mitigation measures identified in the project’s Draft EIR prior to or concurrently with build-out of the

project.

Response 4

The Commerce Center Drive/SR-126 interchange improvement project has completed the Caltrans project

planning process using 20 year horizon forecasts as requested. The remaining SR-126 mitigation

measures are within a PID (in the form of a Project Study Report (PSR)), which is based on 20-year

forecasts as requested.

Response 5

The project applicant has committed to funding and building the indicated SR-126 improvements,

including the resulting widening of SR-126 from I-5 to Long Canyon Bridge Road.

Response 6

The project applicant agrees that a Transportation/Traffic Mitigation Plan that details all Newhall Ranch

project-related impacts and mitigation measures on SR-126 and I-5 would be beneficial and has prepared

such a document in response to this comment. The Draft Newhall Ranch and Westside Communities

State Highway Mitigation Summary has been submitted to Caltrans for its review and approval. This
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report outlines and summarizes in a single comprehensive document the proposed mitigation measures

to the State Highway System (I-5 and SR-126) associated with Newhall Land’s projects

Response 7

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 8

The project applicant has reserved enough right-of-way for the potential future construction of a grade-

separated interchange at SR-126 at Long Canyon Road. The project applicant acknowledges Caltrans

decision to change the highway designation from conventional highway to expressway and will

accommodate this decision in the final design of the project.

Response 9

A detailed listing of the forecast on-site trip interaction between the various residential and non-

residential components of the Landmark Village project is provided in Appendix F (Tables 1, 3, and 5) of

the project’s traffic study (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.7). It is worth noting that the project will include a

complete range of retail services for the residents, as well as a neighborhood school, transit

improvements, trail improvements and employment opportunities, all of which reduce the amount of

vehicle trips off site.

In addition, in connection with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan environmental documentation, it was

previously asserted that the internal capture rate of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan appeared to be

"overstated." The final environmental documentation (Final Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR,

Volume III, November 24, 1997, pp. TR-34–36) included "Topical Response 7." In that response, the

County provided supporting data for the EIR's forecast of the Specific Plan's internal capture of project-

generated traffic. All such issues were considered and debated, and the County's Board of Supervisors

elected to approve the Specific Plan and related project-approvals and to certify the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR. Based upon that prior analysis, the County believes that the internal capture

of project-generated traffic is supported by the Landmark Village Draft EIR and the previously certified

Newhall Ranch environmental documentation.
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Response 10

The project applicant agrees with this comment.

Response 11

The cumulative analysis contained within the Landmark Village Draft EIR (Section 4.7 – Traffic) is

consistent with the analysis required by CEQA. The future expansion to I-5 with High Occupancy

Vehicle (HOV) and Truck lanes is a programmed improvement and has been identified in various

regional infrastructure studies. Additionally, contracts have been issued for the design and

environmental review of this expansion and this work is presently underway. Therefore, it is reasonable

to anticipate that this expansion will be in place by 2030.

Furthermore, and as indicated in the Draft EIR, Newhall Land has committed to fund Landmark’s fair

share to I-5 mainline improvements. This commitment will also apply to subsequent Newhall Ranch

projects as well as the Entrada, Legacy, and Valencia Commerce Center projects. In summary, Newhall

Land will be providing its fair share funding to mitigate its impacts to the I-5 mainline.

Response 12

The Landmark Village project incorporates all of the “smart growth” principles referenced in the

comment. There are many different components that make a community sustainable or qualify it as a

smart growth project. These include a proper mix of land use, provision of jobs, design for future transit

uses in the plan, provision of open space and recreation, connectivity (trails), preservation of natural

areas, the reduction of impermeable surfaces, water conservation and re-use, energy conservation,

potentially including the use of alternative energies (wind, cogeneration, etc.), and the incorporation of

green building techniques.

As is evidenced below, Landmark Village, as with all of Newhall Ranch, incorporates the components of

a sustainable or smart growth community.

 Mix of Land Uses. Landmark Village, along with the other villages in Newhall Ranch, will include a
broad range of housing types, including affordable housing, along with commercial, office, and
public facilities. As to Landmark Village, a diverse range of 1,444 homes (308 single-family and 1,136
multi-family units) would be provided. To minimize and shorten vehicle trips, most homes will be
within walking distances to the Landmark Village community’s commercial and mixed-use areas,
elementary school site, community park, and trail system. Finally, Landmark Village is located
adjacent to the Valencia Commerce Center, one of the largest employment centers in the Santa Clarita
Valley. Bike and pedestrian trails within Newhall Ranch and Landmark Village will connect to trails
within the Valencia Commerce Center.
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 Provision of Jobs. A portion of Newhall Ranch’s projected 19,000 new jobs would be offered
through Landmark Village’s mixed-use and commercial areas. Newhall Ranch is adjacent to the
existing Valencia Gateway (which includes the Valencia Commerce Center), which presently
provides 50,000 jobs. Other development within Valencia Gateway will create an additional 30,000
jobs. When completed, the job centers in Newhall Ranch and Valencia will have resulted in the
creation of approximately 100,000 jobs in the Santa Clarita Valley. A balanced jobs-housing base is a
critical component to a sustainable community because it allows people to work close to home and
minimizes vehicle miles traveled.

 Locating of Residential Uses in Close Proximity to Commercial Services/Public Spaces. Nearly
60 percent of the residential units in Newhall Ranch will be located within walking distance of village
or commercial centers. This is clearly documented by the Landmark Village land plan. Residents
within Landmark Village will be able to utilize paseos/trails and/or the Santa Clara River Regional
Trail to walk to commercial centers, private recreational facilities, the elementary school and a
community park. As stated above, this traditional neighborhood design minimizes vehicle trips.

 Provision of Transit and Light Rail Right-of-Way. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village,
will be part of the Santa Clarita Transit system and will pay its fair share for transit service to the
community. Transit improvements within Newhall Ranch will include a park-and-ride lot, a future
transit station, transfer station, bus stops, and preservation of light rail right-of-way. Landmark
Village will include a total of five bus stops, a park-and-ride lot, and the preservation of light rail
right-of-way along SR-126. The provision of transit and the accommodation of light rail encourage
residents to rely less on vehicular travel.

 Open Space, Recreation, and Preservation of Sensitive Resource Areas. Newhall Ranch, of which
Landmark Village is a part, includes the preservation of the High Country, Salt Creek Corridor and
the Santa Clara River and internal open areas – a total of nearly 7,800 acres. A total of three
community parks (Landmark includes the first) and up to ten neighborhood parks will be provided
as part of Newhall Ranch. Finally, private recreation facilities will be provided throughout the entire
Ranch providing additional recreational opportunities to residents. In short, Landmark Village’s
design connects jobs, retail, schools, parks, and recreation facilities with the community’s trail system
to promote walking and biking while minimizing vehicle trips.

 Hierarchy of Trails. Newhall Ranch will include over 50 miles of trails to encourage pedestrian
mobility. Landmark Village includes a two-mile extension of the Santa Clara River trail, with direct
connections to residential, commercial , and park uses, and various paseos including the paseo
running along "A" Street or the Landmark Village Spine Road. This design also is intended to
minimize vehicle trips.

 Reducing Impermeable Surfaces. To curtail urban runoff and maximize groundwater recharge,
Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize open/soft bottom channels, smaller street
sections, where possible, increased native landscape areas, and non-structural water quality
treatment improvements.

 Water Conservation and Re-Use. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize native,
drought-tolerant plants in the community’s landscaping, use recycled water for irrigation, and
evapotranspiration controllers (i.e., weather-sensitive sprinklers) to reduce potable water demand
and runoff.
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 Traffic/Transportation Improvements. Landmark Village’s traffic circulation plan, which is
consistent with all of Newhall Ranch, minimizes vehicle trips and reduces GHG emissions through
the design of internal roads in conjunction with homes, school site, commercial areas, and trail
system. Transit is included in the traditional neighborhood design, and it includes a park-and-ride
lot and bus stops. Additionally, a five-mile right-of-way for a potential Metrolink light rail extension
is accommodated along SR-126. Trails and bike paths leading to close-to-home jobs, neighborhood-
serving retail, and the school encourage residents to reduce vehicle miles traveled. Finally, Newhall
Land has committed to funding significant regional roadway improvements including improvements
to SR-126 and I-5.

Response 13

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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A9. Letter from California Department of Fish and Game, dated January 29, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests a 30-day extension of time in which to submit comments on the Draft EIR. The

additional time was provided. For additional information responsive to the comment, please refer to

Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the record

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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A10. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated February 1,
2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 2

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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A11. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated February 6,
2007

Response 1

The comment provides comment letters received by the State Clearinghouse. The comment also correctly

points out that CEQA does not require lead agencies to respond to late comments; however, the State

Clearinghouse encourages lead agencies to incorporate these additional comments into the final

environmental documentation and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.

The County concurs with the State Clearinghouse. Any comment letters received after the close of the

public comment period will be incorporated into the Landmark Village Final EIR, and the comments will

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

the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding

the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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A12. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated February 7,
2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

For additional information regarding the length of the public comment period, please refer to Topical

Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.
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A13. Letter from California Department of Fish and Game, dated February 20, 2007

Response 1

The comment reiterates a prior request for an extension of time in which to comment on the adequacy of

the Draft EIR. The additional time requested was provided. For additional information responsive to the

comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.

Response 2

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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A14. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated February 21,
2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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A15. Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, dated February 26,
2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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B1. Letter from County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated January
19, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 3

As noted in the comment, the project’s Draft EIR has identified mitigation measure improvements at the

SR-126/Center Street intersection. Similarly, the Final EIR for the Focused Piru Area Plan Update (FEIR)

also has identified improvements for this intersection. While the specific improvements differ in some

respects, the purpose and goal of the intersection improvements are consistent between the two

documents. In other words, each document has identified the need for improvements at this intersection

and each has identified a slightly different approach to providing for improvements. Since the Piru FEIR

was a locally prepared document, the improvements identified there should take precedence. The project

will commit to funding its fair share of the improvements for the SR-126/Center Street intersection, with

the Piru FEIR improvements taking precedent when different from the improvements identified in the

Draft EIR. Please note, however, that the Piru FEIR removed the reference to a raised island from the

mitigation measure. The SR-126/Center Street intersection improvements, as stated in the FEIR, are

currently as follows:

PIRU FEIR T-2: To improve conditions at the intersection of SR-126 at Center Street,
channelizers and extension striping shall be installed to prevent left-turns from Center
Street to eastbound SR-126. This measure shall also include installation of additional
signage directing eastbound traffic to use Main Street. This measure shall not be
implemented until the intersection improvements at Main Street and Highway 126
(Measures T-3 and CC-2) have been completed.

PIRU FEIR T-8: Provide a westbound right-turn deceleration lane from SR-126 to Center
Street.

The Piru FEIR also states that traffic from the proposed Rancho Temescal project may require installation

of a traffic signal at the Center Street/SR-126 intersection, and that the installation of that signal would be
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the responsibility of the Rancho Temescal project, and that if the Rancho Temescal development is

approved, the above FEIR T-2 mitigation measures may be unnecessary. The referenced FEIR T-3

mitigation measure consists of improvements at the Main Street/SR-126 intersection that include traffic

signal modifications, left-turn storage capacity improvements, and the installation of a westbound right-

turn deceleration lane. The referenced FEIR CC-2 mitigation measure consists of the funding of a

detailed enhanced Main Street plan entryway to the community and a full funding commitment for

construction and long-term maintenance of landscaped parkways and medians, the fair share cost of

which shall be allocated based upon the percentage of linear street frontage along Main Street.

Response 4

As noted in Response 3, above, the project applicant will commit to funding the project’s fair share of SR-

126 improvements identified in the Piru FEIR as well as the non-conflicting SR-126 improvements

identified in the project’s Draft EIR. A complete listing of SR-126 improvements are summarized in

Response 5, below, and the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan’s share is 9 percent as noted on p. 4.7-92 of the

Draft EIR. Because there is no nexus between the project and traffic conditions within the Piru

community itself (i.e., roadways other than SR-126), the project will not be contributing to non-SR-126

improvements.

Response 5

Consistent with the mitigation measures described in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan EIR, the project

applicant agrees to contribute its fair share toward the indicated SR-126 improvements at Center Street

and at Main Street. As footnoted on p. 4.7-92 of the Draft EIR, the indicated share amount of 9 percent

represents the fair share of the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area, of which the proposed project

represents a portion. Payment of the amounts noted in the comment will fulfill the fair share obligation

of the proposed project as well as the future individual projects that collectively comprise the entire

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area.

Regarding Item 4 (Improvements at SR-126 and Center Street as identified in the Piru Area Plan EIR), the

Piru FEIR removed the reference to a “raised channelizer island” and instead states that “channelizers

and extension striping” shall be installed to prevent left-turns. Therefore, Item 4 and the associated cost

estimate should be changed as follows:

4. Improvements at SR-126 and Center Street as identified in the Piru Area Plan EIR to
construct a raised channelizers and extension striping island at an estimated cost of
$50,000 $7,500. The project share at 9 percent will amount to $4,500 $675.
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Response 6

As noted in Response 5, above, payment based on a 9 percent fair-share amount will fulfill the fair-share

obligation of the proposed project as well as the future individual projects that collectively comprise the

entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area. Also, due to the FEIR mitigation measure that eliminated the

construction of raised islands at the Center Street/SR-126 intersection, the amount of funds deposited into

a Trust Fund for the County of Ventura should be adjusted downward to $58,725 to reflect the lower cost

of channelizers and striping v. the construction of raised medians.

Response 7

The fair-share of the indicated amount that is attributable to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area is

$54,000 (i.e., 9% of $600,000). As noted in Response 5 , above, payment will fulfill the fair-share obligation

of the proposed project as well as the future individual projects that collectively comprise the entire

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area.

Response 8

The traffic study prepared for the project’s Draft EIR is based on forecasts of long-range cumulative

conditions as requested in the comment. Furthermore, the traffic study prepared for the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan included the requested evaluation of cumulative impacts on County local roads and the

Regional Road Network. This requested evaluation demonstrates that the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

does not result in cumulative significant impacts to roadways in Ventura County except where already

addressed in the community of Piru and the City of Fillmore. Therefore, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

is not required to participate in Ventura County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF).

Response 9

As noted in Response 8, above, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan does not result in cumulative impacts to

roadways in Ventura County except where addressed in the community of Piru and the City of Fillmore.

Therefore, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan is not required to participate in Ventura County’s TIMF.

Response 10

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Response 11

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 12

Page 4.3-19 is within the Existing Conditions, Regulatory Setting subsection of the Landmark Village

Draft EIR. This subsection describes the requirements of the MS4 Permit and Los Angeles County

SUSMP Manual, not the BMPs being implemented by the project. The BMPs that will be implemented as

Project Design Features (PDFs) in compliance with SUSMP requirements are described within Section 4.3

beginning on p. 4.3-49.

In summary, PDFs incorporated into the Landmark Village tract map project and off-site improvements

to address surface water quality and hydromodification impacts include site design, source control,

treatment control BMPs consistent with MS4 Permit and SUSMP requirements, as well as

hydromodification control BMPs. Site design and source control BMPs are practices designed to

minimize runoff and the introduction of pollutants into runoff. Treatment control BMPs are designed to

remove pollutants once they have been mobilized by rainfall and runoff. Hydromodification control

BMPs are designed to control increases in post-development runoff flows, volumes, and/or durations.

As currently planned, stormwater runoff from all urban areas within the project will be routed to

bioretention areas, vegetated swales, and/or extended detention basin treatment control BMPs (see Figure

4.3-2, Project Design Features). Catch basin inserts will also be used in high-use parking lots.

Collectively, the water quality treatment control PDFs will treat the pollutants of concern in runoff from

the entire Landmark Village development area.

In addition, off-site areas will also drain to areas within the tract map site for treatment via swales, filter

strips, and/or bioretention or will be treated locally. Long Canyon Bridge will drain to a water quality

extended detention basin located within the tract map site. The off-site SR-126 expansion project will

provide vegetated swale treatment for both the new and existing untreated roadway area. The utility

corridor maintenance access road and potential future trail, as well as the water tanks and access roads,

will drain to biofiltration treatment (vegetated swale or filter strip) or bioretention treatment. The

extended detention basin, vegetated swales, and bioretention areas will be designed to operate off-line,

receiving dry weather flows, small storm flows and the initial portion of large storm flows from a low-
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flow diversion structure in the storm drain. Project-related improvements at the borrow sites would not

result in the introduction of impervious surfaces or any changes in drainage or hydrology characteristics.

Therefore, all water quality potential impacts of runoff discharges from the off-site areas are limited to the

construction phase, and General Construction Permit requirements rather than SUSMP requirements will

primarily govern implementation of construction phase BMPs to address those impacts. Finally, all of the

above listed BMPs are project requirements.

Response 13

A rainfall intensity was not used to calculate runoff. The discussion on p. 4.3-20 relates to the sizing

criteria options for BMPs provided in the 2002 Los Angeles County SUSMP as well as the 2001 Los

Angeles County MS4 permit. These requirements state that flow-based BMPs, such as vegetated swales,

must be designed to infiltrate or treat the maximum flow rate generated from one of the following

scenarios:

1. The flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity, or

2. The flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile
hourly rainfall intensity for Los Angeles County, or

3. The flow of runoff produced from a rain event that will result in treatment of the same portion of
runoff as treated using volumetric standards above.

See Response 14 below regarding method used to design and calculate proposed Landmark Village post-

development BMPs.

Response 14

As stated in Appendix 4.3 of the Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report, flow-based BMPs for the

Landmark Village project will be sized using a rainfall intensity of 0.3 inches per hour, which will result

in treatment of the same portion of runoff as treated using volumetric standards contained in the MS4

Permit. Use of this design rainfall intensity accounts for the higher rainfall intensities that occur in the

project area in relation to other areas within Los Angeles County and allows for the collection and

treatment of 80 percent of the average annual runoff volume, pursuant to guidance received from the

Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Response 15

This comment focuses on hydromodification impacts resulting from increases in volume and duration of

flow associated with development of impervious surface in connection with the project. A series of

progressive hydromodification control measures will be used that are sufficient to prevent and control
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hydromodification impacts to the Santa Clara River. As discussed in the Draft EIR Section 4.3 (Water

Quality), volume reduction and hydromodification control measures will be incorporated into the project

in accordance with the following design principles:

 Avoid, to the extent possible, the need to mitigate for hydromodification impacts in natural channels
by preserving natural hydrologic conditions and protecting sensitive hydrologic features, sediment
sources, and sensitive habitats.

 Minimize the hydromodification effects of development through site design practices (e.g., reducing
connected impervious surfaces), implementation of stormwater volume-reducing and or combined
treatment control and volume-reducing BMPs (project-based hydrologic source control), and
incorporation of flow duration control into water quality treatment basins, as needed.

 Mitigate hydromodification impacts using geomorphically based channel design.

Several hydrologic source controls have already been included in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

(NRSP) of which Landmark Village is a part. These include:

 Site design PDFs will help to reduce the increase in runoff volume. These site design PDFs include
clustering of development into village areas, such as Landmark Village, which results in the
preservation of 70 percent of the NRSP (including the Salt Creek Corridor dedication) area as open
space; use of native and drought tolerant plants in landscaped areas; and the use of efficient irrigation
systems in common area landscaped areas. The reduction in runoff volume attributable to the site
design BMPs were not quantified in the runoff modeling, but these BMPs will further reduce the
predicted increase in runoff volumes. These measures will help to protect the stability of the Santa
Clara River and to avoid and minimize direct impacts.

 The project’s treatment control BMPs will also serve as hydromodification source control BMPs.
Vegetated swales, bioretention areas, and extended detention basins, sized per the standards
established in the WQTR (capture and treatment of 80 percent of the average annual runoff volume)
can provide volume reduction on the order of 20 to 30 percent through infiltration and evaporation.
Collectively these vegetated treatment facilities are expected to provide significant reduction in wet
weather runoff. In addition, these facilities will also receive and eliminate dry weather flows. Using
conservative values for volume reduction, the treatment control PDFs are estimated to reduce the
increase in average annual stormwater runoff volume associated with project development by
approximately 19 percent, which likely understates the actual reductions since it doesn’t account for
volume reductions that will be provided by site design BMPs. Finally, volume reductions achieved
by these BMPs will eliminate dry weather flows.

The reductions in post-development flow achieved by these BMPs, combined with localized energy

dissipation structures at the storm drain outfalls will mitigate any project related hydromodification

impacts to a less than significant level.

Balance Hydrologics assessed the potential effects of the planned cumulative urbanization within the

Santa Clara River area, upstream of the County line (the upper watershed) on channel morphology by

2.B-18



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

examining historical changes in the Santa Clara River channel pattern in response to different types of

major disturbance using historical rainfall and other relevant records and aerial channel photography

(Balance Hydrologics, 2005 (provided in Appendix 4.3)). The findings of this analysis are summarized

below.

The Santa Clara River is a dynamic, episodic system. Understanding the magnitude of geomorphic

change over the course of recent history in response to natural and human disturbances in the watershed

is a key factor in assessing the potential response to future urbanization, including development of

Landmark Village, within the watershed.

Major perturbations within the Santa Clara River watershed (dam construction, levee construction,

changes in flows in response to decadal-scale climatic patterns, and increase in woody vegetation) do not

appear to have had a significant impact on the geomorphic expression of the Santa Clara River, as

quantified from measurements made from a series of historical aerial photographs flown during the years

1927 through 2005.

Additional study of the Santa Clara River has been performed by Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering,

Inc., who prepared a comprehensive fluvial analysis of the Santa Clara River through the NRSP area for

the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). This analysis is summarized within

Section 4.2 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR and is contained in Appendix 4.2. A river fluvial analysis

is the study of the riverbed and bank sediment movement over time and as a result of flow in the river

and changes in the tributary watershed.

The fluvial analysis had three distinct components:

1. Analysis of long-term trends of riverbed and bank sediment build-up (aggredation) or removal
(degradation) was performed. More than 80 years of available historic topographic mapping of
the river indicated no real trend of aggredation or degradation in the study reach.

2. General (capital storm event) aggredation/degradation calculations were performed to determine
the expected fluvial response of the river to the LACDPW design storm event (>140,000 cfs). US
Army Corps of Engineers computer-modeling software (SAM) was used to evaluate existing and
proposed project conditions. Only minor variations in the fluvial response were shown in the
modeling.

3. Local aggredation/degradation resulting from river curvature, bridges, riverbed material, and
various other components were considered and estimates of aggredation and degradation were
calculated.

To complete the fluvial analysis, long term, general, and local aggredation/degradation components were

added together to obtain the total aggredation/degradation for each river section within the study reach.
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One of the purposes for the fluvial analysis, which has been approved by LACDPW, was to provide a

level of understanding of the Santa Clara River reach fluvial mechanics related to existing conditions and

proposed NRSP development conditions (including cumulative development), including increased

volume of runoff and proposed bank stabilization, bridges and other physical alterations to the SCR, to

identify any potential project impacts to the fluvial mechanics of the river. The fluvial analysis showed

very little change in the pre- and post-development conditions and therefore concluded that there is no

potential adverse impact to the fluvial mechanics of the river.

In conclusion, the project will include a number of hydrologic source control PDFs that will mitigate any

project level hydromodification impacts to the Santa Clara River to a less than significant level. These

measures, combined with flow controls that must be incorporated into other new development projects

pursuant to the MS4 Permit, will mitigate any cumulative impacts to the Santa Clara River to a less than

significant level.

Response 16

Flow data is available from the USGS gage near the Ventura/Los Angeles County Line for the period

between 1953 and 1996. This entire period was included in the Draft EIR analysis (see Appendix F of

Draft EIR Appendix 4.3)

Response 17

The vast majority of the Landmark Village tract map site drains directly to the Santa Clara River in both

the existing condition and the proposed post-development condition and thus there will be no impacts to

Castaic Creek, Long Canyon, or Chiquita Canyon. Further, off-site project-related components would not

result in any changes in drainage or hydrology characteristics. Therefore, there will be no hydrologic

condition or aquatic habitat impacts to these tributaries.

Response 18

As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, erosion and sediment control BMPs will be

implemented during the construction phase in compliance with the Construction General Permit such

that sediment will not be released downstream of the graded area, either during construction or after

grading has been completed. See Response 12, above, for further detail.

Construction Mitigation Measure LV 4.2-5 (Draft EIR p. 4.2-59) requires that temporary erosion control

measures shall be implemented to retain soil and sediment on the tract map site, within the Adobe

2.B-20



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

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;

 Place sediment control 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 use of appropriate sediment control BMPs.

Further, in areas not subject to mass grading, the smallest site disturbance area possible will be delineated

and flagged; temporary storage of construction equipment will be restricted in these areas to minimize

soil compaction on site. Site clearing and grading will be limited to allow development, access, and

provide fire protection.

With respect to post-development erosion and sediment control, Mitigation Measures SP 4.2-5 and SP 4.2-

7 require assurances that grading at the borrow sites will not result in erosion, sedimentation or flooding

impacts during of after construction. Specifically, SP 4.2-5 requires preparation of a Hydrology Plan,

Drainage Plan, and Grading Plan, including an Erosion Control Plan to ensure that no significant erosion,

sedimentation or flooding impacts would occur during or after site development. These plans must be

prepared to the satisfaction of the County of Los Angeles. Section 4.2 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR

describes the post-development grades, configuration, benches and drainage patterns of the borrow sites,

and indicates that permanent stabilization of borrow sites in the post-development condition shall be

achieved by revegetation. See also Response 8 above. In addition, mitigation measures SP 4.2-7 and LV

4.2-4 require preparation of a SWPPP and compliance with the General Construction NPDES Permit.
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Pursuant to these requirements, construction phase erosion and sediment control BMPs described in the

EIR and required pursuant to the General Construction NPDES Permit cannot be terminated at the site

until and unless all soil disturbing activities are completed and either (1) a uniform vegetative cover with

70 percent coverage has been established, or (b) equivalent stabilization measures have been permanently

employed. General Construction NPDES Permit Section A.7. These measures include the use and

maintenance of BMPs such as blankets, reinforced channel liners, soil cement, fiber matrices, geotextiles

or other erosion resistant soil coverings or treatments. Where background native vegetation covers less

than 100 percent of the source, such as in arid areas, the 70 percent coverage criteria is adjusted such that

if the native vegetation covers 50 percent of the ground surface 70 percent of 50 percent would require 35

percent total uniform surface coverage. Compliance with these regulatory requirements and the above

identified mitigation measures will insure that post-development erosion, sedimentation or flooding

impacts are controlled and are mitigated to a level that is less than significant.

Response 19

The hydromodification management approach for the Santa Clara River includes both previously

adopted hydromodification control measures, including avoidance of physical alteration to the Santa

Clara River, and very limited geomorphically referenced channel design measures, such as naturalized

bank stabilization. In addition, the Landmark Village Draft EIR and WQTR describe new volume and

flow control measures (hydrologic source control) to be implemented as project design features designed

to assure an integrated and protective approach to controlling hydromodification in the Santa Clara

River.

The project will incorporate the following hydrologic source control strategies:

 Site design PDFs that help to reduce the increase in runoff volume include the clustering of
development into village areas, leaving large amounts of undeveloped open space within the NRSP
subregion; routing of most roof runoff to vegetated areas; use of native and drought tolerate plants in
landscaped areas; and the use of efficient irrigation systems in common area landscaped areas.

 The project’s treatment control BMPs will also serve as hydromodification source control BMPs.
Vegetated swales, bioretention areas, and extended detention basins can provide volume reduction
on the order of 20 to 30 percent through infiltration and evaporation. Collectively these vegetated
treatment facilities are expected to provide significant reduction in wet weather runoff. In addition,
these facilities will also receive and eliminate dry weather flows.

 The project’s development footprint will allow for the greatest freedom possible for “natural stream
channel” activity. Generally, the buried bank stabilization has been located within the existing
agricultural areas and away from the riparian corridor.
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These measures generally constitute avoidance of impacts, and minimize the area of the SCR corridor that

will be impacted by channel design and stability measures.

In addition to these project design features, the project will incorporate the following “geomorphically-

referenced” channel design measures planned consistently with the principles described in SCCWRP

Technical Report 450 (SCCWRP, 2005a):

 Energy Dissipation. Energy dissipation at storm drain outfalls provides erosion protection in areas
where discharges have the potential to cause localized stream erosion. Erosion protection will be
provided at all storm drain outlets to the Santa Clara River.

 Bank Stabilization. Most of the project’s flood protection will include buried soil cement along
Castaic Creek, Chiquito Creek, and the Santa Clara River (both adjacent to and downstream of the
tract map site). In total, approximately 18,600 linear feet (LF) of bank would be provided with buried
soil cement protection. This would include approximately 11,000 feet fronting the tract map site and
approximately 6,400 LF on the south bank downstream (west) of the Long Canyon Road Bridge.
Additional buried bank stabilization would be constructed upstream of the approved Newhall Ranch
WRP and between The Old Road and the Santa Clara River to protect the utility corridor. The bank
protection between The Old Road and the Santa Clara River was approved as part of the Santa Clara
River Natural River Management Plan (NRMP).

As indicated above, the alignment for the majority of buried bank stabilization was selected so that bank

protection along the river would generally be excavated from non-jurisdictional upland areas adjacent to

the river that are presently being used for agricultural purposes. Areas previously utilized for

agricultural purposes between the top of bank stabilization and the existing riparian corridor will then be

planted with native vegetation, including those areas covering the buried soil cement. Installing most of

the bank protection outside of the riparian corridor avoids impacts to the Santa Clara River, results in the

widening of the riparian corridor in many areas and allows for channel movement and adjustment to

changes in energy associated with runoff, and increases riparian habitat.

Consistently with Regional Board Policy, this approach incorporates site design and on-site measures to

avoid and minimize hydromodification impacts to the SCR, which is a natural channel, and limits

additional channel stabilization measures to those previously analyzed and approved for flood protection

purposes. Further, this integrated approach assures that all channel design mitigation measures

implemented are geomorphically referenced and preserve the natural channel appearance and natural

river channel functions to the maximum extent practicable, while limiting instability in river channel

morphology.
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Response 20

The comment states that references to the length of the buried soil cement are unclear and that figures of

18,600 and 17,400 linear feet "plus additional" are used. The comment does not indicate in what sections

of the EIR that this inconsistency appeared. A search of the Landmark Village Draft EIR Project

Description, Hydrology, and Water Quality sections all consistently reference 18,600 linear feet of buried

bank stabilization. The same consistent description is used for buried bank stabilization in each of those

sections. In any case, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description, provided a figure

illustrating both the location and length of the buried soil cement within the Landmark Village project

area, and offered the following explanation of the entire length of buried soil cement within that area:

“The location of the protection was illustrated earlier on Figure 1.0-23. As shown, the
proposed buried bank stabilization extends along the Santa Clara River and Castaic
Creek adjacent to and downstream of the tract map site. In total, approximately 18,600
linear feet (LF) of bank would be provided with bank stabilization. This would include
approximately 11,000 LF fronting the southern boundary of the tract map site on the
north bank of the Santa Clara River, and approximately 6,400 LF on the south bank of the
river, beginning at the Long Canyon Road Bridge and extending both east and west.”
(Draft EIR, Project Description, p. 1.0-53.)

In the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, p. 4.4-53, there is one incorrect reference to 17,400

linear feet of buried soil cement within the Landmark Village project area. This reference has been

corrected in a revised version of Section 4.4, Biota. The revised section is intended to replace the version

found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR

Pages, for the revisions.

Response 21

As described in Section 4.2, Hydrology, turf reinforcement mats (TRMs) are one type of reinforced bio-

engineered bank stabilization material. TRMs are a geotextile reinforced, bio-engineered bank

stabilization method designed to reinforce vegetation at the root and stem, thereby allowing vegetation to

be used as erosion control in areas where lower, non-erosive velocities are present in the County’s capital

storm. TRMs and other geotextiles are suitable for locations with high slopes or stream banks where

grouted riprap and concrete channels are hydraulically unnecessary and hardened bank protection is

aesthetically undesirable. TRMs are secured to the soil surface using a predetermined staple pattern and

either wire soil staples or biodegradable stakes. TRM products proposed for use are constructed of two

basic materials that perform different functions: (1) permanent netting designed to provide permanent

structure and strength to the vegetation at the root and stem level; and (2) degradable natural and

synthetic fiber netting that provides erosion control immediately after installation by holding seed and
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soil particles in place and trapping moisture on the soil surface. TRM products are expected to provide

sufficient erosion control, vegetation establishment, and reinforcement at the locations where they are

proposed and will not result in any significant hydrological impacts. Finally, TRMs can only be utilized

in locations where lower velocities are present in the capital storm and therefore are not the equivalent to

rock slope protection or buried soil cement.

Response 22

The comment requests that the word “will” be changed to “shall” in Table 4.3-12 to make these

conditions required and enforceable. The use of the word “will” is a “commitment” verb, which is

enforceable. Typically, the words “should” or “may” are the catch words that one should avoid when

preparing mitigation measures for a project. Consequently, no changes to the table are required.

Response 23

The comment requested clarification if buried soil cement is covered with soil and planted. The

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-54, states: “…the soil placed on top of

the bank stabilization is replanted with native vegetation to return the disturbed area to its natural

condition upon completion of construction.”

Response 24

The comment questioned the temporary impact footprint associated with bank stabilization. The

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, p. 4.4-56, Table 4.4-8, Plant Community/Land Use Impact

Summary, states that ”55.74 acres [would be] temporarily disturbed by bank stabilization, utility corridor,

and/or haul roads, but would be revegetated to native vegetation following completion of construction.”

Response 25

The comment questioned how far temporary impacts would extend into the river beyond the permanent

impact footprint. Temporary impacts within the Santa Clara River SMA/SEA 23 total 64.98 acres. It

should be noted that these areas will be restored and enhanced in conjunction with the project.

Response 26

Most of the restoration areas, including those covering the buried soil cement, associated with Landmark
Village are located outside of the existing riparian corridor and are presently being utilized for

agricultural purposes. These restoration areas will be planted with native vegetation. It is unlikely that

riparian mitigation in these areas would be impacted by storm events. Please see Response 2, above, and

Response 10, below, which further support this finding.
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To illustrate the point, Figure B-1, Existing Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection along Santa Clara

River at the Bridgeport Project, shows an overview of existing buried bank protection along the Santa

Clara River for the Bridgeport project site. The figure shows the buried bank protection planted with

native vegetation. Figure B-2, Buried Soil Cement at Bridgeport after 2004/05 Storms, and Figure B-3,

Aerial Photography of Still-Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection on San Francisquito Creek at Copper

Hill Road Following the 2004/2005 Winter High Flow Events, of this response present aerial views of the

2004/2005 storm flows on San Francisquito Creek near Copper Hill Road. The photos show that despite

the 2004/2005 winter rainy season, which proved to be one of the wettest years on record and produced
an approximate 50-year flood in the Santa Clara River, storm flows did not expose any of the buried soil

cement bank protection and no damaged occurred to the revegetated areas at the Bridgeport project site.

Figure B-1, Existing Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection along
Santa Clara River at the Bridgeport Project
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Figure B-2, Buried Soil Cement at Bridgeport after 2004/05 Storms

Figure B-3, Aerial Photography of Still-Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection on
San Francisquito Creek at Copper Hill Road Following the

2004/2005 Winter High Flow Events
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Furthermore, Dudek prepared a watershed study (Dudek 2007) to analyze the cumulative impacts of

development, including past projects, current land use zoning, and future and approved projects in the

Los Angeles County portion of the watershed, on biological and abiotic resources, ecological functions,

and processes in the watershed. While land conversion, in the form of agriculture, residential,

commercial, and industrial urban uses has occurred in the Santa Clara River Valley and adjacent foothills

and future development will occur, the vast majority of the watershed is comprised of natural lands. The

additional impacts of the Landmark Village project, Newhall Land and Farming projects in general, and

other planned and approved projects in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed are relatively

small in proportion to the overall watershed. Key findings of the Dudek watershed study include:

The watershed is, and will remain, for the most part undeveloped – lands converted to agriculture and

urban development comprise about 10 percent of the total watershed. Planned and approved projects in

Los Angeles County (including the City of Santa Clarita) would increase the amount of development in

the watershed by about 3 percent.

The watershed has very substantial existing public lands and planned open spaces that will be protected

in perpetuity. Based on current public lands and currently zoned open space, approximately 71 percent

of the watershed (733,526 acres) is existing or zoned open space.

Under current land use zoning important biological and physical features of the overall watershed would

be retained. The major vegetation communities (coastal scrubs, chaparral, non-native grassland,

woodlands and forest, and riparian/wetlands) are still and will remain relatively common in the

watershed.

Newhall lands are a very small proportion (<2%) of the overall watershed and are limited to a small area

in the southern portion of the watershed. Planned development on Newhall lands (including the

Landmark Village project) would impact only 1 percent of the total watershed and would be 26 percent

less than the amount of development allowed on Newhall lands under the current land use zoning.

Planned development on Newhall lands is downstream of substantial existing, planned, and approved

urban land uses in Santa Clarita and Valencia and occurs in the lower elevation areas of the watershed,

thus protecting headwaters and upper portions of sub-basins within the watershed and the functions and

values these sub-basins provide.

Regional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages will be preserved in the watershed.
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Response 27

Please see Response 9, above.

Response 28

Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering, Inc. (PACE), assessed the potential effects of the planned cumulative

urbanization, including Newhall Ranch, within the Santa Clara River upstream of the County line (the

upper watershed) on channel morphology with a comprehensive fluvial analysis for the Santa Clara

River. A river fluvial analysis is the study of the riverbed and bank sediment movement over time and as

a result of flow in the river and changes in the tributary watershed. Balance Hydrologics assessed the

potential effects of the planned cumulative urbanization within the Santa Clara River upstream of the

County line (the upper watershed) on channel morphology by examining historical changes in the Santa

Clara River channel pattern in response to different types of major disturbance using historical rainfall

and historical aerial channel photography (Balance Hydrologics, 2005 [provided in Appendix F to Draft

EIR Appendix 4.3]). The findings of these analyses are summarized in Response 15 above. Also, see

Response 17 above regarding impacts on tributaries to the Santa Clara River. These extensive analyses

indicate that the integrated approach to hydromodification control proposed by the project will avoid,

minimize, and mitigate hydromodification impacts in the SCR to a level that is less than significant.

Response 29

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 30

The comment concurs with the Landmark Village Draft EIR’s findings in Section 4.9, Air Quality,

concerning the air quality discussion and mitigation measures. The comment also recommends that all

air quality mitigation measures be implemented as described. In response, the applicant already has

committed to implementing both the applicable mitigation measures from the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan as described and revised (see, pp. 4.9-67–4.9-81 [Mitigation Measures SP 4.10-1–SP 4.10-14]) and the

mitigation measures recommended for the proposed Landmark Village project (see pp. 4.9-81–4.9-85

[Mitigation Measures LV 4.9-1–LV 4.9-8]).
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Response 31

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 32

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 33

The comment concurs with the Landmark Village Draft EIR’s discussion of cumulative impacts on

groundwater quality from the proposed project and future urban development in the Santa Clara

watershed. The comment also concurs with the Draft EIR’s discussion of groundwater recharge, and as

to the EIR’s water service section, the comment states that the Draft EIR’s water supply assessment

regarding groundwater management plans, SWP delivery reports, etc., “is an adequate review and a

thorough account of water service for the proposed project.” In addition, the comment concurs with the

Draft EIR’s discussion of wastewater impacts and mitigation. No further response is required, except that

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

final decision on the proposed project.

Response 34

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 35

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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Response 36

The comment states that because no part of the project is within Ventura County, the Ventura County

Agriculture Commissioner’s Office has no comment on the conversion of farmland in Los Angeles

County. No further response is required, except that the comment will be included as part of the record

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

Response 37

The comment addresses potential conflicts with existing zoning for agriculture within Ventura County

and the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The comment correctly states that no part of the Landmark Village

tract map site is within the development setback from the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line that

was approved in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. As to storm drainage improvements for

Landmark Village (debris basins) along the Santa Clara River, the comment states that they appear to be

within close proximity to Ventura County, “but as they are considered non-human-intensive uses, they

do not require extended setbacks from Ventura County farmland.” The County concurs with this

comment.

Response 38

Landmark Village Draft EIR Section 4.3 and Appendix 4.3 Section 7.8 analyzed the Landmark Village

project’s potential for impacts to groundwater quality and quantity. The pollutants of concern for the

groundwater quality analysis are those that are anticipated or potentially could be generated by the

project at concentrations, based on water quality data collected in Los Angeles County from land uses

that are the same as those included in the project, that exhibit these characteristics. Identification of the

pollutants of concern for the project considered the proposed land uses and the pollutants generally

associated with those types of land uses, as well as the pollutants that have the potential to impair

beneficial uses of groundwater.

In general, elevated mineral concentrations, such as chloride or total dissolved solids, could impact

certain beneficial uses such as agricultural supply; however, these minerals and total dissolved solids

associated with Newhall Ranch (including Landmark Village) will be below Basin Plan groundwater

objectives.

The mean concentrations of total dissolved solids in urban runoff, which are representative of

concentrations that could be expected in project runoff in the post-development condition, as measured

by LACDPW ranged from 53 mg/L to 237 mg/L, depending on land use. Even the highest concentration

of 237 mg/L is well below the 1200 mg/L total dissolved solids set forth as a threshold of concern in the
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Initial Study Guidelines and is well below the Los Angeles Basin Plan Groundwater Quality Objective for

TDS of 1,000 mg/L. The anticipated average concentration of TDS in effluent from the Newhall Ranch

WRP is 790 mg/L (CH2M Hill, 2006), which is also well below the Initial Study Guidelines threshold and

Basin Plan objective. Thus, the project’s impact on TDS concentrations is considered insignificant.

Therefore, no potential adverse affects on TDS levels in groundwater are expected as a result of

Landmark Village.

To ascertain project development impacts on groundwater recharge, the reductions in recharge that will

result from development of impervious surface must be balanced against the increased recharge that will

result from increased irrigation and stormwater flows associated with development of urban uses.

Irrigation will be applied on site and can be expected to percolate into groundwater on the project site. In

addition, hydromodification controls will allow for percolation of some increases in stormwater runoff

into groundwater on site, while some increase in stormwater runoff volume will be discharged to the

Santa Clara River after treatment. The active channel of the River is predominantly natural, and consists

of vegetation and coarse-grained sediments. The porous nature of project site soils in areas where

volume reduction BMPs are planned, combined with the sands and gravels forming the active channel of

the Santa Clara River will allow for significant infiltration to occur to the underlying groundwater. Also,

irrigation water is predicted to be fully infiltrated during dry weather, which will result in groundwater

recharge from the project. On this basis, the project will not significantly impact groundwater recharge.

This conclusion is consistent with the study of cumulative affects on groundwater recharge associated

with urban development in the area. The hydrologic effects of the project on groundwater were

examined in Draft EIR Section 4.3 and Appendix 4.3. WQTR Appendix E contains a memorandum

prepared by CH2M Hill entitled “Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley”

which discusses the general effects of urbanization on groundwater recharge and the specific effects in

the Santa Clarita Valley. This analysis confirms that urban development has not substantially reduced

groundwater recharge as the vast majority of recharge occurs within the Santa Clara River and its larger

tributaries. On this basis, the Draft EIR concludes that potential adverse impacts to groundwater

recharge are less than significant.

Response 39

As to comments about increasing net utilization of groundwater in an overdrafted basin or in a basin in

hydrologic continuity with a basin in overdraft, please refer to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.10, Water Service, at pp. 4.10-28-29 and 4.10-32-33. In that discussion, the EIR provides an assessment of

the “sustainability” of both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation, and that assessment

concludes, based on substantial evidence (see, e.g., Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10 [2005 Basin Yield Report]),
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that the local Santa Clara River Valley groundwater basin in Los Angeles County is not in an overdraft

condition. The previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR also established that this

local basin is not hydrologically connected to another basin in an overdraft condition.

Response 40

The comment states that County of Ventura Initial Study Guidelines conclude that any project that will

cause a 10 percent or greater increase in dust on agricultural parcels in Ventura County is considered to

have a significant impact. The comment concludes that the temporary construction of drainage

improvements within one-half mile of farmland in Ventura County is likely to cause an increase in dust

over 10 percent, unless disturbed areas are watered and construction halted during periods of high

winds. As shown below, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including the Landmark Village project,

already contains adopted and enforceable mitigation measures requiring that active grading sites be

watered at least twice daily and that unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved roads be watered

three times daily—all to reduce dust concerns; in addition, the measures require suspension of all

excavating and grading operations when wind speeds exceed 25 miles per hour. Thus, as shown below,

the mitigation measures are consistent with the comments made by Ventura County.

For example, Mitigation Measure SP 4.10-6 describes all of the adopted measures to reduce fugitive dust

impacts:

“SP 4.10-6 The applicant of future subdivisions shall implement all rules and regulations adopted by
the Governing Board of the SCAQMD which are applicable to the development of the
subdivision (such as Rule 402 – Nuisance, Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, Rule 1113 –
Architectural Coatings) and which are in effect at the time of development. The purpose of
Rule 403 is to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in the ambient air as a result
of man-made fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to prevent, reduce, or mitigate
fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or man-made condition capable of
generating fugitive dust such as the mass and remedial grading associated with the project
as well as weed abatement and stockpiling of construction materials (i.e., rock, earth,
gravel). Rule 403 requires that grading operations either (1) take actions specified in Tables
1 and 2 of the Rule for each applicable source of fugitive dust and take certain notification
and record keeping actions, or (2) obtain an approved Fugitive Dust Control Plan. A
complete copy of the SCAQMD’s Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, which has been
included in Appendix 4.10, provides guideline tables to demonstrate the typical mitigation
program and record keeping required for grading operations (Tables 1 and 2 and sample
record-keeping chart). The record keeping is accomplished by on-site construction
personnel, typically the construction superintendent.

Each future subdivision proposed in association with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan shall
implement the following if found applicable and feasible for that subdivision:
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Grading
a. Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specification to all inactive

construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more).
b. Replace groundcover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

c. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders according to manufacturers’
specifications, to exposed piles (i.e., gravel, sand, dirt) with 5 percent or greater silt content.

d. Water active sites at least twice daily.
e. Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts)

exceed 25 miles per hour.
f. Monitor for particulate emissions according to district-specified procedures.

g. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top of the load
and the top of the trailer) in accordance with the requirements of CVC Section 23114.

Paved Roads

h. Sweep paved streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent
public paved roads (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water).

i. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or
wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip.

Unpaved Roads
j. Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’

specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces.
k. Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour or less.

l. Pave construction roads that have a traffic volume of more than 50 daily trips by construction
equipment, 150 total daily trips for all vehicles.

m. Pave all construction access roads at least 100 feet on to the site from the main road.
n. Pave construction roads that have a daily traffic volume of less than 50 vehicular trips.

These measures control PM10 emissions and would also control PM2.5 emissions. The effectiveness of

these measures at reducing PM10 emissions ranges from 7 to 92.5 percent.1 For the purposes of this

impact analysis, and to be consistent with URBEMIS2002 methodology, it is assumed that

implementation of these measures would reduce PM2.5 and PM10 emissions by a maximum of 50 percent.”

Response 41

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

1 SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Diamond Bar, California: SCAQMD, November 1993), p. 11-15, and
p. A11-77, which is available for public inspection and review at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs
Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012, and is incorporated by this reference.
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B2. Letter from Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, dated January 22, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment states that Exhibit 2.5-3 of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, referred to in the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.11, Wastewater Disposal, p. 4.11-2, should be revised, as it is outdated. The

discussion referred to in the comment summarizes the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR as it

pertains to wastewater. The referenced backbone sewer plan is from the approved Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan (May 2003), and it was expressly identified as a “conceptual” infrastructure plan for the

sewer collection system within the Specific Plan. (See, Specific Plan, Section 2.5, p. 2-71 and pp. 2-77–

2-78.) Upon approval of the Specific Plan, it was contemplated by the County that subsequent project-

specific actions would provide further design and construction-level detail. Consistent with that

approach, Figure 1.0-31, Landmark Village Portion of Specific Plan—Conceptual Backbone Sewer Plan,

depicts the Specific Plan’s Conceptual Backbone Sewer Plan as it relates to the Landmark Village project.

Response 3

The comment correctly points out that the Los Angeles County Local Area Formation Commission

(LAFCO) already has approved formation of the Newhall Ranch County Sanitation District, effective

July 27, 2006. The Landmark Village Final EIR will be updated accordingly. Please refer to the Final EIR

Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for the requested revisions.

Response 4

The comment clarifies the Districts’ approach for monitoring system capacity. This information will be

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

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the

content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 5

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages 4.11-7 and

4.11-10, for the requested revisions.
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Response 6

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages 4.11-16,

for the requested revisions.

Response 7

The requested changes have been made to reflect the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County’s

comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages 4.11-16,

for the requested revisions.

Response 8

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Fierros, Daniel

From: Jeff Ford [jford@clwa.org]

Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2007 10:17 AM

To: Fierros, Daniel

Cc: Meneses, Frank

Subject: Extension of the Public Review Period for the Landmark Village Draft Environmental Impact 
Report

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Page 1 of 1

1/23/2007

Dear Mr. Fierros:

The Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Landmark 
Village (SCH No. 2004021002) and respectfully requests an extension of the public review period on the 
document for at least 30 days. CLWA makes this request in light of the complicated nature of the project 
description and its relation to the Program EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.  CLWA would like adequate 
time to make meaningful comments and, given the substantial nature of the project, CLWA staff may want to 
present possible comments on the project to its Board of Directors, which would not meet again until after the 
close of comments on January 22, 2007.  Therefore, we feel that an extension in the review period is warranted 
and we understand that similar requests for extension are being made by other agencies.

Sincerely,

Jeff Ford 
Water Resources Planner
Castaic Lake Water Agency
27234 Bouquet Canyon Road
Santa Clarita, CA 91350
Phone: (661) 513-1281
Fax: (661) 513-1202
email: jford@clwa.org
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C1. Letter from Castaic Lake Water Agency, dated January 16, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests an extension of the public comment period on the Landmark Village Draft EIR by

at least 30 days. The additional time has been provided. For additional information responsive to the

comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.
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C2. Letter from Castaic Lake Water Agency, dated January 22, 2007

Response 1

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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C3. Letter from Southern California Association of Governments, dated January
22, 2007

Response 1

The comment provides background information and does not raise an environmental issue within the

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

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

not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

The County’s public comment period exceeded the time requested by SCAG. For additional information

regarding the length of the public comment period, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review

Opportunities.

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 3

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policy 3.01 as discussed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting.

Also, for clarification purposes, the Landmark Village Draft EIR did not include a

Population/Housing/Employment section in the document because the proposed project is consistent

with the goals and objectives of the previously adopted Newhall Ranch Specific Plan approved by the

Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors in May 2003.

Response 4

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policy 3.03 as discussed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No further response is

required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Response 5

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 3.05, 3.09, and 3.10 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 6

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 3.12 and 3.14 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 7

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 3.17, 3.18, and 3.19 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 8

The comment requested a discussion outlining how the Landmark Village project supports or detracts

from protecting wetlands, production lands, and lands containing unique and endangered plants and

animals. In response, the Landmark Village project is part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that was

adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors on May 27, 2003. While development was

always anticipated over the Landmark Village site, significant portions of the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan site were designated for preservation. The Specific Plan establishes the regulations and standards

for the protection of Open Areas adjacent to development and the two large River Corridor and High

Country SMAs, totaling approximately 6,170 acres. While much of the Landmark Village site is proposed

for development, site development was anticipated by the Land Use Map in the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan. While approving development over certain areas of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (including the

Landmark Village site), the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors acknowledged the impacts of

development while also preserving vast areas in perpetuity, which protects wetlands and land containing

unique and endangered plants and animals.

With regard to the preservation of production lands, neither the Landmark Village tract map site, utility

corridor, borrow site, nor water tank sites are located in active mineral extraction operation areas.

Further, the Landmark Village tract map site, utility corridor, borrow site, and water tank sites are not

identified as a “locally-important mineral resource recovery site” or a “regionally significant construction

aggregate resource area” by the County of Los Angeles General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley Areawide
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Plan, or the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. In addition, at the time the Newhall Ranch site was designated

by the County of Los Angeles as “Specific Plan,” which serves as the zoning designation for the property,

there were no areas within Newhall Ranch used for mineral extraction. Under the Specific Plan

designation, the area currently is zoned for development of various Specific Plan land uses and not long-

term mineral extraction activities.

The Specific Plan zoning designation allows for the development of a mixed-use planned community,

with sand and gravel extraction activities allowed during tract grading and construction phases on the

sites to be developed. Additionally, extraction activities are permitted in the Visitor-Serving (VS) and

Open Area (OA) zones under a conditional use permit, which is not proposed. Thus, the current zoning

designation for the entire Newhall Ranch site allows the area to be available for mineral extraction uses

on a limited basis in areas that are already proposed for, and in association with, development (i.e., on

tentative tract map sites). Furthermore, the majority of mineral resources of value are expected to be

located in the River Corridor and not on the project site, and the continued availability of these resources

would not be significantly affected by the proposed project.

Therefore, the Landmark Village site, as part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, is considered consistent

with SCAG policy 3.20.

Response 9

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policy 3.21 as discussed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No further response is

required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 10

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 3.22 and 3.23 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 11

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 3.24 and 3.27 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Response 12

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 5.07 and 5.11 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 13

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 9.02 and 9.03 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 14

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policies 9.04 and 9.05 as

discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No

further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 15

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policy 9.07 as discussed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No further response is

required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 16

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policy 9.08 as discussed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No further response is

required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 17

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan

(RTP) as discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting.

No further response is required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 18

The comment concurs that the proposed project is consistent with SCAG policy 9.08 as discussed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0, Environmental and Regulatory Setting. No further response is

required given that the comment does not question the content of the Draft EIR.
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Response 19

The Landmark Village project promotes the four principles of SCAG’s Compass Growth Visioning effort

by improving mobility for all residents, fosters livability, enables prosperity for all people and promotes

sustainability. There are many different components that make a community sustainable or qualify it

as a smart growth project, which implement the principles of the Compass Growth Visioning effort.

These include a proper mix of land use, provision of jobs, design for future transit uses in the plan,

provision of open space and recreation, connectivity (trails), preservation of natural areas, the

reduction of impermeable surfaces, water conservation and re-use, energy conservation, potentially

including the use of alternative energies (wind, cogeneration, etc.), and the incorporation of green

building techniques.

As is evidenced below, Landmark Village, as with all of Newhall Ranch, incorporates the components of

a sustainable or smart growth community.

 Mix of Land Uses. Landmark Village, along with the other villages in Newhall Ranch, will include a
broad range of housing types, including affordable housing, along with commercial, office, and
public facilities. As to Landmark Village, a diverse range of 1,444 homes (308 single-family and 1,136
multi-family units) would be provided. To minimize and shorten vehicle trips, most homes will be
within walking distances to the Landmark Village community’s commercial and mixed-use areas,
elementary school site, community park, and trail system. Finally, Landmark Village is located
adjacent to the Valencia Commerce Center, one of the largest employment centers in the Santa Clarita
Valley. Bike and pedestrian trails within Newhall Ranch and Landmark Village will connect to trails
within the Valencia Commerce Center.

 Provision of Jobs. A portion of Newhall Ranch’s projected 19,000 new jobs would be offered
through Landmark Village’s mixed-use and commercial areas. Newhall Ranch is adjacent to the
existing Valencia Gateway (which includes the Valencia Commerce Center), which presently
provides 50,000 jobs. Other development within Valencia Gateway will create an additional 30,000
jobs. When completed, the job centers in Newhall Ranch and Valencia will have resulted in the
creation of approximately 100,000 jobs in the Santa Clarita Valley. A balanced jobs-housing base is a
critical component to a sustainable community because it allows people to work close to home and
minimizes vehicle miles traveled.

 Locating of Residential Uses in Close Proximity to Commercial Services/Public Spaces. Nearly 60
percent of the residential units in Newhall Ranch will be located within walking distance of village or
commercial centers. This is clearly documented by the Landmark Village land plan. Residents
within Landmark Village will be able to utilize paseos/trails and/or the Santa Clara River Regional
Trail to walk to commercial centers, private recreational facilities, the elementary school and a
community park. As stated above, this traditional neighborhood design minimizes vehicle trips.

 Provision of Transit and Light Rail Right-of-Way. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village,
will be part of the Santa Clarita Transit system and will pay its fair share for transit service to the
community. Transit improvements within Newhall Ranch will include a park-and-ride lot, a future
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transit station, transfer station, bus stops, and preservation of light rail right-of-way. Landmark
Village will include a total of five bus stops, a park-and-ride lot, and the preservation of light rail
right-of-way along SR-126. The provision of transit and the accommodation of light rail encourage
residents to rely less on vehicular travel.

