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Tentative Tract Map: 415 lots consisting of 308 single-family. 20 mulli-family (17 condomirium lats with 282 detached condos, 4
candominium lots with 347 attached congos in 47 huidings, 2 apartment Iots wilth 451 for-lease aparments in 28 buildings, and two condo
or for lease lots with 56 units in nine buildings), 14 commercial with 15 for-lease buildings, 10 commaearcial with na developrment planned, 12
private driveway. 3 recreation, 2 park, 1 school, 25 open space and 20 open spaceldesilting basin lots on 282.6 acres
GenerallLocal!Specific Plan Amendments: To remove “A" Street from the Counly Master Plan of Highways and SCVYAP Circulation Flan,
and redesignate from a secondary highway to a locat collector streel

Conditional Use Permits: Te ensure compliance with the requirements of development within 2 Significant Ecological ArgalSpeacial
Management Area, onsite project grading: and ofisite project grading and otilities, including water tanks

Oak Tree Permit: Ta autharize removal of 67 oak trees {including 10 heritage oaks) and ancroachment within the protected zone of 14 pak

trees {including three heritage oaks)

LOCATION/ADDRESS ZONED DISTRICT
North of the Santa Clara River, south of Highway 126, east of Ventura Mewhall
County houndary and west of interstate 5 ("I-53"} Freeway within COMMUNITY
Newhall Ranch Spacific Plan Newhall Ranch: Landmark Village
EXISTING ZONING
ACCESS %P (Specific Plan)
State Route ("SR} Highway 126
SIZE EXISTING LAND USE SHAPE TOPQOGRAPHY
242 .6 Gross Acres Agricultural Irregular Slight to sleeply sloping

SURROUNDING LAND UJSES & ZONING

North: Single-family residences, water tank/City ol Agoura Hills East: Single-family residences, religious facility and vacanl
property/City of Agoura Hills
South: Fire station. single-family residences and vacant property/A-1.20 West: Single-family residences and vacant property/A-1-20
tLight Agricultural-20 Ae Min Area), &-1-2. A-1-10, O-§ {Open Space) {Light Agncolturaf-20 Ac Min Area) and City of Agoura Hills
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION MAXIMUM DENSITY CONSISTENCY
Portions of RW-09, 2729, 30, 31, 32, 33,
MNewhall Ranch Specrfic Plan 3da 3db 35 36, 37 1,444 01 Yeas

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS
Draft Envirgnmental Impact Report: Impacks hat cannot be mitigaled o less than significant include Biota, Visual Gualities, Naise, Air Guality, Sohd
Waste Dispasal and Cumulative Agricultural Resources.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE PLAN ("Landmark Village™)
The tentative map and exhibit "A” dapicl the residential and commercial mized-use development. Residential types include single-family homes.

detached and attached condominums, apartments. Alse proposed are for sale and lease-onfy comumercial uses. Onsite project grading consists of
208,000 cubic yards of cut and 5555400 cubic yards of fill, with 5,346,400 cubic yards of imporl. Offsite grading will include adobe Canyon {(Cul
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open space areas. A miaimum 12-fool riding and hiking trail easement is prewvided along Santa Clara River with addiiional interpretive/nature trait
toardwalk to be maintanad by the development’s homegwners' association,
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{If more space is required, use gpposite side)
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Project No. 00-196+(5)

COMMITTEE RECOMMEMDATION {Subject to revision based on public hearng]

(] apPPROVAL [] DENIAL
D No improvements _ 20 Agre Lots __ 10 Acre Lols
B4 street improvements _ A& _Paving

_ X Strect Trees ___ Invenred Shoulder _ X  Sidewalks

Water Mains and Hytlrants
Drainage Facilities

Sewer D Sephic Tanks D Other

M H KK

Park Dedication “In-Lieur Fee’

®_ Curbs and Gutlers

___2¥Acre Lots __ Sect1M 2

__X_ Srreet Lights

O#f Site Paving __ft.

SPECIAL INDIVIDUAL DEPARTMENT CONCERNS

Engineer

Road

Fload

Forester & Fire Wardon

Parks & Rec.

Health

Flanning

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

The Draft EIR analyzes potentially significant smpacts of the projecl, and concludes that impacts that cannot be mihgated to less than signiiicant
include Bigta, Visual Gualities, Noise, Air Quakty, Solid Waste Disposal and Cumulative Agrcultural Resources.

Prepared by: Susan Tae
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PROCJECT NO. 00-196-(5)

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO. 00-196-(5)
LOCAL PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NOC. 00-196-(5)
SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO. 00-196-(5}
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 53108
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 00-196-(3)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-01121-(5)
QAK TREE PERMIT CASE NOQ. 00-196-(5)

STAFF ANALYSIS
January 31, 2007 REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The applicant, Newhall Land and Farming Company, proposes a 291-acre master-plannad
neotraditional community development (known as Landmark Village) of 2 maximum 1,444 residential
units and 1,033 000 square feet of nonresidential uses as welf as 45 acres of open space, including a
16-acre community park, trail system, and elementary school. This project is within the "Riverwood”
village of the adopted Newhall Ranch Specific Plan ("Specific Plan"). This project is the first within the
houndaries of the Specific Plan, and located north of the Santa Clara River, south of State Route 128
{*SR-126"), east of the Ventura County boundary, and west of Interstate & Freeway.

The proposal requires amendments to the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan ("General Plan”)
and Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan ("Area Pian™) to amend the Master Plan of Highways and
Circulation Plan to eliminate "A" StreetWelcott Road as a secondary highway, and amendment to the
Specific Plan to downgrade "A” Street from a secondary highway {o a local coilector street. The
project also requests approval of conditional use permits for compliance with requirements of
development within a Significant Ecological Area/Special Management Area ("SEA/SMA"}, onsite and
oifsite project grading and offsite utilities, including water tanks, and transport of materials. An oak
tree permit is also required for removal of 67 oak trees (including 10 heritage oaks) and encroachment
into the protected zcne of 14 gak trees {including three heritage caks). The applicant alsos requests
a defermination of substantial conformance related to shared parking, street widths, front yard
setbacks and hillside resources. The Specific Plan includes a procedure for such determinations, and
gives authority to the Director of the Los Angeles County Department of Regionat Planning {“Planning
Director”) to refer to the Commission for public hearing. Such determinations for substantial
conformance may apply to future projects within the Specific Plan boundary.

Access to the subject property is provided by SR-126, with internal access provided by "A™ Street as a
‘'spine’ road that provides 110 feet of right-of-way through most of the project. Connections from
Highway 126 to "A” Street is provided by major highway Long Canyon Road to the west, and collector
Waolcott Road Lo the east. The Long Canyon Read bridge is part of this project, and will span the
Santa Clara River, approximately 1,100 feet in length and 100 feet in width. Two traffic circles, or
‘roundabouls.’ are also proposed on “A” Street within the development.

Major engineering features associated with the project include bank stabilization along the Santa
Clara River and desilting basinsg and swales. Major offsite improvements include the creation of the
utility corridor consisting of sewer trunklines to the future Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plan
{("WRP") and existing Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 32 WRP, and water mainline
extensions, offsite debris basins and water tanks. Approximately 209,000 cubic yards of cut and
approximately 5.5 million cubic yards of fill are proposed for the project, with net export from Adobe
Canyan the south at 5,705,700 cubic yvards. Offsite grading is also proposed at Chiguito Canyon,
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north of SR-126, with approximately 1 million cubic yards of cut and 866,300 cubic yards of fill and no
export.

The Draft Environmentai Impact Report ("EIR™), which is a tiered document from the certified Specific
Fian EIR, analyzes potentially significant impacts of the project, including Geology and Soils,
Hydrology, Water Quality, Bica, Floodplain Modifications, Visual Qualities, Traffic/Access, Noise, Air
Quality, Water Resources, Wastewater Disposal, Solid Waste Disposal, Sheriff Services, Fire
Services/Hazards, Education, Parks and Recreation, Libraries, Agricultural Resources, Ultilities,
Mineral Resources, Environmenial Safety and Cultural/Paleontological Rescurces. Impacts that
carnot be mitigated to less than significant include Biota, Visual Qualities, Noise, Air Quality, Solid
Waste Disposal and Cumulative Agricultural Resources.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PROPERTY

Location: The project site is located north of the Santa Clara River, south of SR-126, east of the
Ventura County boundary, and west of Interstate 5 Freeway within the Specific Plan and in the
Newhall Zoned District. The project is also surrounded by area within the Castaic Area Community

Standards District, but is exempt from its provisions.