 Open Space, Recreation, and Preservation of Sensitive Resource Areas. Newhall Ranch, of which
Landmark Village is a part, includes the preservation of the High Country, Salt Creek Corridor and
the Santa Clara River and internal open areas - a total of nearly 7,800 acres. A total of three
community parks (Landmark includes the first) and up to ten neighborhood parks will be provided
as part of Newhall Ranch. Finally, private recreation facilities will be provided throughout the entire
Ranch providing additional recreational opportunities to residents. In short, Landmark Village’s
design connects jobs, retail, schools, parks, and recreation facilities with the community’s trail system
to promote walking and biking while minimizing vehicle trips.

 Hierarchy of Trails. Newhall Ranch will include over 50 miles of trails to encourage pedestrian
mobility. Landmark Village includes a 2-mile extension of the Santa Clara River trail, with direct
connections to residential, commercial, and park uses, and various paseos including the paseo
running along "A" Street or the Landmark Village Spine Road. This design also is intended to
minimize vehicle trips.

 Reducing Impermeable Surfaces. To curtail urban runoff and maximize groundwater recharge,
Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize open/soft bottom channels, smaller street
sections, where possible, increased native landscape areas, and non-structural water quality
treatment improvements.

 Water Conservation and Re-Use. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize native,
drought-tolerant plants in the community’s landscaping, use recycled water for irrigation, and
evapotranspiration controllers (i.e., weather-sensitive sprinklers) to reduce potable water demand
and runoff.

 Traffic/Transportation Improvements. Landmark Village’s traffic circulation plan, which is
consistent with all of Newhall Ranch, minimizes vehicle trips and reduces greenhouse gases (GHG)
emissions through the design of internal roads in conjunction with homes, school site, commercial
areas, and trail system. Transit is included in the traditional neighborhood design, and it includes a
park-and-ride lot and bus stops. Additionally, a 5-mile right-of-way for a potential Metrolink light
rail extension is accommodated along SR-126. Trails and bike paths leading to close-to-home jobs,
neighborhood-serving retail, and the school encourage residents to reduce vehicle miles traveled.
The applicant also has committed to fund $300 million in roadway improvements in the Santa Clarita
Valley in conjunction with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including Landmark Village, to improve
traffic movement and circulation.

The project applicant also has prepared a “Sustainability Summary” for Landmark Village that identifies

the above project design features and includes green building measures. This summary is found in

Appendix F of this Final EIR.
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Response 20

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

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

Response 21

The comment provides factual information and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning

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

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

environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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C4. Letter from Castaic Union School District, dated January 22, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, but does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 3

The comment summarizes the Castaic Union School District’s three areas of concern with regard to the

Landmark Village Draft EIR. Those concerns are addressed in Responses 4 through 8, below.

Response 4

As stated in the comment, the project applicant is currently working with the Castaic Union School

District to provide a school site that will meet State of California and District acreage requirements

pursuant to the Castaic/Newhall Funding Agreement.

Response 5

In response to working with the Castaic Union School District and California Code of Regulations, Title 5,

section 14010(e), the project applicant has redesigned the park and school configuration, placing the park

adjacent to SR-126 and the school adjacent to “A” Street. The school site is no longer adjacent to SR-126

and does not have any site-related traffic, noise, or other issues that would impact educational programs.

The project applicant is continuing to work with the Castaic Union School District to finalize the site plan

for the school site.

Response 6

Please see Response 5, above, with respect to the school site location in proximity to SR-126.

Response 7

Please see Response 5, above, with respect to the school site location in proximity to SR-126.
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Response 8

The project applicant is currently working with the Castaic Union School District to provide temporary

school facilities necessary to accommodate and provide interim housing for up to 420 school students

prior to construction of permanent facilities within Landmark Village.

Response 9

The comment expresses the opinions of the Castaic Union School District. The comment will be included

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

project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 10

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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C5. Letter from City of Santa Clarita, dated February 5, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment questions if the project applicant had consulted with Santa Clarita Transit regarding bus

pull-ins or other transit-related improvements. The project applicant has consulted with Santa Clarita

Transit to discuss necessary transit improvements. The transit-related improvements are shown on

VTTM 53108.

Response 3

The comment states that the issues of population/housing/employment, including jobs/housing balance,

was not evaluated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR

addressed the issue of population/housing employment. With respect to jobs/housing balance, the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR concluded that the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide

(RCPG) ratio target of 1.30 jobs per housing units, and the Santa Clarita Valley cumulative build-out

would represent a jobs/housing balance ratio of 1.30, which is identical to the RCPG. Given that the

Landmark Village project is consistent with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, the County of Los Angeles

determined that a population/housing/employment analysis was not required for the Landmark Village

Draft EIR.

With that said, the Landmark Village project incorporates the following characteristics, which address

important jobs/housing issues:

 Mix of Land Uses. Landmark Village, along with the other villages in Newhall Ranch, will include a
broad range of housing types, including affordable housing, along with commercial, office, and
public facilities. As to Landmark Village, a diverse range of 1,444 homes (308 single-family and 1,136
multi-family units) would be provided. To minimize and shorten vehicle trips, most homes will be
within walking distances to the Landmark Village community’s commercial and mixed-use areas,
elementary school site, community park, and trail system. Finally, Landmark Village is located
adjacent to the Valencia Commerce Center, one of the largest employment centers in the Santa Clarita
Valley. Bike and pedestrian trails within Newhall Ranch and Landmark Village will connect to trails
within the Valencia Commerce Center.

 Provision of Jobs. A portion of Newhall Ranch’s projected 19,000 new jobs would be offered
through Landmark Village’s mixed-use and commercial areas. Newhall Ranch is adjacent to the
existing Valencia Gateway (which includes the Valencia Commerce Center), which presently
provides 50,000 jobs. Other development within Valencia Gateway will create an additional 30,000
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jobs. When completed, the job centers in Newhall Ranch and Valencia will have resulted in the
creation of approximately 100,000 jobs in the Santa Clarita Valley. A balanced jobs-housing base is a
critical component to a sustainable community because it allows people to work close to home and
minimizes vehicle miles traveled.

 Locating of Residential Uses in Close Proximity to Commercial Services/Public Spaces. Nearly 60
percent of the residential units in Newhall Ranch will be located within walking distance of village or
commercial centers. This is clearly documented by the Landmark Village land plan. Residents
within Landmark Village will be able to utilize paseos/trails and/or the Santa Clara River Regional
Trail to walk to commercial centers, private recreational facilities, the elementary school and a
community park. As stated above, this traditional neighborhood design minimizes vehicle trips.

 Provision of Transit and Light Rail Right-of-Way. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village,
will be part of the Santa Clarita Transit system and will pay its fair share for transit service to the
community. Transit improvements within Newhall Ranch will include a park-and-ride lot, a future
transit station, transfer station, bus stops, and preservation of light rail right-of-way. Landmark
Village will include a total of five bus stops, a park-and-ride lot, and the preservation of light rail
right-of-way along SR-126. The provision of transit and the accommodation of light rail encourage
residents to rely less on vehicular travel.

 Traffic/Transportation Improvements. Landmark Village’s traffic circulation plan, which is
consistent with all of Newhall Ranch, minimizes vehicle trips and reduces GHG emissions through
the design of internal roads in conjunction with homes, school site, commercial areas, and trail
system. Transit is included in the traditional neighborhood design, and it includes a park-and-ride
lot and bus stops. Additionally, a 5-mile right-of-way for a potential Metrolink light rail extension is
accommodated along SR-126. Trails and bike paths leading to close-to-home jobs, neighborhood-
serving retail, and the school encourage residents to reduce vehicle miles traveled. The applicant also
has committed to fund $300 million in roadway improvements in the Santa Clarita Valley in
conjunction with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including Landmark Village, to improve traffic
movement and circulation.

As discussed above, the Landmark Village project incorporates housing, employment opportunities, and

transit in close proximity to major employment centers that further the jobs/housing balance in the Santa

Clarita Valley.

Response 4

The comment states that recent studies (Gobar 2005) indicate 1.04 jobs per household in the Santa Clarita

area when compared to the figures provided in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which indicated 1.43

jobs per household at build-out of the County and City General Plans, and a 1.36 jobs per household

figure for the southern California region as a whole. Additionally, the Gobar study estimated that 53

percent of commuters work outside of the Santa Clarita Valley, demonstrating a need to increase the

Valley’s job base. The project applicant, when combining the Valencia and Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

developments, will provide approximately 50,000 homes and 100,000 jobs resulting in a 2.0 jobs per
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household ratio in the Santa Clarita Valley. As indicated above, the applicant is providing its fair share of

employment opportunities for the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 5

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 6

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 7

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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C6. Letter from United Water Conservation District, dated February 7, 2007

Response 1

The County appreciates United Water Conservation District’s thorough review of the Landmark Village

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

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

environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.
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C7. Letter from Castaic Lake Water Agency, dated February 20, 2007

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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C8. Letter from Castaic Lake Water Agency, dated February 20, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment from Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) requests amplification of the prior Newhall

Ranch environmental documentation and the Landmark Village Draft EIR in terms of the use of imported

SWP supplies for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The requested amplification/clarification is provided

below.

First, the comment references the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999) and then the

subsequent Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003). This reference indicates that there

were two separate water resource sections in the two documents. While the Newhall Ranch Revised

Draft EIR (March 1999), Section 4.11, contained a separate section addressing water resources, that section

was revised and completely replaced and superceded by the water resources section found in the Revised

Additional Analysis (May 2003), Section 2.5. Revised Section 2.5 concluded, based on substantial

evidence, that an adequate supply of water is available to meet the demand of the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan without causing significant environmental impacts.1 This section also provided a detailed

“overview” of the Specific Plan’s revised water supply and demand analysis, which is repeated below in

order to provide further amplification/clarification of the water supplies relied upon by the Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan:

”The County of Los Angeles and the Newhall Ranch applicant are responding to the trial
court’s decision and direction to demonstrate availability of identified water supplies by
now relying on its own primary sources of water supply. The first source is the
applicant's historical alluvial groundwater produced in the County of Los Angeles that is
presently committed to agriculture uses. The second source is the applicant's purchase of
water from Nickel Family LLC in Kern County (the “Nickel Water”). Because these two
independent primary water sources meet the potable water needs of the Specific Plan, no
potable water would be needed from State Water Project (SWP) and Castaic Lake Water
Agency (CLWA) supplies.

The applicant's right to the beneficial use of its agricultural water resources is well
established under California law. [Footnote omitted.] This agricultural water will be
available for agricultural production until it is phased out by urban development. There
would be a limit placed on the amount of groundwater converted to urban uses so that it

1 The Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003) already has been incorporated by reference in the
Landmark Village EIR. See, Landmark Village Draft EIR, Introduction, pp. I-9–I-11.
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will not exceed the amount already used for agricultural purposes. This agricultural
water supply has historical long-term availability and reliability, and is an established
supply. This agricultural water supply will provide approximately 81 percent of the
Specific Plan's potable water need. The Alluvial aquifer has consistently been at or near
its highest level and is not in an overdraft condition.

The Nickel Water consists of 1,607 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water purchased by the
applicant from Nickel Family LLC. This water is 100 percent reliable on a year-to-year
basis, and not subject to the annual fluctuations that can occur in dry year conditions.
Pursuant to Nickel’s contract water rights, the water delivered to Nickel for sale to
Newhall must be high quality water, acceptable for delivery into the California aqueduct.
In addition, delivery of the water to Nickel being sold to Newhall is mandatory,
unaffected by annual hydrologic conditions. Consequently, the Nickel Water is not
subject to unpredictable reductions in quality or quantity typical of other water sources.
These characteristics make the Nickel Water a dependable water supply source. See,
Section 2.5.5.3, Newhall Ranch Water Supplies, for additional information. The water
would be delivered through the Kern County Water Agency and the State Water Project
(SWP) system. The Nickel Water would only be needed on the Specific Plan site in years
when all of the Newhall Agricultural Water has been used, which is estimated to occur
after the 20th year of project construction. Up to that point in time, the unused Nickel
Water would be available for storage in groundwater banking programs on an annual
basis, which would then be used as a dry year supplemental supply. These two sources
of supply would balance the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan potable water demand in
normal/average years. The non-potable demand would be met by the use of reclaimed
water supplied by the Newhall Ranch water reclamation plant (WRP) and reclaimed
water that will be supplied by CLWA.“ (Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis,
Volume VIII, Section 2.5, Water Resources, pp. 2.5-2–2.5-3 (May 2003.)

As summarized above, there are sufficient water supplies to meet the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

demand, including the Landmark Village project.

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, is consistent with the water supply analysis

provided in the previously certified Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003). To

illustrate this point, the Draft EIR included the following “summary” of the Landmark Village project’s

water demand and supplies, which correctly included the statement that imported water from CLWA’s

SWP supplies would not be needed to serve the Landmark Village project (the first phase of the Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan):

“The proposed Landmark Village project would generate a total water demand of 1,038
acre-feet per year (afy) [footnote omitted], 702 afy of potable water demand, and 336 afy
of non-potable demand. Potable water demand (702 afy) would be met by the Valencia
Water Company through the use of the project applicant's rights to 7,038 afy of
groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer, which is presently used by the applicant for
agricultural irrigation. Because this water is already used to support the applicant's
existing agricultural uses, there is not expected to be any significant environmental
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effects resulting from the use of such water to meet the potable demands of the
Landmark Village project, which is part of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
area. In addition, due to project conditions, the amount of groundwater that will be used
to meet the potable demands of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including the
Landmark Village project, cannot exceed the amount of water historically and presently
used by the applicant for agricultural uses. Therefore, no net increase in groundwater
use will occur with implementation of this project pursuant to the Specific Plan.

Non-potable water demand (336 afy) would be met through the use of recycled
(reclaimed) water from the initial phase of the Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant
(WRP), with build-out of the WRP occurring over time as demand for treatment increases
with implementation of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Alternatively, if the Newhall
Ranch WRP is not operating at the time of project occupancy, the non-potable water
demand would be met through the use of recycled water from the existing Valencia
WRP, located upstream of the Landmark Village project site.

Accordingly, the proposed project's water demand would be met by relying on two
primary sources of water supply, namely, the applicant's agricultural water supplies and
recycled water supplied by the Newhall Ranch WRP or the existing Valencia WRP.
Because these two independent water sources meet the water needs of the proposed project, no
potable water would be needed from the existing or planned water supplies of Castaic Lake Water
Agency (CLWA), including imported water from CLWA's State Water Project (SWP) supplies.
Nonetheless, CLWA's water supplies, including imported water from the SWP, are
assessed in this EIR for informational purposes.” (Landmark Village Draft EIR, Volume
II, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-1; italics added.)

As summarized above, the Landmark Village project does not rely on SWP supplies. As such, there has

been no change relative to the Specific Plan’s water supplies between the Landmark Village Draft EIR

and the previously certified Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003).

Response 3

CLWA correctly points out that various imported SWP supplies would need to be delivered through

SWP facilities controlled by the California Department of Water Resources and treatment and conveyance

facilities controlled by CLWA.

Response 4

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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C9. Letter from United Water Conservation District, dated February 20, 2007

Response 1

The comment expresses the opinions of the United Water Conservation District. The comment will be

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

proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft

EIR, no further response is required.

Response 2

As stated in the Draft EIR, Section 4.3(4)(a)(1)(a), the project is located near Reach 5 of the Santa Clara

River. The LARWQCB adopted a TMDL to address chloride impairments of the Upper Santa Clara River

on July 10, 2003 (Resolution 03-008). The Draft EIR, Section 4.3(4)(a)(1)(a), states that chloride TMDLs

have been adopted into the Basin Plan and summarizes the TMDL waste load allocations for MS4 and

stormwater sources to Santa Clara River Reach 5 in Board Resolution No. 03-008 (Table 4.3-2). On May 6,

2004, the Regional Board amended the Upper Santa Clara River chloride TMDL to revise the interim

waste load allocations (WLAs) for the Saugus and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants and the

implementation schedule (Resolution 04-004). The amended TMDL was approved by the State Water

Resources Control Board (State Board), Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and United States

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and became effective on May 5, 2005. Resolution 06-016,

dated August 3, 2006, revised the TMDL Implementation Plan schedule.

Based on the chloride impairment and TMDL for Reach 5, chloride was chosen and analyzed as a

pollutant of concern for purposes of determining the significance of water quality impacts. (Draft EIR,

Section 4.3(5)(a).) The impacts analysis, which included evaluation of estimates of post-development

chloride loads and concentrations derived from modeling, concluded that project water quality impacts

related to chloride would be less than significant.

Response 3

The comment is correct. This was a typographical error in the Landmark Village Water Quality Technical

Report (Appendix 4.3) that was carried into the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality.

The correct unit for chloride load is tons, not pounds. This typographical error does not affect the

analysis, nor the conclusion reached with respect to the project’s impacts on chloride concentrations,

specifically, or water quality impacts in general.
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Response 4

The Saugus WRP has a permitted dry weather average design capacity of 6.5 million gallons per day

(mgd), and the Valencia WRP has a permitted dry weather average design capacity of 21.6 mgd. The

existing combined permitted treatment capacity of the Santa Clara Valley Sanitation District for the

Saugus and Valencia WRPs is 28.1 mgd and the combined average treated discharge from January 2004

through June 2007 was approximately 19.9 mgd. Section 4.11 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR will be

modified to reflect the above information.

Response 5

The existing wet and dry weather surface water quality data for receiving waters in the project area

included in the Landmark Village Draft EIR are available in-stream existing condition water quality

monitoring data. The purpose of this data analysis was to summarize existing water quality to

characterize the existing condition for CEQA purposes, and for comparison with predicted, modeled

stormwater runoff from the project area (i.e., wet weather data). The USGS monitoring station and the

two Newhall Ranch WRP start-up monitoring stations within the Santa Clara River reflect the influence

of both the tributaries within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area, and the upstream wastewater

discharges. The chloride monitoring data for Potrero Canyon and San Martinez Canyon, as well as for

the Santa Clara River, were reported for purposes of determining the existing water quality conditions.

Response 6

The 122 mg/L value that was used in the text discussion is a typographical error, as this was the average

chloride value observed in dry weather flows at the USGS station. The average wet weather chloride

value listed in Table 4.3-7 (61 mg/L) is the correct value. This typographical error does not affect the

analysis, nor the conclusion reached with respect to the project’s impacts on chloride concentrations

specifically, or water quality impacts in general.

Response 7

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, and Appendix 4.3, the Landmark Village

Water Quality Technical Report, address potential impacts to chloride in the Santa Clara River accurately

and with sufficient clarity. The minor typographical errors in the text noted above do not impact the

Draft EIR’s ultimate conclusions with respect to the project’s impacts on chloride concentrations. In

summary, a comprehensive analysis of potential project water quality impacts was conducted for

chloride as a pollutant of concern. This impacts analysis included use of a water quality model to

quantitatively predict chloride concentrations in project discharges to the Santa Clara River. Because
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urban development implemented with proper source controls for chlorinated water features generally

does not result in substantial chloride loads, and because, empirical data show that mean chloride

concentrations in urban runoff are typically lower than those in agricultural runoff, it is not surprising

that modeled chloride concentrations are predicted to decrease due to project implementation.

The predicted average annual chloride concentration in stormwater runoff from the project area (14

mg/L) is at the low end of the range of observed concentrations for this pollutant and is well below the

Santa Clara River Reach 5 Basin Plan water quality objective and the TMDL waste load allocation for

Santa Clara River Reach 5 (100 mg/L for both).

As is discussed in the draft Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit Fact Sheet (p. F-13), the Upper Santa

Clara River chloride wasteload allocations (WLAs) are expressed on a concentration basis derived from

and equivalent to the existing water quality objective for Reaches 5 and 6 of the Santa Clara River,

thereby providing direct protection for agricultural supply. Under the TMDL Implementation Plan, a

special study was conducted to confirm that the concentration-based WLA of 100 mg/L chloride is

protective of this beneficial use. A concentration-based WLA also accommodates future growth and

provides beneficial uses protection from chloride loads that were in place at the time of the TMDL

development. Protection of beneficial uses from additional chloride loads that were not assigned

wasteload allocations is provided by using the WLAs as effluent limits in permits for new and future

sources, such as the Newhall Ranch WRP.

Further stated in the Fact Sheet (p. F-13), the Staff Report for the TMDL, dated August 21, 2002, states:

“[a] concentration-based target accommodates future growth by allowing increased mass as long as it is

accompanied by additional flow…” The Fact Sheet finds that water quality will not be degraded if

concentration-based wasteload allocations that are equivalent to the water quality objectives are assigned

to new facilities at the end of pipe. The Fact Sheet also states that studies regarding the effect of

additional chloride load on groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River are underway

and scheduled for completion by November 2007 (Fact Sheet p. F-14). Initial results from these studies

show that discharges at effluent limits of 100 mg/L chloride will not degrade groundwater quality.

Results from these studies may be used to revise the effluent limits through modification of the NPDES

permits for all dischargers discharging at 100 mg/L if necessary.

As a result, with implementation of required BMPs, project water quality impacts on chloride will be less

than significant.
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Response 8

Long-term operation and maintenance of the stormwater treatment BMPs are discussed in the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Table 4.3-12, and in Appendix 4.3, the Landmark Village Water Quality

Technical Report. The homeowners’ associations or business owners will be responsible for operation

and maintenance of site-based BMPs (such as bioretention facilities placed in common area landscaping

within multi-family residential areas and commercial areas), and subject to inspection by the Los Angeles

County Department of Public Works (“LADPW”); LADPW will be responsible for maintenance of

village-level and sub-regional BMPs (vegetated swales and extended detention basins). This approach is

consistent with the Construction General Permit and the MS4 Permit.

Response 9

The comment states, correctly, that the Landmark Village project’s potable water demand of 702 afy

would not create overdraft conditions in the Eastern Basin. The statement in the comment that neither

the Alluvial aquifer nor the Saugus Formation show any indication of overdraft is also consistent with

data provided to the County by CLWA and the retail purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley. (See, e.g.,

2005 Basin Yield Report, 2005 UWMP, including Appendix C, and the 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water

Report.) In addition, the comment states, correctly, that the pumping for the Landmark Village project

will simply off-set agricultural pumping by the project applicant; and, therefore, there is no reason why

surface water flow at the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line would be impacted.

Response 10

The comment correctly notes that the Landmark Village project is the first phase of the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan. The comment requests monitoring of the groundwater and surface water conditions over

the long-term to account for cumulative development, including build-out of the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan. The County has confirmed that CLWA’s adopted Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP)

includes monitoring of groundwater levels, quality, production, and subsidence, and the monitoring and

management of surface water flows and quality. The monitoring efforts are referenced in the 2005

UWMP for the CLWA service area and the annual water reports for the Santa Clarita Valley issued by

CLWA and the retail water purveyors in the Valley. These efforts will continue, in cooperation with the

United Water Conservation District.

Response 11

The comment correctly references the fact that, since 2001, the United Water Conservation District has

been working with the Santa Clara Valley Upper Basin Water Purveyors in a cooperative approach to
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solving regional groundwater management issues. United Water Conservation District also correctly

points out that development of the regional groundwater model for the Santa Clarita Valley was an

important technical improvement for addressing potential impacts associated with various scenarios of

groundwater pumping in the Santa Clarita Valley. Like United Water Conservation District, the County

is also comfortable with the efforts of CH2MHill and John Porcello and his team in creating the regional

groundwater model. The comment recommends monitoring of groundwater and surface water. The

County concurs with these comments, and endorses the monitoring of groundwater and surface water by

CLWA and the retail purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley, in cooperation with United Water

Conservation District.

Response 12

Please see Response 11, above.

Response 13

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D1. Letter from California Water Impact Network, dated December 11, 2006

Response 1

The comment states that California Water Impact Network (C-WIN) did not receive a copy of the Draft

EIR and that C-WIN had requested to be on the distribution list for project EIRs. C-WIN has been added

to the distribution list of the Landmark Village project.

Response 2

The comment requested a copy of the document. In response, a copy of the Draft EIR on CD was sent to

C-WIN.
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D2. Letter from Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment,
dated January 3, 2007

Response 1

The comment states that due to the size of the document the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and

the Environment (SCOPE) would not be able to submit comments by the close of the comment period.

The comment requests that the public comment period be extended to 120 days. The public comment

period was extended. For additional information responsive to the comment, please refer to Topical

Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

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

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

The comment also states that the related EIS/EIR project is underway and that the draft EIS/EIR for that

project is not released. The comment states that the Landmark Village Draft EIR and related process

should not precede the release of the draft EIS/EIR. For information responsive to this comment, please

refer to Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project.
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D3. Letter from Planning and Conservation League, dated January 5, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests that the public comment period be extended for an additional 60 days to review

the Landmark Village Draft EIR. Additional time has been provided. For further information responsive

to the comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be

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

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

response is required.

Response 2

The comment requests that the public comment and review period be extended to March 24, 2007. Please

refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.

Response 3

The comment requests that a copy of the document be sent for review. In response, the Landmark Village

Draft EIR was sent to the Planning and Conservation League (PCL).

Response 4

The comment states that PCL looks forward to working with the County to ensure consideration of all

environmental impacts and project alternatives. The comment will be included as part of the record and

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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D4. Letter from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated January 6, 2007

Response 1

The comment indicates that it would be difficult to comment on the Landmark Village Draft EIR given

the length of the document and that it was released during the holiday season. The comment will be

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

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

response is required.

Response 2

The comment indicates that extending the time period to review the Draft EIR would in no way impact

the project applicant’s schedule because “the project cannot begin until a separate review process

underway with the [CDFG and Corps] is concluded, which will involve release of a separate

EIS/EIR. . . .“ Please see Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project for further responsive information

regarding the EIS/EIR Project.

Response 3

The comment suggests that the public comment period for the Landmark Village Draft EIR be left open

until after the release of the EIS/EIR, and states that Friends of the Santa Clara River (Friends) suspects

that the EIS/EIR will raise other issues to be addressed that will require additional mitigation in the

Landmark Village review process. Please see Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project for further responsive

information regarding the EIS/EIR Project and the processing issues raised in this comment.

Response 4

The comment requests that the public comment period be extended for an additional 60 days, to March

23, 2007. Additional time has been provided. For further information responsive to the comment, please

refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.
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D5. Letter from Sierra Club, dated January 8, 2007

Response 1

The comment refers to receipt of the Landmark Village Draft EIR CD and indicates that it will be difficult

to review the document adequately within the public comment period. The comment will be included as

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

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

required.

Response 2

The comment requests that the County not proceed with the Landmark Village Draft EIR until such time

that the related EIS/EIR Project is released. Please see Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project for further

responsive information regarding the EIS/EIR.

Response 3

The comment requests that the public comment period be extended to 120 days, ending March 24, 2007.

Additional time has been provided. For further information responsive to the comment, please refer to

Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.
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D6. Letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 13, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests a CD of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. A CD of the Draft EIR has been sent to

TriCounty Watchdogs as requested.

Response 2

The comment requests that due to the length of the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the public comment

period be extended. Additional time has been provided. For further information responsive to the

comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.
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Fierros, Daniel

From: jjbergamo@adelphia.net
Sent: Monday, January 15, 2007 4:59 PM
To: Fierros, Daniel; Tae, Susan
Cc: kimberly.rivers@gmail.com; oro1238@aol.com; jjbergamo@adelphia.net; 

troykefm@yahoo.com; Delfina.Becerra@ventura.org
Subject: Landmark Village

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

The Piru Neighborhood Council unanimously and respectfully requests that the comment 
period for the DEIR/Landmark Village, County Project No. 00-196 be extended by 60 days.
There is so much material, it is difficult for everyone concerned to access the document 
in hard copy; reading it online limits and prolongs the process. That and the fact that 
the document was released during the holiday season hampers a thoughtful review and 
analysis of the project.

The Piru Neighborhood Council, as representatives of the community closest to the proposed
project, has definite concerns.  These include water quality, air quality and traffic. 
There are concerns about the amount of water that may be drawn from the aquifer east of us
and the possible migration west of the perchlorate plume already present in the Santa 
Clarita water supply. The "stabilization"/channelization of the Santa Clara River could 
increase the flood flow  of the river to damaging speeds as it enters the Piru area. The 
temporary routing of sewage to Santa Clarita is a concern; what is the route, and what is 
the risk of the line rupturing during a flood event?

There are many other issues, including the ecological damage that the project will bring. 
Without adequate time to study these issues, neither the public surrounding the project 
nor the potential residents will be fairly served.

Thank you for your consideration of this important request to extend the comment period.

Very sincerely,
Janet Bergamo, President
Piru Neighborhood Council
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D7. Letter from Piru Neighborhood Council, dated January 15, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests that the public comment period for the Landmark Village Draft EIR be extended

by 60 days given the difficulty of accessing a hard copy, of reading the document online, and of it being

released during the holiday season. Additional time has been provided. For further information

responsive to the comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities.

Response 2

The comment contends that the Piru Neighborhood Council, as representatives of the community closest

to the proposed project, has concerns, including water quality, air quality, and traffic. The Piru

Neighborhood Council is mistaken about the Piru community being closest to the proposed Landmark

Village project. The communities of Castaic, Val Verde, Stevenson Ranch, and the City of Santa Clarita in

Los Angeles County are all closer to the Landmark Village project site. The Landmark Village Draft EIR

addresses water quality, air quality, and traffic in Sections 4.3, 4.9 and 4.7, respectively.

Response 3

The comment expresses general concern about the amount of water that may be drawn from the Alluvial

aquifer and the possible migration west of perchlorate, which is present in the Santa Clara River Valley

groundwater basin. In response, the Landmark Village Draft EIR provides an extensive discussion of the

groundwater that will be used to serve the Landmark Village project and other cumulative development

in the Santa Clarita Valley. Please refer to the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-17 through

4.10-33. This discussion includes an assessment of the “sustainability” of both the Alluvial aquifer and

the Saugus Formation. The discussion concludes that both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation

are considered sustainable water supply sources, with no evidence of declining groundwater levels

resulting in “overdraft” conditions. For further responsive information, please refer to Topical Response

9: Groundwater Supplies and “Overdraft” Claims.

In addition, the Draft EIR contains an extensive discussion of the groundwater quality in both the

Alluvial aquifer and Saugus Formation, and it includes detailed information concerning perchlorate and

its impacts on the local groundwater supply. (Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-63–4.10-69.)

For further responsive information, please refer to Topical Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update.

Response 4

Impacts to hydrology and hydraulics were studied as part of the Landmark Village Flood Technical Report,

which is included in Appendix 4.2 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The impacts to River velocity were
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determined by comparing numerical modeling of the existing and proposed condition from the area in

the River adjacent to Travel Village to a point just downstream of the Newhall Ranch boundary. Existing
and proposed velocity distributions are shown in Figures 3.2A-G and 4.2-G for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 20-, 50-, 100-

year and Capital storms, respectively. The results of this modeling are tabulated in Table D-1, Santa

Clara River Landmark Village Existing and Proposed Conditions HEC-RAS Model Capital Water

Surface Elevation and Velocity Below Potrero Canyon Creek, of this response. The table shows values

of water surface elevation and velocity for the Santa Clara River in the existing and proposed conditions

below the Potrero Canyon Creek confluence. The table indicates that the buried bank protection, due to
most of it being set back creating a large River corridor, results in water surface elevations and velocities

in the River below the Potrero confluence that are substantially the same in the existing and proposed

conditions. While the modeling only extends to an area generally west of the Los Angeles
County/Ventura County line it is clear that no impacts to water surface elevation will be observed

downstream of the Landmark Village project site in the Piru area. Moreover, the project does not alter

the existing hydrology of the River as noted in Table 4.1, p. 4-1, of the Landmark Village Flood Technical
Report (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.2). Because the proposed Landmark Village project does not alter river

hydrology, and because it does not alter water surface elevations or velocity below Potrero Canyon, no

impacts are expected in the Piru area as a result of the proposed project.

WSE VELOCITY WSE VELOCITY WSE VELOCITY
14315 862.2 11.2 862.2 11.2 0.0 0.1
14090 860.5 12.3 860.5 12.3 0.0 0.0
13850 859.4 11.8 859.4 11.8 0.0 0.0
13635 857.1 13.9 857.1 13.9 0.0 0.0
13425 856.2 12.2 856.2 12.2 0.0 0.0
13190 855.7 10.5 855.7 10.5 0.0 0.0
13030 855.2 10.4 855.2 10.4 0.0 0.0
12835 854.6 10.6 854.6 10.6 0.0 0.0
12615 854.2 10.4 854.2 10.4 0.0 0.0
12395 853.8 10.3 853.8 10.3 0.0 0.0
12195 853.6 9.8 853.6 9.8 0.0 0.0
11995 852.9 10.8 852.9 10.8 0.0 0.0
11780 852.6 10.3 852.6 10.3 0.0 0.0
11605 851.9 11.4 851.9 11.4 0.0 0.0
11405 851.3 12.1 851.3 12.1 0.0 0.0
11180 849.6 14.8 849.6 14.8 0.0 0.0
11015 846.6 19.1 846.6 19.1 0.0 0.0
10835 843.0 22.7 843.0 22.7 0.0 0.0
10575 838.3 24.5 838.3 24.5 0.0 0.0
10390 837.4 21.1 837.4 21.1 0.0 0.0
10225 839.4 14.8 839.4 14.8 0.0 0.0
10000 839.0 13.3 839.0 13.3 0.0 0.0
9820 839.3 10.6 839.2 10.7 0.0 0.0
9595 838.7 9.6 838.7 9.6 0.0 0.0
9385 835.4 11.7 835.4 11.7 0.0 0.0
9220 834.3 11.3 834.3 11.3 0.0 0.0
9025 834.0 10.0 834.0 10.0 0.0 0.0

MAXIMUM= 0.0 0.1
MINIMUM= 0.0 0.0
AVERAGE= 0.0 0.0

TABLE D-1: SANTA CLARA RIVER LANDMARK VILLAGE EXISTING
AND PORPOSED CONDITIONS HEC-RAS MODEL CAPITAL WATER
SURFACE ELEVATION AND VELOCITY BELOW POTRERO CANYON

CREEK
EXISTING PROPOSED D

SECTION
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Response 5

The comment expresses concern over the temporary routing of the sewage to Santa Clarita and the risk of

the line rupturing during a storm event. The route of the wastewater line, if the Newhall Ranch Water

Reclamation Plant (WRP) is not operational prior to development of the Landmark Village project, would

follow Henry Mayo Drive to The Old Road to the existing Valencia WRP. With regard to stability of the

risk of a wastewater line rupturing during a flood event, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.2,

Hydrology, p. 4.2-36, states:

“The utility corridor is comprised of several alignments dependent upon the specific type
of service. The majority of the alignment is located away from the Santa Clara River and
tributaries and would not require bank protection or other measures that may affect river
hydraulics, with the exception of approximately 6,600 linear feet of geotextile reinforced
bio-engineered erosion protection installed downstream of the project site along the
northern edge of the river corridor from Chiquito Canyon to San Martinez Grande
Canyon and the approved buried bank stabilization to be constructed directly north of
the Valencia WRP. This erosion protection would provide bank stability protection along
this portion of the utility corridor.

TRMs are one type of reinforced bio-engineered bank stabilization material. TRMs and
geotextile reinforced bio-engineered bank stabilization methods are designed to reinforce
vegetation at the root and stem, thereby allowing vegetation to be used as erosion control
in areas where flow conditions could exceed the ability of natural vegetation to remain
rooted. TRMs and other geotextiles are suitable for locations with high slopes or stream
banks where grouted riprap and concrete channels are hydraulically unnecessary and
hardened bank protection is aesthetically undesirable. TRMs are secured to the soil
surface using a predetermined staple pattern and either wire soil staples or
biodegradable stakes. TRM products are constructed of two basic materials that perform
different functions: (1) permanent netting designed to provide permanent structure and
strength to the vegetation at the root and stem level; and (2) degradable natural and
synthetic fiber netting that provides erosion control immediately after installation by
holding seed and soil particles in place and trapping moisture on the soil surface. As a
result, TRM products provide erosion control, vegetation establishment, and
reinforcement at one location.

The bank protection section of the utility corridor is located along the north bank of the
river immediately downstream of the existing County Sanitation District Treatment
facility/Valencia WRP, and would consist of bank stabilization between the river and the
Old Road. This section of bank stabilization would be constructed in conjunction with
the utility corridor. This approximately 2,000 linear feet of bank stabilization was
analyzed and approved as part of the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP).”

The Landmark Village Draft EIR concludes that most of the corridor is not located adjacent to the Santa

Clara River and, where it is located in close proximity, bank stabilization efforts will minimize risk

impacts to rupture. Lastly, all utilities are subject to Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
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and County Sanitation Districts’ standards for pipe materials and placement requirements. No further

analysis is required.

Response 6

The comment expresses general concern over “ecological damage” brought on by the proposed

Landmark Village project. However, the comment does not specify the nature, scope, extent, or

magnitude of the damage. The Landmark Village Final EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, contains an extensive

discussion of the proposed project’s impacts on sensitive biological resources, and contains an extensive

mitigation program, which is designed to avoid or substantially lessen impacts to sensitive biological

resources. In addition, the project’s Biota Report provides extensive technical information responsive to

this general comment. This report is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR. In light of the general nature

of the comment, no further analysis or response is required.

Response 7

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D8. Letter from Audubon California, dated January 19, 2007

Introduction

One of the primary concerns of Audubon California (Audubon) centered on the adequacy of the survey

data, especially that data relating to wintering special-status bird species and raptors. In an effort to

address these concerns, Bloom Biological, Inc. conducted winter and spring surveys on all areas of the

Landmark Village project site, as well as along the Santa Clara River upstream and downstream of the

site. Specifically, qualified biologists conducted surveys along approximately 25 miles of the Santa Clara

River and adjacent tributaries as well as the proposed impact area of the Landmark Village project site

from February through June 2007. Surveys focused on special-status species, as identified by state/federal

resource agencies and recognized conservation organizations. Both diurnal and nocturnal surveys were

conducted and documented agency protocols were followed, when required, for surveys of certain bird

species.

A total of 21 special-status bird species were observed during the course of the survey effort, including

six special-status raptor species. A number of other common raptor species also were documented as

nesting along or adjacent to the Santa Clara River. Most of the special-status species observed occurred

within riparian habitat associated with the Santa Clara River, with some occurring within the adjacent

uplands. The report prepared by Peter H. Bloom, Bloom Biological, Inc., documenting the methods and

results of these surveys is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

In addition, Bloom Biological, Inc. has prepared a separate summary of late winter and spring survey

results focusing on the California condor (Gymnogyps californianus). The surveys conducted from

February through June 2007 on the Landmark Village project site and along 25 miles of the Santa Clara

River and adjacent tributaries resulted in no observations of the California condor. Bloom concluded that

while the condor has been documented as flying over Newhall Ranch, the Landmark Village project area

is not currently nesting or roosting habitat for the condor, no condors are known to have landed within

the project area, nor would the condor be expected to nest on the project area because it does not contain

the essential elements that define suitable California condor habitat. Accordingly, Bloom has concluded

that there are no direct impacts to the California condor as a result of the proposed Landmark Village

project. Bloom also noted the potential for indirect cumulative impacts resulting from an increase in

human population; however this potential for indirect impacts is not anticipated to be significant. The

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan includes the dedication of the 4,200-acre High Country Preserve; an area

that has the potential to be utilized in the future by condors due to its habitat characteristics.

Additionally, Landmark Village is located along SR 126 at the lower western edge of the Santa Clarita

Valley. Due to its elevation and proximity to urban uses it is unlikely that condors would utilize the
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project site (Landmark) in the future. Bloom Biological’s summary of the surveys relative to the

California condor (July 2007) is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Furthermore, Dudek & Associates (Dudek) conducted focused coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila

californica californica; gnatcatcher) surveys. Specifically, qualified Dudek biologists conducted six

protocol-level presence/absence surveys over the approximately 1,043-acre Landmark Village project area

in spring 2007. The surveys were conducted in all areas of suitable habitat (i.e., California sagebrush

scrub habitat and sagebrush sub-associations with less than 50% slopes). Based on the surveys

conducted, no gnatcatcher were detected on site. In conjunction with the gnatcatcher surveys, Dudek

biologists also observed 62 species of wildlife during the surveys, comprising two species of reptile, 49

bird species, nine mammal species, and two butterfly species. A full list of wildlife species observed

during the surveys is provided in Appendix A of Dudek’s report. Dudek’s report on focused gnatcatcher

surveys, dated July 9, 2007, is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, also was substantially revised. Specifically, please

refer to the Final EIR for the revised Section 4.4, Biota. In addition, please see the associated SEATAC

Report, which is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment refers to the ultimate build-out of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan; however, the Specific

Plan will not impact more than 10,000 acres, as suggested in the comment. As discussed in the

previously-certified Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999), the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, of

which Landmark Village is a part, includes preservation of the High Country SMA/SEA 20, the River

Corridor SMA/SEA 23, portions of designated Open Areas, and the Salt Creek area, located adjacent to

the western boundary of the Specific Plan in Ventura County, totaling nearly 6,700 acres. While the

previously-certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR identified certain significant unavoidable

project impacts on sensitive biological resources, the County Board of Supervisors determined that the

benefits of the Specific Plan outweighed the potential significant unavoidable impacts and that such

impacts were acceptable based on numerous overriding public benefits and considerations.

The remaining comments restate information contained in the Draft EIR, but do not raise an

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comments will be included as part of the record

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

2.D-34



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

because the comments do not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 3

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

question the content of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the comment contains several references to the Santa

Clara River watershed and impacts to that watershed. In response to these and other comments, Dudek

completed a comprehensive study of the Santa Clara River watershed. Dudek’s Santa Clara River

Watershed Study (June 2007) is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

In that study, Dudek analyzed the cumulative impacts of development including past projects, current

land use zoning, and future and approved projects in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed.

Based on that analysis, Dudek found that while land conversion, in the form of agriculture, residential,

commercial, and industrial urban uses, has occurred in the Santa Clara River Valley and adjacent

foothills, and substantial future development will occur, the vast majority of the watershed is comprised

of natural lands, and the additional impacts of the Landmark Village project, Newhall Land and Farming

projects in general, and other planned and approved projects in the Los Angeles County portion of the

watershed are relatively small in proportion to the overall watershed. Key findings of Dudek’s study

include:

 The Santa Clara River watershed is, and will remain, for the most part undeveloped – lands
converted to agriculture and urban development comprise about 10 percent of the total watershed.
Planned and approved projects in Los Angeles County (including the City of Santa Clarita) would
increase the amount of development in the watershed by about 3 percent.

 The watershed has very substantial existing public lands and planned open spaces that will be
protected in perpetuity. Based on current public lands and currently zoned open space,
approximately 71 percent of the watershed (733,526 acres) is existing or zoned open space.

 Under current land use zoning, important biological and physical features of the overall watershed
would be retained. The major vegetation communities (coastal scrubs, chaparral, non-native
grassland, woodlands and forest, and riparian/wetlands) are still and will remain relatively common
in the watershed.

 Newhall lands are a very small proportion (<2%) of the overall watershed and are limited to a small
area in the southern portion of the watershed. Planned development on Newhall lands (including
the Landmark Village project) would impact only 1 percent of the total watershed and would be 26
percent less than the amount of development allowed on Newhall lands under the current land use
zoning.

 Planned development on Newhall lands is downstream of substantial existing, planned, and
approved urban land uses in the City of Santa Clarita and the Valencia community and occurs in the
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lower elevation areas of the watershed, thus protecting headwaters and upper portions of sub-basins
within the watershed and the functions and values these sub-basins provide.

 Regional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages will be preserved in the watershed.

Although encroachment by past development (including agriculture) has caused habitat loss and

fragmentation and impacts to species in the watershed, Dudek’s watershed study compiled the

development projects and assessed associated impacts in the watershed and concluded that the existing

and proposed cumulative development in the watershed will not significantly impact sensitive biological

resources, based on the findings noted above. In addition, Dudek’s watershed study found that the Santa

Clara River is still considered a natural river system and still provides habitat for several listed

threatened or endangered species such as the listed least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher,

unarmored threespine stickleback, and arroyo toad, as well as a number of non-listed special-status

species.

Response 4

The comment is noted. The methods and results of all biological investigations conducted within

Newhall Ranch are disclosed during the environmental review process for each proposed project, as

required by CEQA. Such information was disclosed as part of the environmental review associated with

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR for the entire Newhall Ranch. In addition, the applicant no

longer requires confidentiality agreements for plant and wildlife surveys conducted on its properties.

Representatives of Audubon also toured the Landmark Village site and surrounding areas on October 25,

2006. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the content of

the Draft EIR.

Response 5

Please refer to Response 4, above. In addition, all of the 2007 surveys performed on the Landmark

Village project site or surrounding area are disclosed in Appendix A of this Final EIR. The Draft EIR,

Appendix 4.4, also contains over ten bird survey reports, along with several other wildlife surveys.

Response 6

As described on pp. 4.4-11 through 4.4-13 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, known

records were compiled and reviewed of the distributions of special-status plant and animal species prior

to conducting any site-specific or focused surveys. The most recent versions of the California Natural

Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and

Endangered Plants were reviewed for the USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle on which the project site is
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located and for the eight surrounding quadrangles. Information also was evaluated on species’ known

habitat associations relative to on-site vegetation communities. In addition, recent or historical reports or

surveys were compiled and reviewed in order to document the existence of special-status plant and

animal resources on nearby properties or land areas. The potential for these species to occur on the

project site is addressed in Tables 4.4-4 through 4.4-7 in the Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota.

Response 7

The comment generally refers to portions of the project description for Landmark Village. A more

comprehensive description is contained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project

Description.

In addition, the comment refers to the project setting, claiming that the project site is “undeveloped

wildlands.” This is not correct. As explained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 2.0,

Environmental and Regulatory Setting, pp. 2.0-1 through 2.0-4, the Landmark Village site is located

within the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Landmark Village tract map site is generally

located due west of the confluence of Castaic Creek and the Santa Clara River. The northern bank of the

Santa Clara River forms the southern boundary of the tract map site, and SR-126 defines the tract map

site’s northern boundary. The eastern boundary abuts Castaic Creek. The City of Santa Clarita is located

east of the tract map site, just beyond I-5, approximately 1 mile from the tract map site.

The proposed tract map site is currently cultivated with row crops. Miscellaneous ancillary sheds used to

store agriculture equipment are found on the site. Several dirt roads provide access to the cultivated

fields. Multiple abandoned oil wells along with water wells also are disbursed within the tract map site.

Land within the Adobe Canyon borrow site, Chiquito Canyon grading site, and along the utility corridor

is generally disturbed by agricultural cultivation, cattle grazing, oil production, or contains native

vegetation, including California sagebrush scrub habitat and sagebrush sub-associations. In short, the

Landmark project area is not fairly described as “undeveloped wildlands.”

The remaining comments address general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft

EIR. The comments do not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more

specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comments will be included as part of the

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

Response 8

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

2.D-37



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

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

in response to this general comment, the reader is referred to the Landmark Village Final EIR, revised

Section 4.4, Biota. In addition, please see the associated SEATAC Biota Report, which is found in

Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response 9

The comment suggests that the proposed project will eliminate essentially all of the remaining

agricultural land in the coastal slope of Los Angeles County. As indicated in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR, these agricultural areas within Newhall Ranch are actively disked and disturbed as part of the on-

going agricultural operations; however, the project site does not represent all of the remaining

agricultural land “in the coastal slope of Los Angeles County.”

Response 10

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-7, discusses the habitat

requirements for several rare special-status wildlife species in the region (e.g., northern harrier, merlin,

California horned lark, ferruginous hawk, prairie falcon) and identifies agricultural areas and grasslands

as habitat for these species. The discussion of impacts on several special-status wildlife species

acknowledges the loss of agricultural land as habitat for those species (e.g., northern harrier, p.4.4-74;

California horned lark, p.4.4-75). In addition, the Draft EIR, on p. 4.4-59, discusses wildlife habitat and

includes the loss of agricultural land as part of the overall net loss of habitat for wildlife. Also, as noted

on p. 4.4-60 of the Draft EIR, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR included the loss of

agricultural land as part of the analysis of wildlife habitat as well.

Response 11

The comment restates information contained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, but does not raise an

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

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 12

The comment refers to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area as a new city “between two major roosting

areas of the endangered California Condor.” No further information is provided and no reference is

made to the content of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. Nonetheless, in response, the Landmark Village
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project site is approximately 25 miles from the closest known condor nest. While condors will and do fly

over the Santa Clarita Valley, they will rarely land for roosting or foraging, and the Landmark Village

project area is not nesting or roosting habitat for the condor, and no condors are known to have landed

within the Landmark Village project area in the last 25 years. See, Bloom Biological, Inc.’s summary of

findings of survey efforts relative to the California condors (Final EIR, Appendix A).

Response 13

Please see Introduction and Response 6, above.

Response 14

The comment does not specify which surveys were “inadequate;” therefore, no further response is

required. Nonetheless, please refer to the Introduction, above, for responsive information.

Response 15

The comment does not specify for which species the sensitivity status was mischaracterized. No further

response is required.

Response 16

The comment does not specify which impacts to special-status bird species and their habitats were

mischaracterized. No further response is required.

Response 17

The comment does not specify which mitigation measures were generalized and did not address species

ecological needs. No further response is required.

Response 18

The comment does not specify how the Draft EIR “fails to provide the full environmental context

mandated under CEQA.” No further response is required.

Response 19

The comment expresses the opinions of Audubon. The comment will be included as part of the record

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

because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.
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Response 20

The Landmark Village Draft EIR identified a total of 26 avian special-status species with some level of

potential to occur on the Landmark Village site. These species were selected to be addressed in the Draft

EIR because they were identified by the CNDDB, and other sources of information (see Response 6,

above), as known to occur in the region, and because habitat occurs on the site that could potentially

support these species either as residents, migrants, or winter visitors. Of these 26 species, nine were

observed on the Landmark Village site based on avian and other taxonomic surveys (Draft EIR, Table 4.4-

3). As indicated in Table 4.4-3, avian surveys have been conducted annually on Newhall Ranch,

including the Landmark Village site, since 1993. The focus of most of these surveys was along the Santa

Clara River; however, special-status bird species observed in adjacent upland areas or otherwise

observed flying or soaring over the site were noted. In addition, any special-status bird species observed

during the course of the numerous other surveys indicated in Table 4.4-3 that were conducted for various

taxa (i.e., plants, reptiles, amphibians, mammals, etc.) were noted during those surveys.

In addition, little or no habitat occurs on the Landmark Village site for many of the special-status bird

species known to occur in the region. In fact, agricultural fields comprise the largest percentage of land

on the project site. These fields, when not in active cropland, are regularly disked as a weed abatement

practice. Consequently, these fields provide little foraging habitat and essentially no nest habitat value

for the special-status species known to occur in the project region.

Since preparation of the Draft EIR, and in response to Audubon’s comments, additional surveys were

performed in 2007. The work included additional avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological Inc.

These surveys occurred from February through June 2007. See, Introduction, above, for a summary of

the results of these survey efforts. In addition, please refer to revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

The section has been revised to, among other things, include data from the surveys that took place in the

winter and spring 2007.

Response 21

The CNDDB relies on data voluntarily submitted by field biologists. Nonetheless, it is widely used

throughout the state as a source of information to identify special-status species potentially occurring

within a given area. However, as discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, it is only one source used

in conjunction with other literature and data sources (see Response 6, above), as well as habitat

assessments and field surveys by experienced biologists, to determine the potential of special-status

species to occur.
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Response 22

Neither the California condor, short-eared owl, nor California spotted owl has never been observed on

the tract map site during over 14 years of avian surveys conducted on and near the project site, including

recent focused bird surveys conducted on the site and adjacent areas by Peter Bloom, Bloom Biological,

Inc., and two other ornithologists from February through June 2007. These latter surveys included a total

of 29 days of surveys with 232 person-hours, and daylight surveys as well as dusk, dawn, and nighttime

surveys. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service published survey protocols also were followed to detect least

Bell’s vireo. The Bloom Biological, Inc. report documenting the methods and results of the 2007 surveys

is included in Appendix A of this Final EIR. In addition, Bloom Biological, Inc. prepared a summary of

its findings relative to the California condor. This summary is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Because of the relative lack of habitat for both the condor and the spotted owl on the project site, these

species were not addressed in the Draft EIR. However, because they may rarely occur on the site, they

have been added to Table 4.4-7 (species not expected or rarely occurring on the site) in revised Section

4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. Because only nesting short-eared owls are considered special-status by CDFG

and these species are not known to nest in coastal southern California, this species was not addressed in

the Draft EIR. However, because they may rarely occur on the site in the winter months or as a migrant,

this species has been added to Table 4.4-7 (species not expected or rarely occurring on the site) in revised

Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. Because the site is not considered of particular biological importance

to the short-eared owl or the California spotted owl, no significant impacts on these species would be

expected as a result of project implementation.

Response 23

See Response 22, above. During over 14 years of avian surveys, which included raptors, conducted on

and near the project site, California condor was never observed. Landmark Village contains no roosting

or nesting habitat for this species and very little, if any, suitable foraging habitat (areas open and large

enough to enable landing and take-off). Nonetheless, condor has been added to Table 4.4-7 (species not

expected or rarely occurring on the site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

In addition, Bloom Biological, Inc. summarized its findings relative to the California condor based on late

winter and spring surveys performed in 2007. Based on that summary, Bloom Biological, Inc. has

concluded that the Landmark Village project area is not nesting or roosting habitat, and no condors are

known to have landed within the project area in the last 25 years. It was also concluded that Landmark

Village has no nesting opportunities for California condors and that as the condor population increases,

they may fly more frequently over the Landmark Village project area on their way to foraging

opportunities, but, in large part, because of limited prey and reduced wind and thermals, the Landmark
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Village project area does not contain the essential elements that define suitable California condor habitat.

Accordingly, Bloom Biological, Inc., has concluded that no direct impacts to the California condor would

occur as a result of the Landmark Village project.

Bloom Biological, Inc. also noted there is a potential for indirect cumulative impacts resulting from an

increase in human population; however this potential for indirect impacts is not anticipated to be

significant. See Introduction.

Response 24

As listed in the most recent version of the CDFG Special Animals (dated February 2006), only the nesting

life stage of short-eared owl is tracked (and, therefore, considered of “concern”) by the CDFG. This owl

primarily nests in the northern half of California and it rarely occurs in the Santa Clara River valley as a

migrant. Consequently, this species was not addressed as a special-status species potentially occurring

on the Landmark Village site. The individual observed in the High Country area of Newhall Ranch in the

fall of 2005, and the dead individual observed in December 2006 near I-5 were likely migrants due to the

season (fall/early winter) observed. Both locations were off site from the Landmark Village site. In

addition, no short-eared owls were observed during the recent February–June 2007 avian surveys of the

site and surrounding area, which were conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. Nonetheless, because this

species could rarely occur on or adjacent to the site, this species has been added to Table 4.4-7 (species

not expected or rarely occurring on the site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

Weather conditions allow Newhall Ranch to engage in farming nearly year round. This is true regarding

the agricultural fields on the Landmark Village site. When not active croplands, the fields are actively

disked to inhibit weed growth during the limited time the fields are left fallow. While various raptor

species may attempt to forage over these fields, the constant activity associated with soil preparation,

planting, irrigating, maintenance, harvesting, and disking would likely not provide the conditions or time

to establish a substantial prey base (e.g., rabbits, gophers, and other rodents) for raptors to such a degree

as to be of substantial biological value as a source of food. Consequently, the agricultural fields on the

Landmark Village site are considered to have very low potential to support special-status bird

populations. Nonetheless, these fields were included in the February through June 2007 bird surveys

conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. on the project site. In addition, as previously stated, the loss of

agricultural fields as a result of project implementation was included in the net loss of wildlife habitat,

which is considered a significant, unavoidable impact in the Draft EIR (p. 4.4-60).
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Response 25

The California spotted owl typically nests and forages in mature, multi-layered forest stands usually in

shady canyons. Roost habitat is often oak woodlands, but also characterized by relatively mature trees

with a dense, overhead canopy. It prefers to forage on forest species, most typically a variety of small

mammals. No conifer forest habitat occurs on the Landmark Village site. As described on p. 4.4-20 of the

Draft EIR, the only oak woodland habitat occurring on the site is that which occurs at the base of north-

facing slopes in Chiquito Canyon and Long Canyon, totaling approximately 4.45 acres. These small

woodland areas are dominated by coast live oak. Based on the habitat assessment conducted on the

Landmark Village site, it was determined that the on-site woodlands are too patchy and sparse to support

nesting pairs of the California spotted owl. In addition, no spotted owls were observed during the recent

February–June 2007 avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc., which included nocturnal

searches and tape recordings of owls to elicit responses, of the project site and surrounding area.

Nonetheless, this species has been added to Table 4.4-7 (species not expected or rarely occurring on the

site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

Response 26

The publication referred to in the comment as an authority on the sensitivity status of bird species in

California is not a CDFG publication, was prepared by the Point Reyes Bird Observatory and, though

submitted to CDFG for review, is unpublished. The Draft EIR relied on the most recent version of the

CDFG Special Animals list (February 2006) as the published standard for species considered of special-

status in California by resource agencies such as CDFG or USFWS. Of the eight species listed in the

comment, only three (ferruginous hawk, long-billed curlew, and purple martin) are considered of

“Special Concern” by CDFG. Of these, only certain life cycle stages are actually tracked by the CDFG—

the nesting stage for long-billed curlew and purple martin, and the wintering stage for ferruginous hawk.

The long-billed curlew only breeds in the northeastern portion of the state; therefore, the life cycle stage

that is considered special-status would not occur on the project site. Although not observed on the site or

surrounding areas during the February–June 2007 avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc.,

because of the potential to migrate through or potentially winter on the site, this species has been added

to Table 4.4-7 (species not expected or rarely occurring on the site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this

Final EIR.

As noted in the comment, very few records exist of purple martin breeding in Los Angeles County, and

most of the breeding colonies in the southern portion of the state occur to the north in the Tehachapi

Mountains. In addition, the small and somewhat fragmented stands of oak woodland on the Landmark

Village site are not typical of the more extensive oak woodland/savannah habitat associated with
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breeding colonies of purple martins. Although not observed on the site or surrounding areas during the

February–June 2007 avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc., because the on-site oak

woodlands represent marginal habitat for the purple martin, this species has been added to Table 4.4-7

(species not expected or rarely occurring on the site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

Ferruginous hawk was listed in Table 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR and acknowledged as an “infrequent

migrant” to the region that could potentially forage or otherwise occur on the site in grasslands,

agricultural fields, and open scrublands, and, thus, was analyzed in the Draft EIR. No ferruginous hawks

were observed during the recent February–June 2007 surveys of the site and surrounding area, which

were conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc.

The Swainson’s thrush, Clark’s marsh wren, grasshopper sparrow, and yellow-headed blackbird are not

considered special-status species by CDFG or USFWS. Further, the Swainson’s thrush and Clark’s marsh

wren are not even listed on the CDFG Special Animals list and were not observed during the February–

June 2007 avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. The grasshopper sparrow and yellow-

headed blackbird are only listed as of “local concern” on the CDFG list, while the black-chinned sparrow

is considered a “bird of conservation concern” by the USFWS, of “local concern”, and is on the Audubon

Society’s “watch list.” The grasshopper sparrow, because it is listed on CDFG’s Special Animals list, has

been added to Table 4.4-6 (species with potential to occur on the site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this

Final EIR. Because one individual yellow-headed blackbird was observed on site, it has been added to

Table 4.4-5 (observed species on or adjacent to the project site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final

EIR. Finally, the black-chinned sparrow has been added to Table 4.4-7 (species not expected or rarely

occurring on the site). Because of the lack of a recognized CDFG and/or USFWS sensitivity status for the

Swainson’s thrush and Clark’s marsh wren, and low sensitivity status for grasshopper sparrow, black-

chinned sparrow, and yellow-headed blackbird, any impacts on these species, should they occur on the

site, would not be considered significant under CEQA.

All of these bird species are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the state Fish and

Game Code from harm or loss to individual birds, including young and eggs. Mitigation Measure LV

4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR) includes provisions for pre-construction and pre-

grading nest surveys to be conducted to locate active nests of these and all other native bird species that

would potentially be impacted by construction/grading. If such nests are found, measures are included

such as establishing an appropriate setback from active nests and monitoring by a qualified biologist that

will ensure that the adults, young, or eggs will not be harmed.
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Response 27

See Response 26, above, with respect to species that were addressed in the Draft EIR and why focused

surveys were not conducted for certain species.

Response 28

See Response 26, above, with respect to long-billed curlew.

Response 29

See Response 26, above, with respect to purple martin.

Response 30

See Response 26, above, with respect to grasshopper sparrow.

Response 31

Pages 4.4-11 and 4.4-13 of the Draft EIR describe the databases and historical and recent documents that

were compiled and reviewed to identify special-status species potentially occurring on the Landmark

Village site. Pages 4.4-14 through 4.4-17 document the various surveys that were conducted on the

project site as well as the entire Ranch for various plant and animal taxa. Pages 4.4-38 through 4.4-50,

including Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-7 describe and list the special-status wildlife species with some

potential to occur on the project site or immediate area. Pages 4.4-70 through 4.4-82 describe potential

impacts on these species and measures to mitigate those impacts considered significant under CEQA.

This information is also reflected in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

Response 32

See Response 31, above, for a discussion of the overall approach taken in the Landmark Village Draft EIR

with respect to special-status species. As discussed on p. 4.4-37, a total of 49 special-status wildlife

species (including 26 avian species) were identified as known to occur in the project region and having

some potential to occur on the Landmark Village project site. This was based on a review of the CNDDB

and other documents (see Response 6, above) as well as on thorough assessments of on-site habitats to

support special-status species known to occur in the region. As discussed on p. 4.4-46 of the Draft EIR,

species for which suitable habitat did not occur on the site were eliminated from further consideration.

Surveys are generally targeted for those species that are considered of special-status by CEQA and for

which impacts would normally be considered significant (see, list of Significance Threshold Criteria
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beginning on p. 4.4-53 of the Draft EIR), and for which suitable habitat exists on the project site for the

specific life cycle stage (e.g., nesting, wintering) that has been identified as “special-status.” In particular,

the surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc., from February through June 2007, focused on all special-

status bird species that are known to occur in the project region, for which the project site is included in

the breeding or wintering range of the species, and for which suitable habitat exists on the site. Each of

these species is listed in Tables 4.4-5 and 4.4-6 of revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. Pages 4.4-70

through 4.4-82 of the Draft EIR describe potential impacts on these species and measures to mitigate those

impacts considered significant under CEQA. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in

the Draft EIR) includes provisions for pre-construction and pre-grading nest surveys to be conducted to

locate active nests of these and all other native bird species that would potentially be impacted by

construction/grading. If such nests are found, measures such as providing adequate setbacks around

active nests and on-going monitoring by a qualified biologist are included that will ensure that the adults,

young, or eggs will not be harmed.

Numerous focused and general surveys were conducted on Landmark Village, and Newhall Ranch in

general, that included the project site, and documented those species that were observed (see Response

20, above). As discussed in Table 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR, focused surveys were conducted for those

species that are state- or federally-listed as threatened or endangered with potential to occur on the site,

utilizing the appropriate agency-required survey protocol. Many special-status species not associated

with protocol surveys would have been noted during the protocol surveys for target species if associated

with similar habitat.

Responding to Audubon’s statement that “conducting no surveys over large areas of the ranch that

almost certainly would have yielded sightings of several species that could be impacted by the project,”

the Landmark Village EIR focuses on the Landmark Village project site, not the entire Newhall Ranch or

other areas of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan was the subject

of prior environmental review in the previously certified Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999)

and the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003).

Response 33

As stated in Table 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR, focused surveys for California gnatcatcher were conducted using

the appropriate USFWS survey protocols. The 2007 surveys for California gnatcatcher conducted on the

project site also followed USFWS protocols. No California gnatcatchers were observed during the course

of the 2007 gnatcatcher surveys conducted by both Bloom Biological, Inc. and Dudek & Associates. The

reports documenting the methods and results of these survey efforts are found in Appendix A of this

Final EIR.
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Response 34

See Responses 22 and 23 , above, regarding surveys for California condor.

Response 35

See Response 26 regarding ferruginous hawk and long-billed curlew. To address concerns in the

comment that specific surveys were not conducted for wintering birds, additional surveys were

conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. from February to June 2007 that included the Landmark Village site,

the Santa Clara River from I-5 to the Ventura County line, as well as lower Salt Creek, Potrero Canyon, an

unnamed canyon south of Wolcott Way, lower Castaic Creek, and lower Chiquito Canyon. The report

documenting the methods and results of this survey is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR. However,

for the reasons discussed in Response 32, the results of these surveys do not change the conclusions of

impact significance on bird species described in the Draft EIR.

Response 36

See Responses 22 and 25 regarding surveys for spotted owl. Long-eared owl was listed in Table 4.4-6 of

the Draft EIR as potentially occurring on the site, and was not observed during the 2007 surveys

conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. Potential impacts (which are considered significant pursuant to

CEQA, absent mitigation) on this species are discussed on p. 4.4-75 of the Draft EIR. Nocturnal bird

surveys were included as part of the February–June 2007 surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc., the

results of which are found in Appendix A of this Final EIR. However, for the reasons discussed in

Response 32, the results of these surveys do not change the conclusions of impact significance on bird

species described in the Draft EIR.

Response 37

The agricultural areas of the project site were included in the February–June 2007 bird surveys conducted

by Bloom Biological, Inc. Grassland areas were observed during surveys conducted for a variety of

common and special-status wildlife species (see, Draft EIR, Table 4.4-3) as well as during the 2007s

surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. See Response 26, above, regarding ferruginous hawk and

long-billed curlew; Response 22, above, regarding short-eared owl; and Response 26, above, regarding

grasshopper sparrow. Ferruginous hawk is listed in Table 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR as expected to occur as a

seasonal migrant (this species was not observed during the 2007 winter surveys); northern harrier is

listed in Table 4.4-5 as having been observed on the project site (this species was also observed during the

Bloom 2007 February–June surveys); burrowing owl is listed in Table 4.4-6 as potentially occurring on the

project site and as having been observed in the project area (this species was not observed during the
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2007 survey effort); California horned lark is listed in Table 4.4-5 as having been observed within the

project site (it was also observed during the Bloom 2007 surveys); and loggerhead shrike is listed in Table

4.4-5 as having been observed on the project site (two were observed during the 2007 February–June

surveys; this information has been added to Table 4.4-5 in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR).

Potential impacts on northern harrier, burrowing owl, California horned lark, and loggerhead shrike are

discussed in the Draft EIR on pp. 4.4-74, 4.4-80, 4.4-75, and 4.4-76, respectively. Without mitigation,

potential impacts on these species are considered significant.

Response 38

See Response 20, above, regarding all avian surveys conducted on the project site and on Newhall Ranch

that included the project site. See Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction surveys that will be

conducted for all avian species, including raptors. Cooper’s hawk and white-tailed kite are listed in Table

4.4-5 of the Draft EIR as having been observed on the project site, and prairie falcon are listed in Table

4.4-7 as having potential to forage over the site. Cooper’s hawk and white-tailed kite were observed

during the Bloom 2007 February–June surveys; Table 4.4-5 has been updated to reflect this information in

revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. Pursuant to the results of the Bloom 2007 survey efforts,

golden eagle (although not observed during those 2007 surveys) has been added to Table 4.4-6 as not

expected to nest on the site but that could occasionally forage over the site, in revised Section 4.4, Biota,

of this Final EIR.

Response 39

See Response 20, above, regarding all avian surveys conducted on the project site and on Newhall Ranch

that included the project site. See Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction surveys that will be

conducted for all avian species, including raptors. See Response 37, above, regarding northern harrier.

See Response 26, above, regarding Clark’s marsh wren and yellow-headed blackbird. Each of these

species were included in the Bloom 2007 avian surveys conducted on the project site and surrounding

area.

Response 40

See Response 20, above, regarding all avian surveys conducted on the project site and on Newhall Ranch

that included the project site. See Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction surveys that will be

conducted for all avian species. The Bloom 2007 February–June surveys included coastal California

gnatcatcher surveys within the coastal sage scrub habitat on the project site, and none were observed. In

addition, Dudek & Associates conducted six protocol-level presence/absence surveys for the coastal
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California gnatcatcher in the spring of 2007, and no gnatcatcher were detected on site. For the Bloom and

Dudek reports, please refer to Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response 41

Only 271 acres of coastal sage scrub occur on the Landmark Village project site (as opposed to the 1,820

acres stated in the comment). Nevertheless, all surveys conducted for coastal California gnatcatcher in

1999 that included the project site were done so in accordance with USFWS survey protocols for this

species. In addition, surveys following USFWS protocols for coastal California gnatcatcher were

conducted in the spring/summer of 2007 that included all suitable gnatcatcher habitat within the

Landmark Village project site and surrounding area. No California gnatcatchers were observed during

these survey efforts. The methods and results of these surveys are included in Appendix A of this Final

EIR.

Response 42

See Responses 40 and 41 , above. All sage and scrubland bird species observed during these surveys

were recorded and documented and are found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response 43

See Response 20, above, regarding the avian surveys conducted on the project site and on Newhall Ranch

that included the project site. See Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction surveys that will be

conducted for all avian species. While surveys were conducted in a variety of habitats, the focus was on

the Santa Clara River corridor for avian species because all of the state-listed and/or federally-listed bird

species potentially occurring on Landmark Village, except the California gnatcatcher, are associated with

riparian habitats. The Bloom 2007 February–June surveys included surveys within the upland habitats

on the site and, as noted in Response 41, above, California gnatcatcher surveys were conducted in

suitable sage scrub habitat on the project site in spring and early summer 2007. No California

gnatcatchers were observed during these survey efforts.

Response 44

It is unclear what the comment means by “status of sensitive species in the project area.” Distribution

status? Sensitivity status? However, the sensitivity status and the general location of each special-status

species that was observed on the site are found in Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR. (The same

tables, with the same “status” information, are found in the revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.)
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Response 45

As indicated in Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR, a total of 26 special-status bird species was

identified as known to occur in the project region. Of these, nine were observed on the Landmark Village

site during the course of various surveys conducted on the site. The life cycle stage (i.e., breeding,

migrating, wintering) of each species and its potential to occur on the project site are indicated in these

tables. Please also see Response 20, above.

Response 46

For the purposes of CEQA, when a special-status species was observed on the project site, it was assumed

that the species could occur throughout all suitable habitat on the site for that species. As discussed on

pp. 4.4-54 through 4.4-55 of the Draft EIR, a habitat-based approach is generally used to determine

whether or not alteration of a particular habitat type would cause significant impacts on each species.

The sensitivity status of each species is also considered. In the case of the special-status bird species

observed on the project site, including loggerhead shrike, the Draft EIR (pp. 4.4-73 through 4.4-81)

concluded that, absent mitigation, the potential loss of active nests of these species as a result of habitat

loss would be a significant impact under CEQA. See Response 24, above, regarding surveys within the

agricultural areas of the project site, and Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction surveys that

will be conducted for all avian species to ensure no direct impacts to nesting or roosting birds will occur.

Response 47

See Response 46, above. The Draft EIR (p. 4.4-75) concluded that, absent mitigation, the potential loss of

active nests of California horned lark as a result of habitat loss would be a significant impact under

CEQA. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in the Draft

EIR) includes provisions for pre-construction and pre-grading nest surveys to be conducted to locate

active nests of these and all other native bird species that would potentially be impacted by

construction/grading. If such nests are found, measures such as providing adequate setbacks around

active nests and on-going monitoring by a qualified biologist are included that will ensure that the adults,

young, or eggs will not be harmed.

Response 48

Of the ten special-status bird species not observed but identified as potentially occurring on the site, nine

(the species identified in the comment) could potentially nest there. The Draft EIR (pp. 4.4-73 through

4.4-81) concluded that, absent mitigation, the potential loss of active nests of these species as a result of

habitat loss would be a significant impact under CEQA. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in revised Section
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4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR) includes provisions for pre-construction and pre-

grading nest surveys to be conducted to locate active nests of these and all other native bird species that

would potentially be impacted by construction/grading. If such nests are found, measures such as

providing adequate setbacks around active nests and on-going monitoring by a qualified biologist are

included that will ensure that the adults, young, or eggs will not be harmed. See Response 46, above.

Response 49

As indicated in Table 4.4-6 in the Draft EIR, the riparian obligate species discussed in the comment were

not observed on the project site, despite numerous surveys, and are represented as only potentially

occurring as the site is within the known range of these species and suitable habitat for these species

occurs on the project site along the Santa Clara River. Since circulation of the Draft EIR, and in response

to Audubon’s comments, additional avian surveys were performed on the project site and surrounding

area. Please see Introduction, above. The Bloom 2007 February–June surveys results in observations of

the merlin. Table 4.4.5 (special-status wildlife species observed on or adjacent to the project site) has

been updated to include the merlin in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

The publication to which the comment refers as an authority on the sensitivity status of bird species in

California is not a CDFG publication, was prepared by the Point Reyes Bird Observatory, and is

unpublished. The Draft EIR relied on the most recent version of the CDFG Special Animals list (dated

February 2006) as the standard source for species considered of special-status in California by resource

agencies such as the CDFG or USFWS. Merlin is included on this latest CDFG list of Special Animals as a

California Species of Special Concern.

Response 50

See Response 36, above, regarding long-eared owl.

Response 51

See Response 37, above, regarding burrowing owl. The grassland habitats on the site were included in

the Bloom 2007 avian survey efforts of the project site.

Response 52

See Response 20, above, regarding all avian surveys conducted on the project site and on Newhall Ranch

that included the project site. The survey results discussed in the Draft EIR focused on the Landmark

Village site, not the whole of Newhall Ranch. See Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction

surveys that will be conducted for all avian species.
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Response 53

See Response 24, above, regarding surveys that were conducted within the agricultural areas of the

project site. See Response 20, above, regarding all avian surveys conducted on the project site and on

Newhall Ranch that included the project site. See Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction

surveys that will be conducted for all avian species. See Response 48, above, regarding conclusions made

by the Draft EIR concerning species such as tricolored blackbird that were not observed on the site but

were determined to potentially occur there. While not observed on the Landmark Village site, including

during the Bloom 2007 February–June surveys, tricolored blackbird were regularly observed in very

small numbers in transit between nesting and foraging areas during surveys conducted along the Santa

Clara River outside of the project site boundaries.

Response 54

As stated in the Draft EIR, p. 4.4-46, just prior to Table 4.4-7, this table lists species not expected to occur

on the site “as a resident or nesting species.” It includes several species that could occur on the site as a

seasonal migrant or that would only forage on the site. Prairie falcon is listed in Table 4.4-7 of the Draft

EIR (not Table 4.4-6 as stated in the comment). The table indicates that no suitable nesting habitat for this

species occurs on the project site, but that it could forage on the site. The Bloom 2007 February–June

surveys observed one adult flying over the project site.

Response 55

Nowhere in Table 4.4-6 are impacts to the prairie falcon discussed. As stated just prior to the table on

p. 4.4-46, “as these species are not expected to breed, nest, or otherwise reside on or substantially utilize

the project site, they are not discussed further in this document.” Consequently, prairie falcon is not

included in the discussion of potential impacts on special-status species. Based on the lack of suitable

habitat, the Draft EIR’s findings remain the same even after taking into account the Bloom 2007 February–

June avian surveys.

Response 56

As stated on p. 4.4-46 of the Draft EIR, just prior to Table 4.4-7, this table lists species not expected to

occur on the site “as a resident or nesting species.” It includes several species that could occur on the site

as a seasonal migrant or that would only forage on the site. Ferruginous hawk is listed in Table 4.4-7 as

“an infrequent seasonal migrant” to the region, and because it does not nest in California, “is only

expected to rarely forage or otherwise occur on the site.” The off-site observations of this species, as
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stated in the comment, which occurred after release of the Draft EIR, illustrate the infrequent winter

status of this species in the region. None were observed during the Bloom 2007 February–June surveys.

Response 57

See Response 54, above, regarding the potential for prairie falcon to occur on the project site and

Responses 35 and 56, above, regarding the potential of ferruginous hawk to occur on the project site. To

address concerns in the comment that specific surveys were not conducted for wintering birds, an

additional survey was conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc., from February to June 2007 that included the

Landmark Village site, the Santa Clara River from I-5 to the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line, as

well as lower Salt Creek, Potrero Canyon, an unnamed canyon south of Wolcott Way, lower Castaic

Creek, and lower Chiquito Canyon. The Bloom report documenting the methods and results of these

surveys is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR. For the reasons discussed in Response 32, above, the

results of these surveys do not change the conclusions of impact significance on bird species described in

the Draft EIR.

Response 58

See Response 57, above, regarding the loss of potential prairie falcon foraging habitat. See Response 54,

above, regarding the potential for prairie falcon to occur on the site. One adult prairie falcon was

observed during the Bloom 2007 winter surveys flying over the project site. However, for the reasons

discussed in Response 32, above, the results of these surveys do not change the conclusions of impact

significance on bird species described in the Draft EIR.

Response 59

See Responses 46 and 48, above, regarding potential impacts to both observed special-status species on

the Landmark Village site as well as species potentially occurring on the project site. The comment may

be confusing the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR with the Landmark Village Draft EIR as

potential impacts on all special-status bird species identified in the Draft EIR as occurring or potentially

nesting on the site were identified as significant prior to mitigation.

Response 60

Contrary to the statements made in the comment, potential impacts on Cooper’s hawk and yellow

warbler are identified in the Draft EIR as significant, prior to mitigation (pp. 4.4-73 and 4.4-75,

respectively). See Response 46, above, regarding surveys to determine distribution and location of

special-status species addressed in the Draft EIR.
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Response 61

As described on p. 4.4-2 of the Draft EIR, Table 4.4-1 summarizes the impacts on biological resources, the

applicable mitigation measures, and the significance findings after mitigation from the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR, not the Draft EIR for the Landmark Village site. It is offered as background

information since the Landmark Village EIR is tiering from the previously certified Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR. Because not all species and habitats known to occur or potentially occur

within the approximately 12,000-acre Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area would necessarily occur within

the smaller Landmark Village project site, it is plausible that there will be differences in the findings

regarding species presence and significance of impacts addressed in each EIR for the same species. This

is the case for the Swainson’s hawk described in the comment. While the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR concluded that potential impacts on Swainson’s hawk could occur, this species was not

addressed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR as it was determined that this particular species would not

occur (actively forage and/or nest) on the project site. However, because two individuals of this species

were observed migrating over the site during the Bloom 2007 surveys, Swainson’s hawk has been added

to Table 4.4-5 (species observed on or adjacent to the project site) in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this

Final EIR.

Response 62

See Response 61, above, with respect to the Swainson’s hawk.

Response 63

The inclusion of mountain plover in Table 4.4-1 of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan EIR is for the same

reason as Swainson’s hawk (see, Response 61, above). For the same reasons as Swainson’s hawk,

mountain plover was not identified as potentially nesting or actively utilizing habitat on the Landmark

Village project site and, therefore, was not addressed in the Draft EIR. See, Response 20, above,

regarding surveys conducted within the agricultural areas of the project site. Because of the potential,

albeit marginal, for the species to potentially winter on the site, this species has been added to Table 4.4-7

in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. For further responsive information concerning winter bird

surveys, please see Introduction, above.

Response 64

See Response 61, above, regarding the differences between species addressed in Table 4.4-1 associated

with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and those addressed in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR. See Responses 46 and 48, above, regarding potential impacts to both observed special-status species
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on the Landmark Village site as well as species potentially occurring on the site. The comment may be

confusing the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR with the Landmark Village Draft EIR as

potential impacts on all special-status bird species identified in the Draft EIR as occurring or potentially

nesting on the site were identified as significant prior to mitigation. The comment is again confusing

Table 4.4-1 that is associated with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR with the Landmark

Village Draft EIR with respect to impacts on golden eagle. This species was not initially addressed by the

Draft EIR; the species has been added to Table 4.4-6 as not expected to nest on the site, but that could

occasionally forage on/over the site, in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. See Response 20,

above, regarding all avian surveys conducted on the project site and on Newhall Ranch that included the

project site. See Response 32, above, regarding why focused surveys for certain avian species, including

some raptors, were not conducted and pre-construction surveys that will be conducted for all avian

species. See Response 38, above, regarding white-tailed kite. See, Introduction, above, for a discussion

of additional 2007 surveys on the project site and surrounding area.

Response 65

As described in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR, essentially the entire Santa Clara River

corridor within Newhall Ranch, including downstream to the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line,

will be preserved. Where riparian habitat will be temporarily disturbed, the area will be restored. Small

areas of habitat that will be permanently disturbed will be replaced through enhancement of similar

habitat elsewhere along the River corridor. In addition, it should be noted that the Landmark Village

tract map site has not “narrowed” the riparian corridor as stated in this comment. The Landmark Village

project’s southern boundary is consistent with the boundaries shown on the Newhall Ranch Land Use

Plan found in the approved Specific Plan.

Response 66

Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-6 through 4.4-12 and 4.4-15 in the Final EIR (which include LV 4.4-2 through

4.4-6 in the Draft EIR) identify specific tasks and actions to be implemented to avoid or minimize impacts

to special-status aquatic and riparian species. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in

the Draft EIR) includes provisions for pre-construction and pre-grading nest surveys to be conducted to

locate and avoid active nests of special-status bird species and all other native bird species that would

potentially be impacted by construction/grading. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-22 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-9

in the Draft EIR) includes pre-ground disturbance surveys and actions to be implemented to avoid harm

to coast horned lizard, slivery legless lizard, coast patch-nosed snake, and five other special-status reptile

species as well as American badger, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and San Diego desert woodrat.

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-27 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-10 in the Draft EIR) describes specific actions to be
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implemented to avoid impacts to special-status bat species. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-21 in the Final

EIR (LV 4.4-17 in the Draft EIR) includes specific actions to be implemented to avoid impacts to spadefoot

toad. And Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-1, 4.4-3 and 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-23, 4.4-20, and 4.4-19 in

the Draft EIR, respectively) address actions to be implemented to minimize and/or avoid impacts to

several special-status plant species.

A number of general and focused plant and wildlife surveys, as well as habitat assessments for special-

status species, have been conducted within the Salt Creek area and the High Country SMA. Within the

Salt Creek area, these include plant surveys conducted in 2003 and again in 2006, and wildlife surveys in

2005 and 2006. Plant and wildlife surveys were conducted within the High Country SMA in 2005 and

2006. The surveys resulted in a total of 86 species of wildlife that were observed, including 56 species of

birds, seven reptile and amphibian species, 16 mammal species, and seven species of butterflies or moths.

A large number of these species, including 35 bird species, occur or are expected to occur within the

Landmark Village site.

The proposed preservation of habitat along the Santa Clara River, as well as habitat within the High

Country SM/SEA 20 and Salt Creek corridor, is a provision of the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR to offset the loss of similar habitat elsewhere in the Specific Plan area, including Landmark

Village. As the Landmark Village Draft EIR is tiering from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program

EIR, these provisions were not included in the Draft EIR. Rather, the Draft EIR summarizes this

mitigation information as provided in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR for impacts to

similar habitat throughout the Specific Plan area.

The preservation, restoration, and enhancement of riparian habitat within the Santa Clara River corridor

is expected to provide habitat for the same riparian species subject to habitat loss within Landmark

Village. Likewise, much of the drainage and upland habitat preserved in the Salt Creek corridor is

expected to provide habitat for the same species, given its relatively low elevation status, that are subject

to habitat loss within Landmark Village. Because of the similarity of the upland habitat in the High

Country SMA/SEA 20 to that within the Landmark Village site, preservation and enhancement of upland

habitat within the High Country SMA/SEA 20 is expected to provide suitable habitat for most of the

special-status species subject to habitat loss within Landmark Village. As previously stated, the net loss

of wildlife habitat, including nesting, foraging, and winter habitat for special-status bird species, as a

result of implementation of the Landmark Village project is considered a significant, unavoidable impact

in the Draft EIR (p. 4.4-60) that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels.
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Response 67

As described in the Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-54 through 4.4-55, impacts on biological resources are analyzed

both from a habitat perspective (because most plant and animal species, including those of special-status,

are dependent on native habitats to satisfy various life cycle requirements), and from an individual plant

and animal perspective when impacts to these resources, in and of themselves, could be considered

significant or conflict with local, state, and/or federal statutes or regulations. The previously-certified

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR mitigation measures, as well as those from the Newhall Ranch

Resource Management Plan, related to habitat preservation, restoration, and enhancement, that are

included in the Draft EIR are intended to offset or otherwise minimize the loss of similar habitat within

the Specific Plan area, inclusive of Landmark Village.

Response 68

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR) is intended to mitigate direct

impacts to individual birds pursuant to CEQA (see the first significance threshold criteria, “Substantial

adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species….” [emphasis added]), and

to comply with various state and federal regulations requiring no harm or mortality to native birds,

including eggs and/or young (i.e., active nests). It is not intended to mitigate the loss of habitat (see,

Responses 65 and 66, above, that address mitigation for loss of habitat) for these species.

Response 69

Each of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR for biological resources, including special-status bird

species, are identified and feasible. (See also, Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota.) In fact, most of the

habitat-associated measures have been previously approved by Los Angeles County as part of the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. There are 80 previously adopted Specific Plan mitigation

measures relative to impacts on sensitive biological resources. There are also 34 additional mitigation

measures incorporated into the Landmark Village Draft EIR. In total, the County has imposed, and likely

will impose, 114 biota-related mitigation measures.

Response 70

See Response 68, above regarding the intent of Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in

the Draft EIR). Based on the intent of this measure, the Draft EIR reasonably concludes that the potential

direct loss of or harm to individuals of the special-status bird species listed in the comment can be

avoided such that the potential significant impacts to these species will be reduced to less than significant

levels. As such, mitigation measure is sufficient mitigation under CEQA.
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Response 71

Direct impacts (i.e., loss of or harm to individual birds or eggs) on loggerhead shrike and California

horned lark are addressed in the Draft EIR (pp. 4.4-76 and 4.4-75, respectively). The loss of grassland

habitat is included in the discussion of the overall net loss of wildlife habitat, including for these two

species (p. 4.4-56). The loggerhead shrike and California horned lark also do not use the same nest year

after year; such species would nest in other grasslands, cultivated fields, etc. Dudek’s Santa Clara River

Watershed Study, June 2007 (Final EIR, Appendix A), identifies several such areas throughout the

watershed.

Response 72

See Response 46, above, regarding survey efforts to quantify species distribution and nest locations. See

also, Introduction, above.

Response 73

See Response 61, above, regarding the differences between species addressed in Table 4.4-1 associated

with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and those addressed in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR. Nowhere in the impacts section (beginning on p. 4.5-53) of the Draft EIR is there a discussion of

impacts to resources within the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, other than to disclose when the

impacts associated with Landmark Village are consistent with those disclosed in the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR.

Response 74

The comment is not correct. The entire Landmark Village site is approximately 1,050 acres. A total of

approximately 950 acres will be permanently developed as a result of project implementation, not 3,000

acres as stated in the comment.

Response 75

The avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. from February to June 2007 included all grassland

habitats within the Landmark Village project site, nesting raptors, owls, and wintering birds. The

significant unavoidable impact conclusions to southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, northern

harrier, and white-tailed kite are those made by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR (see Table

4.4-1 beginning on p. 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR). In contrast, the Landmark Village Draft EIR concludes that

potential direct impacts (loss/harm to individuals) can be avoided, resulting in less-than-significant

impacts with implementation of Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR).
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Response 76

The avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. from February to June 2007 included focused

searches for raptors and raptor nests, particularly for special-status raptors such as the northern harrier

and white-tailed kite. All active nests and/or territories of these species were noted and mapped. The

Landmark Village Draft EIR concludes that potential direct impacts (loss/harm to individuals) to these

two raptors can be fully mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR

(LV 4.4-8 in the Draft EIR).

Response 77

The avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. from February to June 2007 included focused

searches for raptors and raptor nests, particularly for special-status raptors such as the northern harrier.

An individual northern harrier was observed foraging adjacent to the Santa Clara River on three

occasions in March south, east, and west of the project site. No nests and/or territories of this species

were observed. As stated in the Landmark Village Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, Table 4.4-5, this

raptor species likely only occurs in the area as a winter visitor or migrant. Potential impacts to northern

harrier are discussed on p. 4.4-74 of the Draft EIR.

Response 78

The avian surveys conducted by Bloom Biological, Inc. from February to June 2007 included focused

searches for raptors and raptor nests, particularly for special-status raptors such as the white-tailed kite.

Several nests and/or territories of this raptor were observed and mapped during the 2007 survey efforts

along the Santa Clara River to the east and west of the project site. This information has been added to

the discussion of white-tailed kite in Table 4.4-5 in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR. Potential

impacts to white-tailed kite are discussed on p. 4.4-75 of the Draft EIR.

Response 79

The comment expresses the opinions of Audubon. The comment will be included as part of the record

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

because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 80

With regard to each of the species listed by Audubon: See, Responses 20 and 22 through 26 , and

Response 32, above, regarding pre-construction surveys will be conducted for all avian species. See
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Response 22 through 23, above, regarding surveys for the three “overlooked” taxa (California condor,

California spotted owl, and short-eared owl). See Tables 4.4-5 through 4.4-7 regarding the potential of

various special-status raptor species to nest or winter on the site. For further responsive information

concerning winter bird surveys, please see Introduction, above. See Response 32 and 36, above,

regarding focused surveys for certain avian species, including nocturnal species. See Response 37, above,

regarding surveys for grassland species. See Response 46 , above, regarding survey efforts to quantify

species distribution and nest locations on the project site.

Response 81

See Responses 32, 68, and 70 , above, regarding Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-24 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-8 in

the Draft EIR).

Response 82

Agricultural and grassland habitat will be preserved within the High Country SMA/SEA 20 and Salt

Creek Corridor areas. See Response 9, above, regarding the loss of agricultural lands. See also Response

66, above, regarding the preservation of upland habitat within the High Country SMA/SEA 20 and the

Salt Creek Corridor areas.

Response 83

No tributaries occur within the Landmark Village project site except Castaic Creek along the eastern

boundary of the site and Chiquita Creek along the western boundary of the site. No impacts will occur to

either of these tributaries of the Santa Clara River as a result of implementation of the proposed project.

Page 4.4-60, Section 1c, Setbacks from Riparian Resources, in the Draft EIR discusses the nature and

extent of buffers that will be established between riparian systems and adjacent development. A

minimum of 100 feet will be established as a setback from all riparian areas. For further responsive

information regarding the buffer/setback area, please refer to Response 4 to letter from Heal the Bay,

dated January 22, 2007.

Response 84

See Response 66, above, regarding the preservation of upland habitat within the High Country SMA/SEA

20 and the Salt Creek Corridor area.
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Response 85

See Response 66, above, regarding the preservation of upland habitat, that would include raptor nesting

and foraging habitat, within the High Country SMA/SEA 20 and the Salt Creek areas. Preservation of

habitat along the Santa Clara River corridor also will preserve suitable nesting and foraging habitat for

many raptor species.

Response 86

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

2.D-61



Landmark Village Final EIR
November 2007

Impact Sciences, Inc.
32-92A

Mr. Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Dept.

320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Date 1/19/07

Re: Landmark Village (Project No. 00-196-5), DEIR Comments

Dear Mr. Fierros,

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for 

Landmark Village.

The DEIR is a very large and complicated document, and a comment pe-

riod of only sixty days makes it virtually impossible for the public to give 

thorough and far-reaching comments. To make matters worse the DEIR 

refers at many places to the DEIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, 

another gigantic document that is difficult, if not impossible, to oversee in 

its entirety. As a consequence the whole procedure for these large projects 

strongly suggest that it is sufficient for certification if developers hire con-

sultants to generate thousands of pages of documents. Documents that 

suggest expertise, and sometimes even have a tenuous and remote rela-

tionship to science, but are basically written in templates and characterized

by bulk. We have no doubt that the CEQA guidelines have been followed, 

We just wanted to restate that the outcome of the process is quite unsatis-

factory.

To keep our comments to within reasonable limits we concentrate on the 

Traffic/Access section of the DEIR .

In Section 4.7 we see that the traffic impact reports by Austin-Foust are 

somewhat dated. The main report in Appendix 4.7a dates from 2004. Since

the traffic situation in the area is changing rapidly, this is not really up to 

date. The reports on impacts in Ventura County (Piru and Fillmore) are 

from April 2006, and are more pertinent. Since TriCounty Watchdogs is 

TriCounty Watchdogs
...protecting mountain resources and communities

in Kern, Los Angeles, and Ventura Counties.

TriCounty Watchdogs

11667 Steinhoff  Rd

Frazier Park

California 93225
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mainly interested in the Mountain Communities north of Castaic,  we shall

naturally concentrate on impacts on the I-5. This is also because the 

UCLA Center for Environmental Statistics is currently doing a study on I-

5 traffic between SR-14 and SR-99,  and the impact of current and future 

project developments in the corridor on traffic. The study is still in a pre-

liminary stage, but we expect to get a clearer picture over the next two 

years.

Section 4.7, which is based on the reports of Austin-Foust, estimates that 

the three phases of the Landmark Village project cumulatively will gener-

ate about 42,000 average daily trips, of which about 30% would be inter-

nal trips. The Newhall Ranch project at buildout will generate 357,000 

ADT’s. Added to many other developments in the corridor, that is an 

enormous number of additional trips.

The DEIR assumes a growth factor of 2% for ambient traffic. That is not 

realistic for I-5 traffic. From 2004 to 2005 Average Annual Daily Traffic at

the I-5 and SR-126 intersection, for instance,  increased from 97,000 to 

103,000, a 6% growth. Typical growth at other I-5 intersection in the Santa

Clarita area is  4%, and the increase in truck traffic approaches 6%.  See 

the Figure I at the end of this letter. Our information is based on Caltrans 

counts -- the Austin-Foust 2003 AADT figures (Table 4.7-5 in the DEIR, 

supposedly also from the Caltrans database) are considerably lower.

In the cumulative traffic impact section the DEIR only pays attention to 

projects that are “reasonably expected to be in place in 2007” and that are 

in the Santa Clarita area. That seems short-sighted, both in time and space.

The GIS map in Figure 2 at the end of this letter shows planned develop-

ments, some of it with approved specific plans, that will impact traffic in 

the  corridor between Castaic and the North San Fernando Valley. Centen-

nial, 30 miles north of the project, will generate 400,000 ADT’s at 

buildout, and it seems reasonable to assume that at least 50,000 will head 

south on I-5, and all of these will cross the intersection with SR-126. It is 

true that Centennial and similar projects have not yet been approved, and 

will take 25 years to completion, but it is certainly not proper planning to 

act as if they do not exist. SCAG and MTA to some extent take these pro-

jects into account in their long-term plans for Northern LA County traffic.
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The mitigations and project improvements proposed by the project consist 

of modifications of interchanges, adding traffic lights, and build surface 

roads within Santa Clarita. It seems to me that those local improvements 

do not solve the basic problem, which is that 200,000 cars and 30,000 

trucks have to go daily in both directions through the Santa Clara River 

Valley and the Newhall Pass. Every development, certainly every large

development, will add substantially to this total. And past experience, in 

Valencia and Santa Clarita, shows that developers and consultants widely 

overestimate the percentage of internal trips.

More generally, it is well known that trip generation models have poor 

predictive power. To quote Niels Bohr: “Prediction is very difficult, espe-

cially of the future.” We argued above that the short-term and local per-

spective of the models implies poor prediction. Do the traffic flow models 

that compute LOS take the mega-container ships into account that are 

flooding the harbors ? What will the influence be of Centennial, North-

lake, San Emidio New Town, Los Lomas, Gates-King, Riverpark ? What

will happen to Magic Mountain ? Do the consultants and developers

know that SCAG/MTA in their long-range plans propose to widen the I-5 

from SR-14 to SR-126 to a sixteen-lane freeway ? What will then happen 

to the fancy new Newhall interchanges ? 

Even if, and it’s a big if, we take the trip generation and traffic prediction 

models seriously, they are clearly extremely localized in time and space, 

and they do not acknowledge that traffic flow on I-5 is both a large-scale

and a long-term problem. And, as any commuter can testify, it is getting 

worse every year.

Sincerely,

Jan de Leeuw,

Executive Board, TriCounty Watchdogs

Distinguished Professor and Chair, UCLA Department of Statistics
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D9. Letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 19, 2007

Response 1

The comment states that given the length of the public comment period it is “virtually impossible” to give

“thorough and far-reaching comments.” The comment expresses the opinions of TriCounty Watchdogs.

Additional time has been provided for public review and comment. For further information responsive

to the comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be

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

proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft

EIR, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment refers to the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and associated documents,

stating that reliance on these documents, because of their size, makes the review process difficult. The

comment also questions the “science” found in the certified Newhall Ranch environmental

documentation. The comment expresses the opinions of TriCounty Watchdogs. Additional time has

been provided for public review and comment, which could have been used to facilitate review of the

previously certified Newhall Ranch documentation. For further information responsive to the comment,

please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part

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

However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 3

The comment states that TriCounty Watchdogs believe that the CEQA Guidelines have been followed, but

believe the outcome of the process to be unsatisfactory. The comment expresses the opinions of

TriCounty Watchdogs. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

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

Response 4

The comment states that the traffic report (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.7) is from 2004, and, therefore, is

somewhat dated. The methodology used in both the traffic report and the associated traffic section of the

Draft EIR (Section 4.7) included use of a two percent ambient growth rate per year to account for

background growth in ambient traffic (see Draft EIR, Section 4.7, p. 4.7-4). The ambient growth rate is a

commonly used methodology for ensuring that the traffic report remains up-to-date. The rate was
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derived by comparing existing traffic counts and future trip generation forecasts in the Santa Clarita

Valley, as provided in the 2004 and 2030 Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Traffic Models (SCVCTM).

This allowed for the calculation of an average annual ambient growth rate based on existing traffic counts

and future trip generation forecasts from the modeling work.

Response 5

The comment indicates that the traffic reports concerning impacts in Ventura County (Piru and Fillmore)

are more pertinent than the project’s traffic report, because they were from 2006. The comment expresses

the opinions of TriCounty Watchdogs, which will be included as part of the record and made available to

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

Response 6

The comment indicates that TriCounty Watchdogs’ primary focus is in mountain communities north of

Castaic. The comment provides factual information regarding a study, which is still in the preliminary

stages, being prepared by UCLA’s Center for Environmental Statistics. According to the comment, the

study is expected to provide a “clearer picture” in the future concerning impacts on the I-5. The comment

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

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue

regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 7

The comment accurately restates the trip generation forecasts of the proposed project.

Response 8

Ambient growth factors, as defined by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW)

for the use of traffic studies, do not include future increases in traffic due to cumulative development. In

other words, ambient growth is a subset of the total projected increase in traffic, which is made up of

ambient growth plus growth due to future development. A comparison of historical traffic counts, as

cited in the comment, should result in an average annual growth rate that is greater than the ambient

growth rate factor since the historical growth also includes increases due to new development. In

accordance with LACDPW requirements, the Draft EIR traffic study utilizes an ambient growth factor to

evaluate a hypothetical scenario of a stand-alone “project only” impact. Project impacts under a

cumulative scenario are evaluated in a distinctly separate manner utilizing a travel demand model that

estimates traffic growth based on cumulative land use and demographic projections. Regarding the 2003

average daily trip (ADT) volumes for I-5 that are cited in the Draft EIR traffic study, the volumes in Table

2.D-68



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

4.7-5 of the Draft EIR tabulate each direction (i.e., northbound and southbound) separately. When added

together to form a volume that represents the total of both directions, the volumes are comparable to the

ADT volumes cited in Figure I attached to the comment letter.

Response 9

In accordance with the LACDPW traffic study requirements, the Draft EIR describes the methodology

used for assessing cumulative traffic impacts. On p. 4.7-6, the Draft EIR describes the short-term

cumulative traffic setting that is based on the estimated development year of the Landmark Village

project. As noted, for short-term cumulative traffic impacts, additional future traffic volumes from other

development planned to occur in the area (related projects) are added to existing and ambient growth to

analyze short-term cumulative traffic conditions. Related projects consist of future development that is

reasonably expected to be in place based on the development year of the Landmark Village project. This

short-term cumulative traffic analysis is intended to take into account short-term traffic conditions based

on existing traffic counts (2003), plus seven years of ambient growth including other development

planned to be in place by project build-out. This forms the basis for identifying potential 2010 traffic

impacts under both 2010 traffic conditions without the project and with project build-out and related

projects.

Because it is a short-term cumulative traffic analysis (2010), which takes into account related projects

likely to be in place at or about the same time as the Landmark Village project, the proposed Centennial

project, which is 30 miles north of Landmark Village, not yet approved, and, if approved, will likely take

25 years or more to complete, was not included in Landmark Village’s short-term 2010 cumulative traffic

analysis.

The Draft EIR also evaluated long-range cumulative traffic impacts. On p. 4.7-79, this long-range

cumulative impacts analysis entailed build-out of all lands within the current land use designations in the

County’s Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan and the City of Santa Clarita’s General Plan, plus the

proposed Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, plus all known active pending General Plan Amendments

requests for additional urban development in the County unincorporated area of Santa Clarita Valley and

the incorporated City of Santa Clarita. The long-range cumulative traffic volumes, which included trips

generated by the Landmark Village project, are illustrated in Figure 4.7-22 of the Draft EIR. The

illustrated volumes were derived using the SCVCTM, version 4.1 model, and represent long-range (2030)

cumulative traffic conditions.

Because the Centennial project is not within the County unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley area, nor the

incorporated area of the City of Santa Clarita, it was not specifically included in the Santa Clarita Valley
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model; however, projected trips from the north provided by SCAG are incorporated in that model, and

those trips encompass a sufficient number of trips to include the long-term Centennial project, if

approved. Therefore, the traffic impacts reported in the Draft EIR accurately account for the Centennial

project.

Response 10

See Response 9, above.

Response 11

The project applicant has also committed to participate in capacity augmentation improvements on a fair-

share basis for the I-5 freeway (reference Mitigation Measure LV-4.7-21) in the Draft EIR.

Response 12

The amount of internal trips is estimated using the LACDPW travel demand model for the Santa Clarita

Valley.

Response 13

See Responses 9 and 12, above.

Response 14

LOS calculations prepared for the I-5 freeway take into account the percent of the vehicle mix that

consists of trucks, which includes those trucks transporting containers to and from the harbor ports.

Response 15

The proposed development plans of each cumulative development project on record in the County

Department of Regional Planning are included in the County’s travel demand model used for the Draft

EIR traffic study. Newspaper accounts of the intentions of the owners of Six Flags Magic Mountain

indicate that the Magic Mountain site is planned to remain a theme park. The San Emidio New Town has

reportedly lost its water entitlements and is now partially owned by a conservation group and, therefore,

is not expected to develop as shown in the approved 1992 Specific Plan. According to the City of Los

Angeles, a project EIR is being prepared for the Las Lomas project; however, a formal application has not

been filed with the City. Based on information from the City of Los Angeles, the project is expected to

undergo significant revisions; and, therefore, the project and its description are in a state of flux.
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Response 16

The current Transportation Concept Report (TCR) for the I-5 freeway identifies a 16-lane concept (four

mixed-flow lanes, two HOV lanes, and two truck lanes per direction) as the maximum reasonable

development of a highway facility within the corridor (i.e., the Ultimate Transportation Corridor (UTC)).

The TCR also identifies a Recommended Alternative (Alternative 2) which consists of a 12-lane concept

(four mixed-flow lanes, one HOV lane, and one truck lane per direction).

Response 17

The recent and planned interchange improvement projects are based on designs that accommodate the

TCR alternatives noted in Response 16, above.

Response 18

Traffic volume forecasts for the I-5 freeway shown in the Draft EIR traffic study indicate deficient

conditions will occur within the Santa Clarita Valley without planned freeway improvements. The

project applicant has committed to participate in capacity augmentation improvements on a fair-share

basis for the I-5 freeway (see Mitigation Measure LV-4.7-21).
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D10. Letter from California Water Impact Network, dated January 20, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests that the comment period be extended by 60 days. Additional time has been

provided for public review and comment. For further information responsive to the comment, please

refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the

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

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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D11. Letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 21, 2007

Response 1

The comment states that given the length of the comment period it is virtually impossible for the public to

give thorough and far-reaching comments. The comment expresses the opinions of TriCounty

Watchdogs. And, additional time has been provided for public review and comment. For further

information responsive to the comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review

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

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

address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 2

See Response 2 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 3

See Response 3 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 4

See Response 4 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 5

See Response 5 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 6

See Response 6 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 7

See Response 7 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 8

See Response 8 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.
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Response 9

See Response 9 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 10

See Response 10 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 11

See Response 11 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 12

See Response 12 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 13

See Response 13 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 14

See Response 14 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 15

See Response 15 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 16

See Response 16 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 17

See Response 17 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.

Response 18

See Response 18 to letter from TriCounty Watchdogs, dated January 1, 2007.
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D12. Letter from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated January 21, 2007

Response 1

See Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project.

Response 2

Impacts to species from stormwater can occur from pollutant runoff, from changes to hydrology, and

changes to habitat. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are included as a part of the project design to treat

runoff from the project site, and, therefore, urban runoff will not impact either habitat or sensitive species.

The project’s stormwater BMP designs will eliminate any surface nuisance runoff from entering the Santa

Clara River. This will be accomplished by various methods, including capture of runoff, vegetative

uptake, evapotranspiration using cottonwoods and other similar vegetation, and percolation.

No significant changes to hydrology will occur as part of the proposed project, as noted in the Draft EIR,

Section 4.2. Table 4.1 in the Newhall Land-Landmark Village Flood Technical Report, August 2006 (see

Draft EIR, Appendix 4.2), charts the discharge for the 2-year through Capital events in both the existing

and proposed condition, and the table indicates that there is no significant change in discharge in the

River between the two conditions. The Landmark Village project also will include detention facilities and

energy dissipaters at storm drain outlets where necessary to prevent impacts to hydrology.

The majority of the bank protection is located at the fringe of the floodplain where areas will typically

experience velocities lower than the main channel river velocities (typical is 2-8 fps along the banks at the

Landmark bank protection v. >20 fps in the main channel at these locations during the 100-year

discharge). The projected velocities at the bank stabilization location are generally non-erosive. The

velocity distribution graphics (Figure 4.2A-G of the Flood Technical Report) for the 2- through 100-year

flood events show these lower velocities in areas adjacent to the bank protection. In light of the above,

the Draft EIR concluded that impacts to the unarmored threespine stickleback would not be significant.

(Draft EIR, Section 4.5, pp. 4.5-64-4.5-65.)

Response 3

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications, p. 4.5-1, summarizes the project

impacts as follows: “The hydraulic impacts on sensitive aquatic/riparian resources in the Santa Clara

River corridor due to floodplain modifications associated with construction and operation of the

proposed Landmark Village project site would be localized, and not cause significant hydrological

impacts adjacent to or downstream from the Landmark Village site. On that basis, and given the limited

amount of riparian habitat permanently altered by Landmark Village site development, project

construction and operation would not significantly impact the unarmored threespine stickleback
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(Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), arroyo toad (Bufo californicus), California red-legged frog (Rana aurora

draytonii), southwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata pallida), or two-striped garter snake (Thamnophis
hammondii).” From a cumulative, long-term perspective, the Draft EIR found:

“In this case, cumulative impacts on the hydrology and hydraulics of the Santa Clara
River associated with development of the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan were fully
evaluated in Section 2.3 (Floodplain Modifications) of the Newhall Ranch Revised
Additional Analysis (May 2003). Consequently, this Draft EIR incorporates by reference
the floodplain modification analysis and conclusions from the certified Revised
Additional Analysis (May 2003).

That analysis concluded that the reduction in floodplain area caused by bank protection
would not create a significant increase in overall velocities or water depth, because the
volume of flow carried in these shallow, slow-moving areas along the margins of the
river is small. Moreover, variations are localized and limited in scope, especially when
viewed in the entirety of the river corridor within the Specific Plan site and downstream.
Therefore, the overall mosaic of habitats in the river would be maintained because the
key hydraulic characteristics would not be significantly different under the Specific Plan.
Based on these results, . . . the proposed bank protection and bridges associated with the
Specific Plan would not cause significant changes to key hydraulic characteristics, and,
therefore, would not alter the amount and pattern of aquatic, wetland, and riparian
habitats in the river at the Specific Plan site and downstream in Ventura County.” (Draft
EIR, Section 4.5, p. 4.5-72.)

Response 4

Most of the restoration areas, including those covering the buried soil cement, associated with Landmark

Village are located outside of the existing riparian corridor and are presently being utilized for

agricultural purposes. These restoration areas will be planted with native vegetation. It is unlikely that

riparian mitigation in these areas would be impacted by storm events. Please see Response 2, above, and

Response 10, below, which further support this finding.

To illustrate the point, Figure D-1, Existing Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection along Santa Clara

River at the Bridgeport Project, shows an overview of existing buried bank protection along the Santa

Clara River for the Bridgeport project site. The figure shows the buried bank protection planted with

native vegetation. Figure D-2, Buried Soil Cement at Bridgeport after 2004/2005 Storms, and Figure D-

3, Aerial Photography of Still-Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection on San Francisquito Creek at

Copper Hill Road Following the 2004/2005 Winter High Flow Events, of this response present aerial

views of the 2004/2005 storm flows on San Francisquito Creek near Copper Hill Road. The photos show

that despite the 2004/2005 winter rainy season, which proved to be one of the wettest years on record and

produced an approximate 50-year flood in the Santa Clara River, storm flows did not expose any of the

buried soil cement bank protection and no damaged occurred to the revegetated areas at the Bridgeport

project site.
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Figure D-1, Existing Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection along
Santa Clara River at the Bridgeport Project

Figure D-2, Buried Soil Cement at Bridgeport after 2004/2005 Storms
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Figure D-3, Aerial Photography of Still-Buried Soil Cement Bank Protection on
San Francisquito Creek at Copper Hill Road Following the

2004/2005 Winter High Flow Events

Response 5

The type of flood protection to be utilized within the Specific Plan was heavily debated and discussed

during the processing of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (NRSP) from 1994 to 2003. The County, in

approving the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, required that the majority of flood protection proposed in

conjunction with the Specific Plan be buried bank stabilization. Additionally, encroachment into the

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain also was analyzed in the certified

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and heavily debated and discussed during hearings on the

Specific Plan. The Board of Supervisors, in approving the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, permitted certain

encroachments within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The encroachments proposed in conjunction with

Landmark Village are consistent with the Board’s approval. Upon completion of land development

activities, including the installation of buried bank stabilization, these areas will be elevated above the

FEMA 100-year floodplain and, therefore, taken out of flood hazard.

It also should be noted that Landmark Village includes the installation of an alternative form of

stabilization along the utility corridor west of the tract map site. This protection consists of turf
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reinforcement mats (TRMs), and is characterized by a non-hardened surface. This form of stabilization

works in this area due to lower velocities during the capital storm event.

Response 6

The comment asks whether multiple large projects in the upper Santa Clara River will cumulatively

impact the biological resources of the River Corridor. Please see Response 25, below, for a detailed

response to this inquiry.

Response 7

Balance Hydrologics assessed the potential effects of the planned cumulative urbanization within the

Santa Clara River upstream of the County line (the upper watershed) on channel morphology by

examining historical changes in the Santa Clara River channel pattern in response to different types of

major disturbance using historical rainfall and other relevant records and aerial channel photography

(Balance Hydrologics, 2005 (provided in Appendix F to Draft EIR, Appendix 4.3)). Additional study of

the Santa Clara River was performed by Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering, Inc. (PACE), who prepared

a comprehensive fluvial analysis of cumulative impacts on the Santa Clara River through the NRSP area

for Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). A river fluvial analysis is the study of

the river bed and bank sediment movement over time and as a result of flow in the river and changes in

the tributary watershed. These findings are summarized in Responses 5 and 9 to letter from California

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, dated January 22, 2007; and Responses 15

and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated January 19, 2007.

Response 8

The comment states that Friends of the Santa Clara River (Friends) is submitting a separate comment

letter on biota, prepared by David Magney Environmental Consulting. The comment letter from Mr.

Magney was not attached to Friends’ comment letter, dated January 21, 2007. However, the County did

receive a comment letter from David Magney Environmental Consulting, dated January 30, 2007.

Responses to that letter are provided in this Final EIR.

Response 9

The comment refers to an attached two-page e-mail from Jonathan N. Baskin, Ph.D., of San Marino

Environmental Associates (San Marino). In that e-mail, which is dated February 28, 2003, Dr. Baskin

refers to a letter from Dr. Tom Haglund, also with San Marino. Dr. Haglund’s letter/memorandum, dated

February 4, 2003, was submitted previously in connection with the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional
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Analysis, Volume VIII (May 2003). Dr. Haglund’s letter/memorandum, also consisting of two pages, is

identical to Dr. Baskin’s e-mail.1

Both the e-mail and letter/memorandum express concern that the Newhall Ranch project will “negatively

affect, and perhaps eliminate the unarmored threespine stickleback.” The e-mail and

letter/memorandum also state that “sensitive biota of the river, including the [unarmored threespine

stickleback], arroyo toad, least Bell’s vireo, etc., requires a habitat that is produced by a meandering

stream.” In addition, the e-mail and letter/memorandum state that narrowing of the river’s floodplain

would restrict the meandering nature of the river and thus increase the chances of flood to washout the

habitat for various aquatic/riparian species. There is also a general reference to the need to maintain

adequate water quality, which, if reduced, make the river less suitable for native species such as the

unarmored threespine stickleback.