Physical Features: The subject property is approximately 282.6 acres in size, and consists of four
parcels. The total project, including offsite improvements, is approximateiy 1,044 gross acres in size.
The property is irreqular in shape with slight to steeply sloping terrain in offsite areas where grading 1%
proposed. The subject property is disturbed by historic and ongoing agricultural activity but contains
existing sensitive biological resources and habitat types, including upland scrub habitat and sensitive
riparian habitat. The project boundary aso includes coastal sage chaparrai scrub, live oak woodland,
southern cottonwood willow ripartan habitat, and wildlife habitat including hormed fizards, sparrows,
blackbirds, kites, hawks and plovers, jackrabbits, woodrats and mountain lion. The Santa Clara River,
which within and south of the subdivison boundary, is also an SEA/SMA,

Access: SR-126 serves as primary access to the site, with connections provided by Long Canyon
Road and Wolcott Road to “A” Street that provides main internal access. Numerous public street and
private driveways also serve areas within the subdivision from "A” Street.

Services: Domestic water will be provided by Valencia Water Company. Reclaimed water will be
provided by either the proposed Newhall Ranch WRP, if cperational at the time Landmark Village wiil
be occupied, or the existing Valencia WRP. Sanitary service will be provided by the Sanitation District
via the Newhall Ranch WRP, or existing Valencia WRP if the Newhall WRP is not yet operational.
Gas utilities will he provided by Southern California Gas Company, and electricity by Southern
California Edison Company. The project is within the boundaries of the Castaic School District and
the William S. Hart Union High School District. Shopping and employment exist nearby including the
Valencia Commerce Center directly north and east of the project. Nearby recreation areas include
Magic Mountain Amusement Park and Val Verde Regional Park as well as Castaic Lake Recreation

Area.
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ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED

General Plan Amenmdent: The applicant requests a General Plan Amendment to amend the
County's Master Plan of Highways to remove "A” Street/Wolcott Road as a secondary highway as

lceal coliector streets are not shown,

Local Plan Amendment: The applicant requests to amend the Circuiation Plan of the Area Plan to
eliminate "A" Street/Wolcott Road as a secondary highway and redesignate as a local collector street.

Specific Plan Amendment: The aplicant requests to amend the Specific Plan's Master Circulation
Plan to change “A" StreetWolcott Road from a secondary highway to a local collector street,

Vesting Tentative Tract Map: The applicant requests approval of a vesting tentative tract map to
create 415 lots consisting of 308 single-family and 20 multi-family {11 condominium lots with 282
detached condos, 4 condominium lots with 347 attached condos in 47 buildings, 3 apartment lots with
451 for-lease apantments in 28 buildings, and two condo or for lease lots with 56 units in nine
buildings) lots [total of 1,444 residential units], 14 commercial lots with 15 for-lease buildings, 10
commercial lots with no development planned (reserved as rail right-of-way), 12 private driveway lots,
3 recreation lots, 2 park lots, 1 schodl lot, 25 open space lots and 20 open space/desilting basin lots.
The applicant requests unit phasing.

Condilional Use Permit: The appiicant requests approval of conditional use permits ("CUP") to ensure
compliance with the requirements of devetopment within an SEA/SMA and onsite project grading; and
offsite project grading and utilities, including water tanks, and transport of materials.

Oak Tree Permit: The applicant requests approval of an Qak Tree Permit to remove 67 oak trees
{including 10 heritage oaks), and encroach into the protected zone of 14 oak trees (including three

heritage oaks).

While not technically an enlitlement, the applicant also requests a determination of substantial
conformance with the Specific Plan for shared parking, street widths, front yard setbacks, and offsite
transport of materials with confarmance with grading and hillside management criteria. Section 5.2.2
of the Specific Plan contains procedures for makng substantial conformance determinations, with
authority lying with the Pianning Cirector of the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
{“Regional Planning™} and the Director of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
("Public Warks"}, with discretion by the Pianning Director to refer to a public hearing. While this
request for substantial conformance is associated with this project, such determinations for substantial
conformance may apply to future projects within the Specific Plan boundary.

EXISTING ZONING

Subiject Praperty: The subject property is zoned SP (Specific Ptan).
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Surrounding Properties: Surrgunding zoning is as follows:

North: 8P, A-2-2 {Heavy Agricultural — Two Acre Minimum Required Lot Area), A-2-5 {Heavy
Agricultural - Five Acre Minimum Required Lot Area), M-1-2 (Restricted Heavy
Manufacturing};

East: SP, A-2-5, M-1-1%, P-R (Parking Restricted) and C-R (Commercial-Recreation),

South:  SP; and

West:  SP.

EXISTING LAND USES

Subject Property: The subject property is used for agricultural activity and related storage, and
consists of four parcels from the previously approved Newhall Ranch Tentative Parcel Map No.

24500).

Surrounding Properties: Surrounding uses are as follows:
North: SR-126, vacant property, scattered single-family residences, Chiquita Canyon Landfill and

business parks,

East: Castaic Creek, RV park, and further east light industrial uses, agriculturat land and Valencia
WRP:

South:  Santa Clara River and vacant [and; and

West.  Vacant property and agricultural land.

PREVIOUS CASE/ZONING HISTORY

The current SP zoning on the subject property became effective on June 26, 2003, following the
adoption of Ordinance No. 2003-0031Z, which established Zone Change Case No. 84-087-(5). The
zone change was associated with the Specific Plan,

The Specific Plan was adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors ("Board”) on May 27,
2003, along with a generai and local {sub-plan} amendments, & canditional use permit and a tentative
parcel map. The Specific Plan authorized the development of the approximatety 11,963-acre property
for 20,885 dwelling units with 423 second units; 629 acres of mixed use development {including 4,101
of the 20,885 units approved); 67 acres of commercial uses; 249 acres of business park land use; 37
acres of vistor-serving uses; 1,010 acres of open area (including 141 acres of community parks and
869 acres of other open areas); 5,159 areas within SMAs; 50 acres within 10 neighborhood parks; a
15-acre lake; public trail system; 18-hole golf course; twe fire stations; one public library; one electrical
substation; reservation of five slementary schools, one junior high scheol and one high school site; a
8.8-million gailon per day WRP; and other associated community facilities, such as roads and bridges.

The Specific Plan area is organized in five "villages,” with the Landmark project within the "Riverwood”
Village. Within the approximately 2,330 acres of Riverwood, 3,210 dwelling units and 234 second
units were approved as well as 2,966,000 square feet of nonresidential square footage. The Santa
Clara River is also a major Open Area feature within Riverwood.
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A program-level EIR (and project-level for the Newhall WRP) was also certified with adoption of the
Specific Plan, which had concluded ihat the project had significant unavoidable impacts to biclogical
resources, agricultural resources, visual resources, air quality and solid waste disposal. In approving
the project, the Board also adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations that concluded that
there were significant overading public benefits with approval of the project. These included
preservation of nearty 1,000 acres of the Santa Clara River and open areas: over 50 miles of trails
including the Santa Clara River Trail; provision of improved parks, library and fire station which were
‘above and beyond mitigations required by CEQA,; provision of 2,200 affordable homes. and
preservation of the River Corridor to retain Santa Clara River's significant riparian vegetation and

habitat.

PRCJECT DESCRIPTION

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108 and Conditional Use Permit Case Nos. 00-196-(5) and 2005-
01121-{5) Exhibit "A", dated November 7, 2005, depict a subdivision of 415 lots consisting of single-
family, multi-family, commercial, recreation, park, school, open space and open space/public facility
lots on 292.6 gross acres. The housing types range from single-family detached and attached homes
as well as live-work units. Fourteen (14) commercial lots are also proposed with 15 for-lease
buildings, 12 private driveway lots, three recreation [ots, two park lots, and one school lot. Ten {10)
commercial lots are also proposed with no development planned, and serve as reservation of future
right-of-way for Metrolink. Twenty-five (25) open space lots as well as 20 open space/desilting basin

lots are also depicted.

Residential
A range of housing types is provided in various clusters within the subdivision. Tradttional singie-

famity lots {i.e. one home on each lot} are clustered in three areas aleng the southern portion of the
subdivision: to the wesl, across from the proposed elementary school, and to the east. These lots
have been designed for garage access from the front, and by alley from the back; and range in size
from minimum 3,200 square feel to 6,000 square feet.

Multi-family housing is also proposed both as for-lease apartments and for-sale condominiums, and
generally in the northern portions of the subdivision and conceptual designs for site layout are
depicted on the exhibit maps. Apartments, including 152 senior affordable rental units, are proposed
in the western portion, just east of the office and retail center identified in the Specific Plan as the
Village Center. Additional condominiums are propoesed near the Village Center, north and south of "A°
Street as well as north of “A" Street east of the elementary school and near Wolcott Road, with 144
single-family condo units reserved for moderate income (81 to 120 percent of the Los Angeles County
median income, adjusled for family size) families between the elementary school and the commercial
lots off of Wolcott Road. A total of 1,080 residential units are provided in 357 buildings.

Atotal of 1,388 dwelling units are provided within the residential lots.

Commercial
The Village Center, as described in the Specific Plan, is located east and west of Long Canyon Road

on the western portion of the subdivision. Retail and office are anticipated, with an approximate
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maximum of 1,795,450 square feet as well as 2,958 parking spaces based on estimates of office and
retail use. Internal access within the Village Center i1s proposed by 28-foot wide dnve aisles.