These very same concerns were presented to, and rejected by, the trial court in the prior Newhall Ranch

litigation.2 Specifically, it was argued that the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis inadequately

evaluated the biological effects of floodplain modifications, such as buried bank stabilization. The

Superior Court carefully reviewed the floodplain modification analysis contained in the Newhall Ranch

Revised Additional Analysis, Section 2.3, and was “satisfied the analysis adequately utilizes engineering

and hydrologic modeling to determine the effect of project changes on endangered species and in the

process reaches conclusions with documented biological, as well as engineering, input.”3 In addition, the

Court reviewed both Dr. Haglund’s letter/memorandum and the County’s responses, and found that the

responses were adequate under CEQA. As a result, these issues should not be re-argued here.4

In addition to the County’s prior responses to the very same issues, Entrix, Inc. (Entrix) assessed the

potential effects of the Landmark Village project, including bank stabilization, on threatened and/or

endangered aquatic species.5 The Entrix report focused on potential impacts to unarmored threespine

stickleback, arroyo toad, and California red-legged frog, as these species are listed as threatened or

endangered under the federal and state Endangered Species Act. In addition, the report included

1 Dr. Haglund’s two-page memorandum is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
2 Please refer to the Superior Court’s Ruling on Motion to Discharge Peremptory Writ, dated October 22, 2003, in

the Newhall Ranch litigation, Case No. S-1500-CV-239324, RDR, which is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
3 Superior Court Ruling on Motion to Discharge Peremptory Writ, dated October 22, 2003, p. 2.
4 The County incorporates by this reference its prior responses to Dr. Haglund’s letter/memorandum, which are

found in the Newhall Ranch Additional Administrative Record, at Volume 76, pp. 73016-026. The prior
responses are available upon request to Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road, Suite A-1, Camarillo,
California 93012.

5 The Entrix report entitled, Focused Special-Status Aquatic Species Assessment - Santa Clara River (October
2006), is found in Appendix 4.5 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.
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discussion of potential impacts to southwestern pond turtle and two-striped garter snake, each

designated by the State of California as “Species of Concern.” The report also examined potential impacts

to the habitat of the above species resulting from alterations to local hydrology and corresponding habitat

areas through implementation of the Landmark Village project.

The report was based on a review of technical and regulatory documentation, as well as the findings

gathered during numerous field reconnaissance surveys performed in 2004 and 2005 by qualified Entrix

biologists, including Dr. Camm Swift. The report found no impacts to adjacent or downstream

populations of the unarmored threespine stickleback resulting from the Landmark Village project. The

findings specific to the unarmored threespine stickleback are as follows:

“The potential impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback due to the construction and
persistence of the Project's bank stabilization features and the bridge construction are
expected to be less than significant. Stickleback are known to inhabit the Newhall Ranch
reach of the Santa Clara River adjacent to the Landmark Village Project area. The
location of the proposed stabilization features is set back beyond the existing riparian
corridor in a majority of the Project and construction would not interface with the active
stream channel. The hydrologic influence of the bank stabilization on fish is likely to be
essentially transparent when viewed in conjunction with flood flow conditions. Based on
reconnaissance surveys conducted following recent flood events (January and February
2005), high flow conditions appear to have dislocated and dispersed aquatic organisms
downstream.

The Flood Technical Report for the [Landmark] Village Project (PACE 2006) found that
there would be no significant impacts in water flows, velocities, depth, sedimentation, or
floodplain and channel conditions adjacent to and downstream of the Project site as a
result of the proposed Project improvements. These hydraulic effects were also found to
be insufficient to alter the amount, location and nature of aquatic and riparian habitats in
the Project area and downstream into Ventura County. The technical analysis further
determined that the river would still retain sufficient width to allow natural fluvial
processes to continue; and, as a result, the mosaic of habitats in the river that support
various sensitive species would be maintained, and the population of the species within
and immediately adjacent to the river corridor would not be significantly affected. Based
on that technical assessment, no impacts to adjacent or downstream populations of the
unarmored threespine stickleback are expected.

The Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report (GeoSyntec 2006) indicates that
modeled concentrations in runoff from developed areas with Project Design Features
(PDFs) are below all benchmark water quality objectives and criteria and TMDL waste
load allocations for the Santa Clara River and are addressed by a comprehensive site
design, source control, and treatment control strategy. These water quality objectives are
established to protect various beneficial uses including general wildlife, sensitive, rare
and endangered species. Therefore, potential impacts from the Project on receiving
water quality and beneficial uses in the Santa Clara River are not significant. Based upon
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that Report, no impacts to adjacent or downstream populations of unarmored threespine
stickleback are expected.” (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.5, Entrix Report, pp. 3-3-3-4.)

Similar findings were made for the arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, southwestern pond turtle,

and two-striped garter snake. (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.5, Entrix Report, pp. 3-4-3-13.) The Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications, p. 4.5-1, also summarized the Entrix report

findings.

Further, it should be noted that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocol surveys were conducted

by Bloom Biological, Inc. from April through July 2007. The survey area consisted of approximately 25

miles of the Santa Clara River and its major tributaries in and around Valencia, California. The tributaries

included Lower Castaic Creek, San Francisquito Canyon, and the South Fork of the Santa Clara River.

The survey area included the entire Santa Clara River from one-quarter mile downstream of the Las

Brisas Crossing in Ventura County upstream to the future location of the Golden Valley Bridge (east of

the Los Angeles Aqueduct). The survey area encompassed the stream margins and riparian habitat along

portions of the river and tributaries that contained moving water. Daytime and nighttime surveys were

conducted. No arroyo toad adults, juveniles, eggs, or larvae were detected on the property surveyed over

the course of these surveys.6

Finally, as pointed out in the Newhall Ranch litigation, both the Baskin/Haglund e-mail and

letter/memorandum are conclusory and lack factual support. Absent factual support for the

Baskin/Haglund views, the County has made the factual determination to rely on the surveys and data

generated by Entrix and Bloom Biological, Inc. in concluding that the Landmark Village project will not

result in impacts to sensitive biota of the river, including the unarmored threespine stickleback, arroyo

toad, and other aquatic and riparian special-status species. Also, the County has determined that

installation of buried and other bank stabilization will not negatively impact the river or its water quality

and, therefore, no significant impacts to sensitive species will result therefrom.

Response 10

The comment, quoting the Baskin/Haglund write-up, states that buried and other bank stabilization will

destroy the riparian vegetation upon which some species depend. It also contends that revegetation will

take several years to produce a mature plant community, will impact the ecostructure root systems,

destroy the remaining vegetation, and greatly increase sediment to the Santa Clara River due to erosion.

It further contends that sedimentation and water quality are inadequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

Please see Response 9, above, with respect to impacts of bank stabilization to sensitive species.

6 The Bloom Biological, Inc. summary of southwestern arroyo toad surveys, July 2007, is found in Appendix A of
this Final EIR.
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The Draft EIR, Section 4.5, pp. 4.5-49 and 4.5-62, summarizes the biological impacts as follows:

“Biological Impacts of Hydraulic Changes

An increase in velocities in the river could result in significant biological impacts if the
increase caused (1) widespread and chronic scouring of the channel bed that removes a
significant amount of aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitats from the river channel;
and/or (2) substantial modification of the relative amounts of these different habitats in
the river, essentially altering the nature and quality of the riverine environment; and/or
(3) substantial effects to Rare, Endangered, Threatened or sensitive species.

(a) Impact on Flows

The hydraulic analysis above indicates that implementation of the project would increase
clear flows, but decrease burned and bulked flows since project debris basins would
capture upstream bulk flows and allow debris to settle out before entering into the river
during a given return event. These hydraulic effects would be minor in magnitude and
extent (<1 percent), and would not be sufficient to alter the amount, location, and nature
of aquatic and riparian habitats in the project area and downstream. Therefore, no
significant impacts would occur due to river flows.

(b) Impact on Velocities

The results of the hydraulic analysis indicate that the overall velocities in the river would
not change during the frequent storm intervals (i.e., 2- and 5-year events) due to the
floodplain modifications associated with the project. Overall, velocities for all return
events are not significantly different between existing and proposed conditions at and
downstream of the project site.

Based on these results, the floodplain modifications associated with the project (i.e., bank
protection, bridge, and development in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 described above)
would not cause significant scouring, and therefore, would not alter the amount and
pattern of aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitats in the river at the project site. . . .
Based on this information, no significant impacts would occur due to changes in river
velocity.

(c) Impacts on Water Depths

An increase in water depth in the river could result in significant biological impacts if the
additional water depth causes greater “shear forces” (i.e., friction caused by the weight of
water) on the river bottom, and thereby increasing scouring of the channel bed and
removal of vegetation. This effect could reduce the extent of aquatic, wetland, and
riparian habitats in the river.

The results of the hydraulic analysis indicate that water depths in the river would not
increase significantly due to project improvements. Water depths for all return events
would not be significantly different between existing and proposed conditions (Figures
4.5-8a through 4.5-8f) at the project site and downstream. Hence, the project
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improvements would not cause significant scouring and therefore, would not alter the
amount and pattern of aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitats in the river. Therefore, no
significant impacts would occur due to changes in water depths in the river.”

In addition, Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering, Inc. (PACE) prepared a technical memorandum

evaluating buried bank stabilization installed in the Valencia area after the 2004/2005 winter storms. In

that memorandum, PACE evaluated buried bank stabilization on the Santa Clara River and main

tributaries, which had been installed by the project applicant since 1999. PACE first described the buried

bank stabilization as follows: “Soil cement bank protection uses 89 to 94 percent native soil material

excavated within the project area and introduces 6 to 11 percent cement. With a small amount of

moisture, mixing and compaction of the processed soil material, a non-erodible bank protection is

produced. In most cases, the soil cement is placed on a 1 to 1 or 1.5 to 1 slope face. This slope face is then

“buried” or backfilled with native soils at a slope between 3 to 1 to 5 to 1. This soil backfill is then planted

with native plant species. The native plantings and gradual slope of the soil in these areas will encourage

river bank stabilization and resist most frequent river flow events.”7

In terms of erosion, PACE concluded as follows: “[t]he majority of the river bank protection construction

. . . includes a horizontal location of the bank protection that is located outside of or adjacent to the

existing riparian edge. The placement of the bank protection outside of the existing river corridor

substantially decreases the likelihood that the river scour will remove the buried soil [and] vegetation

placed over the soil cement bank protection. As noted above, the majority of the bank protection is

located outside of the existing riparian corridor where areas will typically experience velocities much less

than the main channel creek velocities (typically velocities of 2-8 fps along the banks while velocities >15

fps in the main channel occur adjacent to these locations during the 100-year discharge). Lower, non-

erosive, velocities in the areas along the buried bank stabilization indicate that it is unlikely that all or

part of the buried bank stabilization will become exposed.”

As stated, PACE evaluated the performance of buried bank stabilization after the 2004/2005 winter

storms. The winter season “proved to be one of the wettest years on record and produced an

approximate 50 year flood in the Santa Clara River at the [Los Angeles County]/Ventura County line.

River flows at this location have been estimated by [Los Angeles] County at 49,800 cfs, the second highest

on record.” In evaluating the Bridgeport project, PACE noted that the buried bank stabilization was

constructed in 1999 and had substantial revegetation growth, which was not damaged during the

2004/2005 winter storms. In addition, PACE evaluated several buried bank stabilization areas

constructed along San Francisquito Creek for three projects. Although not yet revegetated, aerial

photographs provided by PACE show the buried bank stabilization area on San Francisquito Creek and,

7 The PACE technical memorandum, dated May 8, 2007, is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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despite the 2004/2005 winter high flows, none of the buried bank stabilization was exposed.8 This

illustrates the point that placement of buried bank stabilization outside of the existing River corridor

substantially decreases the likelihood that the river scour will remove the buried soil and vegetation

placed over the bank stabilization. Based on PACE’s evaluation, the conditions noted in the comment

(e.g., vulnerability to erosion, increased sediment, harm to sensitive species due to increased sediment,

etc.) have not occurred in those areas where buried bank protection has been installed on the Santa Clara

River and its main tributaries.

Response 11

Ambrose et al. (2006) evaluated compliance and wetland conditions of selected compensatory wetland

mitigation projects permitted under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act by the California State Water

Quality Control Board between 1991 and 2002. They evaluated 143 permit files from throughout

California; 129 sites were visited to assess on-site compliance with permit conditions and 14 permit files

were evaluated for compliance only. Ambrose et al., through application of the “California Rapid

Assessment Method” (CRAM), found that mitigation sites taken together exhibit an increase in riparian

vegetation and were moderately successful in meeting mitigation plan and wetland permit requirements

and concluded that “permittees are, for the most part, meeting their mitigation obligations….” (p. iv)

However, they also concluded that there was an overall loss of wetland function because the mitigation

plans/permits did not adequately address functional values. Ambrose et al. concluded that mitigation

requirements are not achieving the goal of Section 401 because wetland functions (landscape context,

hydrology, abiotic structure, and biotic structure) and overall services (flood water storage, flood energy

dissipation, biogeochemistry, sediment accumulation, wildlife habitat, and aquatic habitat) are not

adequately addressed in the permit conditions. It is important to understand, however, that the Ambrose

et al. report does not say that preserving functions and services is technically infeasible or impractical;

rather, the permitting agencies, in coordination with permittees, must improve upon the setting of

standard and special permit conditions that result in the preservation of wetland functions and services.

To ensure that wetland mitigation is adequate to offset impacts, the project applicant prepared a

Conceptual Wetlands Mitigation Plan (Dudek 2007), with an overall goal of restoring and improving

functions and values of the wetland system associated within the Landmark Village project.9 This plan

provides for the requirements outlined in Specific Plan EIR Mitigation Measures 4.6-1 through 4.6-16 and

4.6-42 through 4.6-47. Specific goals of the Plan are to:

 Comply with the requirements mandated in resource agency permits;

8 See, PACE memorandum, dated May 8, 2007, pp. 1 and 3 [Figures 3 and 4].
9 The Conceptual Wetlands Mitigation Plan is found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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 Create/replace upland and riparian vegetation communities suitable for nesting, foraging, and
breeding by native animal species;

 Create/replace vegetation communities that are consistent with adjacent existing riparian vegetation
communities;

 Create vegetation communities that are compatible with the fluvial morphology and hydrology of the
stream channel corridor;

 Create vegetation communities with similar or higher functions and values than those vegetation
communities permanently impacted by the project;

 Create vegetation communities that are self-sustaining and functional beyond the maintenance and
monitoring period.

The mitigation plan is subject to approval by the CDFG, ACOE, and RWQCB. Mitigation requirements

will be achieved through the creation, restoration, and enhancement of native vegetation communities on

site and immediately off site in the existing Santa Clara River channel, including the provision of native

vegetation communities and control of invasive exotics within the temporary impact area during a 5-year

monitoring period. An additional 51 acres of wetlands will also be created on site. Wetland creation

areas expand state and federal wetlands, and will be used to mitigate permanent impacts to native

vegetation communities -- a significant problem identified by Ambrose et al. was that restored vegetation

was often not under the jurisdiction of state or federal entities, which is not an issue here. Restoration

areas re-establish native wetland vegetation communities following temporary project impacts.

Enhancement areas are located within existing jurisdictional wetlands and involve enhancement of the

functions and values of the existing vegetation community. In some cases, enhancement involves the

removal of non-native species such as giant reed (Arundo donax) and the establishment of appropriate

wetland species within the previous footprint of the removed non-native vegetation. One of the

enhancement areas will convert an area of predominantly non-native vegetation to a predominately

native wetland vegetation community, in this case, oak riparian forest. To ensure that pre-construction

functions and values are documented, each affected riparian/wetland vegetation community will be

characterized through compilation of a species list, vegetation transects, and photo documentation.

Other baseline data that will be collected to facilitate mitigation design include on-site hydrology, the

presence of invasive species on adjacent upstream lands, and channel morphology upstream of, and

adjacent to, the proposed mitigation area.

As noted in Ambrose et al., wetland functions and services are broader than just vegetation communities.

Abiotic resources are also important to overall function of a wetland system. Implementation of the

above referenced mitigation plan will improve water quality, for example, by significantly reducing the

amount of water-borne weed propagules (giant reed rhizomes, roots, and canes, herbaceous weed seed,
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etc.) that currently flow downstream each winter. Deep-rooted native willow trees (Salix spp.), mulefat

(Baccharis salicifolia), and Fremont cottonwoods (Populus fremontii) are not as susceptible to uprooting during

high-flow events and will stabilize the soil better than the existing exotic species. Native riparian plants

help to reduce turbidity and limit erosion during high-flow events. The native wetlands vegetation that

replaces the non-native cover generally functions better at stabilizing soil and streambank edges and

increasing nutrient transformation. The site hydrology is expected to improve by removing the water-

consumptive exotic species, which will increase the amount of groundwater locally available to native trees,

shrubs, and herbs. Water quality is also expected to be improved due to reduced water velocity, which will

result from the wider floodplain, and more dense vegetation. Reduced water velocity may equate to greater

sediment retention and deposition.

Finally, big sagebrush scrub will be planted on the wetland fringe and along the lower portion of the

buried bank slope. California sagebrush scrub vegetation will be planted on the upper slope of the

buried bank. These upland vegetation communities are well adapted to the conditions that are

anticipated to occur along the perimeter of the project, and are intended to provide a positive buffer area

for the wetlands mitigation areas and cover for wildlife during flood events. This buffer will increase the

overall functions and values of the wetland mitigation area.

Response 12

The comment provides background information that will be included as part of the record and made

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

comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 13

The comment refers to the Kelly and Rotenberry buffer paper (Kelly, P.A. and J.T. Rotenberry, 1993,

“Buffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in California: Replacing Guesswork with Science,” in Interface

Between Ecology and Land Development in California. J. Keely (ed.), Southern California Academy of

Sciences). The comment provides the following “key quote” from the buffer paper: “Buffer design needs

to be regarded as a key component of any integrated management strategy for key species.” Generally,

the comment has over-simplified and generalized this report and its application to the Landmark Village

project.
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In fact, rather than relying on generic analyses, Kelley and Rotenberry recommend a scientifically-based

buffer analysis to develop a “buffering protocol” for each particular reserve, including:

“1. Identification and ranking (if possible) of those external forces likely to impact the
sensitive population(s) or community (communities) in question. (underline added
for emphasis).

2. An empirical non-specific approach: censusing sensitive species at set distances from
reserve boundaries, under varying impact conditions, to estimate penetration and
impact of negative external forces of the protected population(s).

3. Mechanistic hypothesis testing; study of the most significant forces (e.g., alien
predators or competitors, trespass, runoff, light, noise, vibration, etc.) to quantify
impacts.

4. Adoption of mitigation management practices that maximize buffering but minimize
future costs. Public policies affecting conservation programs are subject to sudden
change, so it is important to minimize reliance on the future availability of funding
for management.” (Kelly and Rotenberry 1993, p. 91)

The “buffering protocol” demonstrates that Kelly and Rotenberry’s intent was to provide an objective

method for identifying the appropriate buffers for a particular reserve relative to its species populations

and vegetation community characteristics, The intent was not, as the comment asserts, to indicate that a

reserve with a buffer less than 1 mile wide is inherently subject to adverse edge effects; adverse effects

will be specific to the particular reserve and sensitive populations that occupy the reserve. Kelly and

Rotenberry reported that cats travel up to 1 mile away from human dwellings into reserves in western

Riverside County. However, the literature relevant to the potential penetration of domestic house cats

into reserves is variable and probably reflects the specificity of each situation. Kays and DeWan (2004),

for example, demonstrated that domestic cats rarely leave the residential yard area, have an average

home range of 0.6 acre, and hunt, 80 percent of the time, within the yard or 35 feet therein. CBI (2000)

hypothesized that the movement range of domestic cats is dependent on the health of the coyote

population in the surrounding area and, that where coyotes are present, cats are likely to only have

impacts within 100 to 200 feet of the urban-wildland edge. Cats that range farther than 100 to 200 feet

from the urban edge are more likely to be killed by coyotes than those that stay close to the residential

yard.

Habitat buffers along the Santa Clara River were analyzed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.4.9, pp. 4.4-60 through 4.4-61. This section cites the Impact Sciences (1997) study that conducted

vegetation analyses, focused bird surveys (1,100 field hours), and small mammal trapping (1,200 trap

nights) along the Santa Clara River and adjacent uplands.10

10 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the “North Valencia Annexation Buffer Study, Draft,” Impact
Sciences, Inc., dated April 28, 1997 (Buffer Study).
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The Buffer Study collected data for plant species composition, canopy height, shrub/tree density, percent

cover and other species-specific criteria in order to define high-quality versus low-quality upland habitat

for wildlife use and diversity. The focused wildlife studies concentrated on riparian bird and small

mammal use of high- and low-quality upland habitat and upland/riparian ecotone and utilized

systematic survey methods, including time-area observations, belt-transect counts at different distances

parallel to the Santa Clara River, small mammal trapping, scent stations, and remote cameras. The Buffer

Study thus helped identify the special-status populations at risk and their habitat use patterns along the

River corridor. For example, at the western study site about 63 percent of riparian-dependent birds were

observed in riparian habitat, 14 percent were in edge habitat, 18 percent were in upland habitat (primarily

dense big sagebrush scrub and coastal sage scrub at this site) within 50 feet of the riparian edge, 5 percent

were in upland habitat between 50 and 100 feet of the riparian edge, and 1 percent (one observation) were

in upland habitat between 100 and 150 feet from the riparian edge. No riparian-dependent birds were

observed beyond 150 feet from the riparian edge. Combined 94 percent of the riparian-dependent bird

observations were within 50 feet of the riparian edge (including the riparian habitat) and 99 percent were

within 100 feet. The Buffer Study also cited studies of least Bell’s vireo in San Diego and Santa Barbara

counties with findings that where the riparian corridor is relatively wide (>100 feet) vireos only foraged

within 100 feet of the riparian edge and where the riparian corridor is more narrow (<100 feet) vireos

ranged up to 300 feet from the riparian edge. The Buffer Study suggests that riparian buffers along the

Santa Clara River should range from a minimum of 100 to 150 feet in width, depending on the quality of

the upland habitat (a larger buffer width required if the upland habitat is of low quality). Thus, habitat

enhancement in areas where the buffer is narrower could compensate for the smaller buffer. In addition,

the Buffer Study recommended a wall at the edge of development to attenuate noise and lighting, and

discourage human intrusion.

It also should be noted that a minimum 100 feet of high-quality upland habitat from the edge of riparian

habitat is consistent with CDFG (Northern California-North Coast [Region 1]) buffer criteria for avoiding

significant impacts to riparian species and habitats adjacent to urban development (CDFG 2001).11 In

developing the buffer criteria, CDFG stated that “[d]epartment biologists have relied on scientific

research and literature and professional experience to develop the following recommendations to protect

the public’s fish, wildlife and native plant resources.” For example, CDFG recommends a 75-foot buffer

from the outside edge of the riparian habitat for the Sacramento River, a 50-foot buffer for main

tributaries, and a 25-foot buffer for secondary tributaries. CDFG also stated that “[i]f development

restrictions related to mandatory requirements do not allow a project to completely avoid the area of the

buffer zone outside the riparian vegetation, the project proponent may average the setback distance along

11 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the CDFG (Northern California-North Coast, Region 1) buffer
criteria.
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the riparian habitat for the length of the project.” Therefore, there is some flexibility in the minimum

buffer width as long as the average width criteria are met.

Before addressing buffer issues for the Landmark Village project, it is important to understand that the

buffer between the Santa Clara River and development was addressed and heavily debated during the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan environmental review and approval process. Prior to final Specific Plan

approval, the County Board of Supervisors required that the Specific Plan design be revised to

incorporate a 100-foot-wide setback (top of bank stabilization to residential, commercial, mixed use

development) to protect riparian habitat and special-status species within the River Corridor SMA/SEA

23 boundaries. This setback is in addition to an average buffer width of 100 feet from the top of bank

stabilization to existing riparian resources. This finding was arrived at after evaluating the potential

impacts of the proposed land uses along the entire length of the River (consistent with the Kelly and

Rotenberry recommendations), coupled with the existing habitat protection and enhancement provisions

contained in the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan and Design Guidelines. The overall buffer

area is comprised of several components: (1) the Salt Creek wildlife corridor connection and the High

Country half-mile-wide buffer at the westerly end of the Specific Plan on the south side of the River; (2)

native upland habitats in the Open Area along the south side of the River; (3) disturbed areas in the River

corridor that will be restored or enhanced as riparian habitat; (4) buried bank stabilization that will be

revegetated with native riparian and upland plant species; and (5) landscaped open space areas such as

community parks, the Regional River Trail, and community trails.

In approving the Specific Plan and Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5), the Board of Supervisors found

that the Specific Plan contained sufficient natural vegetative cover and open space to buffer critical

resources in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 from the development shown in the Specific Plan. The

Board of Supervisors further found that the Specific Plan incorporated extensive buffer area to protect

critical resources within the Santa Clara River. The Specific Plan’s adopted Resource Management Plan

requires a minimum 100-foot-wide setback adjacent to the Santa Clara River between the top river-side of

the bank stabilization and development within certain specified land use designations (including those of

the Landmark Village project site) unless through Planning Director review, in consultation with the

County staff biologist, it is determined that a lesser buffer would adequately protect the riparian

resources within the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, or that a 100-foot-wide setback is infeasible for physical

infrastructure planning. Again, these buffer criteria are consistent with the Impact Sciences and CDFG

recommendations described above.

This buffer analysis does not presume that indirect effects on sensitive biological resources in the river

corridor will not potentially occur as a result of development. In combination with the 100-foot setback,

the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan provides standards by which biological resources will be
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managed during construction and for the life of the community, including provisions for: (1) restoration

and enhancement of disturbed areas; (2) restrictions on pedestrian and vehicular access to the river

corridor; (3) design standards for transition areas between development and the river; (4) conveyance of

conservation easements; and (5) preparation of a financial plan and the long-term management of the

riparian resources by the Center for Natural Lands Management.

The Landmark Village project would maintain a 100-foot setback between the top of the bank and

proposed residential, mixed-used, and commercial development. Based on the site-specific analysis

conducted in the Draft EIR, the Landmark Village buffer is consistent with the approved Specific Plan.

However, as noted above, designation of the 100-foot-wide setback does not imply no potential for

indirect effects. Specific to the Landmark Village project, potential long-term indirect effects are analyzed

in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-85 through 4.4-92, including increases in: (1) pesticides, herbicides,

and pollutants; (2) lighting and glare impacts on wildlife species; (3) non-native plant and wildlife

species; and (4) human activity and domestic pets. The Project Design Features (PDFs) and mitigation

measures to reduce these potential indirect impacts are also discussed in the Draft EIR.

PDFs to address urban runoff from irrigation and stormwater include site design, source control,

treatment control, and hydromodification control Best Management Practices (BMPs). Stormwater runoff

from all urban areas within the Landmark Village project will be routed to bioretention areas, vegetated

swales, and/or extended detention basin treatment controls BMPs. The effectiveness of these PDFs to

maintain water quality in the Santa Clara River was analyzed by GeoSyntec Consultants.12

The mitigation measures to address the other listed potential indirect effects include previously

incorporated measures from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and additional measures

recommended by this EIR. Significant impacts related to buffers and edge effects and mitigation

measures to reduce the level of impact include:

 Restriction of Wildlife Habitat Linkages – mitigated by previously incorporated mitigation Measure
SP 4.6-18.

 Increased Light and Glare – mitigated by previously incorporated Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-56.

 Increase in Populations of Non-native Plant and Wildlife Species – mitigated by the Landmark
Village EIR Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-28 and LV 4.4-31.

 Increased Human and Domestic Animal Presence Within SMA/SEA 23 – mitigated by previously
incorporated Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-17 through SP 4.6-19 and Landmark EIR Mitigation
Measures LV 4.4-32 through LV 4.4-34.

12 GeoSyntec Consultants. September 2006. Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report (see Draft EIR,
Appendix 4.3).
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Response 14

With regard to urban edge impacts please see Response 13, above.

Response 15

With regard to urban edge impacts on riparian bird communities please see Response 13, above.

Response 16

The comment states that the Landmark Village buffer range from zero to approximately 300 feet and then

fail to buffer riparian species. The Draft EIR, on p. 4.4-61, states that the proposed project maintains a

100-foot setback between top of bank and proposed residential, mixed-used, and commercial

development. The vegetation within portions of the setback and buffer area will be restored and/or

enhanced to increase habitat values when compared to existing conditions. Given the above, the

proposed riparian setback and buffer are sufficient to maintain the function and values of the adjacent

riparian habitat and to protect the diversity of riparian-associated wildlife species occurring within these

areas. This finding is consistent with the findings of the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis

(May 2003) that concluded the proposed land use plan and other design features were sufficient to

maintain the function and values of the riparian habitat within the SMA/SEA 23.

Response 17

With regard to buffers and impacts to riparian resources please see Responses 13 and 16, above.

Response 18

Figure 4.1 in the Landmark Village Flood Technical Report (Draft EIR, Appendix 4.2) compares the

floodplain acreage between the existing and proposed conditions for the 2-year through Capital storm

events. The figure shows a change of -0.5, 0.5, 1.1, -33.9, -90.2, -100.6, and -169.1 acres of floodplain

change for the 2-, 5-, 10-, 20-, 50-, and 100-year, and Capital discharges, respectively. The increases in

floodplain acreage for the 5- and 10-year events are the result of returning agricultural land to riverine

and upland habitat. It should be noted that the FEMA 100-year floodplain and the County’s Capital

floodplain are each based upon a modeled elevation and do not correspond with the edge of the riparian

resources associated with the River. Agricultural areas account for the vast majority of the project site

below the elevations for the 100-year and Capital storm events. In summary, these areas within the

project site that are presently below the elevation of the 100-year and Capital floodplain are not natural

habitat, but disturbed agricultural property. Finally, approximately 51 acres of land historically used for
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agricultural purposes will be converted to riparian and upland habitat following the development of the

Landmark Village project.

Response 19

The comment indicates that the Los Angeles RWQCB has recommended that the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan avoid development in the floodplain. The comment does not indicate the source of this information;

therefore, it is difficult to respond. A comment letter, dated January 22, 2007, submitted by the RWQCB

on the Landmark Village project EIR does not include this comment.

In addition, encroachment into the FEMA 100-year floodplain was analyzed in the previously certified

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR, and heavily debated and discussed during hearings on the

Specific Plan. The Board of Supervisors, in approving the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, permitted certain

encroachments within the FEMA 100-year floodplain. The encroachments proposed in conjunction with

Landmark Village are consistent with the Board’s approval. Upon completion of land development

activities, including the installation of buried bank stabilization, these areas will be elevated above the

FEMA 100-year floodplain and, therefore, taken out of flood hazard.

Response 20

The comment states that “usurping the floodplain of the river can have serious immediate and long-term

repercussions on the hydrology of the river and on channel morphology, both upstream and

downstream.” First, the comment provides no factual support for this claim. Second, the comment is

general and conclusory, making it difficult to provide a precise response. However, the reader is referred

to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, which extensively evaluated and found no significant impacts on the

hydrology of the River or its channel. Please see Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Hydrology, pp.

4.2-1 through 4.2-64; Section 4.3, Water Quality, pp. 4.3-20 through 4.3-22, and 4.3-48 through 4.3-116; and

Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.5-1 through 4.5-72.

The comment also suggests that the Floodplain Avoidance Alternative or a lesser damaging

environmentally sensitive alternative should be adopted to avoid hydrology impacts. See, Response 10,

above; see also, Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, p. 5.0-18, which concludes:

“Generally, under Alternative 3 [Floodplain Avoidance] impacts associated with
geotechnical and soil resources, hydrology, traffic/access, air quality, noise, biota,
cultural/paleontological resources, visual qualities, solid waste services, mineral
resources, and floodplain modifications would be reduced when compared to the
proposed project. On the other hand, this alternative would have greater impacts
associated with water service, water quality, and parks and recreation. However, on
balance, Alternative 3 would result in fewer impacts than the proposed project.”
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Furthermore, the Draft EIR states:

“While Alternative 3 is considered environmentally superior to the proposed project,
Alternative 3 does not meet many of the basic project objectives, which are set forth in
this EIR, at Section 1.0, Project Description. Project objectives not fully met or impeded
by Alternative 3 are listed below.

“(1) Land Use Planning Objectives

Land Use Planning Objective No. 2 states, “Consistent with the Specific Plan,
accommodate projected regional growth in a location that is adjacent to existing and
planned infrastructure, urban services, transportation corridors, and major employment
centers and that avoids leapfrog development.”

Because Alternative 3 would significantly reduce housing and commercial uses, and,
therefore, reduce accommodations for projected regional growth, this alternative is not
consistent with this project objective.

Land Use Planning Objective No. 4 states, “Provide development and transitional land
use patterns that do not conflict with surrounding communities and land uses.”

Alternative 3 would create a fragmented area of agricultural property adjacent to
residential and commercial uses and, therefore, does not meet this project objective.

Land Use Planning Objective No. 5 states, “Establish land uses that permit a wide range
of housing densities, types, styles, prices, and tenancy (for sale and rental).”

Alternative 3 is inconsistent with this project objective, as it would result in a substantial
reduction in residential units (approximately 20 percent reduction), thereby reducing
housing options for the site.

Land Use Planning Objective No. 7 states: “Create a highly livable, pedestrian-friendly
environment that encourages alternative means of transportation to the automobile by
incorporating unique site designs and enhanced pedestrian access between land uses,
trails, paseos, and streets.”

Alternative 3 is inconsistent with this project objective because it would eliminate the
majority of the commercial floor area on site, commercial uses that are necessary to
promote livability of the project and the creation of a pedestrian friendly environment
and enhanced pedestrian access between land uses.

(2) Economic Objectives

Economic Objective No. 1 states, “Provide a variety of residential homes, which would
respond and adjust to changing economic and market conditions.”

Alternative 3 does not meet this project objective as the alternative results in a substantial
reduction in residential units, thereby accommodating less housing for regional growth
projections.
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Economic Objective No. 2 states, “Provide a tax base to support public services and
facilities.”

Alternative 3 is inconsistent with this project objective as it would cause a substantial
reduction in residential and commercial land use on site, resulting in a substantial
reduction in tax base to support the public facilities and services within the project area.

(3) Mobility Objectives

Mobility Objective No. 1 states, “Implement the Specific Plan’s Mobility Plan, as it relates
to the Landmark Village project, including the design of a circulation/mobility system
that encourages alternatives to automobile use.”

Alternative 3 does not meet this project objective because it is inconsistent with the
Specific Plan’s Mobility Plan and the circulation/mobility system within the Specific Plan.
This alternative eliminates the majority of the commercial floor area on site, commercial
uses that are necessary to promote livability of the project and the creation of a
pedestrian friendly environment and enhanced pedestrian access between land uses.

(4) Parks, Recreation, and Open Area Objectives

Parks, Recreation, and Open Area Objective No. 2 states, “Provide a range of recreational
opportunities, including parks, trails and paseos, which are convenient and accessible.”

Alternative 3 is inconsistent with this project objective because it would result in a
substantial reduction in trails and paseos on the project site.

Parks, Recreation, and Open Area Objective No. 3 states, “Provide pedestrian, bicycle,
and hiking trails that are consistent with the Specific Plan’s Parks, Recreation, and Open
Area Plan.”

Alternative 3 does not meet this project objective because it would result in a design that
is inconsistent with the Specific Plan’s Park, Recreation, and Open Area Plan.

Previous Findings Related to this Alternative

As noted above, the County’s Board of Supervisors already considered Specific Plan
alternatives, two of which eliminated development within the Santa Clara River,
including the 100-year floodplain (e.g., Alternatives 5 and 6). The Board rejected both
alternatives as infeasible, in part, because such alternatives did not achieve many of the
basic objectives of the Specific Plan, including the significant public benefits associated
with implementation of such a plan. In addition, the Board of Supervisors considered
the issue of the loss of portions of the 100-year floodplain due to Specific Plan
development, and found that the bulk of the impacted floodplain acreage (approximately
121 acres) is non-sensitive biota habitat primarily within agricultural lands and other
disturbed habitat.” (Draft EIR, Section 5.0, pp. 5.0-18 through 5.0-20.)

2.D-144



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Response 21

The comment states that Friends will submit a separate letter on traffic impacts. The comment does not

raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided

or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

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

Response 22

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, and it will be included as part of the record

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 23

The comment suggests one of two additional alternatives, which Friends believes should be analyzed,

including omitting the bridge construction and the downstream section of buried bank stabilization as

Friends believes neither is needed for development of the Landmark Village project. As previously

indicated, Landmark Village is part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The approved Specific Plan and

Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5) permitted the use of buried bank stabilization in the area cited

above, as well as three bridge crossings over the Santa Clara River, and the Long Canyon Road Bridge

was among the three approved bridge crossings. The impacts associated with this bridge crossing and

the bank stabilization have been analyzed at the programmatic level in the certified Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR and are analyzed at the project-level in the Landmark Village Final EIR. One

of the benefits of having an approved Specific Plan is that it permits implementation of various

components of that approved plan as components proceed to a project-level stage.

Additionally, the Landmark Village Draft EIR addressed four alternatives to the proposed project,

consistent with Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. (Draft EIR, Section 5.0.)

The County has determined that the four alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location,

and are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the identified significant effects of the project. It

should also be noted that the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan addressed six alternatives to the Specific Plan.

Overall, 10 alternatives have been analyzed. Therefore, no further analysis of additional alternatives is

needed or required.
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Response 24

The comment suggests a second alternative, which would provide a maximum 500-foot buffer between

the urban edge and the riparian zone. The suggested alternative is not reasonable, in light of the data

presented to the County regarding the width of the buffer needed along the southern boundary of the

Landmark Village project in Responses 13 and 16, above.

Response 25

The comment that “unprecedented growth in the Santa Clara River watershed over the last few decades

has caused an array of cumulative impacts to flora and fauna of the River corridor,” is an overstatement

of past impacts to the watershed. The comment is also unsubstantiated. Dudek prepared a Santa Clara

River Watershed Study (Dudek 2007) to analyze the cumulative impacts of development, including past

projects, current land use zoning, and future and approved projects in the Los Angeles County portion of

the watershed, to biological and abiotic resources and ecological functions and processes in the

watershed. While land conversion, in the form of agriculture, residential, commercial, and industrial

urban uses has occurred in the Santa Clara River Valley and adjacent foothills, and substantial future

development will occur, the vast majority of the watershed is comprised of natural lands. The additional

impacts of the Landmark Village project, Newhall Land and Farming projects in general, and other

planned and approved projects in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed are relatively small

in proportion to the overall watershed. Key findings of the Dudek watershed study include:

 The watershed is, and will remain, for the most part undeveloped – lands converted to agriculture
and urban development comprise about 10 percent of the total watershed. Planned and approved
projects in Los Angeles County (including the City of Santa Clarita) would increase the amount of
development in the watershed by about 3 percent.

 The watershed has very substantial existing public lands and planned open spaces that will be
protected in perpetuity. Based on current public lands and currently zoned open space,
approximately 71 percent of the watershed (733,526 acres) is existing or zoned open space.

 Under current land use zoning important biological and physical features of the overall watershed
would be retained. The major vegetation communities (coastal scrubs, chaparral, non-native
grassland, woodlands and forest, and riparian/wetlands) are still and will remain relatively common
in the watershed.

 Newhall lands are a very small proportion (<2%) of the overall watershed and are limited to a small
area in the southern portion of the watershed. Planned development on Newhall property (including
the Landmark Village project) would impact only 1 percent of the total watershed and would be 26
percent less than the amount of development allowed on Newhall lands under the current land use
zoning.
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 Planned development on Newhall property is downstream of substantial existing, planned, and
approved urban land uses in Santa Clarita and Valencia and occurs in the lower elevation areas of the
watershed, thus protecting headwaters and upper portions of sub-basins within the watershed and
the functions and values these sub-basins provide.

 Regional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages will be preserved in the watershed.

In short, the comment overstates the level of cumulative impacts to the watershed as a whole.

Encroachment by past development (including agriculture) has caused habitat loss and fragmentation;

however, the Santa Clara River is still considered a natural river system and still provides habitat for

several listed, threatened, or endangered species such as the least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow

flycatcher, unarmored threespine stickleback, and arroyo toad, as well as a number of non-listed special-

status species. In acknowledging the importance of protecting the River corridor and its resources from

future development impacts, the Valencia Company (a division of The Newhall Land and Farming

Company) prepared the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP), which is a long-range management

plan to protect the Santa Clara River and maintain its natural functions within Newhall lands between its

confluence with Castaic Junction on the west end to one-half mile upstream of the Los Angeles Aqueduct

and portions of San Francisquito Creek and the South Fork of the Santa Clara River. For the Specific Plan

lands west of this reach, the project applicant has prepared the Specific Plan’s Resource Management

Plan (RMP) (Section 2.6 of the Specific Plan) that was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in

2003 and which, as the initial framework for resource management, set forth conceptual mitigation and

management standards for sensitive biological resources within the boundary of the Specific Plan. A

similar project-level plan is being prepared for the proposed Newhall Ranch Resource Management and

Development Plan. This plan will guide future resource conservation, mitigation, and permitting by the

Corps and CDFG for the long-term management of sensitive biological resources in conjunction with the

infrastructure improvements and facilities approved under the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

The comment also states that “cumulative impacts are not adequately addressed in the DEIR.” The

County does not concur with this statement. The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0, discusses

approved, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, including other project components of

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, Mission Village, and Homestead. Twenty-two additional related

projects that support or would potentially affect similar plant communities, jurisdictional resources, and

special-status plant and animal species also were analyzed. These projects include the Valencia

Commerce Center, West Creek project, Entrada, Tesoro de Valle (Upper San Francisquito Creek), Cross

Valley Connector (Newhall Ranch Road including the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge),

North Valencia Specific Plan No. I (Industrial Park), North Valencia Specific Plan No. II, Riverpark,

Bouquet Canyon Bridge Widening, Whittaker–Bermite (Porta Bella Project), Synergy Project, Tick

Canyon, Bee Canyon, Tract 42760, Fair Oaks Ranch, Santa Clara River Enhancement and Management
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Plan, Gate King project, Transit Mix Soledad Canyon Mine, Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s

Facilities Plan, Castaic Lake Water Agency Reclaimed Water Master Plan, Castaic Junction, and the

Newhall Ranch Resource Management and Development Plan/Spineflower Conservation Plan.

The comment also cites a statement in the USFWS “Biological Opinion for the Valencia Company’s Clean

Water Act Section 404 Authorization for Portions of the Santa Clara River, Los Angeles County,

California” regarding impacts to the Santa Clara River and listed species, followed by the statement that

after 10 years, “massive projects” continue to impact the river. No factual support is provided to support

the claim. Nonetheless, on the basis of these claims, the comment asserts that “[t]he DEIR must

completely reexamine cumulative impacts of the Santa Clara watershed impacts and evaluate

effectiveness of mitigation for these impacts.” As discussed above, the Dudek Draft Watershed Study has

compiled projects and associated impacts in the watershed, and has concluded that the development

proposed in the watershed will not significantly impact biological resources.

Response 26

Please see Topical Response 3: EIS/EIR Project, with regard to the review process of the Landmark

Village EIR and the related EIS/EIR Project being prepared by the Corps and CDFG.

Response 27

The comment expresses the opinion of Friends. No further response is required.

Response 28

The comment states the cumulative impacts must be analyzed, understood, and mitigated and, if

approval is granted, the floodplain alternative or a less damaging alternative should be adopted. The

County believes that cumulative impacts have been addressed in each environmental topic in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR. In addition, the Dudek Watershed Study (June 2007) conducts the

cumulative impact assessment of the watershed, as requested in this comment.

The comment’s preference for the floodplain avoidance alternative or a lesser damaging alternative is

noted. The comment expresses the opinions of Friends. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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D13. Letter from Heal the Bay, dated January 22, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

Heal the Bay states, generally, that the Landmark Village Draft EIR does not adequately consider

alternatives. The Draft EIR’s assessment of alternatives is adequate under CEQA and the CEQA

Guidelines. Please see Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, pp. 5.0-1 through 5.0-35. Nonetheless,

Heal the Bay’s comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

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

question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment provides factual background information that will be included as part of the record and

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 4

The comment expresses a concern that the project “impinges upon the natural functioning of the River to

such an extent” that significant, unmitigable damage will occur to “water quality and aquatic habitat.”

The Draft EIR, Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications, at pp. 4.5-70 through 4.5-71, summarized impacts to

the River and aquatic habitat as follows:

“The proposed project would place bank stabilization along selected portions of the river,
developing areas behind the bank stabilization, and installing a bridge across the river.
These actions would alter flows in the river; however, the effects would only be observed
during infrequent flood events that reach the buried bank stabilization. The proposed
project would cause an increase in flows, water velocities, and water depth. However,
these hydraulic effects would be minor in magnitude and extent. These effects would be
insufficient to alter the amount, location, and nature of aquatic and riparian habitats in
the project area and downstream. Under the project, the river would still retain sufficient
width to allow natural fluvial processes to continue. Hence, the mosaic of habitats in the
river that support various sensitive species would be maintained, and the populations of
the species within and adjacent to the river corridor would not be significantly impacted.
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These findings apply with equal force to other aquatic species dependent upon riparian
habitat in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 that were not targeted for study in this section.
Species such as the Arroyo Chub and Santa Ana sucker, which are expected to occur in
the portion of the river adjacent to the project site, have both life history requirements
and habitat preferences that are dependent upon aquatic habitat. As described above,
the project improvements would not result in significant changes to flow, water
velocities, or depth of the river, so the mosaic of habitats that support such aquatic
species would be maintained.”

In addition, based on the floodplain analysis contained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.5,

Floodplain Modifications, at p. 4.5-72, it was found that the proposed project would not result in any

significant unavoidable project or cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources due to bank

stabilization, bridge crossings, or changes in the floodplain due to project development.

The comment also claims that there is an insufficient “buffer zone” provided between developed areas of

the Santa Clara River. The information presented below is responsive to this comment.

Habitat buffers along the Santa Clara River were analyzed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.4.9, pp. 4.4-60 through 4.4-61. See also, the revised Section 4.4, Biota, found in this Final EIR. This

section cites the Impact Sciences (1997) study that conducted vegetation analyses, focused bird surveys

(1,100 field hours), and small mammal trapping (1,200 trap nights) along the Santa Clara River and

adjacent uplands.13

The Buffer Study collected data for plant species composition, canopy height, shrub/tree density, percent

cover and other species-specific criteria in order to define high-quality versus low-quality upland habitat

for wildlife use and diversity. The focused wildlife studies concentrated on riparian bird and small

mammal use of high- and low-quality upland habitat and upland/riparian ecotone and utilized

systematic survey methods, including time-area observations, belt-transect counts at different distances

parallel to the Santa Clara River, small mammal trapping, scent stations, and remote cameras. The Buffer

Study thus helped identify the special-status populations at risk and their habitat use patterns along the

River corridor. For example, at the western study site about 63 percent of riparian-dependent birds were

observed in riparian habitat, 14 percent were in edge habitat, 18 percent were in upland habitat (primarily

dense big sagebrush scrub and coastal sage scrub at this site) within 50 feet of the riparian edge, 5 percent

were in upland habitat between 50 and 100 feet of the riparian edge, and 1 percent (one observation) were

in upland habitat between 100 and 150 feet from the riparian edge. No riparian-dependent birds were

observed beyond 150 feet from the riparian edge. Combined 94 percent of the riparian-dependent bird

observations were within 50 feet of the riparian edge (including the riparian habitat) and 99 percent were

13 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the “North Valencia Annexation Buffer Study, Draft,” Impact
Sciences, Inc., dated April 28, 1997 (Buffer Study).
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within 100 feet. The Buffer Study also cited studies of least Bell’s vireo in San Diego and Santa Barbara

counties with findings that where the riparian corridor is relatively wide (>100 feet) vireos only foraged

within 100 feet of the riparian edge and where the riparian corridor is more narrow (<100 feet) vireos

ranged up to 300 feet from the riparian edge. The Buffer Study suggests that riparian buffers along the

Santa Clara River should range from a minimum of 100 to 150 feet in width, depending on the quality of

the upland habitat (a larger buffer width required if the upland habitat is of low quality). Thus, habitat

enhancement in areas where the buffer is narrower could compensate for the smaller buffer. In addition,

the Buffer Study recommended a wall at the edge of development to attenuate noise and lighting and to

discourage human intrusion.

It also should be noted that a minimum 100 feet of high-quality upland habitat from the edge of riparian

habitat is consistent with CDFG (Northern California-North Coast [Region 1]) buffer criteria for avoiding

significant impacts to riparian species and habitats adjacent to urban development (CDFG 2001).14 In

developing the buffer criteria, CDFG stated that “[d]epartment biologists have relied on scientific

research and literature and professional experience to develop the following recommendations to protect

the public’s fish, wildlife and native plant resources.” For example, CDFG recommends a 75-foot buffer

from the outside edge of the riparian habitat for the Sacramento River, a 50-foot buffer for main

tributaries, and a 25-foot buffer for secondary tributaries. CDFG also stated that “[i]f development

restrictions related to mandatory requirements do not allow a project to completely avoid the area of the

buffer zone outside the riparian vegetation, the project proponent may average the setback distance along

the riparian habitat for the length of the project.” Therefore, there is some flexibility in the minimum

buffer width as long as the average width criteria are met.

Before addressing buffer issues for the Landmark Village project, it is important to understand that the

buffer between the Santa Clara River and development was addressed and heavily debated during the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan environmental review and approval process. Prior to final Specific Plan

approval, the County Board of Supervisors required that the Specific Plan design be revised to

incorporate a 100-foot-wide setback (top of bank stabilization to residential, commercial, mixed use

development) to protect riparian habitat and special-status species within the River Corridor SMA/SEA

23 boundaries. This setback is in addition to an average buffer width of 100 feet from the top of bank

stabilization to existing riparian resources. This finding was arrived at after evaluating the potential

impacts of the proposed land uses along the entire length of the River (consistent with the Kelly and

Rotenberry recommendations), coupled with the existing habitat protection and enhancement provisions

contained in the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan and Design Guidelines. The overall buffer

14 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the CDFG (Northern California-North Coast, Region 1) buffer
criteria.
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area is comprised of several components: (1) the Salt Creek wildlife corridor connection and the High

Country half-mile-wide buffer at the westerly end of the Specific Plan on the south side of the River; (2)

native upland habitats in the Open Area along the south side of the River; (3) disturbed areas in the River

corridor that will be restored or enhanced as riparian habitat; (4) buried bank stabilization that will be

revegetated with native riparian and upland plant species; and (5) landscaped open space areas such as

community parks, the Regional River Trail, and community trails.

In approving the Specific Plan and Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5), the Board of Supervisors found

that the Specific Plan contained sufficient natural vegetative cover and open space to buffer critical

resources in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 from the development shown in the Specific Plan. The

Board of Supervisors further found that the Specific Plan incorporated extensive buffer area to protect

critical resources within the Santa Clara River. The Specific Plan’s adopted Resource Management Plan

requires a minimum 100-foot-wide setback adjacent to the Santa Clara River between the top river-side of

the bank stabilization and development within certain specified land use designations (including those of

the Landmark Village project site) unless through Planning Director review, in consultation with the

County staff biologist, it is determined that a lesser buffer would adequately protect the riparian

resources within the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, or that a 100-foot-wide setback is infeasible for physical

infrastructure planning. Again, these buffer criteria are consistent with the Impact Sciences and CDFG

recommendations described above.

This buffer analysis does not presume that indirect effects on sensitive biological resources in the river

corridor will not potentially occur as a result of development. In combination with the 100-foot setback,

the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan provides standards by which biological resources will be

managed during construction and for the life of the community, including provisions for: (1) restoration

and enhancement of disturbed areas; (2) restrictions on pedestrian and vehicular access to the river

corridor; (3) design standards for transition areas between development and the river; (4) conveyance of

conservation easements; and (5) preparation of a financial plan and the long-term management of the

riparian resources by the Center for Natural Lands Management.

The Landmark Village project would maintain a 100-foot setback between the top of the bank and

proposed residential, mixed-used, and commercial development. Based on the site-specific analysis

conducted in the Draft EIR, the Landmark Village buffer is consistent with the approved Specific Plan.

However, as noted above, the buffer and setback associated with the Landmark Village project does not

imply no potential for indirect effects. Specific to the Landmark Village project, potential long-term

indirect effects are analyzed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-85 through 4.4-92, including increases

in: (1) pesticides, herbicides, and pollutants; (2) lighting and glare impacts on wildlife species; (3) non-

native plant and wildlife species; and (4) human activity and domestic pets. The Project Design Features
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(PDFs) and mitigation measures to reduce these potential indirect impacts are also discussed in the Draft

EIR.

PDFs to address urban runoff from irrigation and stormwater include site design, source control,

treatment control, and hydromodification control Best Management Practices (BMPs). Stormwater runoff

from all urban areas within the Landmark Village project will be routed to bioretention areas, vegetated

swales, and/or extended detention basin treatment controls BMPs. The effectiveness of these PDFs to

maintain water quality in the Santa Clara River was analyzed by GeoSyntec Consultants.15

The mitigation measures to address the other listed potential indirect effects include previously

incorporated measures from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and additional measures

recommended by EIR. Significant impacts related to buffers and edge effects and mitigation measures to

reduce the level of impact include:

 Restriction of Wildlife Habitat Linkages – mitigated by previously incorporated mitigation Measure
SP 4.6-18.

 Increased Light and Glare – mitigated by previously incorporated Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-56.

 Increase in Populations of Non-native Plant and Wildlife Species – mitigated by the Landmark
Village EIR Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-28 and LV 4.4-31.

 Increased Human and Domestic Animal Presence Within SMA/SEA 23 – mitigated by previously
incorporated Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-17 through SP 4.6-19 and Landmark EIR Mitigation
Measures LV 4.4-32 through LV 4.4-34.

Response 5

As noted in Responses 2 and 4 to letter D12 from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated January 21,

2007, most of the bank protection is outside of the existing riparian corridor. Additionally, the soil

cement will be buried and restoration activities will occur on top of and adjacent to the bank stabilization.

A fluvial study for all of Newhall Land’s development west of I-5 (including Newhall Ranch) entitled,

Newhall Ranch River Fluvial Study Phase 1 Final Report Santa Clara River, approved by LACDPW (April 18,

2006), concluded that build-out of Newhall Land’s communities west of I-5, including Newhall Ranch (of

which Landmark Village is a part), will not significantly increase erosion or sedimentation.16 The study

examined general adjustment (bed change resulting from a single event), long-term adjustment (bed

change occurring over many years), and local scour (bed change resulting from local effects such as bed

15 GeoSyntec Consultants. September 2006. Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report (see Draft EIR,
Appendix 4.3).

16 The referenced Fluvial Study is found in Appendix 4.2 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.
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form, river bends and bridge piers). The fluvial study concluded that Newhall Land’s development

(including the installation of bank stabilization associated with Landmark Village) will result in a general

bed adjustment range from 0.9 to -1.3 feet (Table 4.4) with an average bed change of approximately

<0.1 feet. Due to this minor change in conditions, the impact is not considered significant.

Response 6

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

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

Response 7

Please see Responses 18 through 20 to letter D12 from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated January 21,

2007.

Response 8

The comment expresses the opinions of Heal the Bay. The comment will be included as part of the record

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

because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 9

LID/site design BMPs would assure that stormwater volume reductions would be attained before storm

water is discharged offsite. Further, stormwater will be directed through vegetated treatment control

BMPs within the project area prior to discharge to the Santa Clara River. These treatment control BMPs

alone are expected to reduce average annual runoff volumes by 20 percent at a minimum, but are likely

to reduce runoff volumes by as much as 40 percent or more, in addition to providing treatment to

improve water quality. Vegetated treatment control BMPs also would allow for infiltration and

evapotranspiration of all dry weather runoff and a portion of the stormwater runoff from the project area.

Response 10

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Water Reclamation Plant, analyzed in and approved pursuant to the

previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR will reclaim most of the wastewater

generated from the project for use as non-potable water supply. Over 50 percent of the Specific Plan’s
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water demand will be met by reclaimed water. Site design and vegetated treatment control BMPs will

allow for infiltration and evapotranspiration of all dry weather runoff and a portion of the stormwater

runoff from the project area. Taking into account only the volume reductions provided by the planned

swales, bioretention areas, and detention basin, the average annual storm water runoff volume reduction

is predicted to be 57 acre-feet/year.

Response 11

Integrated water resource planning concepts were considered, and incorporated into design and

operation of the project. For example, treated effluent from the WRP will be used to supply distribution

of recycled water throughout the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area in the form of irrigation of

landscaping and other approved uses.

Response 12

During construction, including the borrow source and grading activities of the project, impacts will be

minimized through compliance with the State Water Resource Control Board’s Construction General

Permit and the MS4 Permit. The Construction General Permit requires the development and

implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which must include erosion and

sediment control BMPs that will meet or exceed measures required by the Construction General Permit,

as well as BMPs that control other potential construction-related pollutants. The MS4 Permit contains

additional construction-related requirements, including incorporation of BMPs to control the discharge of

pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Both erosion and sediment BMPs will be employed during

grading.

As discussed in the Draft EIR and in Response 7 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control

Board, Los Angeles Region, dated January 22, 2007, erosion control BMPs are designed to prevent

erosion, whereas sediment controls are designed to trap sediment once it has been mobilized. An SWPPP

will be developed as required by, and in compliance with, the Construction General Permit and the

County of Los Angeles Standard Conditions. The General Permit requires the SWPPP to include a menu

of BMPs to be selected and implemented based on the phase of construction and the weather conditions

to effectively control erosion and sediment to the BAT/BCT standard. BMPs that will be implemented

during construction include the following erosion control BMPs:

 Physical stabilization through hydraulic mulch, soil binders, straw mulch, bonded fiber matrices, and
erosion control blankets (i.e., rolled erosion control products).

 Limiting the area and duration of exposure of disturbed soils.
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 Soil roughening of graded areas (through track walking, scarifying, sheepsfoot rolling, or imprinting)
to slow runoff, enhance infiltration, and reduce erosion.

 Vegetation stabilization through temporary seeding to establish interim vegetation.

 Wind erosion (dust) control through the application of water or other dust palliatives as necessary to
prevent and alleviate dust nuisance.

Additional erosion and sediment control BMPs that will be implemented are listed beginning on p. 4.3-63

of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The project will implement enhanced erosion and sediment control

BMPs during the rainy season to ensure that project construction discharges will not adversely affect the

receiving water. Further, in areas not subject to mass grading, the smallest site disturbance area possible

will be delineated and flagged; temporary storage of construction equipment will be restricted in these

areas to minimize soil compaction on site.

Response 13

The Landmark Village project will reduce or prevent erosion and sediment transport and transport of

other potential pollutants from the project site during the construction phase through implementation of

BMPs meeting BAT/BCT in order to prevent or minimize environmental impacts and to ensure that

discharges during the project construction phase will not cause or contribute to any exceedence of water

quality standards in the receiving waters. Enhanced BMPs will be deployed during wet weather to

ensure that project construction discharges will not adversely affect the receiving water as summarized in

Response 7 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, dated

January 22, 2007, and in the Draft EIR.

As concluded in the Draft EIR, the comprehensive construction BMPs will assure effective control of not

only sediment discharge, but also of pollutants associated with sediments, such as and not limited to

nutrients, heavy metals, and certain pesticides, including legacy pesticides. In addition, compliance with

the BAT/BCT standard requires that BMPs used to control construction water quality are updated over

time as new water quality control technologies are developed and become available for use. Therefore,

compliance with the BAT/BCT performance standard ensures mitigation of construction water quality

impacts over time. Also see Response 7 to letter from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated January 21,

2007, and Response 4, above.

Response 14

The project will implement enhanced erosion and sediment control BMPs during the rainy season to

ensure that project construction discharges will not cause or contribute to any exceedance of water

quality standards in the receiving water. Therefore, project grading regardless of season will not have a
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significant water quality impact. Also see Response 12, above, and Response 7 to letter from California

Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated January 22, 2007.

Response 15

The Landmark Village project will be required to implement an effective combination of erosion and

sediment control BMPs to ensure that project construction discharges will not cause or contribute to

excessive sediment discharges in the receiving water. The project will implement enhanced erosion and

sediment control BMPs during the rainy season to ensure that project construction discharges will not

cause or contribute to any exceedance of water quality standards in the receiving water. Also see

Response 12, above, and Response 7 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board,

dated January 22, 2007.

Response 16

The Landmark Village project will implement enhanced erosion and sediment control BMPs when

grading hillsides during the rainy season to ensure that project construction discharges will not cause or

contribute to any exceedance of water quality standards in the receiving water. Also see Response 12,

above, and Response 7 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated January 22,

2007.

Further, scientific and technical literature shows that appropriate combinations of erosion control and

sediment control BMPs when properly implemented on construction sites, emphasizing erosion control

as a first priority, are effective to prevent excessive sediment discharges associated with grading in the

wet season. Both field and laboratory research and evaluation of drainage, sediment, and erosion control

technologies shows that they are individually highly effective in controlling soil loss and sediment

delivery. These conclusions were confirmed by the Caltrans Soil Stabilization of Temporary Slopes study

(1999) and the Caltrans Erosion Control Pilot Study (2000).

Response 17

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, and Appendix 4.3, analyze whether

additional sources of polluted runoff may result from the project based on the results of water quality

modeling and qualitative assessments that take into account water quality controls or BMPs that are

considered Project Design Features (PDFs). Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR is required to analyze potential

project impacts compared with the existing or baseline condition. With respect to the project, the existing

condition of much of the project site is row crops and other agricultural uses, and thus it is appropriate to
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compare post-development runoff water quality with runoff water quality in the existing condition to

assess potential impacts of the proposed project.

Potential impacts are further assessed by evaluating compliance of the project, including PDFs, with

applicable regulatory requirements of the MS4 Permit, including SUSMP requirements, the Construction

Permit, and the General Dewatering Permit. Further, when post-development increases in pollutant

loads and concentrations are predicted, these pollutant loads and concentrations are further evaluated by

comparing the magnitude of the increase to relevant benchmark receiving water quality standards,

including those established by TMDLs and receiving water quality objectives and criteria from the Basin

Plan and CTR. Comparison of post-development water quality concentrations in the runoff discharge

with benchmark TMDL waste load or load allocations for MS4 discharges establishes the likelihood that

runoff would result in exceedances in receiving water quality standards or would otherwise degrade

receiving water quality, including any applicable beneficial uses. Comparison of post-development

water quality concentrations in the runoff discharge with benchmark numeric and narrative receiving

water quality criteria as provided in TMDLs, the Basin Plan and the CTR facilitates analysis of the

potential for project runoff to result in exceedances of receiving water quality standards, adversely affect

beneficial uses, or otherwise degrade receiving waters. As concluded in the Landmark Village Draft EIR,

Section 4.3, Water Quality, the project will have no significant impacts on water quality.

Response 18

Agreed, the project will be required to comply with all existing, applicable implementation measures and

waste load allocations of adopted TMDLs. The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality,

and Appendix 4.3, identify the 303(d) listings for the Santa Clara River at, and downstream of the project

location and summarize the adopted TMDLs. As discussed in Response 17, above, post-development

pollutants of concern were chosen for analysis taking existing TMDLs into account, and project-related

water quality impacts were evaluated by assessing project-related water quality for those TMDL-related

pollutants of concern. This impacts analysis included comparison of predicted post-development

concentrations of TMDL-derived pollutants of concern to relevant benchmarks, including receiving water

TMDLs and receiving water quality objectives and criteria from the Basin Plan and CTR.

Response 19

As indicated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, the modeled concentrations

in runoff from developed areas with PDFs are below all benchmark water quality objectives and criteria

and TMDL waste load allocations for the Santa Clara River and are addressed by a comprehensive site

design, source control, and treatment control strategy, and compliance with SUSMP, Construction
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General Permit, and General De-Watering Permit requirements. None of the qualitatively assessed

constituents are expected to significantly impact the quality of receiving waters, including applicable

beneficial uses, due to the implementation of a comprehensive site design, source control, and treatment

control strategy in compliance with the applicable MS4 Permit requirements, Construction General

Permit, and General De-Watering Permit requirements. Numerous treatment control measures will be

employed as part of the project, including vegetated swales, bioretention areas and the extended

detention basin. All of these PDFs will provide both treatment and infiltration functions. Therefore,

potential impacts from the project on receiving water quality, including those water bodies listed as

impaired pursuant to CWA §303(d), are not significant.

Response 20

The impact of lawn care practices is accounted for in the water quality model, as it estimates the

concentration of pollutants in runoff based on representative data collected in Los Angeles County for

runoff pollutant concentrations from various land uses that include lawn care practices. The predicted

nutrient levels discussed in Section 4.3 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR (see e.g., Tables 4.3-19 and 4.3-

20) are for stormwater discharges from the project to the Santa Clara River. The in-stream nutrient levels

will be predominately a function of the upstream watershed, as the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area

comprises 2.9 percent of upper watershed and 1.1 percent of the 1,618-square-mile total watershed area.

Average annual concentration of ammonia is predicted to be considerably less than the WLA for Santa

Clara River Reach 5 and the Basin Plan objective and within the low end of the range of observed

concentrations in the Santa Clara River. The average annual stormwater concentrations of nitrate-N plus

nitrite-N is predicted to be considerably less than the TMDL WLA or the Basin Plan water quality

objective and below the range of observed concentrations for Reach 5 of the Santa Clara River.

There are no numeric objectives for total nitrogen in the Los Angeles Basin Plan. A narrative objective for

biostimulatory substances in the Los Angeles Basin Plan states: “waters shall not contain biostimulatory

substances in concentrations that promote aquatic growth to the extent that such growth causes nuisance

or adversely affects beneficial uses.” The low predicted total nitrogen concentrations in project

stormwater discharges will not promote (i.e., increase) aquatic growth and therefore comply with the

narrative objective for biostimulatory substances in the Los Angeles County Basin Plan. As shown in

Tables 4.3-17 and 4.3-21 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the predicted total phosphorous and total

nitrogen concentrations are within the low end of the range of observed concentrations in Santa Clara

River Reach 5 and, thus, are not predicted to have a significant impact on water quality.
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Response 21

Long-term operation and maintenance of the stormwater treatment BMPs is discussed in the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Table 4.3-12, and in Appendix 4.3, the Landmark Village Water Quality

Technical Report. The Homeowners’ associations or commercial property owners’ associations will be

responsible for operation and maintenance of site-based BMPs (such as bioretention facilities placed in

common area landscaping within multi-family residential areas and commercial areas). The LACDPW

will be responsible for maintenance of village-level and sub-regional BMPs (vegetated swales and

extended detention basins). This approach is consistent with the Construction General Permit and the

MS4 Permit. The obligation of homeowners’ and commercial property owners’ Associations to operate

and maintain BMPs will be created by a legally binding instrument—Covenants, Codes and Restrictions

(CC&Rs) recorded on the property.

Response 22

The project proposes to avoid and minimize physical alteration of the primary drainages within or

adjacent to the project site: Castaic Creek, Chiquito Canyon, San Martinez Grande Canyon, and Long

Canyon. Further, Landmark Village tract map area drains directly to the Santa Clara River in both the

existing condition and the proposed post-development condition, not to any of the four drainages within

or adjacent to the project site: Castaic Creek, Chiquito Canyon, San Martinez Grande Canyon, and Long

Canyon. As indicated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Hydrology, off-site project-related

components would not result in any significant changes in drainage or hydrology characteristics of these

four drainages. Therefore, there will be no adverse impacts on the hydrologic condition or aquatic

habitat within these drainages.

Response 23

Wastewater generated by the Landmark Village project will be treated in the Newhall Ranch Water

Reclamation Plant (WRP). The potential water quality impacts associated with the discharge of tertiary

treated reclaimed water to the Santa Clara River were previously analyzed at the project-level in the

certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan EIR. The conclusions from these documents and further analysis of

the WRP discharges are summarized in Response 2 to letter from California Regional Water Quality

Control Board, dated January 22, 2007.

With respect to stormwater discharges, the Draft EIR concludes that direct and cumulative water quality

impacts with respect to nutrients area not expected to adversely affect receiving waters. MS4 Permit,

Construction General 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.
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Nitrate-nitrogen plus nitrite-nitrogen concentrations and loads are predicted to decrease in the post-

developed condition. Total phosphorous concentration is predicted to decrease in post-development

conditions and to be below the minimum observed value in the Santa Clara River. Nitrate-N plus nitrite-

N and ammonia-N concentrations are predicted to decrease with development to a point well below Los

Angeles Basin Plan objectives and below or in the low range of observed values in the Santa Clara River

Reach 5. The predicted nutrient concentrations are not expected to cause increased algae growth.

Post-development 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 agriculture and 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 which minimizes the potential for leaks. Thus, pet wastes are the

primary source of concern. The PDFs will include source controls and treatment controls that, in

combination, should help to reduce pathogen indicator levels in post-construction 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.

Based on the Landmark Village Draft EIR analysis, stormwater discharges are sufficiently controlled via

BMPs and other project design features and pollutant controls, and will not significantly impact receiving

water quality with respect to nutrients or bacteria alone or in combination.

Response 24

As described in the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, the sewer and water lines will be placed within the Landmark

Village tract map site, along the right-of-way for SR-126 and other major roadways, and will extend

through the 110-acre utility corridor that runs parallel to SR–126, from the western boundary of the tract

map site to the approved Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant near the Ventura County line, from

the eastern boundary of the tract map site to the Old Road and then south to the Los Angeles County

Sanitation District 32 Water Reclamation Plant. The utilities within the corridor will be placed

underground and a maintenance access road and trail will be constructed above ground. Potential

impacts of the utility corridor on aquatic and riparian resources are assessed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.4,

Biota, and mitigation measures have been adopted to address impacts to certain aquatic and riparian

resources.

The water quality impacts associated with the discharge of tertiary treated reclaimed water to the Santa

Clara River were previously analyzed at the project-level within the previously certified Newhall Ranch
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Specific Plan Program EIR. See Response 2 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control

Board, dated January 22, 2007.

Response 25

The New Zealand mudsnail has not been observed within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area and no

known occurrences have been recorded within the Specific Plan area. The nearest known occurrence is

within Piru Creek, approximately 14.1 miles upstream of the confluence of Piru Creek and the Santa

Clara River. The confluence is located 4.8 miles downstream of the Specific Plan boundary.17 Because

the mudsnail is not found in the Specific Plan area, which includes the Landmark Village site, there is no

need to complete a Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) plan to prevent the spread of the

mudsnail, which is located off site.

Response 26

See Responses 5 and 9 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

Region, dated January 22, 2007; Responses 15 and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource

Management Agency, dated January 19, 2007. A series of progressive hydromodification control

measures will be incorporated into the project to prevent and control hydromodification impacts to the

Santa Clara River pursuant to the recommendations for the SCCWRP Study:

 Avoid, to the extent possible, the need to mitigate for hydromodification impacts by preserving
natural hydrologic conditions and protecting sensitive hydrologic features, sediment sources, and
sensitive habitats.

 Minimize the effects of development through site design practices (e.g., reducing connected
impervious surfaces), implementation of stormwater volume-reducing BMPs (project-based
hydrologic source control), and incorporation of flow duration control into water quality treatment
basins, as needed.

 Mitigate hydromodification impacts using geomorphically based channel design.

LID/site design BMPs, combined with on-site volume reduction BMPs together avoid and minimize the

need for physical alterations to the Santa Clara River and major tributaries. Bank protection and channel

stabilization measures are limited to confined areas of the banks as discussed in Responses 5 and 9 to

letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, dated January 22, 2007;

Responses 15 and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated January 19,

2007. Most of the proposed bank protection would consist of buried soil cement to provide scour and

freeboard flood control protection. Soil cement is a modern flood control technique used to protect

17 Montana State University website. http://www.esg.montana.edu/aim/mollusca/nzms/. Accessed July 3, 2007.
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against erosion while maintaining natural vegetation, soft banks, and related natural functions. Soil

cement will be buried below the existing banks of the Santa Clara River. Disturbed areas will then re-

vegetated with native plant species, maintaining the natural habitat presently found along the River.

Thus, there will not be any traditional “hard armoring” of the Santa Clara River as the disturbed areas

will be revegetated.

Turf Reinforcement Mat (TRM) or similar bank stability protection would be provided along the southern

edge of the utility corridor downstream (west) of the tract map site. TRMs are designed to reinforce

vegetation at the root and stem allowing vegetation to be used as erosion control in areas where flow

conditions exceed the ability of natural vegetation to remain rooted. This includes applications with high

slopes or stream banks where grouted rip-rap and concrete channels are aesthetically undesirable.

As described in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, Appendix 4.3, the Landmark Village Water Quality Technical

Report, a statistical modeling approach was used to estimate the average annual volume of stormwater,

the concentration of pollutants in stormwater, and the overall pollutant load (total mass of pollutants) in

stormwater runoff. This Monte-Carlo model did not base runoff volume increases or associated changes

in pollutant loads or concentrations on bulked and burned flow calculations. Instead, the model relies on

a statistical description of stormwater runoff volumes, and calculated pollutant loads based on changes in

average annual runoff volumes calculated in a manner that takes into account historic rainfall records,

and variability of the water quality parameters for stormwater. It does not forecast runoff characteristics

or regulatory compliance for specific storms or monitoring periods. The statistical model is based on

relatively simple expressions describing rainfall/runoff relationships and estimated pollutant

concentrations in stormwater runoff. The water quality model uses a linear equation to estimate a runoff

coefficient for sub-basins as a function of the percent of imperviousness. The runoff coefficient equation

parameters (coefficient and intercept) were estimated with the U.S. EPA Storm Water Management

Model (SWMM) model in an effort to more accurately reflect the Landmark Village project site

conditions. In accordance with LACDPW requirements, the burned and bulked storm event (the capital

storm) was used to calculate capital flood runoff quantities for the project’s drainage areas, as described

in Section 4.2.

Response 27

Please see Responses 5 and 9 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los

Angeles Region, dated January 22, 2007; Responses 15 and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource

Management Agency, dated January 19, 2007.
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Response 28

In the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, Balance Hydrologics assessed the potential

effects of the planned cumulative urbanization within the Santa Clara River area, upstream of the County

line (the upper watershed) on channel morphology by examining historical changes in the Santa Clara

River channel pattern in response to different types of major disturbance using historical rainfall and

other relevant records and aerial channel photography (Balance Hydrologics, 2005 [provided in

Appendix 4.3]). These findings are summarized below.

The Santa Clara River is a dynamic, episodic system. Understanding the magnitude of geomorphic

change over the course of recent history in response to natural and human disturbances in the watershed

is a key factor in assessing the potential response to future urbanization, including development of

Landmark Village, within the watershed.

Major perturbations within the Santa Clara River watershed (dam construction, levee construction,

changes in flows in response to decadal-scale climatic patterns, and increase in woody vegetation) do not

appear to have had a significant impact on the geomorphic expression of the Santa Clara River, as

quantified from measurements made from a series of historical aerial photographs flown during the years

1927 through 2005.

Additional study of the Santa Clara River has been performed by Pacific Advanced Civil Engineering,

Inc., which prepared a comprehensive fluvial analysis of the Santa Clara River through the NRSP area for

the LACDPW. This analysis is included within Section 4.2 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. A river

fluvial analysis is the study of the riverbed and bank sediment movement over time and as a result of

flow in the river and changes in the tributary watershed.

The fluvial analysis had three distinct components:

Analysis of long-term trends of riverbed and bank sediment build-up (aggredation) or
removal (degradation) was performed. More than 80 years of available historic
topographic mapping of the river indicated no real trend of aggredation or degradation
in the study reach.

General (capital storm event) aggredation/degradation calculations were performed to
determine the expected fluvial response of the river to the LACDPW design storm event
(>140,000 cfs). US Army Corps of Engineers computer modeling software (SAM) was
used to evaluate existing and proposed project conditions. Only minor variations in the
fluvial response were shown in the modeling.
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Local aggredation/degradation resulting from river curvature, bridges, river bed
material, and various other components were considered and estimates of aggredation
and degradation were calculated.

To complete the fluvial analysis, long term, general, and local aggredation/degradation components were

added together to obtain the total aggredation/degradation for each river section within the study reach.

One of the purposes for the fluvial analysis, which has been approved by LACDPW, was to provide a

level of understanding of the Santa Clara River reach fluvial mechanics related to existing conditions and

proposed NRSP development conditions, including increased volume of runoff and proposed bank

stabilization, bridges and other physical alterations to the Santa Clara River, to identify any potential

project impacts to the fluvial mechanics of the river. The fluvial analysis showed very little change in the

pre- and post-development conditions and therefore concluded that there is no potential adverse impact

to the fluvial mechanics of the river.

Response 29

Please see Responses 5 and 9 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los

Angeles Region, dated January 22, 2007; Responses 15 and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource

Management Agency, dated January 19, 2007; and Response 26 to letter from Friends of the Santa Clara

River, dated January 21, 2007.

Response 30

Presently, LACDPW requires buried bank stabilization (soil cement), concrete, or rip-rap for bank

protection. Moreover, average velocity and stream power values during the largest storms (>20 fps, >75

lb/ft-s during the 100-year discharge) exceed values appropriate to mat-type bio engineering in lieu of

hardened stabilization. Habitat restoration will occur on top of and adjacent to the buried bank

protection. This habitat restoration also will serve as bioengineering to retain soil on top of the soil

cement bank protection.

Response 31

As noted in Response 30, restoration will occur on top of the soil cement bank protection. This

restoration will take a form similar to Figure D-1 in Response 4 to letter D12 from Friends of the Santa

Clara River, dated January 21, 2007, and will provide habitat and water quality in a manner similar to

that of existing conditions. Soil cement has been used for flood protection purposes for several years.

There is no documentation on record at the County of soil cement failing. The Newhall Ranch River

Fluvial Final Report, Phase I, confirms that the bank stabilization, for the most part, is set back from the
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River corridor, which allows the River to maintain its key hydraulic characteristics and overall mosaic of

habitats in the River.

Response 32

The vertical columns as designed do not impact wildlife migration. The Landmark Village Draft EIR,

Section 4.5, Floodplain Modification, p. 4.5-1, summarizes the project impacts as follows: “The hydraulic

impacts on sensitive aquatic/riparian resources in the Santa Clara River corridor due to floodplain

modifications associated with construction and operation of the proposed Landmark Village project site

would be localized, and not cause significant hydrological impacts adjacent to or downstream from the

Landmark Village site. On that basis, and given the limited amount of riparian habitat permanently

altered by Landmark Village site development, project construction and operation would not

significantly impact the unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni), arroyo toad

(Bufo californicus), California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), southwestern pond turtle (Clemmys

marmorata pallida), or two-striped garter snake (Thamnophis hammondii).” From a long-term cumulative

perspective, the Landmark Village Draft EIR found that:

“In this case, cumulative impacts on the hydrology and hydraulics of the Santa Clara
River associated with development of the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan were fully
evaluated in Section 2.3 (Floodplain Modifications) of the Newhall Ranch Revised
Additional Analysis (May 2003). Consequently, this Draft EIR incorporates by reference
the floodplain modification analysis and conclusions from the certified Revised
Additional Analysis (May 2003).

That analysis concluded that the reduction in floodplain area caused by bank protection
would not create a significant increase in overall velocities or water depth, because the
volume of flow carried in these shallow, slow-moving areas along the margins of the
river is small. Moreover, variations are localized and limited in scope, especially when
viewed in the entirety of the river corridor within the Specific Plan site and downstream.
Therefore, the overall mosaic of habitats in the river would be maintained because the
key hydraulic characteristics would not be significantly different under the Specific Plan.
Based on these results, the Board of Supervisors found that the proposed bank protection
and bridges associated with the Specific Plan would not cause significant changes to key
hydraulic characteristics, and, therefore, would not alter the amount and pattern of
aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitats in the river at the Specific Plan site and
downstream in Ventura County.” Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.5, Floodplain
Modification, pp. 4.5-71 through 4.5-72.

Additionally, Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-6 states that “[i]nstallation of bridges, culverts or other

structures shall not impair movement of fish and aquatic life. Bottoms of temporary culverts shall be

placed at or below channel grade. Bottoms of permanent culverts shall be placed below channel grade.”
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Response 33

Please see Response 32, above. Additionally, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota,

acknowledges that impacts from human presence would remain a significant and unavoidable impact

after mitigation.

Response 34

Please see Response 32, above. Impacts to riparian habitat would not be impacted by bank stabilization

or hardscape features of the project. Consequently, a light-penetrating surface from the bridge is not

required or necessary. In addition, the comment does not provide any data supporting the need for a

light-penetrating surface on the bridge.

Response 35

Water quality (Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality), species, and habitat (Section 4.4, Biota; Section 4.5,

Floodplain Modifications) impacts associated with the project are analyzed in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR. As discussed above and in Section 4.3, the potential water quality impacts of project discharges to

the Santa Clara River were considered for more than 30 different pollutants, and were analyzed, both

qualitatively and quantitatively, for all phases of project development and for more than 15 pollutants of

concern, including sediment, chloride, nitrogen and nutrients, metals, and pesticides. In Sections 4.2,

Hydrology, and 4.3, Water Quality, the Draft EIR also analyzes the potential hydromodification impacts

associated with the project, addressing both impacts associated with changes in flow from, and

hydrologic conditions within the project site, and those related to proposed physical alterations to the

river channel. This analysis considers both the affects of hydromodification on channel stability, and the

affects of hydromodification on biota within the Santa Clara River, and provides specific description and

assessment of project design features and mitigation measures are incorporated to address those impacts.

Further, the conclusions in the Landmark Village Draft EIR are consistent with, and builds upon, the

previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. Finally, the project avoids and minimizes

physical alterations to the Santa Clara River, and does not propose “armoring” of the River.

Response 36

Available scientific literature and studies regarding the relationship between the proportion of effective

impervious surface within watersheds and resulting impacts on channel stability were summarized in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality (including the WQTR in Appendix 4.3), and

provided for the basis of assessing project hydromodification impacts associated with increases in

volume and duration of flow associated with the construction of project-related impervious surfaces. At
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the outset, it should be understood that the studies that have related imperviousness to stream stability

have been conducted in watersheds that did not include hydromodification control facilities, or may have

included flood control facilities or minimal treatment control BMPs that were not designed to encourage

volume reduction. In such watersheds, significant declines in the biological integrity and physical habitat

of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with as little as 3–10 percent of

uncontrolled imperviousness. Furthermore, the watersheds referenced in these studies are much smaller

than the Santa Clara River watershed.

There is much discussion in the scientific literature about the reliability of imperviousness as a

“predictor” of potential impacts from new development. In fact, the effects of imperviousness on

hydromodification impacts are much more complicated than a simple correlation with total

imperviousness. The limited hydromodification impact research to date has focused on empirical

evidence of channel failures in relationship to directly connected impervious area (DCIA) or total

impervious area. However, more recent research has established the importance of size of watershed,

channel slope and materials, vegetation types, climatic and precipitation patterns, and degree of DCIA

versus disconnected impervious area (SCCWRP 2005a, Balance Hydrologics, 2005). Impervious area that

drains directly to a storm drain system and then to the receiving water is considered “directly

connected,” whereas impervious area that drains through vegetation prior to surface waters or to

infiltration facilities is considered “disconnected.”

Although physical degradation of stream channels in semi-arid climates of California may occur when

watershed total imperviousness is between three and five percent, not all streams will respond in the

same manner (SCCWRP, 2005b). Management strategies need to account for differences in stream type,

stage of channel adjustment, current and expected amount of basin imperviousness, and existing or

planned hydromodification control strategies. The absolute measure of watershed imperviousness that

could cause stream instability depends on many factors, including watershed area, topography, land

cover, and soil type; development impervious area and connectedness; longitudinal slope of the river;

channel geometry; and local boundary materials, such as bed and bank material properties and

vegetation characteristics and degree to which impervious surface is directly connected to channels

susceptible to erosion within the watershed.

In summary, per Schueler’s Cautionary Note (Schuler and Holland, 2000), while the research on

impervious cover and stream quality is compelling, it is doubtful whether is can serve as the sole

foundation for technically defensible management actions at this time. Key reasons include: (1) the

research has not been standardized, so different investigators have used different methods to define and

measure/estimate imperviousness; (2) researchers have employed a wide number of techniques to

measure stream quality characteristics that are not always comparable to each other; (3) most of the
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studies have been confined to a few ecoregions, and few studies have been conducted in Southern

California; (4) the absolute measure of watershed imperviousness that could cause stream instability

depends on many factors, including watershed area, land cover, vegetative cover, topography, and soil

type; development impervious area and connectedness; longitudinal slope of the river; channel geometry;

and local boundary materials, such as bed and bank material properties and vegetation characteristics;

and (5) none of the studies has yet examined the effect of widespread application of stormwater

treatment, LID controls and/or hydromodification control practices on impervious cover/stream quality

relationships.

The project incorporates LID/site design BMPs, as well as volume reduction BMPs. See Responses 5 and

9 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, dated January 22,

2007; and Responses 15 and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated

January 19, 2007. For example, the NRSP clusters development into villages, including Landmark

Village. A minimum of 70 percent (8,335 acres) of the NRSP subregion will remain undeveloped (i.e.,

open space, river corridor, manufactured slopes, and other open areas within the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan). Approximately 55 acres of the approximately 290-acre Landmark Village Tract Map site will

remain as open space or parks. An additional 40 percent of the tract map site will be open areas

dedicated to landscaping and recreation. All of the developed areas of the project will drain to vegetated

site design and/or treatment control BMPs, prior to discharge, and therefore all of the project areas will be

“disconnected”, and thus will not result in the “uncontrolled imperviousness” that is the subject of the

cited study. In addition, two studies of the geomorphically relevant characteristics of the River have been

conducted, one by Balance Hydrologics and one by PACE, to assess the impact of project induces changes

in flow on the River’s stability and aquatic habitats and species. These studies conclude that project

design features are sufficient to prevent both direct and cumulative hydromodification impacts to the

Santa Clara River.

Response 37

Schueler (1995) is commenting on flood control detention basins, not water quality control basins

designed to standards set forth in the Landmark WQTR (Appendix 4.3). An analysis of the monitored

inflow and outflow data contained in the International Stormwater BMP Database found that dry

detention basins reduced runoff volumes by an average of 30 percent (comparison of inflow to outflow),

while biofilters reduced volumes by almost 40 percent (Strecker, E. et al., 2004). Based on this analysis, a

conservative estimate of 25 percent of the project’s inflow to the vegetated swales and bioretention areas

was assumed to infiltrate and/or evapotranspire in the water quality model. The extended detention

basin was assumed to remove 20 percent of volume through evapotranspiration and infiltration. Site

design BMPs, such as bioretention areas, implemented within the project’s commercial and multi-family
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land use areas will further reduce runoff volumes, but these reductions were not calculated

quantitatively. In summary, the project BMPs will result in the project not having significant

hydromodification impacts.

Response 38

The percent imperviousness values listed in Table 4.2-1 are those contained in the Los Angeles County

Hydrology Manual and are appropriate values for estimating impervious cover associated various land

uses proposed for development.

The Landmark Village tract map site is located in the first phase of the Riverwood Village within the

boundary of the approved 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

approved land use plan, development regulations, design guidelines, and corresponding implementation

program, which would create a mixed-use community consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives

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 Newhall Ranch.18 Subsequent development plans and

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

Specific Plan.

The project incorporates LID/site design BMPs, as well as volume reduction BMPs. See Responses 5 and

9 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, dated January 22,

2007; and Responses 15 and 19 to letter from County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated

January 19, 2007. For example, the Specific Plan clusters development into villages, including Landmark

Village. Approximately 70 percent (8,335 acres) of the Specific Plan subregion will remain undeveloped

(i.e., open space, river corridor, manufactured slopes, and other open areas within the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan). Approximately 55 acres of the 290-acre Landmark Village project area will remain as open

space or parks. An additional 40 percent of the tract map site will be dedicated to landscaping and

recreation. All of the developed areas of the project will drain to vegetated site design and/or treatment

control BMPs, prior to discharge, and, therefore, all of the project areas will be “disconnected. In

addition, two studies of the geomorphically relevant characteristics of the River have been conducted,

one by Balance Hydrologics and one by PACE, to assess the impact of project induces changes in flow on

18 The Specific Plan was prepared pursuant to the provisions of the California Planning and Zoning Law, Title 7,
Division 1, Chapter 3, 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.

2.D-178



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

the River’s stability and aquatic habitats and species. These studies conclude that project design features

are sufficient to prevent both direct and cumulative hydromodification impacts to the Santa Clara River.

To replace this site specific analysis and development of hydromodification control techniques with

measures such as the one suggested would be contrary to Schueler’s Cautionary Note (Schuler and

Holland, 2000), improperly applying a “one-size-fits all” limitation on percentage of impervious cover

without considering appropriate characteristics of the specific project, project site, existing hydrology,

receiving water channel, and climatic region and then designing adequate controls based on those

characteristics.

Response 39

It is correct that creation of impervious surfaces associated with project development would increase the

amount of clear flow runoff from the site. However, burned and bulked runoff and debris volumes

would be reduced due to development of the site and installation of debris basins. The calculations

referenced in the comment are solely related to the flood control analysis as required by Los Angeles

County, and were not used to evaluate project water quality or hydromodification impacts. As indicated

in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, the project does not result in any significant water quality impacts.

Response 40

Burned and bulked calculations were not used in water quality modeling. As described in Appendix B of

the Draft EIR, Appendix 4.3, the Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report, a statistical modeling

approach was used to estimate the average annual volume of stormwater, the concentration of pollutants

in stormwater, and the overall pollutant load (total mass of pollutants) in stormwater runoff. This Monte-

Carlo model did not base runoff volume increases or associated changes in pollutant loads or

concentrations on bulked and burned flow calculations. Instead, the model relies on a statistical

description of stormwater runoff volumes, and calculated pollutant loads based on changes in average

annual runoff volumes calculated in a manner that takes into account historic rainfall records, and

variability of the water quality parameters for stormwater. It does not forecast runoff characteristics or

regulatory compliance for specific storms or monitoring periods. The statistical model is based on

relatively simple expressions describing rainfall/runoff relationships and estimated pollutant

concentrations in stormwater runoff. The water quality model uses a linear equation to estimate a runoff

coefficient for sub-basins as a function of the percent imperviousness. The runoff coefficient equation

parameters (coefficient and intercept) were estimated with the U.S. EPA Storm Water Management

Model (SWMM) model in an effort to more accurately reflect the Landmark Village project site

conditions. In accordance with LACDPW requirements, the burned and bulked storm event (the capital
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storm) was used to calculate capital flood runoff quantities for the project’s drainage areas, as described

in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Hydrology.

Response 41

The Landmark Village Draft EIR analyzed stormwater flow, loadings, and concentrations in non-bulk

and burned conditions. See Response 40, above.

Response 42

The comment expresses a concern that the project encroaches into the existing FEMA 100-year floodplain,

which “impinges” upon the natural functioning of the River to such an extent that significant,

unmitigable damage will occur to water quality and aquatic habitat. The Draft EIR, Section 4.5,

Floodplain Modifications, at pp. 4.5-70 through 4.5-71, summarized the impacts to the River and aquatic

habitat as follows:

“The proposed project would place bank stabilization along selected portions of the river,
developing areas behind the bank stabilization, and installing a bridge across the river.
These actions would alter flows in the river; however, the effects would only be observed
during infrequent flood events that reach the buried bank stabilization. The proposed
project would cause an increase in flows, water velocities, and water depth. However,
these hydraulic effects would be minor in magnitude and extent. These effects would be
insufficient to alter the amount, location, and nature of aquatic and riparian habitats in
the project area and downstream. Under the project, the river would still retain sufficient
width to allow natural fluvial processes to continue. Hence, the mosaic of habitats in the
river that support various sensitive species would be maintained, and the populations of
the species within and adjacent to the river corridor would not be significantly impacted.

These findings apply with equal force to other aquatic species dependent upon riparian
habitat in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 that were not targeted for study in this section.
Species such as the Arroyo Chub and Santa Ana sucker, which are expected to occur in
the portion of the river adjacent to the project site, have both life history requirements
and habitat preferences that are dependent upon aquatic habitat. As described above,
the project improvements would not result in significant changes to flow, water
velocities, or depth of the river, so the mosaic of habitats that support such aquatic
species would be maintained.”

In addition, based on the floodplain analysis contained in the Draft EIR, Section 4.5, Floodplain

Modifications, at p. 4.5-72, it was found that the proposed project would not result in any significant

unavoidable project or cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources due to bank stabilization,

bridge crossings, or changes in the floodplain due to project development.
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The comment also claims that there is an insufficient “buffer” to the Santa Clara River. The information

presented below is responsive to this comment.

Habitat buffers along the Santa Clara River were analyzed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.4.9, pp. 4.4-60 through 4.4-61. See also, the revised Section 4.4, Biota, found in this Final EIR. This

section cites the Impact Sciences (1997) study that conducted vegetation analyses, focused bird surveys

(1,100 field hours), and small mammal trapping (1,200 trap nights) along the Santa Clara River and

adjacent uplands.19

The Buffer Study collected data for plant species composition, canopy height, shrub/tree density, percent

cover and other species-specific criteria in order to define high-quality versus low-quality upland habitat

for wildlife use and diversity. The focused wildlife studies concentrated on riparian bird and small

mammal use of high- and low-quality upland habitat and upland/riparian ecotone and utilized

systematic survey methods, including time-area observations, belt-transect counts at different distances

parallel to the Santa Clara River, small mammal trapping, scent stations, and remote cameras. The Buffer

Study thus helped identify the special-status populations at risk and their habitat use patterns along the

River corridor. For example, at the western study site about 63 percent of riparian-dependent birds were

observed in riparian habitat, 14 percent were in edge habitat, 18 percent were in upland habitat (primarily

dense big sagebrush scrub and coastal sage scrub at this site) within 50 feet of the riparian edge, 5 percent

were in upland habitat between 50 and 100 feet of the riparian edge, and 1 percent (one observation) were

in upland habitat between 100 and 150 feet from the riparian edge. No riparian-dependent birds were

observed beyond 150 feet from the riparian edge. Combined 94 percent of the riparian-dependent bird

observations were within 50 feet of the riparian edge (including the riparian habitat) and 99 percent were

within 100 feet. The Buffer Study also cited studies of least Bell’s vireo in San Diego and Santa Barbara

counties with findings that where the riparian corridor is relatively wide (>100 feet) vireos only foraged

within 100 feet of the riparian edge and where the riparian corridor is more narrow (<100 feet) vireos

ranged up to 300 feet from the riparian edge. The Buffer Study suggests that riparian buffers along the

Santa Clara River should range from a minimum of 100 to 150 feet in width, depending on the quality of

the upland habitat (a larger buffer width required if the upland habitat is of low quality). Thus, habitat

enhancement in areas where the buffer is narrower could compensate for the smaller buffer. In addition,

the Buffer Study recommended a wall at the edge of development to attenuate noise and lighting, and to

discourage human intrusion.

19 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the “North Valencia Annexation Buffer Study, Draft,” Impact
Sciences, Inc., dated April 28, 1997 (Buffer Study).
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It also should be noted that a minimum 100 feet of high-quality upland habitat from the edge of riparian

habitat is consistent with CDFG (Northern California-North Coast [Region 1]) buffer criteria for avoiding

significant impacts to riparian species and habitats adjacent to urban development (CDFG 2001).20 In

developing the buffer criteria, CDFG stated that “[d]epartment biologists have relied on scientific

research and literature and professional experience to develop the following recommendations to protect

the public’s fish, wildlife and native plant resources.” For example, CDFG recommends a 75-foot buffer

from the outside edge of the riparian habitat for the Sacramento River, a 50-foot buffer for main

tributaries, and a 25-foot buffer for secondary tributaries. CDFG also stated that “[i]f development

restrictions related to mandatory requirements do not allow a project to completely avoid the area of the

buffer zone outside the riparian vegetation, the project proponent may average the setback distance along

the riparian habitat for the length of the project.” Therefore, there is some flexibility in the minimum

buffer width as long as the average width criteria are met.

Before addressing buffer issues for the Landmark Village project, it is important to understand that the

buffer between the Santa Clara River and development was addressed and heavily debated during the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan environmental review and approval process. Prior to final Specific Plan

approval, the County Board of Supervisors required that the Specific Plan design be revised to

incorporate a 100-foot-wide setback (top of bank stabilization to residential, commercial, mixed use

development) to protect riparian habitat and special-status species within the River Corridor SMA/SEA

23 boundaries. This setback is in addition to an average buffer width of 100 feet from the top of bank

stabilization to existing riparian resources. This finding was arrived at after evaluating the potential

impacts of the proposed land uses along the entire length of the River (consistent with the Kelly and

Rotenberry recommendations), coupled with the existing habitat protection and enhancement provisions

contained in the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan and Design Guidelines. The overall buffer

area is comprised of several components: (1) the Salt Creek wildlife corridor connection and the High

Country half-mile-wide buffer at the westerly end of the Specific Plan on the south side of the River; (2)

native upland habitats in the Open Area along the south side of the River; (3) disturbed areas in the River

corridor that will be restored or enhanced as riparian habitat; (4) buried bank stabilization that will be

revegetated with native riparian and upland plant species; and (5) landscaped open space areas such as

community parks, the Regional River Trail, and community trails.

In approving the Specific Plan and Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5), the Board of Supervisors found

that the Specific Plan contained sufficient natural vegetative cover and open space to buffer critical

resources in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 from the development shown in the Specific Plan. The

20 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the CDFG (Northern California-North Coast, Region 1) buffer
criteria.

2.D-182



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Board of Supervisors further found that the Specific Plan incorporated extensive buffer area to protect

critical resources within the Santa Clara River. The Specific Plan’s adopted Resource Management Plan

requires a minimum 100-foot-wide setback adjacent to the Santa Clara River between the top river-side of

the bank stabilization and development within certain specified land use designations (including those of

the Landmark Village project site) unless through Planning Director review, in consultation with the

County staff biologist, it is determined that a lesser buffer would adequately protect the riparian

resources within the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, or that a 100-foot-wide setback is infeasible for physical

infrastructure planning. Again, these buffer criteria are consistent with the Impact Sciences and CDFG

recommendations described above.

This buffer analysis does not presume that indirect effects on sensitive biological resources in the river

corridor will not potentially occur as a result of development. In combination with the 100-foot setback

and an average 100-foot buffer, the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan provides standards by

which biological resources will be managed during construction and for the life of the community,

including provisions for: (1) restoration and enhancement of disturbed areas; (2) restrictions on

pedestrian and vehicular access to the river corridor; (3) design standards for transition areas between

development and the river; (4) conveyance of conservation easements; and (5) preparation of a financial

plan and the long-term management of the riparian resources by the Center for Natural Lands

Management.

The Landmark Village project would maintain a 100-foot setback between the top of the bank and

proposed residential, mixed-used, and commercial development. Based on the site-specific analysis

conducted in the Draft EIR, the Landmark Village buffer is consistent with the approved Specific Plan.

However, as noted above, designation of the Landmark Village average 100-foot-wide buffer and 100-

foot-wide setback does not imply no potential for indirect effects. Specific to the Landmark Village

project, potential long-term indirect effects are analyzed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-85 through

4.4-92, including increases in: (1) pesticides, herbicides, and pollutants; (2) lighting and glare impacts on

wildlife species; (3) non-native plant and wildlife species; and (4) human activity and domestic pets. The

Project Design Features (PDFs) and mitigation measures to reduce these potential indirect impacts are

also discussed in the Draft EIR.

PDFs to address urban runoff from irrigation and stormwater include site design, source control,

treatment control, and hydromodification control Best Management Practices (BMPs). Stormwater runoff

from all urban areas within the Landmark Village project will be routed to bioretention areas, vegetated
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swales, and/or extended detention basin treatment controls BMPs. The effectiveness of these PDFs to

maintain water quality in the Santa Clara River was analyzed by GeoSyntec Consultants.21

The mitigation measures to address the other listed potential indirect effects include previously

incorporated measures from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and additional measures

recommended by EIR. Significant impacts related to buffers and edge effects and mitigation measures to

reduce the level of impact include:

 Restriction of Wildlife Habitat Linkages – mitigated by previously incorporated mitigation Measure
SP 4.6-18.

 Increased Light and Glare – mitigated by previously incorporated Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-56.

 Increase in Populations of Non-native Plant and Wildlife Species – mitigated by the Landmark
Village EIR Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-28 and LV 4.4-31.

 Increased Human and Domestic Animal Presence Within SMA/SEA 23 – mitigated by previously
incorporated Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-17 through SP 4.6-19 and Landmark EIR Mitigation
Measures LV 4.4-32 through LV 4.4-34.

Response 43

Please see Response 42, above. In addition, it should be noted that the letter from Dr. Philip Rundel was

not provided with the comment letter, nor were any of the reference materials cited in footnote 3 to the

comment letter.

Response 44

Please see Response 4, above. In addition, as discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (p. 4.4-57), the

proposed project maintains a 100-foot setback between top of bank and proposed residential, mixed-used,

and commercial development, and an average 100-foot buffer between top of bank and existing riparian

resources. As required by Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-1 in the Final EIR (Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-7 in

the Draft EIR) all riparian plant communities permanently or temporarily disturbed would be restored

after completion of construction activities.

Response 45

The document does not state that the project-associated loss of wildlife habitat is “unavoidable.” More

correctly, and consistent with the findings of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR, the

21 GeoSyntec Consultants. September 2006. Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report (see Draft EIR,
Appendix 4.3).
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loss of wildlife habitat is identified as an unavoidable significant impact under CEQA. It should be noted

that efforts to preserve wildlife habitat have been taken. The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan includes the

preservation of large areas of open space, including the protection in perpetuity of approximately 6,700

acres of wildlife habitat and approximately 500 acres of 1,002 acres of designated Open Area within the

approved Specific Plan.

Response 46

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 47

The fuel modification zone for structures adjacent to the Santa Clara River will extend approximately 100

feet from the structure into the setback area. Consequently, the fuel modification zone will not encroach

upon the riparian corridor or the adjacent upland habitat buffer. Most of the fuel modification zone for

the Landmark Village project occurs within existing agricultural areas and will not result in additional

impacts to native vegetation.

Response 48

The Landmark Village Draft EIR requires the replacement of riparian/wetland plant communities

consistent with the requirements of the -approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (see, Mitigation Measure

LV 4.4-1 in the Final EIR; Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-7 in the Draft EIR). However, the proposed project

would still be required to comply with conditions contained in the pending permits/agreements with the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game in connection with the

related EIS/EIR project (see Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project). Such conditions may exceed those

required by the approved Specific Plan and related Newhall Ranch environmental documentation.

In regards to oak tree replacement, in the preliminary planning phases of the Specific Plan, the Landmark

Village project boundaries were delineated based on the project’s disturbance footprint, while large areas

of habitat (e.g., the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and the High Country SMA/SEA 20) were designated for

protection and to facilitate mitigation. Therefore, the Landmark Village project is a component of the

greater Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which includes preservation of the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and

the High Country SMA/SEA 20. These areas would protect approximately 585 acres of oak woodland

and 300 acres of oak savannah in perpetuity. Preservation of the Salt Creek area also would protect

approximately 266 acres of oak woodland and 113 acres of oak savannah in perpetuity. In total, 851 acres

of oak woodland and 413 acres of oak savannah (including the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, the High

Country SMA/SEA 20, and the Salt Creek area) would be preserved. The preservation of this oak

2.D-185



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

woodland habitat, as well as the implementation of Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-4 in the Final EIR

(Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-21 in the Draft EIR) would comply with the Specific Plan requirements, the

County Oak Tree Ordinance, and the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21083.4 (oak

woodlands conservation).

Response 49

Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for requested revisions as to California

red-legged frog. Specifically, the Final EIR has been revised to indicate that California red-legged frog

has some potential to occur on the project site, and to include mitigation to avoid any loss of the species

(see, Table 4.4-6 and Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-18 in the Final EIR).

The Draft EIR (p. 4.4-79) includes an analysis of special-status wildlife species occurring downstream of

the project site. As discussed, the Flood Technical Report for the Landmark Village project (PACE 2006)

found that there would be no significant changes in water flows, velocities, depth, sedimentation, or

floodplain and channel conditions downstream of the project site as a result of the proposed project.

These hydraulic effects also were found to be insufficient to alter the amount, location, and nature of

aquatic and riparian habitats in the project area and downstream into Ventura County. The technical

analysis further determined that the river would still retain sufficient width to allow natural fluvial

processes to continue; consequently, the mosaic of habitats in the river that support various sensitive

species would be maintained and the population of the species within and immediately adjacent to the

River Corridor would not be significantly affected. This analysis would also apply to any potential

steelhead located downstream of the project site, west of the confluence with Piru Creek in Ventura

County.

Response 50

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D14. Letter from Santa Monica Pier Aquarium, dated January 24, 2007

Response 1

The comment expresses the opinions of Santa Monica Pier Aquarium. The comment will be included as

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

project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 2

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, Section 4.4, Biota, Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications, Section 4.7,

Traffic/Access, Section 4.10, Water Service, and Section 4.19, Utilities. The comment does not raise any

specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is

required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

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

Response 3

The comment requests that the Landmark Village Draft EIR reconsider its recommendations and be

revised to include “proper studies” to determine what areas are most critical to birds and wildlife. The

comment also expresses concern that the project is "rushed" without acceptable scientific research.

Numerous biological surveys over the last 13 years have been properly conducted in the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan area, including the Landmark Village project site. For copies of these biological

surveys/studies, please refer to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Appendix 4.4, and in the Final EIR,

Appendix A. In response to claims that the project has been rushed, please refer to Topical Response 3:

Public Review Opportunities.

The remainder of the comments do not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis contained in the

Draft EIR and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the

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

decision on the proposed project.
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D15. Letter from Topanga Association for a Scenic Community, dated January 30,
2007

Response 1

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 2

The comment expresses the opinions of Topanga Association for a Scenic Community. The comment will

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

the proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the

Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 3

Numerous biological surveys over the last 13 years have been conducted on the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan site, including Landmark Village, and such surveys are found in Appendix 4.4 of the Landmark

Village Draft EIR and Appendix A of this Final EIR. Additional biological surveys were conducted in

2007 in response to public comments. For information responsive to those surveys, please see

Introduction to letter D8 from the Audubon California, dated January 19, 2007.

Response 4

With regard to the claim that the Landmark Village Draft EIR only prepared limited surveys, please see

Response 3, above.

Response 5

The comment suggests that other land can be used for housing as opposed to the project site. The

comment expresses the opinions of Topanga Association for a Scenic Community. The comment will be

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

proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft

EIR, no further response is required.

Response 6

The comment suggests that housing should not come at the cost of the viability of the Santa Clara River

or its upland habitat. Please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, which addresses the
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species-status species pertinent to the project site. See also, the revised Section 4.4, Biota, found in this

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

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

question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 7

The comment indicates a belief that the County had learned responsible planning for future generations

as evidenced in the County’s opposition to Ahmanson and Summit Valley in Topanga. The comment

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

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

further response is required.

Response 8

The comment calls on the County to save and not destroy the Santa Clara River. The comment is noted.

No further response is required given that the comment does not address or question the content of the

Draft EIR.
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D16. Letter from Sierra Club, dated January 30, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests an extension to the comment period for the Draft EIR. Additional time was

provided for public review and comment. For further information responsive to the comment, please

refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the

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

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

Response 2

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

Response 3

The comment refers to the one-paragraph resolution approved by the Executive Committee of the Sierra

Club, Los Angeles Chapter, which is attached to the comment letter. The resolution states that “[t]he

Angeles Chapter opposes additional land use approvals in Santa Clarita that rely on water from the

contaminated Saugus aquifer until clean up facilities to remove the ammonium perchlorate, NDMA and

other pollutants from this groundwater source are functioning.” The comment also states one of the

reasons why Sierra Club approved the resolution. The comment will be included as part of the record

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

because the comment does not question the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 4

The comment expresses concerns about the status and timing of perchlorate clean-up efforts from the

local groundwater basin. For responsive information, please see Topical Response 1: Perchlorate

Treatment Update.

Response 5

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 6

The comment identifies another reason why the Sierra Club approved the resolution referenced in

Response 3, above. The comment also refers to an attached report prepared by the Environment
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California Research & Policy Center entitled, “Perchlorate and Children’s Health – A Case for a Strong

Clean-up Standard for Rocket Fuel in Drinking Water,” March 2005. According to this report, several

new developments highlight the need to set a final health standard for perchlorate in drinking water “at

one part per billion (ppb) or less.” (Report, p. 4) The new development consisted of the National

Academy of Sciences’ January 2005 report on perchlorate and a report issued by researchers at Texas Tech

University. (Id.) Based on that research, the report advocated an aggressive health standard be set by the

California Department of Health Services (DHS) in order to protect expecting mothers, their developing

fetuses, and their infant children.

Since that report was issued, in September 2006, DHS proposed a primary drinking water standard (also

known as a maximum contaminant level, MCL) of 6 ppb. Until the MCL is in place, DHS will continue to

use a 6 ppb Notification Level to advise and inform water systems and others, and to protect consumers

from perchlorate in drinking water. In terms of health concerns regarding perchlorate, DHS has reported

that perchlorate’s interference with iodide uptake by the thyroid gland can decrease thyroid hormones,

which are needed for pre-natal and post-natal growth and development, as well as for normal

metabolism and mental function in the adult. To address health concerns, the Office of Environmental

Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) established a 6 ppb perchlorate public health goal (PHG) in March

2004. OEHHA's PHGs represent the concentration in drinking water that does not pose any significant

risk to health. Subsequently, OEHHA reviewed the National Academy of Sciences' 2005 report on

perchlorate and determined that no revision to the PHG was required.22

Response 7

The comment states that the County approved the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and, in doing so,

recognized the potential for serious impacts to water supply that may arise from the Specific Plan, so it

required re-evaluation of the adequacy of the Specific Plan’s water supply for each tract map. This

misstates the County’s actions with respect to approval of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan in May 2003.

Nonetheless, the County has committed to careful assessment of water demand and supply in connection

with build-out of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

In addition, the comment states that the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Table 4.10-A, p. 4.10-7, is inaccurate.

Table 4.10-A was prepared to evaluate whether adequate and reliable water supplies were available in

the Santa Clarita Valley in 2005 to serve the existing population and, if so, would the 2005 supplies have

been adequate to also supply water to the Landmark Village project. Based on the data presented, the

22 The source for this information was the DHS website, last updated May 8, 2007. This website is available for
public review and inspection at http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ddwem/chemicals/perchl/default.htm.

2.D-243



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Draft EIR concluded that there were adequate and reliable water supplies available in the Santa Clarita

Valley in 2005 to serve the existing population, plus the Landmark Village project.

Response 8

As a preface to the response to this comment, it should be noted that the Sierra Club was one of the

entities that settled and dismissed its appeal in connection with the prior Newhall Ranch litigation

(United Water Conservation District, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al., Case No. 239324-RDR

[Consolidated with Case Nos. 239325, 239326 and 239327-RDR] 5th Civil No. F044638).23 In this

litigation, Sierra Club and other entities had appealed the order granting a motion brought by the County

of Los Angeles and The Newhall Land and Farming Company to discharge the writ of mandate that was

previously entered by the trial court. The motion was granted discharging the prior writ, because the

Newhall Ranch additional environmental analysis was found to have complied with CEQA.

As part of the settlement effective March 29, 2004, the Sierra Club and other entities acknowledged that

the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (Volume VIII; May 2003) had disclosed the actual

amount of groundwater pumped from the basin to irrigate Newhall's agricultural lands in Los Angeles

County. The Sierra Club and other entities also acknowledged that a total of 7,038 acre-feet per year was

determined to be the average amount of water used on Newhall's agricultural lands in Los Angeles

County from 1996-2000. Further, the Sierra Club and other entities acknowledged that: (a) groundwater

historically and presently used for crop irrigation on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site and elsewhere

in Los Angeles County would be made available by Newhall, or its assignee, to partially meet the potable

water demands of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan; (b) the amount of groundwater pumped for this

purpose would not exceed 7,038 acre-feet per year; and (c) pumping this amount would not result in a net

increase in groundwater use in the Santa Clarita Valley. The terms of the settlement also required

Newhall to monitor, report, and verify its groundwater usage and to provide on-going groundwater-

related documentation.

Based upon this settlement, the pending appeal was dismissed, resulting in final resolution of all

litigation over the validity or adequacy of the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. As a

result of this settlement, it is inappropriate for Sierra Club to reargue prior comments and claims

concerning the Specific Plan's use of local groundwater to meet its potable water supplies. Nonetheless,

the County further responds to the Sierra Club's additional comments below.