Commercial is also proposed near Wolcolt Road with an approximate maximum of 762,450 square
feet with 490 parking spaces and 26-foot wide drive aisles.

A total of 1,033,000 square feet of office and retail commercial is proposed as well as provision of
3,448 parking spaces for 15 buildings.

Commercial — No Developmernt Planned
Ten {10) commercial lots are proposed with no development planned. These reflect future reservation
of right-of-way for Metrolink, and are located just south of SR-126 along the northern subdivision

boundary, and vary in width from 35 feet ta 50 feet in width.

Mixed Use
Livefwork units are proposed within Lot Nos. 334 and 335 for a tetal of 56 dwelling units and 255,608

square feet of nonresidential uses. Cne hundred twelve (112} parking spaces are also provided as
part of the residential component afong with 30 guest parking spaces.

The project totals a maximum of 1,444 dwelling units throughout the subdiviston.

Elementary School

A nine-acre efementary school site (Lot No. 345) is depicted in the approximate center of the
subdivision property, north of "A” Street, and with 157 parking spaces provided at one parking space
per classroom. Actual site designs for the school are to be determined through design workshops
with the school district. There is a potential for joint use with the adjacent pubiic park.

Parks/Recreation/Open Space

Two park lots are depicted within the subdivision. North of A" Street, a public park (Lot No. 344) is
proposed with aclive recrealion, and potential for joint use with the elementary school. A passive park
(Lot No. 337), south of "A" Street, will he owned and maintained by the project's homeowners’
association ("HOA"). The passive park will include connections {0 the Regional River Trail, a 12-foot
wide trail that travels along the entlire length of the Santa Clara River within this development, as well
as drainage and water quality basins that can also serve as additional play areas. A private
interpretive trail is also proposed with an outlook point towards the Santa Clara River.

Three private recreation lots {Lot Nos. 330, 336 and 340) are proposed, with proposed tmprovements
with grass play area, swimming poolfiot lot and recreation buildings. A total of 103 ansite parking

spaces is also depicted for all three recreation lots.

A total of 45 open space lots are provided, with 25 |ets for open space and 20 lols for open space and
desilting purposes. These open space |ots are depicted along the northern and souther boundanes of

the subdivision, adjacent to SR-1286 and the Santa Clara River.
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Alternate Site Pians
Alternate site plans are depicted for two areas of the subdivision. QOne depicts a debris basin (Lot No.

409) where detached condominiums are proposed, off of "T" Drive north of "A" Street. The inclusion
of the debris basin would result in a reduction of 20 condominium units.

The other alternate site plan is for Apartment/Condominium Lot No. 349, which depicts 20 additional
units from 155 to 1756 attached units, in nine buildings, with associated parking increase. Total
parking provided, including guest parking, is 394 parking spaces with the 175-unit alternate.

Access and Roads
Leng Canyon Road and Woicott Road are the two points of connection from SR-126 with "A” Streel as

the main ‘spine’ collector road through the development. Long Canyon Read is a major highway, and
provides at least 119 feet of right-of-way north of "A" Street with bike lanes in both directions of traffic
as well as an eight-foot sidewaltk and varying center planter widths. SR-126 is expected to be grade-
separated (higher) than Long Canyon Road in the future, with the future interchange depicted as five
northbound lanes (one left turn dedicated to SR-126, two for thru traffic under SR-126, and two for
right turn traffic). Long Canyon Road also spans over the Santa Clara River as an 100-foot wide
bridge to be constructed with this project. Wolcott Road is a secondary highway with 106 feet of right-
of-way consisting of four travel lanes, a six-foot parkway and six-fot sidewalk on each side, and a 14-
foot wide planter in the center. Wolcott Road is also depicted with a future interchange with SR-126.
"A" Street is depicted as with 2 110-foot wide right-of-way, with varying widths of improvements, At its
widest improvements, which is from Long Canyon Road to 200 feet east of Long Canyon Road, seven
travel lanes are provided with bike lane on one side, and four feet of parkway and six feet of sidewalk
on both sides; no on-street parking would be provided. At its narrowest, two travel lanes with center
lane is provided, along with bike lanes on each side, 10-foot-parkway and six-foot sidewalk on one
side, and 24 foot-wide swale and eighi-foot trail provied on the other side.

Private driveway [ots are also proposed within the development, providing internal access in single-
family and multi-family neighborhoods between the Village Center and the park/school, with widths
ranging from 34 feet ta 110 feet wide.

Other features of the local roads within the subdivision are curb extensions, which serve as traffic
calming details by narrowing the road to promote slowing down traffic mid-block and at intersections.
Reads are depicted at minimum 26 feet wide with mid-block lanes as narrow as 24 feet wide before

combining to 62 feet wide.

Grading — Onsite and Offsite
Onsite grading consists of 209,000 cubic yards of cut and 5,555,400 cubic yards of fill,

Qffsite project grading is proposed in mainly three locations: Adobe Canyon, Chiguite Canyon and the
Santa Clara River. Adcbe Canyon is located south of the subdivision on the south side of the Santa
Clara River, and will serve as a borrow site for Landmark Village. From Adobe Canyon,
approximately 5.7 million cubic yards of earthwork will be moved to Landmark through haul routes that
coincide with existing agricultural roads. These are existing river crossings through Santa Clara
River, which also crosses the SEA/SMA, which are currently permitted as operational agricultural river
crossings permitted by the California Department of Fish and Gamea. Adobe Canyon is within the



GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NG, 0(-196-(5) Page 8
LOCAL PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO. 00-196-(5)

SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO. 00-196-{5)

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 53108

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 00-196-(5)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-01121-(5)

OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NQ. 00-196-(5)

Staff Report

Specific Plan boundary and offsite transport of materials is one of the factors eligible for a
determination of substantial conformance, and being considered as pant of the proposal. This borrow
site is aiso within the boundaries of a pending subdivision known as Hentage (Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 060678) currently being reviewed by the Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee
("Subdivision Committee"}, and once approved and developed, will not remain as the graded condition
depicted for the borrow site.

The Chiquito Canyon grading site proposes approximately 1 million cubic yards of cut and
approximately 866,000 cubic yards of fill with no export proposed. Two debris basins are also
depicted within the Chiquito Canyon area. This is also within a pending subdivision within the Specific
Plan boundary within Heritage, and depicted as a future business park within the Specific Plan.

Grading is also proposed outside the boundaries of the subdivision, and within the Santa Clara River,
as part of the project's mitigation and habitat restoration. The dirt that will be removed from the Santa
Clara River, will be placed onto the property and the new ‘edge’ of the Santa Clara River would be
created with the bank stabilization efforts.

Other offsite [mprovements

The project also proposes offsite installation of utility extensicons. including water, sanitary sewer,
gravity sewer, irrigation, cable, gas, fiber optics and reclaimed water lines. Described as a utility
corridor, these lines will extend east to the Valencia WRP {Los Angeles County Sanitation District No.
32) southwest of the SR-126/i-5 interchange, and extend west to the proposed Newhall WRP. Utility
lines were approved as part of the Newhall Ranch CUP to be hung from the Long Canyon bridge to
provide potable water, reclaimed water, elc. to areas south, and now as par of this project is
proposed to be buried under the 5anta Clara River to provide permanent utility connections.

The project design has been reviewed by the Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee for
techrical feasibiblly and recommended project conditions are attached.

SPECIFIC PLAN CONSISTENCY

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan was adopted by the Board on May 27, 2003 which authorized the
development of the approximately 11,963-acre property for residential, mixed use, commercial
business park, visitor-serving, open area, parks, trails, schools, library, fire stations and infrastructure
including roads, bridges and a water reclamation plant. The Specific Plan locates the Landmark
Village subdivision within its Riverwood Village, and identifies land uses within each Village with
associated acreage, density and/or nonresidential square footage. The Specific Plan also includes
exhibits for trails, circulation, resource management, drainage and water quality, water and sewer as

well 35 its land use plan.

The applicant has provided a booklet, titted "Landmark Flanning Notebook™ ("Notebock™) which staff
wili refer to in discussion of consistency . This Notebook provides the detailed exhibits and tables that
update the Specific Plan within the Landmark subdivision boundary, and identify goals and objectives
within the Specific Plan that these project features achieve.
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Affordable Housing (Notebook Section 1.7 Page 19)

The Specific Plan alsc requires affordable housing, with a total of 2,200 afferdable units through the
Specific Plan area (Specific Plan Section 3.10). These include housing units for Very Low Income
households (of which 440 are reserved for seniors), Low Income households, Low Income Affardable,
and Moderate Income Affordable; and may be rental, for-sale and any units supported by state, local
or private affordable housing assistance. An affordable housing monitoring program is required as the
tentative map with the 5,000th unit has already been filed with the County.

Landmark Village proposes 296 affordable units: 144 for-safe homes for moderate income

househelds, and 152 for-rent units for very low income seniors. While the Specific Plan states a
reservation of seniors 62 years or clder, the definition of "senior citizen” as defined in Civil Code
Section 51.3 defines as a person 62 years of age or clder, or 55 years of age or older in a senior

cilizen housing development.

Circulation (Notebook Section 2.1, Pages 21-26)
The applicant has requested amendments to the General Plan and Area Plan as well as the Specific

Plan to redesgnate "A" Street/Wolcott Road as a local collector street rather than a secondary
highway. Traffic studies were performed io indicate that the traffic volume can be accommaodated with
the main road as a collector, and regional circulation is still ensured despite this change.

"A" Street is depicted in illustrative terms on page 23 of the Notebook, and depict "A" Street with
onstreet parking, bike lanes and trails along both sides of the street. Additional photo examples of
olher road features within Landmark are depicted on page 26 of the Notebook, including ‘round paints’
or roundabouts, curb extensions and rear or alley access.

While the street cross-sections proposed for Landmark are different than what was approved by the
Specific Plan, a determination of substantial conformance can be made {see section below for
additional information) with respect to these street cross-section differences. These changes are
intended to reduce design spee, eliminate cul-de-sacs, introduce traffic-calming features, reduce
street widths as pedestrian crossings, and reduce curb cuts,

Trails {Notebock Section 2.2, Pages 27-28)
The Master Plan of Traiis within the Specific Plan is general in nature, and detatled trail locations are

identified on the subdivision tentative map. These include walkways and parkways along streets,
paseos, community trails and the regional river trail, in a hierarchy of trail sizes and functionality,
Access points are also identified from the project to the regional river trail system as well as locations
for observation and interpretive nature points.

The regicnal river trail system is depicted in greater detail on the tentative map, and depict both an
eight-foot wide County trail outside the subdivision baundary but on top of the bank stabilization, and
a 16-foot wide riding and hiking trail that will also serve as the Los Angeles County Flood Control
access road, and will be maintained by a Landscape Mamtenance District ("LMD ™),

An interpretive trail is also depicted through private Recreation Lot No. 337 with a lookoul paint and
interpretive nature station.
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Resource Management {Notebogk Section 2.3, Pages 28-32)

The Specific Plan aiso identifies viewsheds as a significant resource, and a viewshed exhibit is
provided that demonstrates how the subdivision as designed is compatible with the exhibits presented
to the Commission as part of the Specific Plan public hearings.

The exhibit on page 30 identifies the viewsheds unaltered by the project, substantially altered by the
project development and transportation improvements, and partially aitered by the project. The ares
substantially altered by development, depicted in purple as B, reflect the Village Center on the
wastern side of the development, and the single-family and mixed use development off of Wolcott
Road on the eastern side. By comparison, the original viewshed exhibit depicted on page 29 reflects
a larger purple area, indicating that the current analysis depicts a smaller area extent of viewshed

impacts than first presented.

Additional viewshed exhibits on pages 31 and 32 depict sound attenuation walls and plexiglass walls
that will also affect the viewshed from SR-126, with illustrations are proevided on page 32.

The Specific Plan also includes Design Guidelines {Specific Plan Section 4.2) requirements for design
review and guidelines for development along SR-126. While specific development details are not
availabie at this time, the project will be required to undergo review for compliance, including design of
the community park and building elevation reviews adjacent to SR-126,

Drainage and Water Quality Plan (Notehook Section 2.4, Pages 33-36)

The Specific Plan Master Drainage Plan has been updated lo reflect innovative methodologies to
meet NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) requirements, and reflects a
comprehensive system of flood control and desilting basins to maintain water quality standards.

Open space that also double as open facility basins, are located adjacent to the subdivision boundary
and the Santa Clara River to the south, as well as along SR-126 to the north. Additional water quality
features such as grass swales and depressed roundabouts, provide additional area for water retention

{example photos pravided on page 36),

Water Plan (Notebook Section 2.5, Page 37-38)

The Master Water Plan was designed in the Specific Plan for this portion with water main and
reclaimed water lines along "A" Street. The Potable and Reclaimed Water Plan on page 38 depictes
in greater detail, the infrastructure lines to serve the development. The water mains still run generally
along "A" Streef, with connections now to residential neighborhoods north and south of "A” Street.

A 2.7 million galion water tank that is depicted on the Master Walter Plan, is depicted within the
Chiquito Canyon area. Water tanks are being proposed north of Landmark at Chiquito Canyon within
the Valencia Commerce Center, and Round Mountain. The potabte tanks are anlicipated to be
approximately 32 feet high and 152 feet in diameter, with a capacity of 4 million gallons. The
reclaimed tanks are anticipated to be 32 feet high, and 132 feet in diameter with a capacity of 3 million

gallons.
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Sewsar Plan (Notebhook Section 2.5, Pages 39-40])

The Master Sewer Plan also depicts sewer infrastructure anticipated , with the sewer line system
connecting to the Newhall WRP. A detailed Sewer Plan was prepared for Landmark (page 40} that
provides further refinement 1o the location of sewer main lines. Sewer service and connections is also
proposed by two methods, Connection lines are proposed to extend east to the existing Valencia
WRP near the SR-1268/1-5 interchange if the Newhall WRP is not aperational at the time Landmark
requires connection. Eveniual connection for the Landmark Village development will the be Newhall
WRP, which is located further west. Connections for Landmark are shown with both options.

Land Use Plan (Notebook Section 3.1, Pages 41-443

The Land Use Plan of the Specific Plan depict develcpment by various land uses, and within the
Riverwood Village for this property, is designated for Low-Medium Density, Medium Density, Mixed
Use and Commercial as well as River Corridor, As described on page 42, flexibibty was built into the
Specific Plan to allow for adjustments, transfers and conversions of use, boundanes, square footage,
elc. {Specific Plan Section 5.2-5, beginning Page 5-14}.

The project proposes conversions as well as boundary adjustments. The Medium Density was
adjusted with reduction of 1.3 acres, and the adjacent Low-Medium Density area increased by 12.1
acres. The Commercial area was reduced by 4.2 acres, while 5.8 acres of the Low-Medium Densty
was converted to Mixed Use. All of these changes are described in a table format on page 44, with
exhibits on pages 42 and 43, and reflect that these changes are within the 20 percent adjustment
eslablished by the Specific Plan.

The elementary school as well as the community park are pait of land use overlays, and are ‘flexible’
within the Specific Pian with respect to location. The land use overaly adjustments are also permitted
by Section 5.2-5 of the Specific Plan with respect to size, quantity and locatin of public service
facilities like parks and schools.

The River Corridor allows for certain uses, with mitigation required as stated in Section 2.6-2 of the
Specific Plan. These mitigation requirements include restoration as well as enhancement, and
establish requirements for management of this area. Access to the SMA through hiking, equestrian
and biking trails is permitted as limited to the trail system itself. Transition areas are also required
from where development lies and the Santa Clara River, which is described in greater detail in Section
2.6-2.a.(3).(b}), which provides standards for the design of these transition areas. These include
provision of a trail between the River Corridor and development, ungrouled rock or buried bank
stabilization where required to protect development areas, and minimum 100-foot buffers adjacent to
the Santa Clara River. Uses permitted within this buffer include flood control access; sewer, water
and utility easements; abutments; and frails and parks, all of which are subject to the CUP provisions
for development in an SEA/SMA. Grading guidelines are also provided as well as a long-term
management plan.

SUBSTANTIAL CONFORMANCE

Section 5.2-2 of the Specific Plan provides a process for making determinations of substantial
conformance, with authority lying with the Plarnning Director and in some cases, the Director of Public
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Warks. This section also provides the Flanning Direclor with discretion to refer such substantial
conformance to a Commission public hearing.

The applicant requests determinations of substantial conformance for shared parking, street widths,
front yard setbacks, and ofisite transport of materials with conformance with grading and hillside
management criteria.

Shared Parking

Parking is discussed in Section 3.7 of the Specific Plan under Development Regulations. Section 3.7-
3 also identified parking programs, where joint use or shared parking plans can be requested as part
of a substantial conformance review. Such a program was intended to reduce the total number of
parking spaces required, and provides findings for such determination.

However, the Specific Plan does not directly address offsite, reciprocal parking, where spaces for a
particular use may be provided in the number required, but may not be located on the same parcel of
land as the use, and therefore would not meet the County standards for parking provision.

The applicant requests that reciprocal, offsite parking be included within the Joint Use or Shared
Parking Plan opticn provided in the Specific Plan, with same requirements for making findings at such
time when the uses ara determined and actual parking requirements calculated.

Street Widths
The applicant has also requested & determination of substantial conformance for alternative street

sections to reflect the intent of the development ta be nectraditional, where emphasis is on pedestrian
traffic as opposed to automobile traffic. Features in these alternative street sections include traffic
calming devices, like chokers, curb extensions, roundabouts, elc.

Such features have been much discussed with Public Works and the Los Angeles County Fire
Department {"Fire Department”) as well as Regionai Planning to ensure that trafiic capacity and
life/safety issues are still addressed with these alternative sireet features. These are proposed on "A’
Street and internal streets.