23 The "Notice of Settlement and Dismissal of Appeal" was filed April 1, 2004, is incorporated by this reference, and
is available for public inspection and review upon request at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road,
Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012.
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The comment states that water supplies are inadequately reported in the Landmark Village Draft EIR

because the local groundwater basin is unadjudicated, and, according to the comment, no particular

person, landowner, project, or agency has any right to any particular amount of water from the basin.

First, it is correct that the local groundwater basin is unadjudicated; this fact has been regularly reported

in annual Santa Clarita Valley Water Reports since 1998. Second, under California law, the applicant, as

an overlying landowner, has the right to take water from the ground underneath for use on the

“overlying” land within the basin or watershed -- the right is based on ownership of the land and is

appurtenant to that ownership. The overlying owner, in this case The Newhall Land and Farming

Company, is authorized to take such amounts as are reasonably needed for beneficial purposes. (See,

e.g., City of Pasadena v. City of Alhambra (1949) 33 Cal.2d 908, 925; Cal. Const., art. X, section 2.) The rights

of the overlying owner also are generally paramount. (City of Pasadena, supra, 33 Cal.2d at 927.)

As reported in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, the applicant would meet all

of the Landmark Village project’s potable water demands by using groundwater pumped from the

Alluvial aquifer, which is presently committed to agricultural uses. The amount of water historically and

presently available from this source is approximately 7,038 afy. The project’s potable water demand is

estimated to be 702 afy. No additional water would be pumped, instead, the water presently and

historically used to irrigate crops would be pumped from sanitary-sealed municipal supply wells (as

compared to open air agricultural wells), treated at the wellhead to meet Title 22 drinking water

standards, and then used to meet the project’s potable demand, as agricultural areas are taken out of

production. The amount of groundwater that will be used to serve the potable demands of the project

would not exceed the amount of water historically used for agricultural uses.

Response 9

Please see Response 8, above. In addition, the comment refers to CLWA installing wells in the Saugus

aquifer. This is believed to be a reference to CLWA’s perchlorate remediation efforts; in any case, because

the comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 10

For responsive information, please refer to Topical Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update.

Response 11

The comment refers to CLWA’s existing water banking programs. The comment states that this banked

water is not a permanent water supply. The Landmark Village Draft EIR correctly identified the status of

these supplies. For example, as to the Semitropic water bank, Table 4.10-8 (note 5) states that such
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supplies are the “total amount currently in storage, and would typically be used only during dry years.

Once the current storage amount is withdrawn, this supply would no longer be available and, in any

event, is not available after 2013.”

As to the Rosedale-Rio Bravo water bank, Table 4.10-8 (note 6) states accurately that the total amount of

such supplies “can be withdrawn in a given year and would typically be used only during dry years.”

An accurate description of both programs is also provided in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.10, Water Service, at pp. 4.10-50 through 4.10-51. In addition, the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan

(UWMP) found in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR further explains these banking

programs. Specifically, please refer to the Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10 (2005 UWMP, Section 3.4.2, pp. 3-21–

3-24). As to the Rosedale-Rio Bravo banking program, the CLWA environmental documentation,

approved by CLWA in October 2005, made it clear that this program was to improve the reliability of

CLWA’s existing dry year supplies; it was not, and should not be considered, an annual supply that

could support growth.

Response 12

Please see Response 8, above.

Response 13

Please see Responses 8, above.

Response 14

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 15

The comment refers to the County’s Development Monitoring System (DMS), which is addressed in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0, Cumulative Impacts Analysis Methodology, pp. 3.0-2 through

3.0-5. In footnote 1, on p. 3.0-2, the Draft EIR explains the County’s DMS as follows:

“The Los Angeles County General Plan includes provisions known as the ‘Development
Monitoring System’ to give decision makers information about the existing capacity of
available public services at the time a new development proposal is considered in the
four major Urban Expansion Areas of the Los Angeles County General Plan (Antelope
Valley, Santa Clarita Valley, Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains, and East San Gabriel
Valley). The goal of DMS is to identify the new public facilities that will be required for
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new development, and to ensure that the appropriate cost of any expansion of facilities
will be paid for by that new development, and not assumed by existing taxpayers.”

The Draft EIR, at p. 3.0-2, also explained that the County’s DMS was further discussed in the Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR (see Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 1999), at Section 2.0,

Environmental and Regulatory Setting, pp. 2-18–19.)

In addition, the comment refers to Table 4.10-A from the Landmark Village Draft EIR, and claims that the

table is not inclusive enough of DMS projects. In response, Table 4.10-A is not intended to be an analysis

of water demand and supply for cumulative impact assessment purposes. Instead, as stated in the Draft

EIR at p. 4.10-7, Table 4.10-A is intended to depict existing and other demand as of 2005, plus the

Landmark Village water demand. It was specifically intended to answer the question whether there were

adequate and reliable water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley in 2005 to serve the existing population

and, if so, would the 2005 supplies have been adequate to also supply water to Landmark Village. Based

on the analysis found in Table 4.10-A, the answer to these questions was yes, all of which is discussed in

detail in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-7.

Finally, as to water service, the Landmark Village project relies upon local groundwater supplies to meet

the project's potable water demands, and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP to meet the

project's non-potable water demands. The Landmark Village project does not rely on CLWA's SWP

supplies; and, therefore, does not result in or contribute to any significant cumulative impacts on Santa

Clarita Valley's water supplies. Nonetheless, for information purposes, the Landmark Village Draft EIR

contains a separate cumulative water demand and supply analysis. This analysis is found in the Draft

EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, Subsection 8, pp. 4.10-73 through 4.10-84. Please see the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, Table 4.10-16 for a tabular description of cumulative water

demand and supply under the DMS Build-Out Scenario.

Response 16

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D17. Letter from Wishtoyo Foundation, dated January 31, 2007

Response 1

While cultural resources and burials have been documented within the Santa Clarita Valley and the

Specific Plan area, they are not anticipated to be located on the Landmark Village project site.

In addition, the project applicant has entered into an agreement with the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of

Mission Indians (“Tataviam”) for the establishment of a cultural enrichment program. In summary, the

applicant and the Tataviam have agreed to the following program for all of the applicant’s properties

west of Interstate 5, including the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which comprises the Landmark Village

project area:

1. Newhall will provide funding to the Tataviam for use in the development of cultural enrichment
programs associated with the Tataviam.

2. Newhall will convey to the Tataviam ownership of 1 acre of land located within the proposed
Newhall Ranch Homestead Central Neighborhood Park, or an alternative site, for use as a future
Native American interpretive/cultural center.

3. Newhall will utilize the Tataviam for all monitoring activities associated with grading and
development of Newhall projects to be developed west of the Golden State Freeway/Interstate 5,
including Newhall Ranch, Entrada, Legacy Village, and the build-out of the Valencia Commerce
Center ("Newhall Projects").

4. The Tataviam will utilize the funding provided by Newhall for cultural enrichment programs,
including cultural research, professional consulting, and grant matching related to efforts by the
Tataviam to become a federally recognized Native American tribe.

5. The Tataviam will utilize the land conveyed by Newhall to construct an interpretive/cultural
center to enhance the activities of the Tataviam, educate the surrounding non-native community,
and allow the Tataviam an opportunity to preserve its rich heritage and culture for future
generations.

6. In its role as Newhall Projects monitor, the Tataviam will supplement the more general
knowledge of scientific experts with its special expertise relating to matters of Native American
heritage and interest, and act as a liaison between the Native American community,
archaeologists, developers, contractors, and public agencies.

Response 2

The comment provides factual background information that will be included as part of the record and

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.
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Response 3

The Tataviam is not extinct and the archaeological consultants have personally apologized to the

Tataviam. The page of the archaeological report that erroneously stated that the Tatavium was extinct

has been revised. The requested changes have been made to reflect the Wishtoyo Foundation's comments

on the Draft EIR. Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for the requested

revisions.

Response 4

The Health & Safety Code, Public Resources Code, and CEQA Guidelines sections referenced in the

comment address the issue of human remains, if they are found on the project site. The comment states

that the Draft EIR does not incorporate procedures in the event that human remains are found.

Mitigation Measure LV 4.22-1 states: ”In the event that resources are found during construction, activity

shall stop and a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted to evaluate the resources.” State law dictates

how discovery of human remains are to be treated as noted in Health & Safety Code section 7050.5,

Public Resources Code section 5097.98, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d). Because these

procedures are presently state law, and because the law will be followed consistent with the mitigation

monitoring program for the project, there is no requirement to include them as mitigation measures.

Response 5

There has been on-going communication with the Tatavium and the project applicant has committed to

ongoing Native American monitoring during grading operations. Please see Response 1 above.

Response 6

Please see Response 4, above. See also, Health & Safety Code section 7050.5, Public Resources Code

section 5097.98, and Public Resources Code section 15064.5(d)

Response 7

The comment states that mitigation measures are inadequate because they fail to consider appropriate

mitigation from a tribal perspective. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation was issued

on March 1, 2004. The purpose of the Notice of Preparation is to solicit input and comment from agencies

and organizations that may be interested in the project. A Notice of Preparation and Initial Study were

sent to the Native American Heritage Commission for input and comment. No responses were received

from this agency. However, the Native American Heritage Commission submitted a comment letter to

the Draft EIR and responses to said letter are found in Letter A2, Native American Heritage Commission.
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Response 8

Please see Response 3, above.

Response 9

The comment provides background information that will be included as part of the record and made

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

comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 10

The comment provides background information that will be included as part of the record and made

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

comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 11

The eight archaeological sites mentioned in the comment represent the entire Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan site. Two archaeological sites are associated with the Chiquito Canyon grading site and utility

corridor proposed with the Landmark Village project site. The Draft EIR, Section 4.22,

Cultural/Paleontological Resources, pp. 4.22-10 through 4.22-11, identifies the applicable mitigation

measures that would be implemented in conjunction with the project to avoid or mitigate any potential

significant impacts to Native American cultural resources.

Response 12

The comment refers to cultural survey appendices that reference the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

site. As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.22, Cultural/Paleontological Resources, at

p. 4.22-6:

“No portion of the Landmark Village tract map site would directly or indirectly impact
either of the two known archeological sites in the area. However, the Chiquito Canyon
grading site and the utility corridor on the south side of SR-126 pass near CA-LAN-2233
and CA-LAN-2234. CA-LAN-2233 was found to contain two components: a northern
component containing a subsurface archaeological deposit and intact artifacts; and a
southern component consisting solely of a surface scatter of stone artifacts. The northern
component contains scientific information that may contribute to the reconstruction of
local prehistory. Activity associated with grading in the Chiquito Canyon grading site
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may have a potentially significant indirect impact on the northern site due to its close
proximity to this resource.

Phase II fieldwork in the southern portion of CA-LAN-2233 resulted in the recovery of all
extant artifacts from this area of the site. This recovery fully mitigates the potentially
significant impact that might occur as a result of any land disturbance required for the
utility corridor.

Phase II fieldwork at CA-LAN-2234 demonstrated that no intact cultural resources were
present at this locale. Accordingly, land disturbance associated with the utility corridor
at this locale would not result in significant impacts to cultural resources.”

In addition, please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.22, Cultural/Paleontological Resources,

at pp. 4.22-10 through 4.22-11, for applicable mitigation measures.

Response 13

Please see Responses 7 and 11, above.

Response 14

Please see Response 7, above. The Landmark Village Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would

reduce cultural and paleontological impacts to less-than-significant and meet the requirements of CEQA.

To determine that, because tribal representatives were not present when mitigation was developed

renders them inadequate, is unfounded per the CEQA Guidelines.

Response 15

Please see Response 5, above, with regard to the presence of Native American monitors on the site

during grading activities. In addition, please see Response 2 to letter A2 from the Native American

Heritage Commission, dated December 26, 2006.

Response 16

The comment states that Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) will require

consultation with respect to cultural resources important to Native Americans. In response, as stated in

the comment, the Section 106 consultation requirement only applies with respect to a federal agency

action, undertaking, or permit, and the Landmark Village project is not seeking any such federal actions

or permits at this time. As a result, the Section 106 consultation is not yet required. Nonetheless, the

applicant is processing the related EIS/EIR project that includes the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site, and

Section 106 consultation is being undertaken in connection with that separate project. For further

information responsive to the EIS/EIR project, please refer to Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project.
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Response 17

Communication has been ongoing with the Tataviam Band. Please see Response 5, above. In addition,

please see Response 16, above.

Response 18

The comment states that the Landmark Village project does not take into account cumulative impacts of

other projects located along the river. This is not correct. The Draft EIR, Section 4.22, Cultural/

Paleontological Resources, at p. 4.22-12, specifically addresses the cumulative impacts as follows:

“Impacts upon cultural and paleontological resources tend to be site-specific and are
assessed on a site-by-site basis. As discussed above, the Landmark Village study area
contains cultural resources. Where these resources exist, implementation of the proposed
project would represent an incremental adverse cumulative impact to cultural resources.
However, provided that feasible mitigation is implemented by the proposed project, the
project is not anticipated to contribute to significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, the
project will have less than significant impacts on cultural resources, and such effects
would not be cumulatively considerable. In fact, if mitigation is properly carried out, a
positive impact on cumulative cultural resource information would occur; that is,
mitigation measures would result in the acquisition of additional scientific information
about the prehistory of the region, thereby serving to clarify our reconstruction of
prehistoric lifeways, while the artifacts obtained from the sites during mitigation
procedures would be preserved for future analysis, study, and viewing.”

Response 19

The comment states that a new cultural report is needed. The environmental consultant, Impact Sciences,

Inc., does not concur with this comment. However, please see Response 3, above, for responsive

information.

Response 20

Please see Responses 4, 5, and 11, above.

Response 21

Please see Response 3, above, with regard to the existence of the Tatavium. The comment will be

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

proposed project.
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D18. Letter from California Water Impact Network, dated January 31, 2007

Response 1

The comment requests that the public comment period be extended. Additional time for public review

and comment has been provided. For further information, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public

Review Opportunities.

Response 2

The comment states that the source and quality of the water to serve the Landmark Village project site is

"confusing and unclear." County staff re-reviewed the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water

Service, and does not believe that it is either confusing or unclear. Nonetheless, the comment will be

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

proposed project.

Response 3

The comment states that the sources of water supply for the Landmark Village project are not clearly

stated. For a clear description of the project’s water supply sources, please see Section 4.10, Water

Service, at pp. 4.10-2 through 4.10-3, and 4.10-69 through 4.10-72. In addition, please refer to the

Landmark Village SB 610 Water Supply Assessment, which is found in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark

Village Draft EIR.

Response 4

Please see Response 8 to letter D16 from the Sierra Club, dated January 30, 2007.

Response 5

Please see Topical Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update for information responsive to this

comment.

Response 6

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies, for information responsive to this comment.
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Response 7

Please see Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies for

information responsive to this comment.

Response 8

Please see Response 6, above.

Response 9

The comment states that the cumulative impact of all proposed development on the Valley’s water

supplies must be considered. In response, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, at

pp. 4.10-73 through 4.10-84, contains a detailed cumulative water demand and supply analysis, utilizing

three separate scenarios. This analysis focuses on the cumulative impacts to water demand and supply in

the Santa Clarita Valley. Based on that analysis, the Draft EIR, at p. 4.10-92, concluded because the

proposed Landmark Village project has its own independent water supplies, the project does not result in

or contribute to any significant unavoidable impacts on Santa Clarita Valley water resources.

No further analysis is required in response to this general comment.

Response 10

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D19. Letter from Wild Heritage Planners, dated January 31, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment suggests that the County consider alternatives other than building the proposed project "in

the Santa Clara River Significant Ecological Area (SEA)." No residential or commercial development is

proposed within the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23.

Response 3

The comment restates information concerning the Santa Clara River, which received extensive analysis in

the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service; however, the comment does not raise an

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

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

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.

Response 4

The comment expresses the opinions of Wild Heritage Planners. The comment will be included as part of

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

However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 5

The comment acknowledges the need for housing and commercial areas; however, the comment states

that decision makers must know where to build and how to manage incoming population relative to

impacts on the environment. In May 2003, the County's Board of Supervisors certified the Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR as adequate under CEQA, and approved the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan and related project approvals. 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 a project-level and tiers from

the previously-certified Specific Plan Program EIR.
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Response 6

The comment is unclear regarding the Landmark Village Draft EIR’s "failure" to identify mitigation

measures that would avoid or substantially lessen impacts to sensitive biological resources in the Santa

Clara River. The Landmark Village Draft EIR concludes that the proposed riparian setback/buffer is

sufficient to maintain the function and values of the adjacent riparian habitat, and to protect the diversity

of riparian-associated wildlife species occurring within these areas. This finding is consistent with the

findings of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR that concluded the proposed Newhall Ranch

Land Use Plan and other design features were sufficient to maintain the function and values of the

riparian habitat in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23. The following is one example taken from the

Landmark Village Draft EIR to demonstrate that the document does adequately identify mitigation

measures to off-set impacts to the River.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: Loss of Riparian Plant and/or Sensitive Plant Communities (i.e., Mulefat Scrub,

Southern Willow Scrub, Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest, Valley Freshwater Marsh,

Scalebroom Scrub)

Previously Incorporated Measures (from approved Specific Plan EIR)

Mitigation through Restoration

4.6-1 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, and microclimate conditions are suitable for riparian habitat.
First priority will be given to those restorable areas that occur adjacent to existing patches
(areas) of native habitat that support sensitive species, particularly 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.

4.6-2 A qualified biologist shall prepare or review revegetation plans. The biologist shall also
monitor the restoration effort from its inception through the establishment phase.

4.6-3 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:

 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.

 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.
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4.6-4 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.

4.6-5 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 plant 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.

4.6-6 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.

4.6-7 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.

4.6-8 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.

4.6-9 Monitoring reports for the mitigation site shall be reviewed by the permitting state and/or
federal agency.

4.6-10 Contingency plans and appropriate remedial measures shall also be outlined in the
revegetation plan.

Mitigation through Enhancement

4.6-11 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.).

4.6-12 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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4.6-13 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).

4.6-14 Not all enhancement areas will necessarily require supplemental plantings of native species.
Some areas may support conditions conducive for rapid “natural” reestablishment 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.

4.6-15 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:

 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.

 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.

Mitigation Banking

4.6-16 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.

Grading Activities Long-Term Management Plan (Conservation Easement)

4.6-21 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.

4.6-22 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.

4.6-23 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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4.6-24 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.

4.6-25 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 that
may have been granted as part of mitigation or mitigation banking activities.

4.6-26 Prior to the recordation of the River Corridor SMA Conservation and Public Access Easement as
specified in Mitigation Measure 4.6-23, above, the land owner 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).

4.6-27 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.

4.6-63 Riparian resources that are impacted by build out of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan shall
be restored with similar habitat at the rate of 1 acre replaced for each acre lost.

Measures Recommended by EIR

LV 4.4-1 The riparian revegetation plan to be developed by the applicant shall Measure 4.6-63). The
plan shall specify, at a minimum, the following: (1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) the
quantity and species of plants to be planted; (3) procedures for creating additional habitat;
(4) methods for the removal of non-native plants; (5) a schedule and action plan to maintain
and monitor the enhancement/restoration area; (6) a list of criteria and performance
standards by which to measure success of the mitigation sites; (7) measures to exclude
unauthorized entry into the riparian creation/enhancement areas; and (8) contingency
measures in the event that mitigation efforts are not successful. The plan shall also provide
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for the 1:1 replacement of any Southern California black walnut to be removed from the
riparian corridor. The plan shall be subject to the approval of CDFG, ACOE, and the
County, and approved prior to issuance of the grading permit.

For each significant impact to River-associated biological resources, the Landmark Village Draft EIR

provides mitigation measures to reduce such impacts.

Response 7

The comment states that impacts to 67 oaks is significant and irreversible, with no acceptable mitigation.

The Landmark Village project is a component of the greater Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Specific

Plan guides the long-term development of the 11,963-acre Newhall Ranch community and includes the

preservation of large areas of open space. In the preliminary planning phases, large contiguous areas of

wildlife habitat (including oak woodlands) were designated for protection and to facilitate mitigation at

the project-level. This is evidenced by the fact that approximately 16,000 oak trees, of a total 20,000 oak

trees, are located in areas that will be preserved in perpetuity (Newhall Ranch High Country SMA/SEA

20 and the Salt Creek area). Additionally, the preservation of the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and the

High Country SMA/SEA 20 would protect approximately 585 acres of oak woodland and 300 acres of oak

savannah in perpetuity. The preservation of the Salt Creek area would protect approximately 266 acres of

oak woodland and 113 acres of oak savannah in perpetuity. In total, conservation easements would be

placed over 851 acres of oak woodland and 413 acres of oak savannah (including the River Corridor

SMA/SEA 23, the High Country SMA/SEA 20, and the Salt Creek area). The preservation of this oak

woodland habitat, as well as the implementation of Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-4 in the Final EIR) would

comply with the County Oak Tree Ordinance and the requirements of Public Resources Code section

21083.4, and would mitigate the project impacts to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure LV

4.4-4 has been revised to require that the replacement of oak trees be in-kind.

Response 8

The comment states that the floodplain and cluster alternatives area an improvement over the proposed

project but would, nonetheless, not provide an environment that could co-exist with associated sensitive

ecology. The comment expresses the opinions of Wild Heritage Planners. The comment will be included

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

project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no

further response is required.
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Response 9

Please see Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies;

Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On Sensitive Biological Resources; and

Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions And Global Climate Change.

Response 10

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 11

Please see Response 4, above.

Response 12

The comment states that the “visual blight” on the Santa Clara River Valley would be significant and

irreversible. In response, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.6, Visual Qualities, contains an

extensive analysis of the project’s potentially significant impacts on the visual characteristics of the Santa

Clara River/SR-126 corridor. Based on that analysis, the Draft EIR, at p. 4.6-25, concluded that project and

cumulative development would significantly alter the visual characteristics of the Santa Clara River/SR-

126 corridor through the introduction of residential, commercial, and institutional uses on land presently

cultivated with crops. In addition, the Draft EIR reported that the earthwork necessary for site

development would significantly alter hillsides and ridgelines, which form prominent visual features

within the Santa Clara River/SR-126 corridor and that these impacts remain significant and unavoidable.

These findings are consistent with the findings made by the County’s Board of Supervisors in certifying

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR.

Response 13

The comment expresses an opinion. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

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

comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 14

The comment states that the County must consider the cumulative effect of the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan development (including Landmark Village). The requested analysis is found in the previously

certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. For further information responsive to this request,

please see below.
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Dudek prepared a Santa Clara River Watershed Study (Dudek 2007) to analyze the cumulative impacts of

development, including past projects, current land use zoning, and future and approved projects in the

Los Angeles County portion of the watershed, to biological and abiotic resources and ecological functions

and processes in the watershed. While land conversion, in the form of agriculture, residential,

commercial, and industrial urban uses has occurred in the Santa Clara River Valley and adjacent foothills,

and future development will occur, the vast majority of the watershed is comprised of natural lands. The

additional impacts of the Landmark Village project, Newhall Land and Farming projects in general, and

other planned and approved projects in the Los Angeles County portion of the watershed are relatively

small in proportion to the overall watershed. Key findings of the Dudek watershed study include:

 The watershed is, and will remain, for the most part undeveloped – lands converted to agriculture
and urban development comprise about 10 percent of the total watershed. Planned and approved
projects in Los Angeles County (including the City of Santa Clarita) would increase the amount of
development in the watershed by about 3 percent.

 The watershed has very substantial existing public lands and planned open spaces that will be
protected in perpetuity. Based on current public lands and currently zoned open space,
approximately 71 percent of the watershed (733,526 acres) is existing or zoned open space.

 Under current land use zoning important biological and physical features of the overall watershed
would be retained. The major vegetation communities (coastal scrubs, chaparral, non-native
grassland, woodlands and forest, and riparian/wetlands) are still and will remain relatively common
in the watershed.

 Newhall lands are a very small proportion (<2%) of the overall watershed and are limited to a small
area in the southern portion of the watershed. Planned development on Newhall property (including
the Landmark Village project) would impact only 1 percent of the total watershed and would be 26
percent less than the amount of development allowed on Newhall lands under the current land use
zoning.

 Planned development on Newhall property is downstream of substantial existing, planned, and
approved urban land uses in Santa Clarita and Valencia and occurs in the lower elevation areas of the
watershed, thus protecting headwaters and upper portions of sub-basins within the watershed and
the functions and values these sub-basins provide.

 Regional wildlife corridors and habitat linkages will be preserved in the watershed.

In short, the comment overstates the level of cumulative impacts to the watershed as a whole.

Encroachment by past development (including agriculture) has caused habitat loss and fragmentation;

however, the Santa Clara River is still considered a natural river system and still provides habitat for

several listed, threatened, or endangered species such as the least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow

flycatcher, unarmored threespine stickleback, and arroyo toad, as well as a number of non-listed special-

status species. In acknowledging the importance of protecting the River corridor and its resources from
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future development impacts, the Valencia Company (a division of The Newhall Land and Farming

Company) prepared the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP), which is a long-range management

plan to protect the Santa Clara River and maintain its natural functions within Newhall lands between its

confluence with Castaic Junction on the west end to one-half mile upstream of the Los Angeles Aqueduct

and portions of San Francisquito Creek and the South Fork of the Santa Clara River. For the Specific Plan

lands west of this reach, the project applicant has prepared the Specific Plan’s Resource Management

Plan (RMP) (Section 2.6 of the Specific Plan) that was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in

2003 and which, as the initial framework for resource management, set forth conceptual mitigation and

management standards for sensitive biological resources within the boundary of the Specific Plan. A

similar project-level plan is being prepared for the proposed Newhall Ranch Resource Management and

Development Plan. This plan will guide future resource conservation, mitigation, and permitting by the

Corps and CDFG for the long-term management of sensitive biological resources in conjunction with the

infrastructure improvements and facilities approved under the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

The comment also states that “cumulative impacts are not adequately addressed in the DEIR.” The

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0, discusses approved, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects, including other project components of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, Mission Village

and Homestead. Twenty-two additional related projects that support or would potentially affect similar

plant communities, jurisdictional resources, and special-status plant and animal species also were

analyzed. These projects include the Valencia Commerce Center, West Creek project, Entrada, Tesoro de

Valle (Upper San Francisquito Creek), Cross Valley Connector (Newhall Ranch Road including the

Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley Road Bridge), North Valencia Specific Plan No. I (Industrial Park),

North Valencia Specific Plan No. II, Riverpark, Bouquet Canyon Bridge Widening, Whittaker–Bermite

(Porta Bella Project), Synergy Project, Tick Canyon, Bee Canyon, Tract 42760, Fair Oaks Ranch, Santa

Clara River Enhancement and Management Plan, Gate King project, Transit Mix Soledad Canyon Mine,

Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s Facilities Plan, Castaic Lake Water Agency Reclaimed Water

Master Plan, Castaic Junction, and the Newhall Ranch Resource Management and Development

Plan/Spineflower Conservation Plan.

The comment also cites a statement in the USFWS “Biological Opinion for the Valencia Company’s Clean

Water Act Section 404 Authorization for Portions of the Santa Clara River, Los Angeles County,

California” regarding impacts to the Santa Clara River and listed species, followed by the statement that

after 10 years, “massive projects” continue to impact the river. No factual support is provided to support

the claim. Nonetheless, on the basis of these claims, the comment asserts that “[t]he DEIR must

completely reexamine cumulative impacts of the Santa Clara watershed impacts and evaluate

effectiveness of mitigation for these impacts.” As discussed above, the Dudek Draft Watershed Study has
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compiled projects and associated impacts in the watershed, and has concluded that the development

proposed in the watershed will not significantly impact biological resources.

Response 15

The comment states that the Landmark Village project “should be integrated into the fabric of an existing

urban area with already established infrastructure and access to mass transit, shopping areas, and an

employment base.” The comment is confusing because, while the Landmark Village project site is in

close proximity to existing infrastructure and an established employment base, site development

nonetheless requires the characteristics of the site to change from primarily agriculture to urban uses. In

addition, the comment states that “no alternative” is provided in the EIR “that deals with this question.”

Again, however, the comment is unclear. There is an extensive analysis of alternatives to the proposed

project in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, pp. 5.0-1 through 5.0-35. The

alternatives analysis includes the CEQA-required “no project” alternative. To the extent that the

comment is requesting that the Landmark Village project site not be developed in this particular area, but

rather as an “in-fill” project in another area, then the “no project” alternative addresses the comment’s

request for that alternatives analysis.

Response 16

The comment expresses an opinion. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

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

comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 17

The comment requests that the public comment period be extended. Additional time for public review

and comment has been provided. For further information, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public

Review Opportunities.
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D20. Letter from California Native Plant Society, dated February 19, 2007

Introduction

Comments have raised concerns over completion of various plans referenced in the Landmark Village

Draft EIR. In response, the following plans have been completed, and copies of such plans are included

in Appendix A of this Final EIR for public review and consideration:

 Preliminary Fire Management Plan (Dudek, June 2007), also generally referred to as the wildfire fuel
modification plan;

 Mariposa Lily Plan (Dudek, June 2007);

 Draft Spineflower Conservation Plan (Dudek, June 2007);

 Draft Candidate Conservation Agreement;

 Conceptual Wetlands Mitigation Plan (Dudek, 2007), also generally referred to as the riparian
revegetation plan; and

 Mitigation Feasibility Study (Dudek, 2007).

In addition, Dudek completed the Santa Clara River Watershed Study (June 2007), which is included in

Appendix A of this Final EIR. Additional biota survey reports and studies also are included in Appendix

A of this Final EIR (e.g., 2007 arroyo toad surveys, coastal California gnatcatcher surveys, raptors and

special-status bird surveys).

Neither the Landmark Village Draft nor Final EIR includes an irrigation plan at this time. The irrigation

plan is part of the mitigation required by the previously approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. A

description of the irrigation plan is provided in Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-75, at p. 145 of this Final EIR,

revised Section 4.4, Biota. This plan is required to be submitted for approval by the County prior to the

initiation of grading operations. The plan is to satisfy certain performance criteria, including describing

watering control procedures necessary to prevent discharge of construction water into the Newhall

Ranch spineflower preserves and on the ground sloping toward the preserve(s). Additionally Mitigation

Measure SP 4.6-48 requires the preparation of an oak tree relocation and replacement plan. This plan will

be subject to approval by the County of Los Angeles.

In addition, according to the Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, at p. 73, the Landmark Village project

includes project design features, or PDFs, to address urban runoff from irrigation and stormwater. The

PDFs (Project Design Features) include site design, source control, treatment control, and

hydromodification control Best Management Practices (BMPs). Stormwater runoff from all urban areas
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within the Landmark Village project will be routed to bioretention areas, vegetated swales, and/or

extended detention basin treatment controls BMPs. The effectiveness of these PDFs to maintain water

quality in the Santa Clara River was analyzed by GeoSyntec Consultants. (Please see Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Appendix 4.3, for GeoSyntec's 2006 Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report.)

Further, neither the Landmark Village Draft nor Final EIR includes a landscaping plan at this time. The

landscaping plan is part of the mitigation required by the Landmark Village Draft EIR. A description of

the landscaping plan is provided in Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-28, at p. 160 of this Final EIR, revised

Section 4.4, Biota. This plan is required to be submitted for approval by both the County and CDFG

(California Department of Fish and Game) prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The plan is to satisfy

certain performance criteria, including a plant palette composed of native or non-native non-invasive

species that are adapted to the conditions found on the Landmark Village site, without requiring high

irrigation rates. Irrigation of perimeter landscaping also must be limited to temporary (i.e., until plants

become established) drip irrigation. The landscaping plan will also include a list of invasive plant species

prohibited from being planted on the project site. This list of prohibited plants will be compiled in

cooperation with a qualified restoration specialist and will be distributed to future occupants of the

Landmark Village site.

This mitigation (LV 4.4-28) is recommended to reduce the magnitude of potential significant impacts

resulting from an increase in non-native plant species due to development. Such impacts are addressed

in the Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, at p. 107.

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment expresses an opinion. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

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

comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 3

Please see Response 2, above.
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Response 4

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan has been designed to develop areas that generally have been disturbed

while preserving over 9 square miles of land containing the most significant natural environmental

resources, including:

(a) The High Country, which is a major portion of the County’s SEA 20; SEA 20 consists of nearly
4,200 acres;

(b) The Santa Clara River property, which is a portion of County SEA 23, and consists of nearly 1,000
acres. Development has been planned to minimize the necessity of removing sensitive habitat for
flood control purposes and provides valuable habitat for various sensitive wildlife and plant
species; and

(c) Open Areas, consisting of approximately 1,100 acres, will preserve oak woodlands, ridgelines,
and sensitive species.

The above breakdown does not include the preservation of approximately 1,500 acres of the Salt Creek

area in adjacent Ventura County, again preserving habitat for various sensitive wildlife and plant species.

In total, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan will result in the creation of nearly 7,800 acres of public open

space.

Furthermore, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.4, includes a project-level analysis of the

significance of impacts to biological resources. This analysis is consistent with the requirements of CEQA

for a project-level EIR, and includes detailed discussions of the biological resources on the Landmark

Village project site and of the potential project-related impacts to these resources. See also, revised

Section 4.4, Biota, in this Final EIR. In addition, each impact discussion notes whether the findings of the

project-level analysis are consistent with the findings of the previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan Program EIR. The statement of consistency is provided for informational purposes and is not relied

upon in place of the analysis of impacts to biological resources associated with the proposed Landmark

Village project.

As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (p. 4.4-92), the project would be subject to the mitigation

measures/conditions of approval contained in the Resource Management Plan of the approved Specific

Plan and the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. However, additional mitigation measures are

provided to further reduce the magnitude of project-related impacts to biological resources. Specifically,

35 additional mitigation measures are recommended and incorporated into the biological resources

section of the Landmark Village EIR. The EIR section has been revised to better identify these measures

(see, Landmark Village Final EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, subsection 10.3, Additional Mitigation Measures

Incorporated).
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Response 5

Several of the plans alluded to in the comment are included in the Landmark Village Final EIR. See,

Introduction, above. These include the slender mariposa lily restoration plan, a wetlands mitigation

plan, and a wildfire fuel modification plan. These plans describe how mitigation measures discussed in

the Draft EIR will be implemented and how success of the mitigation will be managed and monitored.

However, CEQA does not require detailed mitigation plans to be included in an EIR, as long as there is a

discussion of what the proposed plan will include and accomplish, including performance standards, and

there is a commitment by the lead agency to implement the mitigation. Appropriate summaries,

performance standards, and lead agency commitments are provided in the Draft EIR for each of the plans

mentioned in this comment. See also Responses 23 through 25.

Response 6

See, Introduction, above.

The comment is incorrect in stating that release of the Draft EIR is “premature in light of the fact that no

required federal or state permits … are yet granted or a part of a public review process.” The federal and

state agencies generally require that CEQA processing and approval, when required for a project, be

conducted prior to issuance of federal and state permits or agreements. For further responsive

information, please see Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project.

Response 7

The comment claims that the Santa Clara River will be "channelized" through buried bank stabilization,

and that flooding will scour away the banks, revealing a concrete-lined channel. The Landmark Village

Draft EIR extensively addressed buried bank stabilization and its effects. (For example, please see Draft

EIR, Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications, pp. 4.5-41–4.5-43, 4.5-48–4.5-71; and revised Section 4.4, Biota,

pp. 4.4-72–4.4-75.) In addition, the County has previously responded to unsubstantiated claims that the

bank stabilization would "fail," exposing a concrete-lined channel. Please refer to Responses 2, 4, and 10

to letter D12 from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated January 21, 2007.

Response 8

The Landmark Village Draft EIR (pp. 4.4-57–59, 4.4-83) includes an analysis of impacts to riparian plant

communities and requires mitigation to address associated significant impacts (Mitigation Measures LV

4.4-7 [Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-1 in the Final EIR] and Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-1 through SP 4.6-27,

and SP 4.6-63). The proposed project design provides the opportunity to create riparian habitat on site,

adjacent to existing riparian habitats. Specifically, the majority of the proposed buried bank stabilization
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would be installed outside of the existing riparian zone, within disturbed upland habitats devoid of

riparian or other native habitats. This bank stabilization technique provides the opportunity to create

additional riparian habitat between the existing riparian corridor and the location of the proposed bank

stabilization. Given the above, opportunities to implement the required replacement of riparian habitats

are available.

Response 9

The comment is noted. The River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 would protect approximately 1,000 acres of

wildlife habitat along the Santa Clara River in perpetuity.

Response 10

As indicated previously, Landmark Village is part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The approved

Specific Plan and Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5) permitted the use of buried bank stabilization in

the area cited by the comment as well as three bridge crossings over the Santa Clara River, including the

Long Canyon Road Bridge. The impacts associated with this bridge crossing and the bank stabilization

have been analyzed at the programmatic level in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR

and are analyzed at the project-level in the Landmark Village EIR. One of the benefits of having an

approved Specific Plan is that it permits the implementation of various components of that approved

plan.

Response 11

The vegetation map has been updated along with the biota section with current classifications/acreages,

corresponding with the Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program, List of California Terrestrial Natural

Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2003). Please see revised

Section 4.4, Biota, in this Final EIR.

Response 12

The comment is noted. As stated in Response 3 to letter E143 from David Magney, Environmental

Consulting, dated January 30, 2007, the vegetation mapping was updated in the summer of 2006 and all

references to “non-native grassland” will be changed to “California annual grassland,” pursuant to The

Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program: List of California Terrestrial Communities Recognized by The

California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2003). Please see revised Section 4.4, Biota, in this Final EIR,

p. 4.4-74, which has been revised to state:
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“Given the altered condition of these areas, and that this habitat type is not considered a
sensitive natural community by resource agencies, the loss of non-native grassland
would be a less than significant impact. California annual grasslands may support
special-status plant and animal species and provide foraging habitat for raptors (birds of
prey). Therefore, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR included the loss of this
plant community as part of the analysis of the overall loss of wildlife habitat (Wildlife
Habitat Loss, below).”

As noted in the description above, California annual grasslands are not considered a sensitive natural

community by any resource agencies. Although the impact to this vegetation community was not

considered significant, it was included as wildlife habitat in the Wildlife Habitat Loss discussion (see

Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, subsection 9(b)(1)(b)). This section states that the loss of 918.84

acres of wildlife habitat “represents a substantial loss of habitat for wildlife species and is considered a

significant impact.”

By including the loss of California annual grasslands in the loss of wildlife habitat, and considering this

loss a significant impact, the loss of California annual grasslands has been assessed. Mitigation for

wildlife habitat loss is accomplished by using the approved mitigation measures from the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR. These Mitigation Measures include SP 4.6-21 to SP 4.6-27 and SP 4.6-37 to SP

4.6-42. These measures will preserve significant portions of the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, the High

Country SMA/SEA 20, and the Salt Creek areas. These areas collectively include 662.24 acres of

California annual grassland.

Response 13

The Landmark Village project is a component of the greater Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Specific

Plan guides the long-term development of the 11,963-acre Newhall Ranch community and includes

development within five villages (including Landmark Village) as well as the preservation of large areas

of open space. The Specific Plan includes the protection in perpetuity of approximately 6,700 acres of

wildlife habitat and an additional 1,100 acres of other open areas. A summary of the plant communities

to be protected has been included in the Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota (see new table entitled,

Table 4.4-10, Total Conservation Area and Preserved Plant Communities). The preservation of these

plant communities, as well as the other mitigation measures included in the Landmark Village Draft EIR,

serve to reduce the magnitude of impacts related to the loss of plant communities and associated wildlife

habitat.

Response 14

See Response 5, above.
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Response 15

As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (pp. 4.4-36–4.4-37), the CDFG Wildlife and Habitat Data

Analysis Branch has developed a List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities. The most recent version

of this list, dated September 2003, is derived from the CNDDB and is intended to supersede all other lists

developed from the CNDDB. It is based on the detailed classification put forth in A Manual of California

Vegetation (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995). It is also structured to be compatible with previous CNDDB

lists (e.g., Holland 1986). For the purposes of the Draft EIR, plant communities denoted on the list as

“high priority for inventory in CNDDB” in the September 2003 version, or that are otherwise regulated

by local, state, and/or federal resource agencies, are considered “special status.”

The 2003 CDFG list represents that most recent evaluation by the CDFG of the rarity of a plant

community, and as recommended by CDFG, should supersede earlier lists of plant communities (and

associated evaluations of the rarity of plant communities) adopted by the CDFG. Accordingly, California

sagebrush scrub is not identified in the EIR as a sensitive plant community because it is not identified on

the 2003 list as “high priority for inventory” or otherwise regulated by the County. Regardless, the Draft

EIR concludes that impacts to California sagebrush scrub are significant because of the habitat value this

plant community provides for common and special-status plant and wildlife species.

Similarly, alluvial scrub is not identified as a sensitive plant community because it is not denoted on the

2003 list as “high priority for inventory” or otherwise regulated by the County. Given the small acreage

of this plant community that would be developed (0.08 acre), the Draft EIR concludes that associated

impacts would be less-than-significant. However, where alluvial scrub occurs within a drainage (under

the jurisdiction of the ACOE and/or the CDFG), the replacement of the plant community would be

required as described in Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-7 (LV 4.4-1 in the Revised EIR).

The Draft EIR (p. 4.4-58) concludes that impacts to elderberry scrub are significant given that the plant

community is relatively uncommon in the project area and requires mitigation to address the impact

(Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-16 [LV 4.4-2 in the Final EIR]). The Draft EIR has been revised to reflect that

elderberry scrub is considered a sensitive plant community based on the 2003 CDFG list.

Response 16

Please see Response 19 to letter from Center for Biological Diversity, dated February 20, 2007.

Response 17

Please see Response 21 to letter from Center for Biological Diversity, dated February 20, 2007.
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Response 18

Page 4.4-29 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Special-Status Plants, includes CNPS List 4 plant species in

the definition of “special-status plants.” The presence and status of these species are discussed on

p. 4.4-30 of the Draft EIR. Page 4.4-66 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential impacts on both

the Peirson’s morning glory and the southern California walnut and lists a number of reasons why

impacts on these species on the Landmark Village site would not constitute a significant impact under

CEQA. The Draft EIR also states (on the same page) that these findings are consistent with those of the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR from which the Landmark Village Draft EIR is tiering. These

discussions serve as adequate “consideration under CEQA” for these two species.

Response 19

The comment is noted.

Response 20

As discussed on p. 4.4-55 of the Draft EIR, direct impacts on individuals or populations of plant and

animal species “takes into consideration the number of individual plants or animals potentially affected,

how common or uncommon the species is both on the project site and from a regional perspective, and

the species’ sensitivity status according to resource agencies.” The discussion of impacts on the Pierson’s

morning glory and the southern California walnut on p. 4.4-66 of the Draft EIR considered all these

elements, including regional distribution, as they pertain to these two species. Please see Response 18,

above.

Response 21

A draft Spineflower Conservation Plan (SCP) is under review by USFWS and CDFG, and has been

included in Appendix A of the Landmark Village Final EIR. The SCP is a conservation and management

framework to permanently protect and manage a system of preserves designed to maximize the long-

term persistence of the San Fernando Valley spineflower. USFWS and CDFG are reviewing the SCP in

the context of a draft EIS/EIR and Candidate Conservation Agreement (CCA). Please see Topical

Response 2: EIS/EIR Project, for further responsive information regarding the EIS/EIR project and the

draft Spineflower Conservation Plan (see Final EIR, Appendix A).

The boundaries of the Landmark Village borrow site in Adobe Canyon will be revised to be a minimum

of 300 feet from a spineflower occurrence.
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Response 22

As previously discussed, the Landmark Village project is a component of the greater Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan. The Specific Plan guides the long-term development of the 11,963-acre Newhall Ranch

community and includes the preservation of large areas of open space. In the preliminary planning

phases, large contiguous areas of wildlife habitat (including oak woodlands) were designated for

protection and to facilitate mitigation at the project level. The River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and the High

Country SMA/SEA 20 would protect approximately 585 acres of oak woodland and 300 acres of oak

savannah in perpetuity. The preservation of the Salt Creek area would protect approximately 266 acres of

oak woodland and 113 acres of oak savannah in perpetuity. In total, conservation easements would be

placed over 851 acres of oak woodland and 413 acres of oak savannah (including the River Corridor

SMA/SEA 23, the High Country SMA/SEA 20, and the Salt Creek area). The preservation of this oak

woodland habitat, as well as the implementation of Mitigation Measure LV-21 (Mitigation Measure LV

4.4-6 in the Final EIR) would comply with the County Oak Tree Ordinance, the requirements of Public

Resources Code section 21083.4, and would mitigate impacts to a less than significant level.

Response 23

Please see Response 5, above, regarding the need to include detailed mitigation plans under CEQA.

With respect to the Oak Resource Replacement Plan, Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-48 (from the approved

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR), which is found on p. 4.4-107 of the Landmark Village Draft

EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, includes a discussion of the contents of the replacement plan, who will need to

review it, and when the plan must be in place (prior to recordation of construction-level final subdivision

maps).

Response 24

Please see Response 5, above, regarding the need to include detailed mitigation plans under CEQA.

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-7 on p. 4.4-129 of the Draft EIR adequately summarizes the contents of the

revegetation plan, states that the plan shall demonstrate the feasibility of creating the required mitigation

acreage, and states that the plan shall be subject to the approval of CDFG, the Corps, and the County and

that such approval must occur prior to the issuance of grading permits.

Response 25

Please see Response 5, above, regarding the need to include detailed mitigation plans under CEQA.

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-23 on p. 4.4-135 of the Draft EIR adequately summarizes the contents of the

plan and states that the plan must be approved by the County prior to the issuance of grading permits.
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Response 26

The Landmark Village project would be subject to the mitigation measures/conditions of approval

contained in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. These

previously approved mitigation measures were included in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, because

some of the measures are applicable to the Landmark Village project site. At this time, there are no

established mitigation banks in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 for riparian habitats as part of the

Landmark Village project. However, the previously approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (May 2003)

permits mitigation banking within the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23, the High Country SMA/SEA 20, and

the Open Area land use designations, and the previously certified Newhall Ranch environmental

documentation includes Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-47a, which describes the requirements associated

with mitigation banking in those approved land use designation areas.

Response 27

As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (p. 4.4-14, Table 4.4-3), numerous site-specific biological

surveys have been conducted on the Landmark Village project site. See also, revised Section 4.4, Biota, of

this Final EIR. These surveys are consistent with the requirements of Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-53.

Response 28

As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (p. 4.4-13), all surveys were conducted in accordance

with published resource agency survey protocols, where they exist, or consistent with accepted survey

methodologies for the particular species when published protocols did not exist. Additionally, all survey

results have been submitted to the appropriate resource agency and consultation is occurring in cases

where the proposed project could adversely affect resources under the agencies’ jurisdiction. See also,

revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR.

Response 29

The sensitive plant survey report for 2002 initially identified short joint beaver tail cactus as potentially

occurring on site. Later survey reports indicated the cactus initially thought to be short joint beaver tail

cactus was not actually that but another species. See Table 3 in each of Dudek’s 2003, 2004, 2005, and

2006 Sensitive Plant Survey Reports included in Appendix 4.4 of the Draft EIR: “This plant was identified

as on site by Dudek in 2002; however, recent investigations indicate that the Opuntia basilaris plants on

Newhall Ranch are not O. basilaris var. brachyclada, but are O. basilaris var. ramosa.” Therefore, this species

was eliminated from further analysis.
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Response 30

Dudek conducted surveys for special-status plants each spring and summer from 2002 through 2006

(attached in the Draft EIR, Appendix 4.4). Figure 2 in each of the reports indicates the areas surveyed and

areas not surveyed within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Primarily, the active river channel and active

agricultural fields were excluded from surveys. FLx conducted surveys within the active river channel in

2002 and 2004 (see, Draft EIR, Appendix 4.4, FLx Sensitive Plant Species Surveys 2002 and FLx Sensitive

Plant Species Surveys 2004). The only areas within the Landmark Village site not surveyed for special-

status plants were those agricultural fields, which are regularly disked, irrigated, and treated with

herbicides. Botanical species lists were not created for each Village within the Specific Plan, but rather for

the Specific Plan as a whole. Appendix 4.4 includes a list of all plant species observed on the Specific Plan

project site.

Response 31

Please see Response 5, above, regarding the need to include detailed mitigation plans under CEQA. In

addition, please see Introduction, above, for a listing of the plans that have been provided and included

in Appendix A of this Final EIR. Responses 23 through 25, above, also provide responsive information

regarding several of these plans.

Response 32

The Landmark Village Draft EIR (pp. 4.4-89–4.4-90) includes an analysis of impacts associated with

increased populations of non-native plant species. Given the potential of non-native, invasive plants to

be introduced by the proposed project, and the potential for these plants to spread into natural areas (and

the subsequent reduction in habitat values), the Draft EIR concludes that the impact on native biological

resources as a result of increased non-native plants species is potentially significant.

As required by the Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-11 [LV 4.4-28 in the Final EIR]), prior to the

issuance of a grading permit, the applicant is required to prepare a landscaping plan. This plan will be

subject to review and approval by the County and CDFG, and will include a plant palette composed of

native and non-native, non-invasive species that are adapted to the conditions found on the Landmark

Village project site. The landscaping plan will also include a list of invasive plant species prohibited from

being planted on the project site. This list of prohibited plants will be compiled in cooperation with a

qualified restoration specialist and distributed to future occupants of the Landmark Village tract map

site. Please see also Introduction, above, for responsive information concerning the landscaping plan.

2.D-292



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Response 33

Please see Response 32, above.

Response 34

Please see Response 32, above. In addition to the distribution of a list of prohibited plants to the future

occupants of the Landmark Village tract map site, the preparation of a landscaping plan, including a

plant palette composed of native, non-invasive species that are adapted to the conditions found on the

Landmark Village site, is required.

The CNPS, and other organizations, are encouraged to make available additional educational programs

or materials to future occupants of the Landmark Village tract map site.

Response 35

The comment addresses the absence of an irrigation plan at this time. For information responsive to this

comment, please see Introduction, above, concerning the project's irrigation plan and the timing and

associated requirements for such plan.

Dry weather flow impacts are analyzed in Section 4.3, Water Quality, and Appendix 4.3 of the Landmark

Village Draft EIR. “Urban drool” factors, including impacts associated with landscape irrigation and

other urban uses, were considered for purposes of the impacts analysis. In order to quantitatively

address dry weather impacts, a dry weather water balance was performed, which considered these

factors. The water balance predicted that all dry weather flows will be infiltrated or removed by

evapotranspiration in the vegetated treatment control PDFs, which also provide hydrologic source

control. In summary, the model predicts that there will be no “urban drool” to the Santa Clara River as a

result of the project.

Response 36

The comment is noted. The acreage of the fuel modification zone was included in the calculations of

impacts to on-site biological resources as part of the development footprint. Even so, most of the fuel

modification zone for the Landmark Village project occurs within agricultural areas and will not result in

additional impacts to native vegetation. Please see Introduction, above.
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Response 37

The fuel modification zone for structures adjacent to the Santa Clara River will extend approximately 100

feet from the structure into the setback area. Consequently, the fuel modification zone will not encroach

upon the riparian corridor or the adjacent upland habitat buffer.

Response 38

Please see Responses 36 and 37, above.

Response 39

The comment is noted. The Specific Plan design, including the Landmark Village project, included

extensive efforts to minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources, and to protect large areas of high

biological value habitat. As discussed in the Final EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, approximately 6,700 acres of

habitat would be protected in perpetuity, and an additional 1,100 acres would be place in other open

areas. These protected/preserved areas support populations of numerous special-status plant and

wildlife species.

Response 40

The comment is noted. Also, please see Response 4, above. No further response is required given that

the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 41

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 42

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D21. Letter from Center for Biological Diversity, dated February 20, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment states that the County’s review of the Landmark Village project should be stayed pending

completion of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game

(CDFG) permitting process for the EIS/EIR project. For information response to this comment, please

refer to Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project.

Response 3

The comment refers to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description. The comment

states that the applicant is proposing to construct the Long Canyon Road Bridge as part of the Landmark

Village project; however, the bridge "does not provide access to the project, but connects the project to

future unapproved phases of Newhall Ranch." The comment requests that the bridge be deleted from the

project description and associated approvals. The County does not concur with these comments.

As stated in the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, p. 1.0-48, as part of the project approvals for the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan, the County approved program-level CUP No. 94-087-(5) on May 27, 2003. The CUP

approved three elevated highway bridge crossings over the Santa Clara River, including the general

alignment for the Long Canyon Road Bridge. Each bridge crossing is an extension of an existing road,

creating a functional regional circulation system for Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, the first

phase of the Newhall Ranch community. The location of the Long Canyon Road Bridge and associated

bank protection is shown in Figure 1.0-23 of the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description.

The elevated Long Canyon Road Bridge crosses the Santa Clara River and will serve as a portion of the

circulation system for other portions of Newhall Ranch. These other portions are not "future unapproved

phases of Newhall Ranch." Commencing in 1994, and concluding in May 2003, the County embarked

upon the preparation of a comprehensive Specific Plan for the entire Newhall Ranch. The Specific Plan

was one of several project approvals covering the entire Newhall Ranch area. The environmental

implications of the Specific Plan and associated project approvals were addressed in a comprehensive

program EIR (see, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR). Both the Specific Plan and associated

Program EIR were approved by the County's Board of Supervisors on May 27, 2003. Thus, the entire

Land Use Plan for Newhall Ranch has been studied, debated, and approved as of May 2003. Nothing
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precludes the applicant from implementing various components of the approved Specific Plan, including

the Landmark Village project and associated infrastructure, such as the Long Canyon Road Bridge and

buried bank stabilization.

In addition, as disclosed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Hydrology, at p. 4.2-35, buried bank protection

along portions of the Santa Clara River (see, Draft EIR, Figure 1.0-23) is needed to protect the residential

and commercial development on the Landmark Village project site, the Long Canyon Road Bridge, and

the property immediately downstream of the Landmark Village site from potential localized erosion due

to project implementation. Thus, it is deemed both appropriate and desirable to install infrastructure (i.e.,

bridge, bank protection) in conjunction with the grading and construction associated with the Landmark

Village tract map site. The Draft EIR, Section 4.2, p. 4.2-42, disclosed that localized increases in velocity in

excess of 4 feet per second (fps) in a capital event would occur downstream of the Landmark Village

project site and that such localized increases in velocity have the potential to cause erosion. The project-

related increases in velocity downstream of the project site would be mitigated by installation of buried

bank stabilization/protection along the southern edge of the river corridor at the Long Canyon Road

Bridge and extending both east and west (see, Draft EIR, Figure 1.0-23). The biological and aquatic

impacts associated with that bank stabilization were previously analyzed and accepted by the County in

the certified Newhall Ranch Program EIR. Such impacts are further analyzed at the Landmark Village

tract map level as part of this EIR. (Please see, specifically, Section 4.2, Hydrology, revised Section 4.4,

Biota, and Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications.)

Response 4

The comment refers to the Landmark Village project's buried bank protection starting at the Long Canyon

Road Bridge and extending westerly downstream of the tract map site. The comment correctly states the

Draft EIR's disclosure that downstream buried bank protection is needed to mitigate potential localized

erosion impacts associated with implementation of the project. On that basis, the comment concludes

that because the buried bank protection is viewed as "mitigation," it cannot also be included as a

component of the Landmark Village project. The comment reflects an unnecessarily narrow

characterization of the buried bank protection. In the County's view, the buried bank protection can

serve as both a project component and a form of mitigation to reduce or minimize the potential for

localized erosion. And, nothing in CEQA precludes the buried bank protection from being included as a

component of the project (i.e., a project design feature) and a form of mitigation to minimize the potential

for localized erosion in large storm events -- particularly where, as here, the entire Specific Plan was the

subject of a previously certified programmatic environmental document that included the Newhall Ranch

land plan and associated infrastructure (e.g., tract maps, bridges, bank protection, etc.).
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Response 5

The comment states that, because "the downstream bank stabilization also functions as flood protection

for future, unapproved development, the DEIR must fully disclose the impacts associated with the project

and the Long Canyon Bridge," including mitigation and alternatives. First, the downstream buried bank

stabilization does function as protection against large storm events and associated erosion downstream of

the Landmark Village tract map site; however, both the bank stabilization and bridge were analyzed in

the previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and, again, in this EIR. Second, the

County already has approved the entire land use plan for Newhall Ranch; and, as a result, there is no

"future, unapproved development" within the Specific Plan boundary. Finally, please see the Draft EIR,

Section 4.2, Hydrology, revised Section 4.4, Biota, and Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications for an

assessment of impacts associated with the Landmark Village project, including Long Canyon Road

Bridge and the buried bank stabilization.