Front Yard Setbacks
Within the development regulations of the Specific Plan, setbacks for the garage face are provided al

18 feet. The intent is for cars that are parked in the driveway, not block the sidewalk or travel fanes of
the street. However, the Specific Plan did not provide in much detail, front yard setbacks for homes
where the garage is criented for a side entrance, or located in the rear of the ot for alley entrance. In
these cases, the applicant is requesting that a determination of substantial conformance be made that
in these cases, a minimum front yard setback of 10 feet be maintained since driveways will be such
that cars parked will not block the street as the intent of the 18-foot sethack,

This is a determination of substantial conformance that could apply to all area within the Specific Plan
boundary.
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Offsite Transport of Materials and Hiflside Grading

The Landmark project aiso proposes offsite transpaort of materials from the Adobe Canyon borrow site
to the Landmark subdivision site. This is proposed to raise the boundary to avoid flooding issues with
proximity to the Santa Clara River, and would use two haul routes on an existing agricultural crossing.

Grading for subdivisions with slopes over 25 percent slope, are also required to be consistent with
grading and hiliside guideiines. The grading that is proposed both in the Adobe Canyon borrow site
and Chiguite Canyon, are within areas of the Specific Plan where other development is proposed.
Therefore, the grading that will result from that needed for Landmark, will be re-graded o
accommoedate that proposed for Homastead (TR 060678}, a pending subdivision already filed and
being reviewed by the County.

While this request for substantiai conformance is associated with this project, such determinations for
substantial conformance may apply to future projects within the Specific Plan boundary. Draft findings
of substantial conformance as proposed by the applicant are attached,

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT / LOCAL PLAN AMENDMENT / SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT

The applicant requests an amendment to the General Plan Master Plan of Highways lo delete "A”
StreetfWolcott Road as a secondary highway since local coliector streets are nof shown on this map,
and amend the Area Plan Circulation Ptan and and the Specific Plan Master Circulation Plan fo
redesignate "A" Street from a secondary highway to a local coliector, Based on additional traffic
analyses done for Landmark, it was determined that the traffic capacity necessary to serve Landmark
Village, can be accommodated using local collector standards as opposed to wider, secondary
highway standards, while ensuring a functional regional circulation system.

Within the Specific Plan, the redesignation of "A" StreetWolcott Road would be modified on the
Specific Plan Mobility Plan, Master Circulation Plan and on the accompanying cross-sections.

The applicant must meet the following burden of proof required for a plan amendment:

A need for the proposed General and Local Plan Amendment exists;

The particular amendment proposed is approximate and proper,

Modified conditions warrant a revision to the General Plan and Area Plan; and

Approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment will be in the interest of public health, safety and
general weifare and in canformily with good planning practices.

Dome

The applicant’s Burden of Proof responses are attached.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Pursuant to Table 3.4-2 Footnote 16, and Section 5.2-3 of the Specific Plan, and Section 22.56.215 of
the Los Angeles County Cade ("County Code"), the applicant has requested a CUP, and submitted an
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Exhihit "A", to demonstrate compliance with requirements of development within a SEA, project
grading {onsite and offsite), and offsite utilities, including water tanks,

Within the SEA/SMA, the project proposes the following improvements: Long Canyon Road bridge,
trails and scenic vista points, bank stabilization, utilities, agricultural wells, ripanan mitigation, and
Metrolink right-of-way easements,

The Long Canyon Road bridge will cross the Santa Clara River, and is proposed to be 1,100 feel long
and 100 feet wide. The bridge crossing itself was approved as part of the adoption of the Specific
Plan, where the Board found that given various options for bridge alignments and bridge span
alternatives, this was one of three bridge crossings that were approved.

In addition to the standard burden of proof required for 2 CUP, the applicard must also meet the
following burdens of proof required for:

Development within an SEA.

A That the requested development is designed to ke highly compalible with the biolic resources present,
including the setting aside of appropriate and sufficient undisturbed areas; and

B. That the requested development is designed Lo maintain water bodies, watercourses, and their
tributaries in a natural state; and

C. That the requested development is designed so that wildlife movement corridors {migratory paths} are
left in an undisturbed and natural state; and

D. That the raquested development retains sufficient naturat vegetative cover andior open spaces to buffer
critical resource areas from said requested development; and.

E. That where necessary, fences or walls are provided to buffer impartant habitat areas from development.
and

F. That roads and utilities serving the proposed development are located and designed 50 as not to

conflict with critical resources, habitat areas or migratory paths.

The applicant’s Burden of Proof responses are attached.

OAK TREE PERMIT

Pursuant to Section 22.56.2050 of the County Code, an oak tree report was submitted by Impact
Sciences, Inc. Of the 201 oak trees associated with the project and subject to the Oak Tree
ordinance as identified in the June 2006 and updated Seplember 2006 report, 82 trees are included in

the associated Oak Tree Permit.

Sixty-seven (67) oak lrees, including 10 heritage oaks are proposed to be removed as part of onsite
and offsite improvements. Fourteen (14) oak trees, including three heritage oaks are proposed to be
encroached within its protected zone due to potential impacts from construction.
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Mitigation measures recommended by the County Forester/Fire Warden include replacement of pak
tree removals at a rate of 2:1 {and 10:1 for heritage oaks) for a total of 214 mitigation trees. A
contribution to the Los Angeles County Oak Forest Special Fund would also be required for any tree
that dies within two years as a result of a permitted encroachment. The oak tree report also identified
26 trees which would be candidates for relocation within the Specific Plan boundaries.

Pursuant to Section 22.56.2100 of the County Code, the applicant must meet the following burden of
proof:

A That the proposed construction of propased use will be accomplished without endangering the health of
the remaining trees subject to this Part 16, if any, on the subject property: and

B. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed will not result in soil ergsion through the
diversion or increased flow of surface waters which cannol be satisfactorily mitigated; and

C. That in addition to the above facts, at least one of the following findings apply:
1. That the remoaval or relocation of the pak tree(s) proposed is necessary as continued existence

al present location(s) frustrates the planned improvement or proposed use of the subject
property to such an extent that:

a. Alternative development plans cannol achieve the same permitted density or that the
cost of such alternative would be prohibitive, or
b. Flacement of such treefs) precludes the reasonable and efficient use of such property
for a use otherwise authonzed; or
2. That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal or relocation interferes with utility services or sireets

and highways, either within or outside of the subject property, and no reasonable alternative to

such interference exists other than remaval of the tree(s); or
3. That the condition of the oak tree(s) proposed for removai with reference to seriously debilitating
disease or danger of falling is such that it cannot be remedied through reasonable presenvation

procedures and practices; and

0. That the remoaval of the oak tree(s) proposed will not be contrary to or be in substantial conflict with the
intent and purpose of the oak tree permil procedure.

The applicant’s Burden of Proof responses are attached.

ENVIRCNMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The program-level Specific Plan EIR was certified along with adoption of the Specific Plan and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Board found that there were overriding public benefits,
and included preservation of nearly 1,000 acres of the Santa Clara River and open areas, over b0
miles of trails including the Santa Clara River Trail: provision of improved parks, library and fire station
which were ‘above and beyond’ mitigations required by CEQA: provision of 2,200 affordable homes;
and preservation of the River Corridor to retain Santa Clara River's significant ripanan vegetation and
habitat. Within the Specific Plan EIR, six alternatives were discussed, and include project designs
with reduction in 20, 39, and 68 percent of the developmeni. While the development with 68-parcent
reduction was identified as the environmentally superior alternative, the Specific Plan was eventually
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adopted by the Board with a revised project and mitigation measures along with certification of the
EIR.

In accordance with State and County CEQA guidelines, a project-level Draft EIR, which is tiered from
the certified Specific Plan program EIR, was prepared for Landmark Village. The Draft EIR concludes
that certain potentially significant impacts are |ess than significant with implermentation of the
proposed mitigation measures in the Mitigation Monitering Program. However, the Draft EIR
concludes that the project design and/or suggested conditions will result in certain significant impacts
are unavoidable, and cannct be mitigated to less than significant. Copies of the Draft EIR were
distributed to the Commission.

Identified potential impacts found to be less than significant with project mitigation, include:

Mineral Resources
Water Resources
Wastewater Disposal
Sheriff Services

Fire Protection/Hazards
Education

Libraries

FParks and Recreation

- Geology and Soifs

Hydrology

Whater Quality

Floodplain Modification
Trafficf/Access

Environmental Safety
Cuitural/Paleontological Resources
Utilities

Identified patentially impacts that cannot be mitigated to iess than significant, and will result in
significant residual and/or cumuiative impacts, include:

Biota

Visual Quality

Naise

Agncultural Resources
Solid Waste Disposal

Of these impacts that cannot be mitigated 1o less than significant, Naise is the only factor that was not
previously identified and adopted with a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of the
certified Specific Plan program EIR. Noise impacts result from pile-driving of piers, the construction of
the Long Canyon Road bridge, and potential impacts to future residents on Landmark Village if bridge
construction begins after the subdivision is built and occupied.

Mitigation measures which have been incorporated into the project, and included in the Mitigation
Monitoring Program ("MMP™), are listed in the Executive Summary of the Landmark Draft EIR, and
include mitigation measures originally prescribed within the Specific Plan EIR.

Four alternatives to the Landmark project are also discussed in the Draft EIR as reguired by CEQA
guidelines. These include: (1) No Project/No Development Alternative: {2} No Project/Future
Development; (3} Floodplain Avoidance; and (4) Cluster Design. Each alternative is evaluated for
potential impacts and the environmentally supericr alternative is identified.
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Within this Draft EIR, the Cluster Alternative No. 4 (Draft EIR dated November 2006, Pages 5.0-20
through 5.0-35) is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, This alternative retains the
overall layout of the proposed Landmark Village, except for 106 acres in the most western portion of
the property that is to remain for agricullural uses. This would result in a reduction of 507 dwelling
units along with 828,000 square feet of commercial space. This Alternative would retain the
elementary schoal and 16-acre commurly park, and bank stabiization would still be required along
the edge of the Santa Clara River. This project would result in the same factors impacted by
development, and would increase the impact to water service and water quality.

The technical appendices include geoclogical and geotechnical repords, an air quality analysis,
drainage concept, biota report, sensitive plant report, spadefoot toad habitat monitoring report, water
supply analysis, noise report, water quality reports, cultural resources assessment, Santa Clara river
fluvial study, an archeological survey, and other techmical documents supporting the Draft EIR.

The formal public review period for the Draft EIR was for a penod of 60 days, froam November 20,
2006 to January 22, 2007. A Notice of Public Review Period Time Continuation was also distributed,
which extended the Draft EIR public review period up until January 31, 2007 at this time.

All written comments received prior to the close of the public hearing will be considered in the Final
EIR. Copies of written correspondence on the Draft EIR, including requests for additional review time,

are attached.

COUNTY DEPARTMENT ANMD AGENCY COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Subdivision Committee consists of the Departmentis of Regicnal Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks
and Recreation, and Public Health. The Subdivision Commitiee has reviewed the Tentative Tract and
Exhibit A" maps dated November 7, 2005, and recommends the attached conditions.

Comments and recommendations from County Departments and other agencies consulied during the
environmental review process include the California Department of Fish and Game (“Fish and
Game"), Regional Water Quality Control Board, Native American Heritage Commission, California
Highway Patrol ("CHP™), California Department of Transportation (*Caltrans”), Scuthern California
Assocation of Governments {*SCAG") as well as City of Santa Clarita and County of Ventura, Other
agencies that have provided correspondence include the Castaic Lake Water Agency, Sierra Club,
California Water Network. Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment (SCOPE],
Piru Neighborhood Council and Friends of the Santa Clara River.

Most comments received indicate that due to the volume of material associated with this EIR, an
additional 30 to 60 days is requested as part of the public review period. The EIR was circulated with
an original public review period of 60 days, and has been extended once for an additional nine days o
coincide with the Commission public hearing date.

Comments were received from Audobon Caiifornia that state that insufficient bird surveys were done
as part of the Draft EIR along with mischaracterizations of the status, range and impacts to bird
species, and lack of specific mitigation measures for maximum feasible mitigation. Camments were
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also received from the SCAG indicating that the Draft EIR analysis is consistent with the Regional
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), as well as from CHP that indicate concerns with increased
traffic flow where currenily little development exists,

All comments received in response to the Draft EIR are attached and will be incorpoarated into the
Finatl EIR.

LEGAL NOTIFICATION/COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Approximately five notices of public hearing were mailed to property owners within a 1,000-foot radius
of the subject property as well as additional notices o those on the courtesty mailing list for projects in
the Mewhall and Castaic Canyon Zoned Districts. The public hearing notice was published in The
Signal and La Opinion on November 20, 2006. The Draft EIR was available for review at the Newhall
Library, Valencia Library and Canyan County Jo Anne Darcy Library beginningNovember 20, 2006.
Project materials, including a tentative tract map, site plan, and recommended conditions, were
received at the Newhall Library on December 29, 2006. One large public hearing notice, eight feet
wide by four feet high, was posted on the subject property along SR-126 on December 28, 20086,
Public hearing materials were also posted on the Department of Regicnal Planning's website.

The applicant has also presented theproject on several occasions to the Castaic Area Town Council.
Comments have not yet been received fram the Castaic Area Town Council regarding the projecl.

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED BEFORE PUBLIC HEARING

Most correspondence received o date, comment on the Draft EIR and request additional time for
review. Some comments have been received, and are discussed in summary detail above.
Comments have been received in opposition to this project, with several references to the timing of
this project with an Environmental Impact Statement {a federal environmental document) for the Santa
Clara River, One letter has afso been received in favor of the project, with desire expressed {o live
within this community ance developed.

All correspondence received to date has been attached as part of this package.

STAFF EVALUATION

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan was adopted by the Board on May 27, 2003 after numerous public
hearings before the Commission and Board, and through public participation from many organizations
and community groups as well as interested individuals and through changes as a result of litigation.
Within its boundary, the Specific Plan itseif is the comprehensive document to guide future
development, with plans, development regulations, design guidelines and implementation procedures,

An EIR was prepared for the Specific Plan, which indicated that certain impacts could not be mitigated
to less than significant, and with adoption of the Specific Plan, the Beoard also adopted a Stalement of
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Overriding Considerations as there were overriding public benefits {0 approval of the project. These
included that the project was designed to preserve over nine square miles, including the Santa Clara
River; 'buried bank stabilization' as proposed by the City of Santa Clarita, has been incorporated into
the project which is above and beyond the requirements of the County's General and Area Plan; the
project uses ‘livable community' concepts, including the mixed use category to combine commercial
with residential and recreational, provide over 50 miles of pedestrian and bicycle trails, provide bus
puli-ins, and a park-and-ride facility is planned; and new Water Reclamation Plant will be constructed.

The Specific Plan is adopted for a total maximum of 21,308 dwelling units as well as approximately
5.5 million square feet of nonresidential uses over 11,963.9 gross acres.

Landmark Village is the first subdivision within the Specific Plan, and proposes a maximum of 1,444
dwelling units and 1,033,000 square feet of nonresidential uses on 292 acres. The property proposes
single-family, for sale and |ease attached and detached multi-family units, mixed use, office and retail
commercial, and open space, including trails, parks and neighborhood recreation areas. An
elementary school is also proposed as well as fire station (not yet incarporated into the tentative map),

As an implementation tool of the Specific Plan, a subdivision is submitted and evaiuated for
compiiance with the Title 21 of the County Code (Subdivisicn Ordinance) as well as the California
Map Act. Subdivisions are also evaluated for consistency with the Specific Plan, including density
within portions of the property, siting of streets and recreation, and parking as necessary (o
accommodate multi-family and commercial uses as well as other development standards.

In addition, the Specific Plan contains language for determinations of substantial conformance for
changes, either approved, approved with conditions or denied, that based on whether it can bhe found
that the request substantially conforms with all applicable provisions of the Specific Plan and County
ordinances; will not adversely affect public health, safety and welfare; and will not adversely affect
adjacent property. The project seeks determinations of substantial conformance related to offsite
reciprocal parking, street widths, front yard setbacks, and offsite transport of materials with
conformance with grading and hillside management criteria.

Adjustments to the land use designations are also permitted within the Specific Plan, including
conversion of uses and adjustments of boundaries. The project proposes adjustment of the land use
boundaries as well as conversion of Low-Medium Density to Mixed Use, which comply with the
parameters for such adjustments and conversions as stated in the Specific Plan,

The project also proposed development with the SEA/SMA, the Santa Clara River, including grading,
bank stabilization, haul routes, and Long Canyon Road bridge. Long Canyon Road bridge is one of
the bridge crossings originally considered by the Board for the Specific Plan, and was approved as
part of the Specific Plan in that location. Haul routes are proposed to use existing river crassings that
are permitted by the Army Corps of Engineers for agricultural uses, Grading is proposed as habitat
restoration as well as bank stabilization to revegetate with native vegetation. One hundred-foot
buffers are required 1o be provided by the Specific Plan, and may include bank stabilization, water
guality basins, trails and other public facility reiated uses.
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While the EIR concluded that not all impacts from Landmark Village can be mitigated to less than
significant, all but one factor was already identified as part of the Specific Plan, and the project was
approved with the Staterment of Overriding Censiderations.

Additional time was requested by many organizations to aliow time to further evaluate the project.
These included requests for approval timing with an evaluation of an EIS for the Santa Clara River

itself.

FEES/DEPOSITS

If approved as recommended by staff, the following shall apply:

California Department of Fish and Game:
1. Processing fee of $875.00 associated with the filing and posting of a Notice of
Determination with the County Clerk, to defray the costs of fish and wildlife protection
and management incurred by the California Department of Fish and Game.

Fire Department.
2, Cost recovery deposit of $5,000.00 to cover a preconstruction meeting, and

subsequent monitoring over a five-year period to determine compliance with the Oak
Tree Permit.