Response 6

The acreage of the fuel modification zone, which is expected to extend approximately 100 feet from

structures, was included in the calculations of impacts to on-site biological resources as part of the

development footprint. Even so, most of the fuel modification zone for the Landmark Village project

occurs within agricultural areas and will not result in additional impacts to native vegetation. For further

responsive information, please see this Final EIR, Appendix A [Preliminary Fire Management Plan

(Dudek 2007)].

Response 7

The requested changes have been made to reflect the Center for Biological Diversity’s comments. Please

refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for the requested revisions. Specifically, the

Draft EIR, Section 4.4, Biota, has been revised to include a description of plant communities and

associated special-status plant and wildlife species occurring, or potentially occurring, in areas

surrounding the project site (see, Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, subsection F. Characteristics of

Surrounding Areas, p. 59). As described in the Draft EIR, Table 4.4-3 (see also, Table 4.4-3 in the Final

EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, pp. 4.4-13–4.4-17), numerous biological surveys have been conducted on

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area (inclusive of the Landmark Village project site) and the survey

reports are included in Appendix 4.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response 8

Please see Responses 3, 4, and 5, above.
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Response 9

Please see Responses 3, 4, and 5, above. In addition, the buried bank protection downstream of the Long

Canyon Road Bridge, which is located on the south side of the Santa Clara River, borders an active

agricultural field (see Draft EIR, Figure 1.0-23) and, impacts to riparian vegetation in that area would be

mitigated through revegetation/restoration efforts after installation of the buried bank protection.

Response 10

Please see Responses 3, 4, and 5, above.

Response 11

Please see Responses 3, 4, and 5, above. In addition, the buried bank protection is not fairly characterized

as "massive" as it extends westerly downstream from the Long Canyon Road Bridge. In fact, as disclosed

in the Draft EIR, p. 1.0-53, approximately 6,400 linear feet of buried bank protection would be located on

the south bank of the river, beginning at the Long Canyon Road Bridge and extending both east and west.

The Draft EIR's conclusions regarding the project's impacts on aquatic species are not "suspect." For a

detailed analysis of impacts on aquatic species due to the Landmark Village project, including the Long

Canyon Road Bridge and buried bank stabilization, please see revised Section 4.4, Biota; and see, Section

4.2, Hydrology, and Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications. The Draft EIR, Appendix 4.5, also includes the

Entrix report, which assesses project-related impacts on special-status aquatic species. Finally, this issue

was extensively addressed in the previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR.

Response 12

The comment is critical of the bank stabilization proposed along the north bank of the river. For

information responsive to this comment, please see Responses 3, 4, and 5, above.

Response 13

Please see Responses 3, 4, and 5, above.

Response 14

Because the Landmark Village project implements a part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, the

Landmark Village Draft EIR is tiering from the certified Newhall Ranch Revised Draft Program EIR

(March 1999) and Revised Additional Analysis (May 2003) 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. (CEQA Guidelines
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Sections 15168(c), 15385). Cumulative impacts on the Santa Clara River associated with development of

the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan were fully evaluated in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR as well as the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Sections 4.2, Hydrology, and 4.5, Flood

Modifications.

The comment requests further clarification of cumulative hydromodification impacts of the Landmark

Village project in relationship to other projects in the Santa Clara watershed, and specifically assessment

of the “total miles of hydromodification from all the projects of the Specific Plan.” The term

hydromodification is very broad, and can refer both to physical alterations to natural drainages and to

adverse affects on natural receiving waters caused by changes in flow, which in turn result in erosion or

destabilization of natural drainages. In this case, it appears that the comment is requesting a summary of

the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with physical alterations to natural drainages and Section

401 certification of those alterations, rather than cumulative impacts to natural drainages resulting from

flow. Therefore, this response will focus on summarizing the conclusions of the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan Program EIR and the Landmark Village Draft EIR with respect to proposed physical alterations to

natural drainages. Please see Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Water Quality, and WQTR, Sections 7.9.1 and 8.3,

and prior EIR sections referenced therein, for a discussion of cumulative hydromodification impacts

resulting from proposed changes in flow regime associated with development of the project in the context

of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and other projects within the watershed.

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Conceptual Backbone Drainage Plan provide drainage and flood

control protection to developed uses, while minimizing impacts to the Santa Clara River, Castaic Creek,

Chiquita Canyon, and San Martinez Grande. The Conceptual Backbone Drainage Plan requires that all

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan projects, including Landmark Village, be implemented in accordance with

certain criteria to assure avoidance of natural resources within these channels. For example, the

following criteria guide preparation of drainage improvement plans for all Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

projects:

1. Flood corridor must allow for the passage of Los Angeles County Capital Flood discharge
without the permanent removal of natural River vegetation (except at bridge crossings);

2. Bank stabilization for the River will generally be established outside of the “waters of the United
States” as defined by federal laws and regulations and as determined by the delineation
completed by the ACOE in August 1993;

3. Where the ACOE delineation width is insufficient to contain the Capital Flood flow, the flood
corridor will be widened by an amount sufficient to carry the Capital Flood flow without the
necessity of permanently removing vegetation or significantly increasing velocity; and
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4. Soil cement will occur only where necessary to protect against erosion adjacent to the proposed
development. Where existing bluffs are determined to be stable and there is no adjacent
proposed development, no bank protection will be built.

Proposed bank protection will consist primarily of buried soil cement to provide scour and freeboard

flood control protection. Soil cement bank protection provides a stable riverbank protection material, in

terms of both surface erosion and structural stability. Additionally, soil cement bank protection will be

mostly buried. The exposed top portion of the soil cement will be aesthetically and vegetatively

compatible with the natural earth and vegetated bank area.

For the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, a total of 38,400 linear feet of bank protection along the Santa Clara

River, including accessory storm drain outfalls, was analyzed in the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR. In addition, the previously certified Program EIR analyzed impacts to the Santa Clara

River in connection with the installation of the approved three bridges.

Of that total, the Landmark Village project would implement the following subset of those previously

analyzed and approved physical alterations to the Santa Clara River:

 Approximately 18,800 linear feet (LF) of River and Creek bank stabilization (buried bank
stabilization) would be constructed in conjunction with the Landmark Village project. This would
include approximately 11,000 LF fronting the tract map site, 6,600 LF on the south bank downstream
(west) of Long Canyon Road Bridge, and 1,200 LF downstream of the project on the north bank, east
of the Newhall Ranch WRP along the utility corridor.

 Approximately 6,600 LF of turf reinforcement mats (TRMs) or similar is proposed along the utility
corridor along the north bank of the River extending west from the Landmark Village tract map site.
TRMs are designed to reinforce vegetation at the root and stem allowing vegetation to be used as
erosion control in areas where lower, non-erosive velocities in the capital storm are present.

 The Long Canyon Road Bridge includes eleven reinforced concrete piers spaced approximately 100
feet apart combined with bridge abutments (riprap) and bank protection.

 Widening of the SR-126 Castaic Creek bridge, resulting in the addition of approximately 500 LF of
reinforced concrete along the Creek bank to be incorporated into the existing bridge abutments.

 Eleven (11) storm drain outlets will be constructed downstream of treatment BMPs, with associated
localized energy dissipaters, consisting of either rip-rap or other larger reinforced concrete standard
impact-type dissipaters.

 Finally, most of the buried bank stabilization and TRMs would be located outside of the existing
Santa Clara River corridor. For example, soil cement proposed on the north side of the River near the
confluence with Castaic Creek would be constructed within agricultural land thereby increasing the
riparian corridor after implementation of the project.
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The potential cumulative affects of these physical alterations on both the stability, hydrology, and

hydraulics of the Santa Clara River, as well as to the jurisdictional waters, habitat and the biological

function and value of the Santa Clara River have been analyzed in the previously certified Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR, including the Revised Additional Analysis (Section 2.3.6), and the

Landmark Village Draft EIR (Sections 4.4, Biota, and 4.5, Floodplain Modifications). The following

summarizes that cumulative impacts analysis.

Furthermore, the Landmark Village Draft EIR (Sections 4.2, Hydrology, and 4.5, Floodplain

Modifications) concluded that the changes in flows and reduction in floodplain area caused by bank

protection would not create a significant increase in overall velocities or water surface elevation, because

the volume of flow carried in these shallow, slow-moving areas along the margins of the Santa Clara

River is small. Moreover, variations are localized and limited in scope, especially when viewed in the

entirety of the Santa Clara River corridor within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site and downstream.

Therefore, the overall mosaic of habitats in the river would be maintained because the key hydraulic

characteristics would not be significantly different under the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Based on

these results, the proposed bank protection and bridges associated with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

would not cause significant adverse changes to the hydraulic characteristics of the Santa Clara River, and,

therefore, would not alter or adversely affect the amount and pattern of aquatic, wetland, and riparian

habitats in the river.

Please see also Response 15, to letter from the County of Ventura, Resource Management Agency, dated

January 19, 2007.

Response 15

The 2003 CDFG list represents that most recent evaluation by the CDFG of the rarity of a plant

community, and as recommended by CDFG, should supersede earlier lists of plant communities (and

associated evaluations of the rarity of plant communities) adopted by the CDFG. Accordingly, California

sagebrush scrub is not identified in the Landmark Village EIR as a sensitive plant community because it

is not identified on the 2003 list as “high priority for inventory,” and is not otherwise regulated by the

County. However, the Landmark Village Draft EIR (p. 4.4-58) still concludes that impacts to California

sagebrush scrub are significant because of the habitat value this plant community provides for common

and special-status plant and wildlife species. (See also, revised Section 4.4, Biota, of this Final EIR [same

conclusion].)

Elderberry Scrub is no longer a mapped vegetation community within the Landmark Village project site.

Elderberry is present as a component of other riparian vegetation communities and is included in the
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Landmark Village Conceptual Wetlands Mitigation Plan plant palette. This plan is found in Appendix A

of this Final EIR.

Response 16

Please see Response 6, above.

Response 17

The comment addresses the riparian buffer/setback associated with the proposed project. The comment

expresses the view that the buffer setback should be “expanded to a minimum of 500 feet . . . “

Habitat buffers along the Santa Clara River were analyzed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.4.9, pp. 4.4-60 through 4.4-61. See also, the revised Section 4.4, Biota, found in this Final EIR. This

section cites the Impact Sciences (1997) study that conducted vegetation analyses, focused bird surveys

(1,100 field hours), and small mammal trapping (1,200 trap nights) along the Santa Clara River and

adjacent uplands.24

The Buffer Study collected data for plant species composition, canopy height, shrub/tree density, percent

cover and other species-specific criteria in order to define high-quality versus low-quality upland habitat

for wildlife use and diversity. The focused wildlife studies concentrated on riparian bird and small

mammal use of high- and low-quality upland habitat and upland/riparian ecotone and utilized

systematic survey methods, including time-area observations, belt-transect counts at different distances

parallel to the Santa Clara River, small mammal trapping, scent stations, and remote cameras. The Buffer

Study thus helped identify the special-status populations at risk and their habitat use patterns along the

River corridor. For example, at the western study site about 63 percent of riparian-dependent birds were

observed in riparian habitat, 14 percent were in edge habitat, 18 percent were in upland habitat (primarily

dense big sagebrush scrub and coastal sage scrub at this site) within 50 feet of the riparian edge, 5 percent

were in upland habitat between 50 and 100 feet of the riparian edge, and 1 percent (one observation) were

in upland habitat between 100 and 150 feet from the riparian edge. No riparian-dependent birds were

observed beyond 150 feet from the riparian edge. Combined 94 percent of the riparian-dependent bird

observations were within 50 feet of the riparian edge (including the riparian habitat) and 99 percent were

within 100 feet. The Buffer Study also cited studies of least Bell’s vireo in San Diego and Santa Barbara

counties with findings that where the riparian corridor is relatively wide (>100 feet) vireos only foraged

within 100 feet of the riparian edge and where the riparian corridor is more narrow (<100 feet) vireos

24 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the “North Valencia Annexation Buffer Study, Draft,” Impact
Sciences, Inc., dated April 28, 1997 (Buffer Study).
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ranged up to 300 feet from the riparian edge. The Buffer Study suggests that riparian buffers along the

Santa Clara River should range from a minimum of 100 to 150 feet in width, depending on the quality of

the upland habitat (a larger buffer width required if the upland habitat is of low quality). Thus, habitat

enhancement in areas where the buffer is narrower could compensate for the smaller buffer. In addition,

the Buffer Study recommended a wall at the edge of development to attenuate noise and lighting, and to

discourage human intrusion.

It also should be noted that a minimum 100 feet of high-quality upland habitat from the edge of riparian

habitat is consistent with CDFG (Northern California-North Coast [Region 1]) buffer criteria for avoiding

significant impacts to riparian species and habitats adjacent to urban development (CDFG 2001).25 In

developing the buffer criteria, CDFG stated that “[d]epartment biologists have relied on scientific

research and literature and professional experience to develop the following recommendations to protect

the public’s fish, wildlife and native plant resources.” For example, CDFG recommends a 75-foot buffer

from the outside edge of the riparian habitat for the Sacramento River, a 50-foot buffer for main

tributaries, and a 25-foot buffer for secondary tributaries. CDFG also stated that “[i]f development

restrictions related to mandatory requirements do not allow a project to completely avoid the area of the

buffer zone outside the riparian vegetation, the project proponent may average the setback distance along

the riparian habitat for the length of the project.” Therefore, there is some flexibility in the minimum

buffer width as long as the average width criteria are met.

Before addressing buffer issues for the Landmark Village project, it is important to understand that the

buffer between the Santa Clara River and development was addressed and heavily debated during the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan environmental review and approval process. Prior to final Specific Plan

approval, the County Board of Supervisors required that the Specific Plan design be revised to

incorporate a 100-foot-wide setback (top of bank stabilization to residential, commercial, mixed use

development) to protect riparian habitat and special-status species within the River Corridor SMA/SEA

23 boundaries. This setback is in addition to an average buffer width on Landmark Village of 100 feet

from the top of bank stabilization to existing riparian resources. This finding was arrived at after

evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed land uses along the entire length of the River (consistent

with the Kelly and Rotenberry recommendations), coupled with the existing habitat protection and

enhancement provisions contained in the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan and Design

Guidelines. The overall buffer area is comprised of several components: (1) the Salt Creek wildlife

corridor connection and the High Country half-mile-wide buffer at the westerly end of the Specific Plan

on the south side of the River; (2) native upland habitats in the Open Area along the south side of the

25 Please see Appendix A of this Final EIR for the CDFG (Northern California-North Coast, Region 1) buffer
criteria.
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River; (3) disturbed areas in the River corridor that will be restored or enhanced as riparian habitat; (4)

buried bank stabilization that will be revegetated with native riparian and upland plant species; and (5)

landscaped open space areas such as community parks, the Regional River Trail, and community trails.

In approving the Specific Plan and Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5), the Board of Supervisors found

that the Specific Plan contained sufficient natural vegetative cover and open space to buffer critical

resources in the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 (Special Management Area/Significant Ecological Area)

from the development shown in the Specific Plan. The Board of Supervisors further found that the

Specific Plan incorporated extensive buffer area to protect critical resources within the Santa Clara River.

The Specific Plan’s adopted Resource Management Plan requires a minimum 100-foot-wide setback

adjacent to the Santa Clara River between the top river-side of the bank stabilization and development

within certain specified land use designations (including those of the Landmark Village project site)

unless through Planning Director review, in consultation with the County staff biologist, it is determined

that a lesser buffer would adequately protect the riparian resources within the River Corridor SMA/SEA

23, or that a 100-foot-wide setback is infeasible for physical infrastructure planning. Again, these buffer

criteria are consistent with the Impact Sciences and CDFG recommendations described above.

This buffer analysis does not presume that indirect effects on sensitive biological resources in the river

corridor will not potentially occur as a result of development. In combination with the 100-foot setback,

the Specific Plan’s Resource Management Plan provides standards by which biological resources will be

managed during construction and for the life of the community, including provisions for: (1) restoration

and enhancement of disturbed areas; (2) restrictions on pedestrian and vehicular access to the river

corridor; (3) design standards for transition areas between development and the river; (4) conveyance of

conservation easements; and (5) preparation of a financial plan and the long-term management of the

riparian resources by the Center for Natural Lands Management.

The Landmark Village project would maintain a 100-foot setback between the top of the bank and

proposed residential, mixed-used, and commercial development and an average 100-foot-wide buffer

from the top of bank stabilization to the existing riparian corridor. Based on the site-specific analysis

conducted in the Draft EIR, the Landmark Village buffer is consistent with the approved Specific Plan.

However, as noted above, designation of the buffer and setback does not imply that there is no potential

for indirect effects. Specific to the Landmark Village project, potential long-term indirect effects are

analyzed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR, pp. 4.4-85 through 4.4-92, including increases in: (1) pesticides,

herbicides, and pollutants; (2) lighting and glare impacts on wildlife species; (3) non-native plant and

wildlife species; and (4) human activity and domestic pets. The Project Design Features (PDFs) and

mitigation measures to reduce these potential indirect impacts are also discussed in the Draft EIR.
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PDFs to address urban runoff from irrigation and stormwater include site design, source control,

treatment control, and hydromodification control Best Management Practices (BMPs). Stormwater runoff

from all urban areas within the Landmark Village project will be routed to bioretention areas, vegetated

swales, and/or extended detention basin treatment controls BMPs. The effectiveness of these PDFs to

maintain water quality in the Santa Clara River was analyzed by GeoSyntec Consultants.26

The mitigation measures to address the other listed potential indirect effects include previously

incorporated measures from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and additional measures

recommended by EIR. Significant impacts related to buffers and edge effects and mitigation measures to

reduce the level of impact include:

 Restriction of Wildlife Habitat Linkages – mitigated by previously incorporated mitigation Measure
SP 4.6-18.

 Increased Light and Glare – mitigated by previously incorporated Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-56.

 Increase in Populations of Non-native Plant and Wildlife Species – mitigated by the Landmark
Village EIR Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-28 and LV 4.4-31.

 Increased Human and Domestic Animal Presence Within SMA/SEA 23 – mitigated by previously
incorporated Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-17 through SP 4.6-19 and Landmark EIR Mitigation
Measures LV 4.4-32 through LV 4.4-34.

Response 18

In the planning phases of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, large contiguous areas of native habitats

(including California sagebrush scrub) were designated for protection and areas suitable for development

were identified (based in part on minimizing impacts to sensitive biological resources). While efforts to

minimize impacts to native plant communities have been made, complete avoidance of native habitats is

not possible given the project requirements. As discussed in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (p. 4.4-58),

given the acreage of California sagebrush scrub (267.27 acres) that would be developed as part of the

Landmark Village project, and because of the habitat value this plant community provides for common

and special-status plant and wildlife species, the loss of California sagebrush scrub would be a significant

impact. Impacts to this plant community would be reduced by implementation of Specific Plan

Mitigation Measures SP 4.6-37 through SP 4.6-42 (which would protect 1,311 acres of California

sagebrush scrub in the High Country SMA/SEA 20) and the protection of the Salt Creek area (which

contains 629 acres of this habitat type). Despite the preservation of 1,940 acres of California sagebrush

scrub, a net loss of the plant community would still occur and related impacts would remain significant.

26 GeoSyntec Consultants. September 2006. Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report (see Draft EIR,
Appendix 4.3).
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As such, the off-site preservation of California sagebrush scrub (in addition to the 1,940 acres protected

on the Specific Plan site) also would not compensate for the loss of the plant community on the Landmark

Village project site.

Response 19

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-2 in the Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, addresses the undescribed

species of everlasting. As noted in the Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, pp. 4.4-78 through 4.4-79, this

undescribed species of everlasting found on the project site is associated with alluvial terraces and

benches along the Santa Clara River. These terraces and benches are constantly in a state of flux due to

fluvial scour and accretion processes associated with the river corridor. Because the project will result in

a net increase in jurisdictional area along the Santa Clara River, the proposed project would actually

increase the area of potential habitat for this species. As this species’ distribution may vary from year-to-

year depending on storm events, pre-construction surveys and salvage and transplantation will ensure

the potential for persistence of this species along the river corridor. As stated in Mitigation Measure LV

4.4-2, should the species be documented within the project boundary, avoidance measures shall be

implemented where feasible to minimize impacts to individual plants.

Response 20

Figure 4.4-5 in revised Section 4.4, Biota, of the Final EIR has been revised to depict the location of the

slender mariposa lily plants within the project site.

Response 21

The Newhall Ranch Mitigation Feasibility Study (Dudek 2007) identifies six different locations (total of 559

acres) as suitable areas for slender mariposa lily mitigation. This document is found in Appendix A of

this Final EIR. In addition, the Slender Mariposa Lily plan (Dudek May 2007) is found in Appendix A of

this Final EIR. This plan provides a description of the overall transplantation program, the donor and

receptor sites, an implementation plan, a maintenance program, a long-term monitoring program, and a

description of the success criteria.

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-3 in the Final EIR (Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-19 in the Draft EIR) has been

updated to include this report.

Response 22

As discussed on p. 4.4-55 of the Draft EIR, direct impacts on individuals or populations of plant and

animal species “takes into consideration the number of individual plants or animals potentially affected,
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how common or uncommon the species is both on the project site and from a regional perspective, and

the species’ sensitivity status according to resource agencies.” The discussion and conclusion of impacts

on the Pierson’s morning glory on p. 4.4-66 of the Draft EIR considered all these elements and lists a

number of reasons why impacts on this species on the Landmark Village site would not constitute a

significant impact under CEQA. The Draft EIR also states (on the same page) that these findings are

consistent with those of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR from which the Landmark Village

Draft EIR is tiering.

The significance threshold criteria on biological resources, identified in the Draft EIR on p. 4.4-53, were

derived from the CEQA Guidelines, particularly Appendix G. The authors of the Draft EIR are not aware

of any documentation of the rarity of this species on a local or regional basis or as identified in any “local

or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS” as stated in the significance

threshold criteria. As stated in the Draft EIR, Peirson’s morning-glory occurs throughout the Newhall

Ranch Specific Plan area on virtually all ridges and slopes within annual grassland, California sagebrush,

and chaparral vegetation, habitats that are quite common within the project site and the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan area. Consequently, while the proposed project will impact sagebrush, grassland, and

chaparral habitat for this species, the loss of this plant species within the confines of the Landmark

Village property boundary was not considered to reach the “substantial” threshold identified by the

significance threshold criteria in the Draft EIR and as adopted from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

In addition, Mitigation Measure SP 4.6-53 on pp. 4.4-109 through 4.4-110 of the Draft EIR includes

provisions to identify measures to avoid, minimize, or reduce potential impacts on special-status plants,

including through habitat restoration, replacement, or enhancement. Peirson’s morning glory

populations also have been observed throughout both the High Country SMA/SEA 23 and the Salt Creek

area and will be preserved in perpetuity in these areas.

Response 23

See Response 19, above.

Response 24

The requested change has been made to reflect the Center of Biological Diversity’s comments. Please

refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for the requested revision. Specifically,

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-4 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-21 in the Draft EIR) has been revised to require that

the replacement of oak trees be in-kind.

The preservation of oak woodland habitat, as well as the implementation of Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-4

in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-21 in the Draft EIR) would comply with the requirements of the Specific Plan, the
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County Oak Tree Ordinance, and Public Resources Code section 21083.4. In the preliminary planning

phases of the Specific Plan, large contiguous areas of wildlife habitat (including oak woodlands) were

designated for protection and to facilitate mitigation at the project-level. Specifically, the preservation of

the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and the High Country SMA/SEA 20 would protect approximately 585

acres of oak woodland and 300 acres of oak savannah in perpetuity. The preservation of the Salt Creek

area would protect approximately 266 acres of oak woodland and 113 acres of oak savannah in

perpetuity. In total, over 851 acres of oak woodland and 413 acres of oak savannah (including the River

Corridor SMA/SEA 23, the High Country SMA/SEA 20, and the Salt Creek area) would be preserved.

This preservation meets the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21083.4 (Oak Woodlands

Conservation). Additionally, Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-4 in the Final EIR (LV 4.4-21 in the Draft EIR)

requires conformance (including the replacement of oak trees) with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree

Ordinance.

Response 25

The requested change has been made to reflect the Center of Biological Diversity’s comments. Please

refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for the requested revision. Specifically,

Section 4.4, Biota, has been revised to require that, to the degree feasible, all work within the Santa Clara

River (including construction of the Long Canyon Road Bridge) shall occur when unarmored threespine

stickleback is not present (see Mitigation Measures LV 4.4-7 and LV 4.4-17 in the Final EIR). Should

construction activities within the river channel be necessary while water is present in the disturbance

zone, then construction would only be conducted as follows: (1) when water flows are insufficient to

support unarmored threespine stickleback or to allow passage of the species through the disturbance area

(as determined by the qualified fisheries biologist, subject to the approval of the County and CDFG); (2) it

has been determined by the qualified biologist that threespine stickleback is not present within areas to

be affected; or (3) if it is determined that stream diversions are necessary to complete the required work,

then to avoid take of unarmored threespine stickleback the diversions of water shall be conducted in a

manner that would not result in the take or possession of unarmored threespine stickleback. These

measures also would serve to further reduce the potential of the project to adversely affect other special-

status aquatic species.

Response 26

The comment is noted. All native bird species in California are “protected” by the Migratory Bird Treaty

Act and by regulations promulgated in the California Fish and Game Code. Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-

24 in the Final EIR, revised Section 4.4, Biota, is intended not only to minimize/avoid impacts on special-

status bird species, but on all bird species otherwise protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the
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California Fish and Game Code such that no violations (i.e., take or disturbance of active nests or

individual birds) of these regulations would occur.

Response 27

The Landmark Village Conceptual Wetlands Mitigation Plan (Dudek 2007) is found in Appendix A of

this Final EIR. This plan provides a description of the overall wetlands mitigation program, the proposed

permanent and temporary impacts, an implementation plan, a maintenance program, a long-term

monitoring program, and a description of the success criteria.

Mitigation Measure LV 4.4-1 also has been updated to include this report:

LV 4.4-1 The Landmark Village Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan (see Appendix A of the Final
EIR) shall be implemented by the applicant (see also Mitigation Measure 4.6-63). The plan
specifies, at a minimum, the following: (1) the location of mitigation sites; (2) the quantity
and species of plants to be planted; (3) procedures for creating additional habitat; (4)
methods for the removal of non-native plants; (5) a schedule and action plan to maintain and
monitor the enhancement/restoration area; (6) a list of criteria and performance standards by
which to measure success of the mitigation sites; (7) measures to exclude unauthorized entry
into the riparian creation/enhancement areas; and (8) contingency measures in the event that
mitigation efforts are not successful. The plan provides for the 1:1 replacement of any
Southern California black walnut to be removed from the riparian corridor. The plan
provides for the mitigation of big sagebrush scrub along the riparian corridor. The plan
shall be subject to the approval of CDFG, ACOE, and the County, and approved prior to
issuance of the grading permit.

The Landmark Village project site vegetation mapping was updated in the summer 2006. The Final EIR,

revised Section 4.4, Biota, has been revised to clarify impacts to the following resources (a summary of

which is provided here): The project will result in direct, permanent impacts to 0.04 acre of southern

willow scrub, 8.05 acres of southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest, 0.47 acre of alluvial scrub, 5.49

acres of arrow weed scrub, 7.12 acres of mulefat scrub, 9.13 acres of big sagebrush scrub, and 6.26 acres of

river wash. There will be temporary impacts to 3.64 acres of southern willow scrub, 12.95 acres of

southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest, and 0.63 acre of arrow weed scrub, 2.13 acres of mulefat

scrub, 2.46 acres of big sagebrush scrub, and 3.70 acres of river wash.

The comment states that alluvial scrub was inaccurately described as a common plant community in the

Draft EIR. Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub is the only alluvial scrub called out as sensitive under The

Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program: List of California Terrestrial Communities Recognized by The

California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2003). Species found on site within the alluvial scrub

community include big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), mule, tree tobacco, scalebroom (Lepidospartum

2.D-339



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

squamatum), big saltbush (Atriplex lentiformis), and California sagebrush, but no Riversidian Alluvial Fan

Sage Scrub occurs on site. Alluvial scrub is thus described correctly as a common plant community.

Response 28

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately account for indirect effects associated with

“increased off-road vehicle (ORV) use of the Santa Clara Riverbed and other sensitive areas that the

project will facilitate.” The comment also states that “ORV trespass associated with increased access and

adjacent residential development has been well documented in other portions of the Santa Clara River

subject to the Natural River Management Plan.” The comment further requests analysis of other

suggested mitigation measures, such as vehicular barriers, limited access points, and active patrols.

Although agencies make every effort possible to enforce off-road vehicular use, short of walling the river

in, which would preclude all visual access, and imposing fencing or other barriers to preclude vehicular

entry, enforcement is conducted on an as-needed basis. In addition, budgetary constraints do not allow

for active patrols of the river. Further, the comment does not provide any supporting documentation of

an increase in trespassing associated with adjacent residential development within the Specific Plan site

or upstream as part of the Natural River Management Plan. Therefore, after having considered the

mitigation options presented in this comment, the County has rejected them as neither reasonable from a

visual/aesthetic standpoint, nor feasible or desirable due to budgetary constraints and because such

measures are not needed in light of access controls already in place under the proposed project and the

adopted Specific Plan, described below.

No direct access from the Landmark Village project is proposed or will be allowed. In addition, the

adopted Specific Plan (Section 2.6, Resource Management Plan) already contains recreation and access

management requirements for both the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and the High Country SMA/SEA 20.

For example, the adopted management requirements for the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 only allow

access to the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 for hiking, equestrian, and biking on the river trail system.

Also, no motor or off-trail bike riding is permitted in the area (see, Specific Plan, May 2003, pp. 2-99–

2-100). In addition, roads and bridges that cross the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 are required to have

adequate barriers at their perimeters to discourage access to the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 adjacent to

such structures (see, Specific Plan, May 2003, p. 2-105).
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Response 29

See Response 17, above. Additionally, to further reduce indirect effects associated with increased human

and domestic animal presence, the following additional mitigation measures have been incorporated into

the Final EIR:

LV 4.4-32 The Home Owners Association shall fund or otherwise coordinate the regular removal of
trash and debris from riparian habitats on or adjacent to the project site. The removal of
trash shall be conducted in a manner as to not disturb sensitive habitats.

LV 4.4-33 The Home Owners Association shall supply educational information to future residents
regarding not allowing cats outdoors or other pets outdoors while unattended. The material
shall discuss the presence of native animals (e.g., coyote, bobcat, mountain lion) that could
prey on pets and indicate that no actions shall be taken against native animals should they
prey on pets allowed outdoors.

LV 4.4-34 Dogs shall be required to be leashed while using the designated trail system and shall be
prohibited from within protected riparian and upland habitats bordering the tract map site.

Response 30

The comment states that the main volume of the Draft EIR does not contain a comprehensive analysis of

the project’s consistency with applicable General Plan and Specific Plan policies, or SEA compatibility

criteria. The comment correctly points out that the Landmark Village project approvals include a General

Plan Amendment (GPA) and a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA), and that the Draft EIR must "reevaluate"

the Specific Plan's consistency with the "General Plan or the project's compatibility with the SEA policies

of the General Plan." Finally, the comment points out that Appendix 2.0 in the Draft EIR, which was

circulated for public review, includes a comprehensive Specific Plan Consistency Analysis, which

includes a Land Use Plan statistical analysis, Specific Plan policy analysis, River Corridor SMA/SEA 23

analysis, and High Country SMA/SEA 20 analysis.

There also is no need or requirement for the County to "reevaluate" the project's consistency with SEA

compatibility criteria, because the County is considering the requested GPA and SPA. First, the

requested GPA and SPA are limited in nature. Both seek to amend the County's Master Plan of

Highways, Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan Circulation Plan, and the Specific Plan Master Circulation

Plan to downgrade "A" Street within Landmark Village from a Secondary Highway to a Collector Street

for the reasons outlined in the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, p. 1.0-16. Neither the GPA nor the SPA has any

relationship to the County's General Plan SEA policies or criteria. As a result, the County is not required

by law to "reevaluate" the project's consistency with those General Plan SEA policies/criteria.
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In addition, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR exhaustively addressed the Specific Plan's

consistency with the County's General Plan SEA policies and criteria. This consistency analysis included

the Landmark Village project site. (See, for example, Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis, Vol.

VIII (May 2003), Section 2.4, SEA General Plan Consistency.) The proposed Landmark Village project

remains consistent with this prior SEA consistency analysis. This analysis also was the subject of

litigation in the Newhall Ranch case in Kern County. The author of the comment was counsel for one or

more project opponents in that litigation, and is aware of the favorable outcome in respect of the Specific

Plan's consistency with SEA policies and criteria. Nothing about the traffic-related GPA or SPA changes

or alters the prior Specific Plan's consistency analysis with SEA policies and criteria. And, the Landmark

Village project site remains consistent with that prior SEA consistency analysis, and the traffic-related

GPA/SPA requests have no relationship to the General Plan SEA policies/criteria, and do not render the

Landmark Village project "inconsistent" with those policies and criteria.

Response 31

The Landmark Village project is a component of the greater Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Specific

Plan guides the long-term development of the 11,963-acre Newhall Ranch community and includes the

preservation of large areas of open space. In the preliminary planning phases, large contiguous areas of

wildlife habitat (including oak woodlands) were designated for protection and to facilitate mitigation at

the project level. Consistent with Specific Plan Resource Conservation Objective No. 4, the preservation

of the River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and the High Country SMA/SEA 20 would protect approximately 585

acres of oak woodland and 300 acres of oak savannah in perpetuity. The preservation of the Salt Creek

area would protect approximately 266 acres of oak woodland and 113 acres of oak savannah in

perpetuity. In total, over 851 acres of oak woodland and 413 acres of oak savannah (including the River

Corridor SMA/SEA 23, the High Country SMA/SEA 20, and the Salt Creek area) would be preserved.

Response 32

Please see Response 30, above, with regard to the project’s consistency analysis. The County elected to

include the Specific Plan Consistency Analysis as an appendix to the Draft EIR (see Appendix 2.0). This

election is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines. The project's consistency analysis also was circulated for

public review as part of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. There is no legal requirement that the analysis

be included in the main volume of the Draft EIR, particularly where, as here, it was circulated as part of

the Draft EIR and readily available for public review.
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Response 33

The comment infers that the range of EIR alternatives is too narrow. As discussed in Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Alternatives, p. 5.0-1, with regard to range of alternatives:

“…the principal purpose of the alternatives analysis is to assess a range of
project alternatives that would reduce the magnitude of, or eliminate, potential
project-related impacts. However, the CEQA Guidelines place some restrictions
on the range of alternatives an EIR must address. First, an EIR need only
examine those alternatives that meet most basic objectives of the project.
Second, the CEQA Guidelines stipulate that alternatives addressed in an EIR
should be feasible and should not be considered remote or speculative. When
addressing feasibility, the CEQA Guidelines state that “…among the factors that
may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are
site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant can
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.”
Third, where a previous EIR analyzed a range of reasonable alternative
locations and environmental impacts for a project with the same basic purpose,
the EIR may rely on the previous document to assess the feasibility of potential
project alternatives to the extent the circumstances remain substantially the
same as they relate to such alternatives.

Based on these CEQA-driven directives, alternatives to the project that would
reduce significant adverse impacts without undermining basic project
objectives were selected for analysis in this section.”

The comment suggesting that “straw men” are used for the purpose of proposing alternatives that could

never be adopted based on the defined project objectives is one of opinion. Nonetheless, the comment

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

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the

Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 34

The comment contends that project objectives are too narrowly drawn. CEQA Guidelines §15126(a) states:

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,

which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially

lessen the significant effects of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the project.” The

County's review of the project objectives in response to this comment confirms that all of the project

objectives are appropriate for consideration, and consistent with CEQA requirements.
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Response 35

The comment questions the number of project alternatives studied in the Landmark Village Draft EIR and

asserts that project objectives were narrowly applied and highly biased in favor of the project. The

County has re-reviewed the project alternatives in response to this comment. There is no "bias" in favor

of the project; however, it is acknowledged that the existing "baseline" includes the approved Specific

Plan, and that Landmark Village is obviously intended to implement a portion of the previously

approved Specific Plan. Project alternatives were developed, and project objectives prepared, to help the

County develop a range of reasonable alternatives. The alternatives also were prepared with a view

toward feasibly obtaining most of the basic objectives of the Landmark Village project, but at the same

time, avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant effects associated with the project.

Response 36

The comment states that the justification for rejecting Alternative 3 has no basis. The CEQA Guidelines are

clear with regard to the comparison of alternatives to the project objectives. Please see Response 34,

above. Alternative 3 reduces some significant impacts and, therefore, is an appropriate alternative under

CEQA. The County also believes it is appropriate to propose rejection of Alternative 3 on the grounds

that it would significantly reduce housing and commercial uses; and, therefore, reduce the project's

capability of accommodating projected regional growth (see, Land Use Planning Objective No. 2). This is

particularly the case where, as here, the Landmark Village project is adjacent to existing and planned

infrastructure, urban services, transportation corridors, and major employment centers. In short, the

Specific Plan, including Landmark Village, has been determined to be an appropriate location in which to

accommodate projected regional growth in the Santa Clarita Valley. The County's desire to accommodate

regional projected growth in this location is a reasonable consideration in rejecting alternatives under

CEQA. See, for example, City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401. The

documentation of projected regional growth by population, housing, and employment is provided by

SCAG in its Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, which is available for public inspection and

review through SCAG's website, www.scag.ca.gov, and is incorporated by reference.

Response 37

As stated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, p. 5.0-6, Alternative 3

would allow “approximately 79 acres of land [to] remain available for agricultural development due to

the reduction in residential and commercial development.” Furthermore, Figure 5.0-1 illustrates that

only 79 acres would be available for agricultural uses. Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, p. 5.0-16 states:

“From a practical standpoint it would be difficult to cost effectively manage and farm small,
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discontinuous agricultural areas within the project boundary.” There would be a fragmentation because

the Landmark Village site is not adjacent to other agricultural lands. With regard to the comment that

there is no discussion as to how development and transitional land use patterns under Alternative 3

would be more conflicting when compared to the proposed project, the Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Project

Alternatives, p. 5.0-16, specifically responds to this comment with the following: “In addition, Alternative

3 would place residential uses directly adjacent to areas under agricultural cultivation, which could

introduce incompatible land use and result in increased costs to farmers as they try to address residential

complaints associated with the exposure to dust, odors, and similar intrusive conditions.” The proposed

project would remove the conflict of development uses with active agricultural cultivation.

Response 38

Please see Response 34, above. The reduction of housing units would reduce significant impacts when

compared to the proposed project. The fact that Alternative 3 did not discuss a range of housing

densities, styles, or types is incorrect. A main objective of the alternative selection is to choose

alternatives that would reduce significant impacts. A conclusion was made that Alternative 3 would not

meet the project objectives of providing a wide range of housing densities, types, and styles of housing.

Figure 5.0-1, FEMA Floodplain Avoidance Alternatives, specifically shows that this alternative would

reduce the variety of densities associated with condominiums. Additionally, this figure shows that this

alternative also would eliminate all apartment/housing in the Landmark Village project site.

Response 39

The comment states that the Draft EIR assumes that the preferred project will promote a pedestrian

friendly environment because residents will both live and work on the site. This is not correct. We do

not find where in the Draft EIR it makes this assumption. The comment also states an assumption that

project residents will commute to work off site, while non-residents will commute to work on site. The

Draft EIR, Project Alternatives, Section 5.0, makes no such assumptions. The conclusions for both Land

Use Planning Objective No. 7 and Mobility Objective No. 1 are that commercial uses are a part of a

balanced community and land use plan that promotes livability and pedestrian access between land uses.

No further response required.

Response 40

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides that the purpose of the alternatives section of an EIR is to

assess a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which

would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen

any of the significant effects of the project. The EIR also must include sufficient information about each
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alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. The

discussion of alternatives should be governed by the “rule of reason.” In further response, the comment

requests that the County evaluate a "variant of Alternative 3 that does not involve a substantial reduction

in trails and paseos on the project site." There is no requirement under CEQA to evaluate variations on

alternatives when the relative advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives can be assessed from a

review of the alternatives presented in the EIR.

Response 41

The comment concludes that the project’s electrical usage and cumulative impacts at project build-out are

“understated.” The project evaluates the electrical usage generated by various uses proposed for the

project site. This is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a): “In assessing the impact of the

proposed project on the environment, the Lead Agency should normally limit its examination to changes

in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is

published” The Landmark Village Draft EIR estimates electrical usage quantities on p. 4.19-8.

Cumulative impacts associated with electrical power are discussed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.19-11,

p. 4.19-11, as follows:

“In this case, cumulative impacts on energy supply and infrastructure
associated with development of the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan were
fully evaluated in Sections 4.13, Natural Gas and 4.14, Electricity of the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. Consequently, this EIR incorporates by
reference the natural gas and electricity analysis and conclusions from that
certified EIR. That analysis concluded that the cumulative development
scenario (referred to as the “Santa Clarita Valley Cumulative Buildout
Scenario”) would not have a significant impact on electricity or natural gas.
Therefore, the Landmark Village project, in conjunction with other related
cumulative development in the Valley, would have less than significant
impacts on electricity and natural gas resources.”

Both project-level and cumulative impacts have been prepared subject to the requirements of the CEQA

Guidelines. This EIR section is valid and there is no need for recirculation.

Response 42

The comment states that the most recent natural gas demand from all sectors will increase at an annual

rate of 0.15 percent between 2006 and 2025. This statement is verified by the 2006 California Gas Report.

This annual rate increase is for residential, commercial, and industrial sectors. The Landmark Village

project proposes only residential and commercial usage. With regard to residential uses, the 2006

California Gas Report states that “[f]or the forecast period covering 2006 through 2025, residential meters

are estimated to increase at an average annual rate of 1.3 percent. Forecasted population growth in
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SoCalGas’ service territory is expected to drive an increase in connected residential single family and

multi-family customers.” However, this report further states that while the number of meters may

increase, the usage per meter is in decline. “Use per meter for all classes of residential customers is

forecasted to decline due to the expected energy saving from tightened building and appliance standards

and utility energy efficiency programs. In 2005, the single family and multi-family average annual use

per meter were 532 therms and 330 therms, respectively. By 2025, the single and multi-family average

use per meter is forecasted to decline to 505 and 300 therms, respectively. At the end of the forecast

period, the average use per residential customer is expected to fall to 430 therms per year. The change

reflects a 14.5 percent decline in the temperature adjusted annual usage per customer due to continued

improvements in the efficiency of appliances, tighter building shells and the cumulative impact of energy

efficiency programs administered by the utilities. The projected residential natural gas demand will be

influenced primarily by residential meter growth and the forecasted declining use per customer.”

With regard to commercial usage, the 2006 California Gas Report states that “core commercial market

demand is forecast to decrease about 1.1 percent per year.” Consequently, the section is not invalid and

need not be recirculated. The Landmark Village Final EIR, Section 4.19, Utilities, will be modified to

reflect the updated information provided above. Please refer to the Final EIR Section 3.0, Revised Draft

EIR Pages, for the requested revisions.

Response 43

The comment questions the location of the gas lines and whether or not sensitive habitat would be

disturbed. The gas lines to the project would be a part of the proposed utility corridor. The utility

corridor is illustrated in all applicable figures within the document. A description of the utility corridor is

found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description, p. 1.0-3: “225.5-acre utility

corridor, which would run parallel to SR-126, from the western boundary of the tract map site to the

approved Newhall Ranch WRP near the Los Angeles County/Ventura County line, from the eastern

boundary of the tract map site to the Old Road/Interstate 5 (I-5), and then south to the existing Valencia

WRP, which would extend municipal services to and from the tract map site.”

The analysis of impacts to sensitive habitats considered the project’s utility corridor. Please see Draft EIR,

Section 4.4, p. 4.4-53, which describes the 224.5 utility corridor as a part of proposed project

improvements.

Response 44

The comment states that the Draft EIR "proposes only a set of mitigation measures adopted in connection

with the Specific Plan," and that the project "should include project-specific mitigation measures
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consistent with CEQA Guidelines Appendix F." The Draft EIR contains not only the previously adopted

Specific Plan mitigation measures, but also mitigation measures recommended by this Landmark Village

project EIR. In terms of energy-related mitigation measures, please see Topical Response 6: Global

Climate Change and Its Effects on California Water Supplies; and Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas

Emissions and Global Climate Change, for responsive information regarding global warming. In

addition, please see the applicant's sustainability summary, which is provided in Appendix F of this Final

EIR. Finally, it should be noted that the CEQA Appendix F energy conservation measures are not

required, but rather are suggested measures that should or may be included in an EIR. Some of the

measures listed in Appendix F to the CEQA Guidelines already are incorporated in the previously certified

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan; and, therefore, will be applied to the Landmark Village project.

Response 45

The comment states that the Landmark Village Draft EIR “fails to analyze and mitigate the project’s

greenhouse gas emissions.” The comment also points out, correctly, that the Draft EIR, Section 4.9, Air

Quality, at pp. 4.9-19 through 4.9-21, identified conditions and constituents “possibly affecting the

regional climate conditions,” including “global warming.” The discussion regarding global warming was

taken from Chapter 3 of the Air Quality Management District Guidelines. The discussion included the

identification of global warming gases and ozone-depleting gases, including, but not limited to, carbon

dioxide, chlorofluorocarbons, halons, hydro-chlorofluorocarbons, and methane.

In addition, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, discussed global warming and

the potential impacts it could have on California’s future water supplies. Specifically, at p. 4.10-46, the

Draft EIR stated:

“A topic of growing concern for water planners and managers is global warming and the
potential impacts it could have on California's future water supplies. DWR's California
Water Plan Update 2005 contains the first-ever assessment of such potential impacts in a
California Water Plan (see Appendix 4.10). Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the Water Plan,
Preparing for an Uncertain Future, lists the potential impacts of global warming, based on
more than a decade of scientific studies on the subject.

Changes in Sierra snowpack patterns (the source of the SWP's water supply in Lake
Oroville), hydrologic patterns, sea level, rainfall intensity, and statewide water demands
are all possible should global warming prove to be increasing through time. Computer
models (such as CALVIN) have been developed to show water planners what types of
effect climate change could have on the water supply. DWR has committed to continue
to update and refine these models based on on-going scientific data collection, and to
incorporate this information into future California Water Plans, so that agencies like
CLWA and the purveyors can plan accordingly.
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DWR also addresses global warming in its report, SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005,
Final, noting that until the impacts of climate change on precipitation and runoff are
better quantified, future weather patterns are usually assumed to be similar to those of
the past (see Appendix 4.10). DWR also acknowledges that this assumption has an
inherent uncertainty, especially given the evolving information on the potential effects of
global climate change and indicates that as information regarding climate change
becomes better defined, it will be helpful in guiding the development of statewide
strategies for the future management and development of water resources facilities,
including the SWP.”

Thus, contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR addressed global climate change or global warming. This

analysis was conducted as of November 2006, when the Draft EIR was first circulated for public review

and comment. At that time, EIRs generally did not address the subject of global climate change, or global

warming, primarily because a CEQA-based analysis of global warming impacts was viewed as difficult,

speculative, or both, due to a myriad of issues, including:

(a) The connection between human activity and global warming was not agreed upon, making it
difficult to identify potential impacts that could or should be assessed;27

(b) The difficulty in determining whether and how a CEQA document should analyze vehicle
emissions as an impact of new development, because while vehicle emissions are a source of
greenhouse gas emissions, development does not necessarily cause vehicle emissions, but it may
change emission patterns;

(c) There are no accepted CEQA thresholds of significance relative to global climate change; and,
therefore, no consistent means exist for determining whether project or cumulative impacts will
make “significant” contributions to greenhouse gas emissions;

(d) Global warming is generally viewed as a world-wide environmental condition; and

(e) Population growth is not a result of new development; rather new development accommodates
population growth that will occur within a specific air basin – with or without a particular new
development project.

Nonetheless, on September 27, 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed into law the Global

Warming Solutions Act of 2006, better known by its Assembly Bill number, AB 32. Since the passage of

AB 32, a number of lead agencies responsible for reviewing a wide-array of proposed development

projects have received comment letters requesting CEQA analysis of global warming impacts. This

particular comment letter falls into this category. In response to comments like this comment letter,

additional analysis has been conducted concerning the subject of global climate change, or global

warming. This additional analysis is found in this Final EIR in Topical Response 6: Global Climate

27 See, e.g., National Research Council, 2005, “Radiative Forcing of Climate Change,” p. 125 (“the mechanisms
involved in land-atmosphere interactions are not well understood, let alone represented in climate models”).
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Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies; Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change And

Its Effects On Sensitive Biological Resources; and Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions And

Global Climate Change.

In addition, the County has considered the information presented in Appendix A to CBD’s comment

letter; specifically, Appendix A entitled, “Global Implications of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas

Emission.”

Response 46

The comment refers to the CEQA requirement for an EIR to analysis “significant environmental effects”

of a proposed project, and the definition of the term “significant effect on the environment.” The

comment also refers to the “criteria” that requires a finding that a project may have a “significant effect

on the environment” if one or more conditions exist (i.e., project with the potential to degrade the quality

of the environment, project that creates “cumulatively considerable” impacts, and project that causes

“substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly”). The comment then asserts

that greenhouse gas emissions trigger the criteria found in CEQA.

For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas

Emissions And Global Climate Change.

Response 47

Please see Response 46, above.

Response 48

Please see Response 46, above.

Response 49

The comment discusses the impacts of global warming on California. This topic has been extensively

addressed in the Final EIR in Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on California

Water Supplies; Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on Sensitive Biological

Resources; and Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change.
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Response 50

The comment addresses the impacts of global warming on threatened, endangered, rare, and special-

status species in California. This topical has been extensively addressed in the Final EIR in Topical

Response 7: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on Sensitive Biological Resources.

Response 51

Please see Response 50, above.

Response 52

Please see Response 50, above.

Response 53

Please see Response 50, above.

Response 54

Please see Response 50, above.

Response 55

The comment states that the Landmark Village Draft EIR “overlooks” the project’s greenhouse gas

emissions. The comment is somewhat misleading, in that greenhouse gas emissions were not generally

addressed in EIRs under CEQA until well after the passage of AB 32. The primary focus of air quality

analysis in CEQA documents was the emission of criteria pollutants, or those identified in the state and

federal Clean Air Acts as pollutants of concern.

AB 32 now requires that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopt regulations to require first

reporting and evaluation of statewide greenhouse gas emissions, and then to create a program to limit

statewide emissions to 1990 levels. This program is to be adopted by 2012, and implemented in a manner

achieving emissions compliance by 2020. AB 32 did not amend CEQA to require EIRs to analyze a

project’s greenhouse gas emissions. Nonetheless, the passage of AB 32 has created the unintended effect

of the new law being used as the basis for arguing that CEQA requires the identification and analysis of

greenhouse gas emissions, and implementation of mitigation measures to address such impacts.

Despite this on-going debate, one thing is clear at this time: The topic of global warming and the

potential impacts it could have on California and elsewhere is a growing concern, which is receiving
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considerable attention at the federal, regional, state, and local levels. In light of that fact, the Final EIR

now includes considerable detail concerning global climate change or global warming. Please see

Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on California Water Supplies; Topical

Response 7: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on Sensitive Biological Resources; and Topical

Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change, for responsive information

regarding global warming.

Response 56

Please see Response 55, above.

Response 57

Please see Response 55, above.

Response 58

Please see Response 55, above.

Response 59

The comment states that the Landmark Village project “could include mitigation” for its impacts on

global climate change, or global warming. Please see Response 55, above. In addition, currently, the

Landmark Village Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that contribute to the reduction of greenhouse

gas emissions. Please see, for example, Draft EIR, Section 4.9, Air Quality, pp. 4.9-67 through 4.9-82, and

Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-84 through 4.10-91. And, please see the Landmark Village Final EIR,

Appendix F, for the applicant’s Sustainability summary.

Response 60

Please see Response 59, above.

Response 61

Please see Response 59, above. In addition, the County has reviewed and considered the website

information referenced in this comment.

Response 62

Please see Response 59, above.
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Response 63

The comment expresses the opinion that the Landmark Village Draft EIR should be recirculated. The

environmental consultant, Impact Sciences, Inc., does not concur with the comment at this time. The

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

decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the

content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 64

The comment asks that John Buse, staff attorney, Center for Biological Diversity, be added to the mailing

list for this project. In response, Mr. Buse’s address has been added to the mailing list by the

environmental consultant (Impact Sciences, Inc.) and the County’s Department of Regional Planning.
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D22. Letter from California Water Network, dated February 11, 2007

Response 1

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 2

The comment generally addresses water transfers, but does not relate the comment to any specific alleged

deficiency in the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The subject of water supply for the proposed project

received extensive analysis in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service. In addition,

the Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10, contains an exhaustive appendix of water-related technical reports, studies,

and other documents relative to water supply and demand and related issues in the Santa Clarita Valley

and the region. The previously certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR also contains in-depth

information regarding water supplies and demand for the Specific Plan as a whole, and for the region

(see Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis, Section 2.5, Water Resources, Volume VIII (May 2003)).

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

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

Response 3

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 4

The comment states that it is important to consider cumulative impacts, especially with respect to water

supply. Both the previously certified Newhall Ranch environmental documentation (see Newhall Ranch

Revised Additional Analysis, Section 2.5, Water Resources, Volume VIII (May 2003)), and the current

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, Volume II (November 2006), address significant

cumulative water-related impacts to both the Specific Plan and Landmark Village. This comment,

however, does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.
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Response 5

The comment refers to the recent California Supreme Court decision, Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible

Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412. The Vineyard decision has been evaluated

relative to the Landmark Village project and cumulative development in the region. Please see Topical

Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 6

The comment addresses cumulative water-related impacts, refers to Newhall Ranch as a "sprawl"

development project, and includes other general claims not related to the adequacy or content of the

Landmark Village Draft EIR.

In further response to comments concerning urban "sprawl," the County wishes to clarify that the

planning of Newhall Ranch does not implicate such issues; on the contrary, Newhall Ranch has been

situated and designed to promote smart growth planning principles. Newhall Ranch is immediately

adjacent to existing infrastructure, major transportation corridors, a major employment center, and is

within an established region identified for urban growth by the Southern California Association of

Governments (SCAG). It is surrounded on its southern and eastern boundaries by urban areas, including

the City of Santa Clarita, and the communities of Stevenson Ranch and Westridge, with a combined

population of over 250,000 people. The Magic Mountain Theme Park is also located along Newhall

Ranch's eastern boundary. SR-126 bisects its northern boundary. Directly adjacent to the north is the

Castaic community and the Valencia Gateway, currently home to over 60,000 jobs. Valencia Gateway is

the primary employment center for northern Los Angeles County and represents almost 80 percent of

local employment.

Additionally, Newhall Ranch will dedicate to the public approximately 6,000 acres of property that is

now privately owned, including portions of the Santa Clara River, representing more than half of its

12,000 acres. This dedication to a public Joint Powers Authority comes with a $2 million endowment to

restore and enhance habitat. Wildlife corridors are preserved. An additional 1,500 acres of property in

Ventura County that is not part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, but is adjacent to its western

boundary, will be preserved as well. About 90 percent of the oak trees on Newhall Ranch will be

preserved, along with 64 acres of San Fernando Valley Spineflower preserves, which were deeded to the

state in advance of approval.

The planning for Newhall Ranch has gone through a detailed public review and approval process for

well over a decade. Many public and environmental groups have commented on that planning effort

and, today, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan is approved and in the implementation stages.
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Response 7

The comment states that the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, makes "overly

optimistic assumptions about the long-term reliability of water that can be delivered" from the Alluvial

aquifer "to show that State Water Project water is not required for this project." For information

responsive to this general comment, please see the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-17

through 4.10-44. For further information concerning the adequacy of the Santa Clarita Valley's local

groundwater supplies, please see Topical Response 9: Groundwater Supplies and “Overdraft” Claims.

Response 8

The comment states that the local groundwater basin is not adjudicated and that the applicant's claims of

"ownership" to groundwater rights is "not valid."

First, it is correct that the local groundwater basin is unadjudicated; this fact has been regularly reported

in annual Santa Clarita Valley Water Reports since 1998. Second, under California law, the applicant, as

an overlying landowner, has the right to take water from the ground underneath for use on the

“overlying” land within the basin or watershed—the right is based on ownership of the land and is

appurtenant to that ownership. The overlying owner, in this case The Newhall Land and Farming

Company, is authorized to take such amounts as are reasonably needed for beneficial purposes. (See,

e.g., City of Pasadena v. City of Alhambra (1949) 33 Cal.2d 908, 925; Cal. Const., art. X, section 2.) The rights

of the overlying owner also are generally paramount. (City of Pasadena, supra, 33 Cal.2d at 927.)