Department of Regional Planning, Impact Analysis:
3. Deposit of $3,000.00 to defray the costs of reviewing the subdivider's reports and

verifying compliance with the information required by the Mitigation Monitoring
Program.

Department of Regional Planning, Zoning Enforcement:
4, Cost recovery deposit of $1,500.00 to cover the cost of 10 recommended zoning
enforcement inspections (recommend two a year for a five-year period). Additional
funds would be required if violations are found on the subject property.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The following recommendation is subject to change based on oral teslimony or documentary evidence
subrmitted during the public hearing process.

Based on the number of requests for additional time, staff recommends that the Commission continue
the public hearing to consider alf testimony on the project, including the Draft EIR. Staff also
recommends that the Commission formally continue the public review period of the EIR to coincide
with the continued date.
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Suggested Motion: "l move that the Regional Planning Commission continue the public
hearing to allow time for interested parties as they have requested, to continue to allow
additional time for review the project and provide comments, and to contine the public
comment period for the Draft EIR to coincide with the continued public hearing date of

., 2007."

Attachments:
Draft Conditions
Conditionai Use Permit Burdens of Proof
QOak Tree Permit Burden of Preof
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108 - reduced size copy
Conditional Use Permit Case Nos.001-96 and 2005-01121 Exhibit "A” — reduced size copy
Land Use Map
Correspondence
From Applicant: Landmark Planning Notebook, January 2007

SMT:st
012507




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/4
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SUBDIVISION

TRACT NO. 53108 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED _11-07-2005
EXHIBIT MAP DATED _11-07-2005

The following reports consisting of 30 pages are the recommendations of Public Works.

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. Details and notes shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved. Any
details or notes which may be inconsistent with requirements of erdinances, general
conditions of approval, or Department policies must be specifically approved in
other conditions, or ordinance requirements are modified to those shown on the
tentative map upon approval by the Advisory agency.

2. Easements are tentatively required, subject to review by the Director of Public
Works to determine the final locations and requirements.

3. Easements shall not be granted or recorded within areas proposed to be granted,
dedicated, or offered for dedication for public streets, highways, access rights,
building restriction rights, or other easements until after the final map is filed with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. If easements are granted after the date
of tentative approval, a subordination must be executed by the easement holder

prior to the filing of the final map.

4, In lieu of establishing the final specific locations of structures on each lot/parcel at
this time, the owner, at the time of issuance of a grading or building permit, agrees
to develop the property in conformance with the County Code and other appropriate
ordinances such as the Building Code, Plumbing Code, Grading Ordinance,
Highway Permit Ordinance, Mechanical Code, Zoning Crdinance, Undergrounding
of Utilities Grdinance, Water Ordinance, Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste
Ordinance, Electrical Code, and Fire Code. Improvements and cther reguirements
may be imposed pursuant to such codes and ordinances.

5, All easements existing at the time of final map approval must be accounted for on
the approved tentative map. This includes the location, owner, purpose, and
recording reference for all existing easements. If an easement is bianket or
indeterminate in nature, a statement to that effect must be shown on the tentative
map in lieu of its location. if all easements have not been accounted for, submit a
corrected tentative map to the Department of Regional Planning for approval,

Heo
Rev. 12-12-2006
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SUBDIVISION
TRACT NO. 53108 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED _11-07-2005

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

EXHIBIT MAP DATED _11-07-2005

Adjust, relocate, and/or eliminate lot lines, lots, streets, easements, grading,
geotechnical protective devices, and/or physical improvements to comply with
ordinances, poiicies, and standards in effect at the date the County determined the
application to be compiete all to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to final approval of the tract map submit a notarized affidavit to the Director of
Public Works, signed by all owners of record at the time of filing of the map with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office, stating that any proposed condominium
building has not been constructed or that all buildings have not been occupied or
rented and that said building will not be cceupied or rented until after the filing of the
map with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Place standard condominium/residential planned development/commercial planned
development/Landscape Maintenance District notes on the final map to the
satisfaction of Public Works. The formation of the Landscape Maintenance District
for all median and parkway landscaping must be approved by the Department of
Parks and Recreation.

Place standard lease purpose only notes on the final map to the satisfaction of
Public Works.

Label driveways and multiple access strips as "Private Driveway and Fire Lane" and
delineate on the final map to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Reserve reciprocal easements for drainage, ingressiegress, utilities, and
maintenance purposes, efc., in documents over the private driveways and delineate
on the final map to the satisfaction of Public Works.

If unit filing oceurs, reserve reciprocal ingress and egress easements in documents
over the private driveways and delineate on the final map to the satisfaction of

Fublic Works.

Furnish Public Works’ Street Name Unit with a list of street names acceptable to the
subdivider. These names must not be dupiicated within a radius of 20 miles.

A Mapping & Property Management Division house numbering clearance is required
priar to approval of the final map.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22

23.

EXHIBIT MAP DATED _11-07-2005

Design t he boundaries of the unit final maps to the satisfaction of the Departments
of Regional Planring and Public Works.

The first unit of this subdivision shal! be filed as Tract No. 53108-01, the second
unit, Tract No. 53108-02, .................... and the last unit, Tract No. 53108.

A final tract map must be processed through the Director of Public Works prior to
being filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Prior to submitting the tract map to the Directar of Pubiic Works for examination
pursuant to Section 66442 of the Government Code, obtain clearances from all
affected Departments and Divisions, including a clearance from the Subdivision
Mapping Section of the Land Development Division of Public Works for the following
mapping items; mathematical accuracy; survey analysis; and correctness of
certificates, signatures, etc.

Quitclaim or relocate easements running through proposed structures.

A final guarantee will be reguired at the time of filing of the final map with the
Registrar-Recoerder/County Clerk’s Office.

Show open space note and dedicate residential construction rights over the open
space lots.

ff all possible, modify the boundaries of the open space lots or add additional open
space lots to inciude the airspace easements for sight distance to the satisfaction of
the Department of Regional Planning and Public Works.

Permission is granted to record large lots (20-acre or more) parcel map as shown
on the insert map provided full street right of way and slope easements are
dedicated along the latest i[EC approved alignments on Route 126 (Henry Mayo
Drive) and Long Canyon Road to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works. In addition, make an offer of private and future right of way and dedicate
slope easements along all remaining interior streets on alignments to the
satisfaction of Public Works. This permission is contingent on deletion of the
secondary highway south of and parailel to SR 126 from the County Highway Plan.
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EXHIBIT MAP DATED _11-07-2005

24 Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of first
plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $2,000 (Minor Land
Divisicns) or $5,000 (Major Land Divisions) with Public Works to defray the cost of
verifying conditions of approval for the purpose of issuing final map clearances.
This deposit will cover the actual cost of reviewing conditions of approval for
Conditional Use Permits, Tentative Tract and Parcel Maps, Vesting Tentative Tract
and Parcel Maps, Oak Tree Permits, Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Zone Changes, CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Programs and Reguiatory Permits from
State and Federal Agencies (Fish and Game, USF&W, Army Corps, RWQCB, ete.}
as they refate to the various plan check activities and improvement plan designs. In
addition, this deposit will be used to conduct site field reviews and attend meetings
requested by the applicant and/or his agents for the purpose of resolving technical
issues on condition compliance as they relate to improvement plan design,
engineering studies, highway alignment studies and tract/parcel map boundary, title
and easement issues. When 80% of the deposit is expended, the applicant will be
required to provide additional funds to restore the initial deposit. Remaining
balances in the deposit account will be refunded upon final map recordation.

1
Prepared by Henry Wong Phone {626) 458-4915 Date _12-29-2005

WS 10EL-revd dog




TRACT NO. 53108

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
SUBDIVISION PLAN CHECKING SECTION
DRAINAGE AND GRADING UNIT

REV TENTATIVE MAP DATED _11/07i05
EXHIBIT MAP _11/07/05

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS

1.

0.

11.

12

Provide drainage facilities to remove the flood hazard and dedicate and show necessary easements and/or right of way on
the final map. This is required to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Weorks prior to the filing of the final map.

Flace a note of flood hazard on the final map and delineate the areas subject to flood hazard. Show and label all natural
drainage courses. Dedicale to the County the right to restrict the erection of buildings in the flood hazard area. This is
required to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Warks prior to the filing of the final map.

A hydrology study for design of drainage facilities is required. Hydrology study must be submitled and approved prior to
submittal of improvement plans. This i1s required to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works prior to the filing of

the final map.

Frovide fee title ot for debris basinsfinlels to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

A maintenance penmit is required from the State Department of Fish and Game, the Corps of Engineers, and the State
Water Resources Gontrol Board for debns basins with a minimum capacity of 5,000 cubic yards. This is required to the
satisfaction of the Department of Fubiic Works prior to lhe filing of the final map.

Matify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within any natural drainage course. If non-
jurisdiction is estaklished by the Department of Fish and Game, submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Public Works (Land

Development Division).

Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determing if a Notice of Intent {NOI} and a Storm Water Pollution
Frevention Plan {SWPPF} are required to meet National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) construction

reguirgments for this site.