As reported in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, the applicant would meet all

of the Landmark Village project’s potable water demands by using groundwater pumped from the

Alluvial aquifer, which is presently committed to agricultural uses. The amount of water historically and

presently available from this source is approximately 7,038 afy. The project’s potable water demand is

estimated to be 702 afy. No additional water would be pumped, instead, the water presently and

historically used to irrigate crops would be pumped from sanitary-sealed municipal supply wells (as

compared to open air agricultural wells), treated at the wellhead to meet Title 22 drinking water

standards, and then used to meet the project’s potable demand, as agricultural areas are taken out of

production. The amount of groundwater that will be used to serve the potable demands of the project

would not exceed the amount of water historically used for agricultural uses.

Response 9

Please see Response 8, above.
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Response 10

The comment expresses concern regarding "shortfalls" in the local groundwater basin, it refers to the

currently pending 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) litigation, and it states that

groundwater supplies are "overstated."

For information responsive to claims that groundwater supplies are "overstated" or in "overdraft," please

refer to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-17 through 4.10-44, and

Topical Response 9: Groundwater Supplies and “Overdraft” Claims.

As to the 2005 UWMP litigation, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

In addition, as of August 3, 2007, the Los Angeles County Superior Court, the Honorable Dzintra Janavs,

presiding, issued a statement of decision in favor of the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA), the CLWA

Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County Water District, and Valencia Water Company, and upheld

the validity of the 2005 UWMP for the CLWA service area.

In the litigation, the author of this comment, California Water Impact Network (CWIN), and Friends of

the Santa Clara River (Friends), disputed the sufficiency of the 2005 UWMP's analysis as well as various

conclusions reached in the plan. For example, CWIN and Friends alleged that the plan failed to

accurately estimate future water demand, overstated water supply (including groundwater supplies),

and failed to address alternative water sources to bridge the alleged "gap" between water supply and

demand in the Santa Clarita Valley. However, the trial court found each of the claims to be without merit

and ruled that: (a) the conclusions in the 2005 UWMP are supported by substantial evidence; (b) the 2005

UWMP identifies adequate supplies to meet future demands, including both groundwater supplies and

imported State Water Project (SWP) supplies (which, itself, includes CLWA's 41,000 acre-feet water

transfer); and (c) the 2005 UWMP meets the requirements of the Urban Water Management Planning Act.

The recent statement of decision is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR. Objections to the statement of

decision were filed with the trial court on or before August 20, 2007. The trial court decision may be

subject to appeal by CWIN and/or Friends; however, an appeal has not yet been filed.

Response 11

The comment addresses concerns over perchlorate in the Alluvial aquifer and elsewhere. The comment

also refers to CLWA's 2000 UWMP, which was amended, after litigation, in 2005, and the 2000 UWMP, as

amended in 2005, was never challenged in court. Thereafter, by December 2005, the water agencies in the

Santa Clarita Valley approved the new 2005 UWMP. The 2005 UWMP was the subject of a legal
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challenge, which has been resolved at the trial court level in favor of the Santa Clarita Valley water

agencies. Please see also Response 10, above.

In addition, for information responsive to concerns over perchlorate, please see the Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-17 through 4.10-44; and Topical Response 1: Perchlorate

Treatment Update.

Response 12

The comment addresses CLWA's Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Bravo water storage project and the pending

litigation concerning that project. This project was adequately addressed in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-50. In addition, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 13

The comment claims that unspecified transfers "may be coming from so-called 'surplus water'." If this

comment is claiming that Landmark Village is relying upon Article 21 water, then the comment is

mistaken. Please see the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, for a description of the water sources

necessary to serve the project's demand and cumulative development in the Valley. Due to the lack of

specificity in this comment, a more specific response is not possible and is not required.

However, for clarification purposes, Article 21 water refers to water that is made available by the

Department of Water Resources to SWP contractors under the parties' long-term water supply contracts.

Article 21 water is made available in wet weather years, is not part of SWP Table A amounts, and can be

stored in surface water storage reservoirs or groundwater banks for subsequent use during dry year

conditions. These dry year programs help the average reliability of SWP supplies, and are important in

supporting the average year deliveries reported in DWR's SWP Delivery Reliability Report (2005), and

the percentages used in the 2005 UWMP for average, dry, and multiple dry years.

Water suppliers like CLWA and Valencia Water Company do not rely specifically on the Article 21

provision of CLWA's long-term water supply contract as a primary source of water for new development.

Article 21 water occurs only on a variable basis year-to-year with short delivery time frames.

Nonetheless, Article 21 water remains an important provision available to SWP contractors, and the

Article 21 provision makes surplus water available for various uses during wet weather conditions.
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Response 14

The comment addresses CLWA's water storage programs and suggests that supplies from those

programs should not be considered in "the long term demand." The County has conferred with CLWA

and Valencia Water Company. First, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-

50, adequately describes CLWA's water storage programs. These programs also are thoroughly

addressed in the 2005 UWMP, which is found in Appendix 4.10 of the Draft EIR. In addition, for further

responsive information concerning pending litigation over CLWA's Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Bravo

program, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 15

The comment states that unspecified "contracts for the water transfers" are derivative of the Monterey

Amendments, which, according to the comment, are "contingent and non-final." Under the Monterey

Settlement Agreement, the parties expressly agreed that the SWP would continue to be administered and

operated in accordance with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of the Monterey Settlement

Agreement. The Monterey Settlement Agreement is found in Appendix B of this Final EIR. In addition,

for further information responsive to this request, please see Topical Response 4 : CLWA's 41,000 AFY

Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 16

The comment addresses the 41,000 acre-feet water transfer, and claims it should not be counted toward

the Santa Clarita Valley's water supplies. Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water

Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 17

The comment is critical of the Landmark Village SB610 Water Supply Assessment. Please see Topical

Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water

Supplies.

Response 18

The comment claims global warming has not been considered relative to water supplies. Please see

Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies.
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Response 19

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 20

Please see Response 8, above.

Response 21

The comment claims that there are "excessive levels of total dissolved solids (TDS)" in the groundwater to

be utilized for Newhall Ranch. The water quality data does not show that TDS levels exceed adopted

standards. On the contrary, the groundwater to be used for Landmark Village has been tested, and the

testing indicates that all constituents tested were at acceptable levels for drinking water under Title 22

(see Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-42). In addition, the author of this

comment raised this same issue in connection with the 2005 UWMP litigation, and the trial court rejected

the issue based on substantial evidence found in both the 2005 UWMP and the record. Please see

Response 10, above.

To the extent that the author of this comment continues to pursue this claim, the County notes that the

2005 UWMP and record are in the possession of CWIN and its counsel and that such documents are

available for public inspection and review at CLWA, 27234 Bouquet Canyon Road, Santa Clarita,

California 91350. The documents from the 2005 UWMP record, which support the position that TDS

levels in the groundwater to be utilized for Newhall Ranch do not exceed adopted standards, are

incorporated by this reference.

Finally, the comment references "Attachment 2" in support of the comment concerning TDS levels.

Attachment 2 is a letter from Sierra Club to CLWA, dated October 21, 2005, in connection with comments

on the 2005 UWMP. The Sierra Club comment letter, at p. 3, concerns TDS levels at an "adjacent landfill,"

and provides no data supporting the information presented in the comment. In contrast, results from

laboratory testing conducted for the Valencia Water Company wells that will serve Landmark Village are

provided in Appendix 4.10 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. The data does not show TDS levels in

excess of adopted standards.

Response 22

The comment generally refers to alternative water sources, but does not provide sufficient specificity to

allow for a detailed response. However, the subject of water supply received extensive analysis in the
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Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service. This section provides data supporting the

conclusion that adequate and reliable water supplies are available to serve the Landmark Village project

and cumulative development in the Santa Clarita Valley -- without the need for alternative water sources.

Also, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 23

The comment addresses current legal challenges to various water supplies or water-related documents.

For information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water

Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 24

The comment identifies court decisions that it claims "compromise" the Landmark Village Draft EIR and

documents supporting the water supply and demand analysis found in that EIR. For further information

responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 25

The comment addresses the Bay-Delta, and aquatic species in the Delta; it also states that less water in the

SWP and the Central Valley Project (CVP) will be available to southern California due to Delta concerns.

The County provides the following information in response to this comment:

Water availability, its reliability, and the impact of supplying that water to Newhall Ranch has been

thoroughly studied in both the Los Angeles County and Court-approved Newhall Ranch environmental

documents, and has been examined and debated during the lengthy open and public planning process.

As shown in the approved Newhall Ranch environmental documents, Newhall Ranch will primarily use

local groundwater, which has been historically used on site for agriculture operations, for

urban/municipal potable uses, and recycled water from local water reclamation plants to meet Newhall

Ranch's non-potable water uses (e.g., irrigation). At build-out of Newhall Ranch, a small percentage of

Newhall Ranch's water supply will come from a private purchase from Kern County. This private

purchase is outside of the SWP and the water supply from that purchase is guaranteed. Because these

water sources meet the water needs of Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, no potable water

will be needed from the existing or planned imported SWP supplies of CLWA.

In addition, CLWA and the local retail purveyors have extensively studied the capacity and condition of

the local groundwater basin the Santa Clarita Valley. These technical studies have demonstrated that

groundwater supplies are adequate to meet the water agency groundwater operating plan, without any
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detrimental consequences to the basin or downstream uses. In addition, planning for the remediation of

perchlorate and restoration of the impacted well capacity is substantially underway. It is also monitored

closely by CLWA, the local water purveyors, the Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers.

Furthermore, Newhall Ranch does not rely on water pumped from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay-

Delta, and, therefore, will not result in environmental impacts to the Bay Delta or contribute to the issues

currently facing the Bay-Delta region. In addition, Newhall Ranch recognizes the current and future

challenges facing the Bay-Delta, and supports the Governor's recent efforts to implement legislation and

other actions that will address these issues, including Executive Order S-17-06. The Executive Order has

created the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force, an appointed team that will prepare an independent

public report to set forth findings and recommendations on the sustainable management of the Bay-Delta.

The goal of the Task Force is to develop a sustainable management program encompassing the Bay-

Delta’s full array of infrastructure and land-use resources. There is wide recognition that a solution must

be found for the Bay-Delta, and both the County and the applicant support the Governor's latest actions

and funding proposals to address these issues.

For further information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 26

The comment mentions global warming "exacerbating" the Bay-Delta "problem." For information

responsive to this comment, please see Response 25, above; and Topical Response 6: Global Climate

Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies.

Response 27

The comment discusses imported supplies from the SWP and the CVP. As stated in the Landmark

Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-2 to 4.10-4, the proposed project does not rely on

either SWP or CVP supplies. Instead, Landmark Village will use local groundwater and recycled water

from local water reclamation plants to meet potable and non-potable water demand. Nonetheless, for

further information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning

Water Supplies.
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Response 28

The comment addresses issues concerning water reliability. For information responsive to this comment,

please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 29

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 30

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 31

Please see Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies.

Response 32

Please see Response 30, above.

Response 33

Please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 34

Please see Response 33, above.

Response 35

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 36

Please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.
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Response 37

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 38

Please see Response 37, above.

Response 39

The comment is well beyond the scope of the Landmark Village project and Draft EIR. In addition,

Landmark Village does not rely on SWP supplies to meet its potable or non-potable water demand.

Nonetheless, for general information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 4:

CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 40

The comment does not address the adequacy or content of the Landmark Village Draft EIR. Please see

also Response 39, above. Additional information responsive to this comment is found in the 2005

UWMP, which is found in Appendix 4.10 of the Draft EIR.

Response 41

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.

Response 42

The comment requests that the County rely only on 54,200 acre-feet of SWP water for the reasons set forth

in the comment. The County relies on CLWA and the local retail water purveyors for their expertise in

providing water management, supply, and demand information to the County. In this respect, CLWA

has consistently reported to the County that its SWP Table A supplies are 95,200 acre-feet per year and

that these supplies are variable and subject to reduction due to regulatory, environmental, and

hydrological conditions. However, CLWA has never advised the County that its SWP supplies are only

54,000 acre-feet. The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, also accurately

summarizes for information purposes CLWA's SWP supplies and the litigation challenges to such

supplies (see Draft EIR, pp. 4.10-12–4.10-14; and 4.10-44–4.10-57). As to litigation uncertainties, and the

reasons why alternative water supply sources are not necessary at this time, please see, generally, Topical
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Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water

Supplies.

Response 43

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D23. Letter from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated February 16, 2007

Response 1

Please see Response 2 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

Region, dated January 22, 2007, which indicates that the Landmark Village project is well within TMDL

limits for chloride. Furthermore, treatment at the Newhall Ranch WRP will consist of screening,

activated sludge secondary treatment with membrane bioreactors, nitrification/denitrification, ultraviolet

disinfection, and partial reverse osmosis. Effluent limitations on discharges to the Santa Clara River have

been set at 100 mg/L.

As is discussed in the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit Fact Sheet (p. F-13), which is referenced in the

Introduction to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, dated

January 22, 2007, the Upper Santa Clara River chloride wasteload allocations (WLAs) are expressed on a

concentration basis derived from and equivalent to the existing water quality objective for Reaches 5 and

6 of the Santa Clara River, thereby providing direct protection for sensitive beneficial uses. Under the

TMDL Implementation Plan, a special study was conducted to confirm that the concentration-based WLA

of 100 mg/L chloride is protective of this beneficial use. A concentration-based WLA also accommodates

future growth and provides beneficial uses protection from chloride loads that were in place at the time

of the TMDL development. Protection of beneficial uses from additional chloride loads that were not

assigned wasteload allocations is provided by using the WLAs as effluent limits in permits for new and

future sources, such as the Newhall Ranch WRP.

Further stated in the Fact Sheet (p. F-13), the Staff Report for the TMDL, dated August 21, 2002, states “A

concentration-based target accommodates future growth by allowing increased mass as long as it is

accompanied by additional flow… ” The Fact Sheet finds that water quality will not be degraded if

concentration-based wasteload allocations that are equivalent to the water quality objectives are assigned

to new facilities at the end of pipe. The Fact Sheet also states that studies regarding the effect of

additional chloride load on groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River are underway

and scheduled for completion by November 2007 (Fact Sheet p. F-14). Initial results from these studies

show that discharges at effluent limits of 100 mg/L chloride will not degrade groundwater quality. In

conclusion, the Landmark Village project will not result in significant water quality impacts.

Response 2

Please see Response 2 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

Region, dated January 22, 2007.
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Response 3

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

question the content of the Draft EIR.
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D24. Letter from the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment,
dated February 16, 2007

Response 1

The comment expresses the opinions of the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

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

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

question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 2

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. For responsive information, please see

Responses 3 through 27, below.

Response 3

The comment requests an extension of time for commenting on the Draft EIR. Additional time was

provided. For additional information responsive to the comment, please refer to Topical Response 3:

Public Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

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

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

Response 4

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to comply with the Los Angeles County Development

Monitoring System (DMS). This statement is incorrect. The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0,

Cumulative Impact Analysis Methodology, describes the two cumulative analyses utilized in the Draft

EIR.

Consistent with DMS, and as applied to fire protection services, the Landmark Village project will

provide one fire station to be built west of Long Canyon Road. An agreement between Newhall and the

County's Fire Department includes dedication of the land for the fire station, and construction of the fire

station. In addition, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan includes the construction of two other equipped

and furnished fire stations, and such stations will be conveyed to the Fire District in lieu of developer fees.

As to education, the Landmark Village site includes a 9-acre Castaic School District elementary school site

to be constructed in the central portion of the tract map site. The school would consist of a main school

building with modular classrooms, an adjacent playing field, and on-site parking. In addition, the
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Newhall Ranch Specific Plan calls for reservation of up to four other elementary school sites, one junior

high school site, and one high school site. The developer of future subdivisions within the Specific Plan

also must comply with the terms and conditions of the School Facilities Funding Agreements between

The Newhall Land and Farming Company and the Newhall School District, the William S. Hart Union

High School District, and the Castaic Union School District. These agreements are intended to fully

mitigate the Specific Plan's impacts on school facilities.

As to libraries, consistent with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR, funding to the County

Librarian is required for a maximum of two libraries (including the sites, construction, furniture, fixtures,

equipment, and materials). (Please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.17, Library Services,

Mitigation Measure SP 4.9-1, p. 4.17-10–4.17-11.)

As to water service, the Landmark Village project is relying upon local groundwater supplies to meet the

project's potable water demands, and recycled water from the Newhall Ranch WRP to meet the project's

non-potable water demands. The project does not rely on CLWA's SWP supplies; and, therefore, does

not result in or contribute to any significant cumulative impacts on Santa Clarita Valley's water supplies.

In short, the applicant has fully complied with the County's DMS provisions.

Response 5

The comment states that Sheriff services should be a part of DMS. The comment is noted. However, the

County did not determine that Sheriff services should be a part of DMS when the General Plan was

adopted. The comment is also beyond the scope of this project-level EIR. It should be noted that the

applicant is dedicating land and constructing a Sheriff’s station in conjunction with the implementation of

Newhall Ranch. Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

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

does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 6

The comment reiterates the purpose of DMS analysis. The comment restates information contained in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0, pp. 3.0-2 through 3.0-3, but does not raise an environmental

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

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

comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.
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Response 7

The comment raises issues that do not relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment

also does not raise any issue regarding the Landmark Village project or the associated EIR. Nonetheless,

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

final decision on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 8

The comment restates information already contained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0, but

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

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

project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of

the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 9

The comment states that DMS printouts do not state the level of service needed for pending, existing, and

approved projects. As a matter of record, the DMS printouts have never stated the level of service

needed, nor is that a requirement of the County’s DMS. Information concerning the capacity and status

of various services (e.g., school, fire, wastewater, library, etc.) are addressed in each respective section of

the Landmark Village Draft EIR (see, e.g., Section 4.15, Education; Section 4.14, Fire Protection; Section

4.11, Wastewater Disposal; Section 4.17, Libraries).

Response 10

The comment states that the DMS printout does not include sewage plant capacity. Please see Response

9, above. In addition, information with regard to capacity and status of wastewater treatment plant

expansions is secured through written communication from each service provider, and reported in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.11, Wastewater Disposal.

Response 11

The comment states that the DMS printout does not indicate the additional load that is required by the

proposed project and without this information decision makers cannot adequately assess the level of

service required. Each EIR section (e.g., utility or public services [e.g., wastewater]) provides existing

capacity information obtained by the service provider and DMS – in this example, the capacity of the

wastewater treatment plants is provided in the Draft EIR, Section 4.11, Wastewater Disposal. This section
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quantifies how much wastewater would be generated and determines if there is enough capacity to serve

the proposed project. Cumulative impacts are addressed in the same manner. DMS was never intended

to provide analysis information. It is the responsibility of the EIR to utilize the base data provided by

DMS and apply the data to the proposed project.

Response 12

The comment states that there is no evaluation of fire and school services. This is incorrect. Please see the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.14, Fire Service, and Section 4.15, Education, which conclude that,

with mitigation and previously established agreements, fire and education services would be less than

significant.

Response 13

The Landmark Village Draft EIR addresses library, water, and wastewater, and includes a DMS analysis

in Sections 4.17, 4.10, and 4.11, respectively.

Response 14

The comment states that traffic has not been analyzed under the DMS system. The comment is not

correct. As stated in Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 3.0, Cumulative Analysis Methodology, p. 3.0-

4, traffic projects must meet criteria and implement one or more of the mitigation measures identified:

Traffic Study, Joint City/County Bridge/Thoroughfare District, General Plan Mitigation, Conditions of

Approval, and Building and Improvement Permits. The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.7,

Traffic/Access, addresses all of the above noted points. No further response is required.

Response 15

The referenced information appears to be from other County projects indicating supply and demand data

from approximately 15 years ago. The DMS spreadsheets, in use at this time, are generated by the

County of Los Angeles and are included in Appendix 3.0 of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.

Response 16

The comment states that the disclosure of existing units does not constitute DMS analysis. Please see the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Sections 4.7, Traffic/Access; 4.10, Water Service; 4.11; Wastewater Disposal;

4.15, Education; 4.17, Library Services; 4.14, Fire Protection; which analyze existing conditions to the

proposed project and cumulative growth under the DMS Build-Out Scenario.
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Response 17

As a preface to the response to this comment, it should be noted that the SCOPE was one of the entities

that settled and dismissed its appeal in connection with the prior Newhall Ranch litigation (United Water

Conservation District, et al. v. County of Los Angeles, et al., Case No. 239324-RDR [Consolidated with Case

Nos. 239325, 239326 and 239327-RDR] 5th Civil No. F044638).28 In this litigation, SCOPE and other

entities had appealed the order granting a motion brought by the County of Los Angeles and The

Newhall Land and Farming Company to discharge the writ of mandate that was previously entered by

the trial court. The motion was granted discharging the prior writ, because the Newhall Ranch additional

environmental analysis was found to have complied with CEQA.

As part of the settlement effective March 29, 2004, SCOPE and other entities acknowledged that the

Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis (Volume VIII; May 2003) had disclosed the actual amount of

groundwater pumped from the basin to irrigate Newhall's agricultural lands in Los Angeles County.

SCOPE and other entities also acknowledged that a total of 7,038 acre-feet per year was determined to be

the average amount of water used on Newhall's agricultural lands in Los Angeles County from 1996-

2000. Further, SCOPE and other entities acknowledged that: (a) groundwater historically and presently

used for crop irrigation on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site and elsewhere in Los Angeles County

would be made available by Newhall, or its assignee, to partially meet the potable water demands of the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan; (b) the amount of groundwater pumped for this purpose would not exceed

7,038 acre-feet per year; and (c) pumping this amount would not result in a net increase in groundwater

use in the Santa Clarita Valley. The terms of the settlement also required Newhall to monitor, report, and

verify its groundwater usage and to provide on-going groundwater-related documentation.

Based upon this settlement, the pending appeal was dismissed, resulting in final resolution of all

litigation over the adequacy of the certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and its water

supplies. As a result of this settlement, it is inappropriate for SCOPE to reargue prior comments and

claims concerning the Specific Plan's use of local groundwater to meet its potable water supplies.

Nonetheless, the County further responds to SCOPE’s additional comments below.

The comment states that there is a lack of DMS reporting and water availability. It also states that the EIR

“erroneously” provides that the Landmark Village project will be served “from Valencia’s ‘agricultural

water’ that it ‘owns’.” First, as to DMS reporting of water, please see the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water

Service, pp. 4.10-79 through 4.10-82. In addition, the reporting of the water demand and supply for the

28 The "Notice of Settlement and Dismissal of Appeal" was filed April 1, 2004, is incorporated by this reference, and
is available for public inspection and review upon request at Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Springs Road,
Suite A-1, Camarillo, California 93012.
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proposed project and other cumulative development in the Santa Clarita Valley, is provided in the Draft

EIR, Appendix 4.10, SB610 Water Supply Assessment and 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. In

addition, the Final EIR, Appendix B, includes the latest 2006 Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (May

2007), which provides relevant reporting of water supply and demand for the Santa Clarita Valley.

Second, the comment incorrectly states that the agricultural groundwater supplies are from Valencia

Water Company. As stated in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-2, “[t]he applicant would

meet all of the Landmark Village project’s water demands by using its groundwater produced from the

Alluvial aquifer in Los Angeles County (County), which is presently committed to agricultural uses.”

Here, the applicant is The Newhall Land and Farming Company, or its designee, not the Valencia Water

Company. The groundwater supplies are those supplies “historically and presently” available to the

applicant, as the overlying landowner, from the Alluvial aquifer. The amount of groundwater

historically and presently available to the applicant from that source is approximately 7,038 acre-feet per

year (afy). The project’s potable water demand is estimated at 702 afy. Therefore, as reported in the Draft

EIR, pp. 4.10-2 through 4.10-3, the water from the Alluvial aquifer “historically and presently” used for

agriculture by the applicant would be used to meet all of the project’s potable water needs resulting in no

net increase in groundwater use. For further information responsive to this comment, please see

Response 8 to letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007.

Response 18

The comment restates information contained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.13, Sheriff

Services, but does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be

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

proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the

content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 19

The comment states that the EIR provides that only four deputies would be required. This comment is

incorrect. The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.13, Sheriff Services, p. 4.13-11, states that:

“Therefore, for purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the proposed project would require an

additional 15 deputies.”

Response 20

The comment states that Sheriff estimates of the need for additional personnel is based on 2004

population and traffic conditions and that these projections are no longer valid. The Sheriff’s Department
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based its projected needs upon the project description found in the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

1.0, Project Description. The proposed project is not responsible for the impacts generated by existing or

other proposed projects in the Santa Clarita Valley. In addition, the Draft EIR, Section 4.13, contains an

adequate analysis of Sheriff services relative to the proposed project and cumulative development in the

Valley.

Response 21

The comment expresses SCOPE’s opinion that Sheriff services should be evaluated under DMS. Sheriff

services are not identified as one of the environmental issues required to be addressed in the County’s

DMS (see, Draft EIR, Section 3.0, p. 3.0-2). Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the

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

However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 22

The project applicant has agreed to provide a minimum 5-acre site to construct a sheriff station on the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site. As a part of this agreement, the project applicant will contribute a pro-

rata share portion of the costs for and will construct a facility on the 5-acre property.

Additionally, the fiscal impact analysis prepared for the Newhall Land’s communities west of Interstate 5

including the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan indicated that at build-out there would be a surplus of $42

million in tax revenue generated on an annual basis. It should be noted that this surplus is in addition to

the operating costs associated with these communities. The Specific Plan’s fiscal analysis is incorporated

by this reference, and is available for public review and inspection, along with the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR, which has been previously incorporated hereto.

Response 23

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect

on the environment. Nonetheless, for responsive information, please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR,

Section 4.15, Education. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

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

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

2.D-811



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Response 24

The comment states that the Landmark Village Draft EIR is “incomplete” because the County has not

required or did not require the project applicant to supply “both” a SB610 Water Supply Assessment and

a SB221 Water Verification. At this stage of the project approval process, the law does not require both a

SB610 Water Supply Assessment and a SB 221 Water Verification. Instead, the law requires that an EIR

include a water supply assessment, and the Landmark Village Draft EIR includes the required

assessment. Please see Draft EIR, Appendix 4.10, SB610 Water Supply Assessment.

Response 25

Please see Response 24, above.

Response 26

The comment raises an issue that is beyond the scope of the Landmark Village Draft EIR, and does not

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. Nonetheless, it is the County’s understanding

that the California Public Utilities Commission has not been presented with a request from Valencia

Water Company to expand its service area; and, therefore, the quote taken from Decision D0111048,

dated November 30, 2001, is not applicable. The comment also does not provide the referenced decision,

making it difficult for the County and other interested parties to place the quoted text in proper context.

Response 27

Please see Responses 24 and 26, above.

Response 28

The comment claims that the Landmark Village Draft EIR does not comply with the requirements of the

recent California Supreme Court decision, Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of

Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412. The Vineyard decision is thoroughly addressed in the Final EIR,

Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 29

The comment states that the “indicated pumping from the Saugus Aquifer cannot be accomplished

without the return to service of the wells that are currently closed due to ammonium perchlorate

pollution.” On the contrary, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service (pp. 4.10-2–4.10-

3, 4.10-6, 4.10-20–4.10-33, and 4.10-60–4.10-72), has found that the potable water needed to serve

Landmark Village is available and reliable, that the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors’ groundwater
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operating plan can be met by the local groundwater basin without any adverse environmental

consequences, and the capacity from both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation is adequate and

sustainable.

Response 30

Please see Topical Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update.

Response 31

Please see Topical Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update.

Response 32

For information responsive to this comment, please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10,

Water Service, pp. 4.10-33 through 4.10-42, and 4.10-63 through 4.10-69. In addition, please see Topical

Response 1: Perchlorate Treatment Update.

Response 33

For updated information regarding perchlorate and impacted wells, please see Topical Response 1:

Perchlorate Treatment Update.

Response 34

The comment requests that the water purveyors use a different methodology for assessing pumping

capacity of wells. The County has considered this request, and believes it is more desirable to rely upon

the expertise of the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors in assessing water well pump capacity.

Response 35

For responsive information, please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp.

4.10-44 through 4.10-56; Topical Response 4 : CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer; and Topical Response

5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 36

Please see Response 35, above.
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Response 37

The requested information is not required to be included in an EIR, and does not affect the validity of the

Landmark Village Draft EIR or raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. Nonetheless,

the requested information can be easily obtained by contacting the project applicant.

Response 38

The comment refers to “several other conditions” placed on the Landmark Village tract map approval

that should be “disclosed and discussed in the EIR.” However, the comment does not specify those other

conditions, and does not provide any supporting documents describing these “several other conditions.”

Without further information, no further response is possible or required.

Response 39

The Landmark Village project’s non-potable water demand will be met through the use of recycled water

from the Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (WRP) or the existing Valencia WRP. Please see, e.g.,

Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, p. 4.10-2.

Response 40

Please see Response 2, to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles

Region, dated January 22, 2007.

Response 41

Please see Topical Response 3: EIS/EIR Project.

Response 42

Please see Responses 5, 8, and 9 to letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los

Angeles Region, dated January 22, 2007.

Response 43

The comment states that the Regional Water Quality Control Board will need to subsequently issue a

Section 401 certification in connection with the Landmark Village project; however, the certification is not

currently a County issue. Also, the comment states that the project should consider eliminating or

reducing downstream bank stabilization and eliminating the Long Canyon Road Bridge. First, both the

bank stabilization and the Long Canyon Road Bridge constitute infrastructure previously considered and

approved by the County’s Board of Supervisors as part of its approval of the entire Specific Plan and
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associated EIR. Second, the Landmark Village Draft EIR includes the CEQA-required “no project”

alternative for consideration by the County. Under this alternative, downstream bank stabilization and

the Long Canyon Road Bridge would not be installed/constructed. No further information is required in

response to this general comment.

Response 44

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Section 4.1, Geotechnical and Soil Resources. The comment does not raise any specific issue

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

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

prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 45

The comment states that the amount of fill proposed will prove to be unsafe, especially in liquefaction

areas. The comment provides no support for this opinion, and the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section

4.1, Geotechnical and Soil Resources, does not concur.

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.1, Geotechnical and Soil Resources, addresses all potential

significant geologic, soil, and geotechnical impacts, and adopts an extensive mitigation program

associated with all such potential impacts (see, Draft EIR, pp. 4.1-28–4.1-50). With implementation of the

mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR, no significant unavoidable project-related or

cumulative geologic, soil, or geotechnical impacts are anticipated in connection with the proposed

project.

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

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

address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 46

The comment expresses SCOPE's opinion, but does not provide any supporting data and, importantly,

the opinion does not apply to the proposed project. Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of

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

However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.
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Response 47

The comment addresses claims concerning the stability of soils underneath purchased home lots, but

provides no documentation or other data to support the claim. There are no "defects" in the soils

associated with the proposed project site. In addition, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.1,

Geotechnical and Soil Resources, addresses all potential significant geologic, soil, and geotechnical

impacts, and adopts an extensive mitigation program associated with all such potential impacts (see,

Draft EIR, pp. 4.1-28 through 4.1-50). With implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in

the Draft EIR, no significant unavoidable project-related or cumulative geologic, soil, or geotechnical

impacts are anticipated in connection with the proposed project.

Response 48

The comment would like to see project impacts reduced through greater avoidance. The comment

suggests that greater avoidance could be achieved by eliminating the downstream bank stabilization and

the Long Canyon Road Bridge. The comment also would like the project footprint lessened to avoid

impacting oak trees.

In response to comments concerning downstream bank stabilization and the related bridge crossing, the

Landmark Village Draft EIR addresses such concerns. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2,

Hydrology, at p. 4.2-35, buried bank protection along portions of the Santa Clara River (see, Draft EIR,

Figure 1.0-23) is needed to protect the residential and commercial development on the Landmark Village

project site, the Long Canyon Road Bridge, and the property immediately downstream of the Landmark

Village site from potential localized erosion due to project implementation. Thus, it is deemed both

appropriate and desirable to install infrastructure (i.e., bridge, bank protection) in conjunction with the

grading and construction associated with the Landmark Village tract map site. The Draft EIR, Section 4.2,

p. 4.2-42, disclosed that localized increases in velocity in excess of 4 feet per second (fps) would occur

downstream of the Landmark Village project site and that such localized increases in velocity have the

potential to cause erosion. The project-related increases in velocity downstream of the project site would

be mitigated by installation of buried bank stabilization/protection along the southern edge of the river

corridor at the Long Canyon Road Bridge and extending both east and west (see, Draft EIR, Figure 1.0-

23). The biological and aquatic impacts associated with that bank stabilization were previously analyzed

and accepted by the County in the certified Newhall Ranch Program EIR. Such impacts are further

analyzed at the Landmark Village tract map level as part of this EIR. (Please see, specifically, Section 4.2,

Hydrology, revised Section 4.4, Biota, and Section 4.5, Floodplain Modifications.) In addition, the Draft

EIR, Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, includes the CEQA-required "No Project" alternative, which would
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eliminate construction of both the Long Canyon Road Bridge and all bank stabilization, including the

bank stabilization downstream of the project site.

Second, the Draft EIR provides extensive analysis of oak tree impacts. Please see Final EIR, revised

Section 4.4, Biota, and Appendix A (Oak Tree Survey).

Response 49

Please see Final EIR, Appendix A, Biota, Oak Tree Survey, Preserved and Relocated Oaks, prepared by

Richard Johnson & Associates, 2003. This survey conducted an analysis of previously preserved and

relocated oaks to determine their condition (health) after the relocation for seven projects developed by

the project applicant. In many cases the relocated trees had a better condition when compared to their

initial site orientation. In no instance did the condition of the tree deteriorate after relocation.

Response 50

The comment provides background information, but does not raise an environmental issue within the

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

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

not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 51

Please see Response 4 to letter from Heal the Bay, dated January 22, 2007.

Response 52

The comment states the mitigation measures will not reduce impacts to less than significant. The

comment expresses SCOPE's opinions, but does not raise an issue with respect to the adequacy or content

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

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

does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 53

The acreage of the fuel modification zone was included in the calculations of impacts to on-site biological

resources as part of the development footprint. Even so, most of the fuel modification zone for the

Landmark Village project occurs within agricultural areas and will not result in additional impacts to

native vegetation. The Landmark Village Final EIR, Appendix A, includes a preliminary fire

management plan that is responsive to this comment.
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Response 54

The comment refers to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description. The comment

also states that the bank protection should be removed from the project description.

As stated in the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, p. 1.0-48, as part of the project approvals for the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan, the County approved program-level CUP No. 94-087-(5) on May 27, 2003. The CUP

approved three elevated highway bridge crossings over the Santa Clara River, including the general

alignment for the Long Canyon Road Bridge. Each bridge crossing is an extension of an existing road,

creating a functional regional circulation system for Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, the first

phase of the Newhall Ranch community. The location of the Long Canyon Road Bridge and associated

bank protection is shown in Figure 1.0-23 of the Draft EIR, Section 1.0, Project Description.

The elevated Long Canyon Road Bridge crosses the Santa Clara River and will serve as a portion of the

circulation system for other portions of Newhall Ranch. These other portions are not "future unapproved

phases of Newhall Ranch." Commencing in 1994, and concluding in May 2003, the County embarked

upon the preparation of a comprehensive Specific Plan for the entire Newhall Ranch. The Specific Plan

was one of several project approvals covering the entire Newhall Ranch area. The environmental

implications of the Specific Plan and associated project approvals were addressed in a comprehensive

program EIR (see, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR). Both the Specific Plan and associated

Program EIR were approved by the County's Board of Supervisors on May 27, 2003. Thus, the entire

Land Use Plan for Newhall Ranch has been studied, debated, and approved as of May 2003. Nothing

precludes the applicant from implementing various components of the approved Specific Plan, including

the Landmark Village project and associated infrastructure, such as the Long Canyon Road Bridge and

buried bank stabilization.

In addition, as disclosed in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2, Hydrology, at p. 4.2-35, buried bank protection

along portions of the Santa Clara River (see, Draft EIR, Figure 1.0-23) is needed to protect the residential

and commercial development on the Landmark Village project site, the Long Canyon Road Bridge, and

the property immediately downstream of the Landmark Village site from potential localized erosion due

to project implementation. Thus, it is deemed both appropriate and desirable to install infrastructure (i.e.,

bridge, bank protection) in conjunction with the grading and construction associated with the Landmark

Village tract map site. The Draft EIR, Section 4.2, p. 4.2-42, disclosed that localized increases in velocity in

excess of 4 fps would occur downstream of the Landmark Village project site and that such localized

increases in velocity have the potential to cause erosion. The project-related increases in velocity

downstream of the project site would be mitigated by installation of buried bank stabilization/protection

along the southern edge of the river corridor at the Long Canyon Road Bridge and extending both east
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and west (see, Draft EIR, Figure 1.0-23). The biological and aquatic impacts associated with that bank

stabilization were previously analyzed and accepted by the County in the certified Newhall Ranch

Program EIR. Such impacts are further analyzed at the Landmark Village tract map level as part of this

EIR. (Please see, specifically, Section 4.2, Hydrology, revised Section 4.4, Biota, and Section 4.5,

Floodplain Modifications.)

Response 55

The comment refers to the Landmark Village project's buried bank protection starting at the Long Canyon

Road Bridge and extending westerly downstream of the tract map site. The comment correctly states the

Draft EIR's disclosure that downstream buried bank protection is needed to mitigate potential localized

erosion impacts associated with implementation of the project. However, the comment states, in effect,

that too much bank protection is provided. For responsive information, please refer to Response 54,

above. In addition, in the County's view, the buried bank protection can serve as both a project

component and a form of mitigation to reduce or minimize the potential for localized erosion. And,

nothing in CEQA precludes the buried bank protection from being included as a component of the

project (i.e., a project design feature) and a form of mitigation to minimize the potential for localized

erosion in large storm events – particularly where, as here, the entire Specific Plan was the subject of a

previously certified programmatic environmental document that included the Newhall Ranch land plan

and associated infrastructure (e.g., tract maps, bridges, bank protection, etc.).

Response 56

The comment requests that alternatives be considered that drop the downstream bank stabilization and

Long Canyon Road Bridge from the proposed project. In response, the Landmark Village Draft EIR

summarized the alternatives previously evaluated in the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR. This

previous analysis included alternatives that proposed no project-related development on the Newhall

Ranch site. In addition, the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 5.0, Project Alternatives, includes the

CEQA-required "No Project" alternative. This alternative compares the impacts that may occur if the site

were left in its present condition, without development of the proposed Landmark Village project.

Response 57

Please see Responses 54 through 56, above.

Response 58

Please see Topical Response 2: EIS/EIR Project.
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Response 59

The comment indicates that SCOPE does not support the expansion of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill,

citing impacts to nearby residents. Also, the comment states that if all communities were to comply with

AB 939, expansion to Chiquita Canyon Landfill would be alleviated. The comment raises economic,

social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment identified

in the Landmark Village Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of the record and

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

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

Response 60

The comment requests that if the Chiquita Canyon Landfill expansion is approved, that Landmark

Village residents be notified in real estate agreements in 14-pt type of the intention to expand. The

comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on

the environment identified in the Landmark Village Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the comment will be

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

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

response is required.

Response 61

The comment suggested that parkland be dedicated as mitigation for the Chiquita Canyon Landfill

expansion. The comment suggested that portions of the floodplain or SEA currently slated for

development might be considered. The Chiquita Canyon Landfill expansion is not a part of the proposed

project nor is it a part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. No mitigation on the part of the proposed

project or the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan as a result of landfill expansion is required.

Response 62

Traffic volume forecasts for the I-5 freeway shown in the Draft EIR traffic study indicate deficient

conditions will occur within the Santa Clarita Valley without the planned freeway improvements

identified in the current Caltrans planning documents. The project applicant has committed to

participate in capacity augmentation improvements on a fair-share basis for the I-5 freeway (reference

Mitigation Measure LV-4.7-21). The Draft EIR, Section 4.7, Traffic/Access, also identifies existing traffic

conditions, traffic-related potential significant impacts, and mitigation from both the Specific Plan and

proposed Landmark Village project.
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Response 63

Right-of-way for a potential future rail use has been set aside within the project boundary.

Response 64

The comment contends that the project would build in future light rail right-of-way and then need to be

demolished in the future to accommodate light rail. The comment is incorrect. The project reserves right-

of-way for light rail and does not propose any construction on this reserved area.

Response 65

The comment states that condemnation proceedings would come at a great cost for the public and

merchants. Please see Responses 63 and 64, above. Nonetheless, the comment will be included as part of

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

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

Response 66

The comment requests that light rail right-of-way be included in the project. Please see Responses 63 and

64, above. In addition, the comment incorrectly identifies the average daily trips associated with the

Landmark Village project. Please see the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.7, Traffic/Access, p. 4.7-1,

for a correct summary description of the estimate average daily trips generated by the proposed project

through build-out.

Response 67

The comment refers generally to global warming, and incorrectly identifies the average daily trips

generated by the proposed project. Please see Response 66, above, for information concerning the

Landmark Village project's average daily trip generation. As to global warming comments, please see the

following for responsive information: Topical Response 6 : Global Climate Change And Its Effects On

California Water Supplies; Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On Sensitive

Biological Resources; and Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions And Global Climate Change.
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D25. Letter from Planning and Conservation League, dated February 20, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

The comment states an appreciation to the County for extending the public comment period of the

Landmark Village Draft EIR. The comment is noted, and will be included as part of the record and made

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

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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D26. Letter from Planning and Conservation League, dated February 20, 2008

Response 1

The comment requests that the County withdraw the Landmark Village Draft EIR pending further review

and analysis. There is no need to "withdraw" the Draft EIR for the proposed project. For further

information generally responsive to this comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public Review

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

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

an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The comment addresses various concerns over the Landmark Village SB610 Water Supply Assessment

(WSA). Specifically, the comment states that the WSA is inaccurate, inconsistent with (unspecified)

recent court decisions, and relies on "unverified water supplies, water projects, and reports that are under

legal challenge."

First, the Landmark Village WSA is consistent with the information presented in the Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service. Second, the County has determined that the information

presented in the Landmark Village WSA is accurate. Without further information concerning specific

"inaccuracies," no more specific response can be provided or is necessary. Third, the Landmark Village

WSA does not rely on "unverified" water supplies. Please see Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, for a

detailed description of the verifiable water supplies relied upon by the Landmark Village project. Fourth,

the County notes that there are legal challenges concerning various water supplies, both locally,

regionally, and statewide. Despite these legal challenges, the County has made the factual determination

that the Santa Clarita Valley water supplies are adequate and reliable. For information supportive of the

County's factual determination, please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and

Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies. Finally, the Landmark Village project relies

solely on local groundwater supplies to meet its potable water demands, and recycled water from the

Newhall Ranch WRP to meet its non-potable water demands. As such, the Landmark Village project

does not rely on CLWA's SWP supplies. Because the Landmark Village project relies upon its own

independent local water supplies, the project will not result in or contribute to any significant cumulative

impacts to Santa Clarita Valley water supplies.
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Response 3

For information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change And

Its Effects On California Water Supplies. In addition, please see Topical Response 8 : Greenhouse Gas

Emissions And Global Climate Change. Finally, the Landmark Village Draft EIR presents alternatives to

the proposed project that would result in no development (i.e., the "No Project" alternative) and reduced

development (e.g., Alternative 3).

Response 4

The comment requests that the County be provided with reliable information concerning water sources

and reasonable alternatives. The comment urges that the Landmark Village Draft EIR be delayed until

"significant flaws" in the EIR are addressed. The comment addresses general subject areas, which

received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, and Section 5.0, Alternatives.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record

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

Response 5

The comment claims that the Landmark Village Draft EIR "mischaracterizes" the reliability of the 41,000

acre-feet per year (afy) water transfer. First, please see the Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, which

thoroughly addresses imported SWP water supplies and litigation concerning the availability of such

supplies, including litigation concerning the 41,000 afy water transfer (see, Draft EIR, pp. 4.10-44–4.10-57).

Second, please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5:

Litigation Concerning Water Supplies, for further information responsive to this comment. It also should

be emphasized that the Landmark Village project does not rely on SWP supplies. The Landmark Village

project will use local groundwater and recycled water from local water reclamation plants to meet its

potable and non-potable demand (see, Draft EIR, pp. 4.10-3–4.10-4).

Response 6

Please see Topical Response 4: CLWA's 41,000 AFY Water Transfer, and Topical Response 5: Litigation

Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 7

The comment focuses on the availability of imported water supplies. However, as stated in the

Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service, pp. 4.10-3 through 4.10-4, the Landmark Village
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project does not rely on imported water supplies to meet its potable and non-potable water demand. The

Draft EIR provides additional, extensive information regarding imported water supplies (see Draft EIR,

pp. 4.10-44–4.10-57). The information has been confirmed to be accurate. In addition, please see

Response 13 to letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007, for further

responsive information.

Response 8

Please see Response 15 to letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007.

Response 9

The comment addresses the recent California Supreme Court decision in Vineyard Area Citizens for

Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412; it provides an interpretation of that

decision; and it requests that the Landmark Village WSA be "rewritten" to comply with the directives

found in the Vineyard decision. The County has evaluated the Vineyard decision relative to the proposed

project. Please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies.

Response 10

The comment addresses the absence of climate change consideration in DWR's Delivery Reliability

Report (2005). For information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 6: Global

Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies, and Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas

Emissions And Global Climate Change. Please see also Responses 45, 46, 55, and 59 to letter from Center

for Biological Diversity, dated February 20, 2007.

Response 11

Please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies, and Topical Response 6: Global

Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies.

Response 12

Please see Topical Response 5: Litigation Concerning Water Supplies. In addition, please see Response

10 to letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007.

Response 13

Please see Response 11 to letter from California Water Impact Network, dated February 11, 2007.
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Response 14

Please refer to Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change And Its Effects On California Water Supplies,

and Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions And Global Climate Change. Please see also

Responses 45, 46, 55, and 59 to letter from Center for Biological Diversity, dated February 20, 2007.

Response 15

The comment commends the County for extending the public comment period on the Landmark Village

Draft EIR. For information responsive to the comment, please refer to Topical Response 3: Public

Review Opportunities. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

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

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

Response 16

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Landmark Village

Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Water Service. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that

analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment

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

on the proposed project.
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D27. Letter from Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment,
dated February 21, 2007

Response 1

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

Response 2

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

question the content of the Landmark Village Draft EIR.
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D28. Letter from Friends of the Santa Clara River, dated February 25, 2007

Response 1

The comment attaches a copy of a letter from Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency, dated

December 24, 2001. Fox Canyon Groundwater Management Agency is a water management agency in

Ventura County. Fox Canyon submitted the letter to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors in

December 2001, in connection with the Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis, and, specifically, as to

the water resource analysis conducted for the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. In that letter, Fox

Canyon agrees that agricultural irrigation water used on parcels that will be taken out of service and

become part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan represent an existing use and, therefore, can be shown as

a source of water for the Specific Plan.

The County provided detailed written responses to each of the comments presented in Fox Canyon's 2001

letter. Those responses, which are incorporated by reference, are found in the Newhall Ranch Final

Additional Analysis, Volume III (March 2003), pp. RTC-515 through RTC-524. As previously stated, the

Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis is one of the documents already incorporated by reference, and

available for public inspection and review at the Department of Regional Planning, 320 W. Temple Street,

Room 1346, Los Angeles, California, Attn: Daniel Fierros. The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors

has already considered the comments and responses (including Fox Canyon's) prior to its approval of the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Nonetheless, Fox Canyon's 2001 letter, again, will be considered prior to

consideration and final action on the Landmark Village project.
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D29. Letter from Sespe Institute Inc., dated February 27, 2007

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

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

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

does not raise an environmental issue regarding the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is

required.

Response 2

The comment generally addresses traffic, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, utilities,

water supply and open space, all of which received extensive analysis in the Landmark Village Draft EIR,

Section 4.4, Biological Resources; Section 4.7, Traffic/Access; Section 4.9, Air Quality; Section 4.10, Water

Service; Section 4.16, Parks and Recreation; Section 4.19, Utilities; and Section 4.22, Cultural Resources.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding those analyses and, therefore, no more specific

response can be provided or is required.

The comment also expresses an opinion, which will be included as part of the record and made available

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

does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment is noted. Responses to the Audubon California, David Magney Environmental Consulting,

Friends of the Santa Clara River, and California Native Plant Society comment letters are included in the

Landmark Village Final EIR.

Response 4

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

Response 5

The comment states that Newhall Ranch is the largest project in California, which is incorrect as the

County of Los Angeles is presently processing Centennial, a project larger in scale and scope when

compared to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, of which Landmark Village is a part. The Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan Program EIR estimated a population of about 68,000.
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Response 6

The comment claims that demands on utilities will impact every citizen in the region and beyond and

that those impacts were not adequately analyzed or mitigated in the Landmark Village Draft EIR. There

are no documents or other data supporting this claim, and the County does not concur with the

comments. In further response, the Draft EIR, Section 4.19, Utilities, analyzes project and cumulative

impacts on various utilities, and includes mitigation already imposed by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

Program EIR (see, pp. 4.19-9–4.19-11).

Response 7

The California Energy Commission 2002-2012 Electricity Outlook report estimates that a monthly average

for electrical consumption per household is 500 kilowatt hours (kWh). This equates to a yearly average of

6,000 kWh per household. This rate depends on many factors such as climate and type of facility, type of

energy using equipment, and other factors. The 2006 California Gas report estimates the average

household uses 532 therms of natural gas per year, which is the annual equivalent of 52,157 cubic feet.

Response 8

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.19, Utilities, pp. 4.19-6 and 4.19-8, estimates the electrical use

for the 1,444 dwelling units to be 8,780,964 kWh/yr and 90,445,200 cubic feet per year of natural gas. As a

project level EIR, the Landmark Village Draft EIR focuses on the impacts of the proposed project and not

the previously approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

Response 9

The comment raises political, social, and economic issues that are beyond the scope of the Landmark

Village Draft EIR. The County also does not concur with the opinions expressed in the comment, and

refers the reader to the Draft EIR, Section 4.19, Utilities. The comment will be included as part of the

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

However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the Draft EIR, no further

response is required.

Response 10

Increased costs for natural gas and electrical use have been experienced by all users in southern

California. The use of the word “huge” when reflecting rate increases is subjective, reflects economic

issues, and is not material to the significant environmental impacts of the proposed Landmark Village

project.

2.D-844



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

Response 11

Please see Topical Response 6: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on California Water Supplies;

Topical Response 7: Global Climate Change and Its Effects on Sensitive Biological Resources; and

Topical Response 8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change, for responsive information

regarding global warming.

Response 12

The Landmark Village Draft EIR does not conclude that there will be cumulative utility impacts. The

comment provides no source for the alleged energy shortages. The comment expresses opinions, which

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

on the proposed project. However, because the comment does not address or question the content of the

Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 13

The Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.19, Utilities, analyzes the supply and demand of the proposed

project and addresses cumulative impacts. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states that

economic effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects. Additionally, the focus of the

analysis should be on the physical changes resulting from the proposed project. The supply of electricity

and natural gas to the Landmark Village project would not create any physical changes other than those

currently anticipated by Southern California Edison and Southern California Gas Company in their

established infrastructure plan. A revision to the Landmark Village Draft EIR, Section 4.19, Utilities, is

not required.

Response 14

The comment states that Sespe Institute supports energy efficiency and would like to see the

incorporation of active electric generation through photovoltaic solar collectors. The comment does not

raise any issue with respect to the adequacy or content of the Draft EIR; however, as evidenced below,

Landmark Village, as with all of Newhall Ranch, incorporates the components of a sustainable or smart

growth community.

 Mix of Land Uses. Landmark Village, along with the other villages in Newhall Ranch, will include a
broad range of housing types, including affordable housing, along with commercial, office, and
public facilities. As to Landmark Village, a diverse range of 1,444 homes (308 single-family and 1,136
multi-family units) would be provided. To minimize and shorten vehicle trips, most homes will be
within walking distances to the Landmark Village community’s commercial and mixed-use areas,
elementary school site, community park, and trail system. Finally, Landmark Village is located

2.D-845



Responses to Comments

Impact Sciences, Inc. Landmark Village Final EIR
32-92A November 2007

adjacent to the Valencia Commerce Center, one of the largest employment centers in the Santa Clarita
Valley. Bike and pedestrian trails within Newhall Ranch and Landmark Village will connect to trails
within the Valencia Commerce Center.

 Provision of Jobs. A portion of Newhall Ranch’s projected 19,000 new jobs would be offered
through Landmark Village’s mixed-use and commercial areas. Newhall Ranch is adjacent to the
existing Valencia Gateway (which includes the Valencia Commerce Center), which presently
provides 50,000 jobs. Other development within Valencia Gateway will create an additional 30,000
jobs. When completed, the job centers in Newhall Ranch and Valencia will have resulted in the
creation of approximately 100,000 jobs in the Santa Clarita Valley. A balanced jobs-housing base is a
critical component to a sustainable community because it allows people to work close to home and
minimizes vehicle miles traveled.

 Locating of Residential Uses in Close Proximity to Commercial Services/Public Spaces. Nearly 60
percent of the residential units in Newhall Ranch will be located within walking distance of village or
commercial centers. This is clearly documented by the Landmark Village land plan. Residents
within Landmark Village will be able to utilize paseos/trails and/or the Santa Clara River Regional
Trail to walk to commercial centers, private recreational facilities, the elementary school and a
community park. As stated above, this traditional neighborhood design minimizes vehicle trips.

 Provision of Transit and Light Rail Right-of-Way. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village,
will be part of the Santa Clarita Transit system and will pay its fair share for transit service to the
community. Transit improvements within Newhall Ranch will include a park-and-ride lot, a future
transit station, transfer station, bus stops, and preservation of light rail right-of-way. Landmark
Village will include a total of five bus stops, a park-and-ride lot, and the preservation of light rail
right-of-way along SR-126. The provision of transit and the accommodation of light rail encourage
residents to rely less on vehicular travel.

 Open Space, Recreation, and Preservation of Sensitive Resource Areas. Newhall Ranch, of which
Landmark Village is a part, includes the preservation of the High Country, Salt Creek Corridor and
the Santa Clara River and internal open areas—a total of nearly 7,800 acres. A total of three
community parks (Landmark includes the first) and up to ten neighborhood parks will be provided
as part of Newhall Ranch. Finally, private recreation facilities will be provided throughout the entire
Ranch providing additional recreational opportunities to residents. In short, Landmark Village’s
design connects jobs, retail, schools, parks, and recreation facilities with the community’s trail system
to promote walking and biking while minimizing vehicle trips.

 Hierarchy of Trails. Newhall Ranch will include over 50 miles of trails to encourage pedestrian
mobility. Landmark Village includes a 2-mile extension of the Santa Clara River trail, with direct
connections to residential, commercial, and park uses, and various paseos including the paseo
running along “A” Street or the Landmark Village Spine Road. This design also is intended to
minimize vehicle trips.

 Reducing Impermeable Surfaces. To curtail urban runoff and maximize groundwater recharge,
Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize open/soft bottom channels, smaller street
sections, where possible, increased native landscape areas, and non-structural water quality
treatment improvements.
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 Water Conservation and Re-Use. Newhall Ranch, including Landmark Village, will utilize native,
drought-tolerant plants in the community’s landscaping, use recycled water for irrigation, and
evapotranspiration controllers (i.e., weather-sensitive sprinklers) to reduce potable water demand
and runoff.

 Traffic/Transportation Improvements. Landmark Village’s traffic circulation plan, which is
consistent with all of Newhall Ranch, minimizes vehicle trips and reduces greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions through the design of internal roads in conjunction with homes, school site, commercial
areas, and trail system. Transit is included in the traditional neighborhood design, and it includes a
park-and-ride lot and bus stops. Additionally, a 5-mile right-of-way for a potential Metrolink light
rail extension is accommodated along SR-126. Trails and bike paths leading to close-to-home jobs,
neighborhood-serving retail, and the school encourage residents to reduce vehicle miles traveled.
The applicant also has committed to fund $300 million in roadway improvements in the Santa Clarita
Valley in conjunction with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, including Landmark Village, to improve
traffic movement and circulation.

The project applicant also has prepared a “Sustainability Summary” for Landmark Village that identifies

the above project design features and includes green building measures. Please see Appendix F of this

Final EIR for this summary.

Response 15

The comment addresses traffic issues, which received extensive analysis in the Landmark Village Draft

EIR, Section 4.7, Traffic/Access. The Draft EIR concluded that traffic/access impact would be mitigated to

a less than significant level. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,

therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be

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

proposed project.

Response 16

Please see Response 15, above.

Response 17

Please see Response 15, above.

Response 18

The Landmark Village project provides for a park-and-ride lot, various transit improvements, and the

reservation of right-of-way for future rail service. These project features support alternatives to

automobile transportation. Please also see Response 15, above.
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Response 19

Please see Responses 15 and 18, above.

Response 20

The comment letter did not provide any significant new information that would require recirculation

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(a). No further response is required.
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