Contact the Carps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work within the major watercourse.
Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upen processmg of the drainage plans. If nen-jurisdiction is established by the Corps of
Enginesrs, submil a fetter of non-jurisdiction to Public Waorks (Land Development Diviston),

This site is located in Zone "A" per the Federal Flood Insurance Rate Map. Public Works, Watershed Management
Division {628) 458-4322, should be contacted to obtain procedures for revising the flond insurance rate map once the
storm drain facitities are constructed. Encroachment into FEMA Zone "A" is not permitted prior to obtaining a Conditional
Letter of Map Revision {CLOMR) frorm FEMA,

Comply with the requirements of the Drainage Concept/ Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan {SUSMP) plan which
was conceptually approved on 11/29/06 to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to recordation of the final map, form an assessment district to finance the future ongoing maintenance and capital
replacement of all SUSMP devices/systems. The developer shaill cooperate fully with Public Works in the formation of the
assessment district. SUSMP devices/systems may include, but are not fimited to, catch basin inserts, debris excluders,
Biotreatrnent basins, vortex separation type systerns, and other devices/systerms for stormwater quality.

Prior to recordation of the final map, the developer shall deposit the first year's total assessment based on the engineers
estimate as approved by Public Works. This will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are accepted. The
second and subsequent years assessment will be collected through the property tax biil,

Pauwe j of 2



TRACT NO. _53108

13.

T4,

13,

16,

17.

18.

19.

20

21.

REV TENTATIVE MAP DATED _11/07/05
EXHIBIT MAP _11/07105

Portions of the County Adopted Floodway (maps 43-ML23, 43-ML24, 43-ML25, and 43-ML28) must be revised and/or
rescinded by the Board of Supervisors prior to recordation of final map. The project will involve placement of earth fill
within the existing Santa Clara River and resultin relocating the River through the construction of the improvements. The
praposed flood control improvements for this project affecting the County Adopted Floodways include (1) seil cement
levee-lining for the fill associated with the development, (2} offsite soil cement levee-lining at south bank of the River, {3)
WRF Utility Corridor soil cement levee-lining, (4} SR 126 Utility Corridor non-structural bank erosion protection with Turf
Reinforced Mats, and (5) Long Canyon Bridge. The improvements within the existing river will result in relocating the
floodplain and require revising the existing County Ordinanced Floodways,

The location of the alternative onsile debris basin as shown on the approved drainage concept is not necessarily
approved. The location of the basin shall be determined in Lhe hydrology study to the satisfaction of Public Werks.
Modification of the existing Caltrans culver{ may be required. This may require a lot configuration change, a change in the
number of lots, a revised drainage concept, a revised environmental document, and/or a revised tentative map.

The overflow of the existing Chiguito Landfill basin for the afternative onsite debris basin is not fully addressed in the
approved drainage concept. This issue must be addressed in the hydrology study to the satisfaction of Public Works. This
may require a lot configuration change, a change in the number of lots, @ revised drainage concept, a revised
environmental document, andfor a revised tentative map.

The sizing and design of the propoesed non-structural SUSMP system is not fully addressed in the approved drainage
concepl. Centralized water treatment devices or equivalent may be used as an alternative {o the proposed non-structural
SUSMP. The sizing, design, and final locations of the proposed SUSMP mitigation shall be addressed in the hydrology
study to the satisfaction of Public Works. This may require a lot configuration change, a change in the number of lots, a
revised drainage concepl, a revised environmental document, andfor a revised tentative map.

Locations of trails as shown on the approved drainage concept are not approved.

Maintenance of the trailffilt over buried bank stabilization is not a responsibility of L.A. County or LACFCD. Frior to
recordation of the final map. an agreement memorializing the maintenance responsibilities must be in place to the

satisfaction of Public Waorks,

The non-structural utility corridor embankment is not te be maintained by LACFCD. Prior to recordation of the final mag,
an agreement memorializing the maintenance responsibilities must be in place to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Comply with the requirements of *“Newhall Ranch Santa Clara River HEC-RAS Modeling Report dated December 2005 (I-
5 to Ventura County Lingy” and "Newhall Ranch-Santa Clara River Phase 1 Fiuvial Study dated March 8, 2008 {final date
pending}” approved on 04/18/06 and the approval letter from Land Oevelopmeit Division of LACDPW,

Prior to final map recordation, the top and toe elevations for the levee-tining will require further analysis of the Newhail
Ranch Developiment within the kributary drainage areas and the evaluation of the resulting fluvial impacts (if any} to the
Zanta Clara River as related to changes in tributary sediment delivery pre- versus post-development condition, The final
design and permitting for this tract development requiring bank protection will be based upon the final results as concluded
in the "HEC-RAS AND PHASE 1 FLUVIAL ANALYSIZ" approved on 04/18/06 and the Phase 2 Fluvial Studies under

process and yet to be finished.

GRADING CONDITIONS:

1.

’Fl\lame

& grading plan and soil and geoclogy report must be submitted and approved prior to approval of the final map. The
grading plans must show and call out the construction of at least afl the drainage devices and details, the paved
driveways. the elevation and drainage of 2ll pads, and the SUSMP devices. The applicantis required to show and call out
all existing easements on the gradin plans and obtain the easemant holder approvals prior to the grading plans approval.

21 A
C’V’ ,\7/(/ t Dale _11/29/06_ Phone (625} 458-4921

o GARY GUO
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Ceunty of Los Angeles Department of Public Works DSTRIBUTION

Sheet 1 of 1
) GEOTECHNIGAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION 1 Geclogist
GEOLOGIC REVIEW SHEET __ Soils Engineer
900 So. Framont Ave., Athambra, CA 91803 1 GMED Flle
TEL. (626) 458-4925 1 Subdivision
TENTATIVE TRACT MAFP 53108 ___ TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11/7/05 (Revision}

SUBDIVIDER Newhalf Land & Farming Co. / Newhall RanchLCcr_._ LOCATION Newhall Ranch

ENGINEER Psomas
GEOLOGIST & SOILS ENGINEER  Allan Seward REPORT DATE 2/10/01, 9/27/00 (00-1702R-4)

(X

[]

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL. PRIOR TO FILING THE FINAL LAND DIVISION
MAP, THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:

[X]

[X]

[X]

[1]

]

The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division {GMED) to assure that all
geotechnical factors have been properly avaluated.

A grading ptan must be geotechnically approved by the GMED. This grading plan must be based on a detailed
engineering geology report andfor soils engineering report and show ali recommendations submitted by them.
Reports must address grading shown on sheet 5 of the Tentative Map. It mustalso agree with the tentative map and
conditions as approved by the Planning Commission. If the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and
acceptance of grading, corrective geologic bonds wili be required.

All geoiogic hazards associated with this proposed devefopment must be eliminated,

ar
delineate restricted use areas, approved by the consultant geclogist and/or soils engineer, to the satisfaction of the
Geology and Soils Sections, and dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the erection of buildings or other

structures within the restricted use areas.

A statement entitled: “Geotechnical Note(s), Potential Building Site: For grading and corrective work requirements for
access and building areas for Lot{s) Nofs). refer to the Soils Report(s)
by dated "

The Soils Engineering review dated (272825 is attached.

TENTATIVE MAP IS APPROVED FOR FEASIBILITY. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS APPLICABLE TO THIS
DIVISION OF LAND:

[]

[]

[]

[]

This project may not qualify for a waiver of final map under section 21.48.140 of the Los Angeles County Title 21
Subdivision Code.

The subdivider is advised that approval of this division of land is contingent upon the installation and use of a sewer
system.

Geolegy and/or soils engineering reports may be required prior te approval of building or grading plans.

Groundwater is lass than 10 feet from the ground surface on lots

The Soils Engineering review dated is attached.

>repared by /;MQ__, Reviewed by Date 12/6/05

Geir R, Mathisen

TiyFiles\GeinGealogy Review\Review Sheels\District 8 ATracts\53108, TM10 APP doc
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF FUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Address: 800 5. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 81803 District Office 8.2
Telephone: {626) 458-4925 Job Murnber LX001128
Fax: {626) 458-4813 Shest 1 of 1
DISTRIBUTION:
__Drainage
Tentative Tract Map 53108 ___ Grading
Localion Mewhall Ranch . . __ Seo/Soils Cenlral File
DeveloperfOwner Newhall Land and Farming Company ___ District Engineer
Engineer/Architect Fsomas . . Gealogist
Soils Engineer Allen E. Seward _ __ Soils Engineer
Gealogist _Same as above - __ . Engineer/Architect
Review of:

Revised Tentative Tract Map Dated By Regional Planning 11/7105

Frevious review sheef dated 8/21/05

ACTION:

Tentative Map feasibility is recommendad for approval, subject to conditions below:.
REMARKS:

At the grading plan stage:

1. Provide geotechnical report addressing all the offsite grading shown on the Tentative Map.

2. Submit two sets of grading plans to the Soils Section for verification of compliance with County codes and policies.

NOTE TO PLAN CHECKER 7 APPLICANT:

ANY EXTENSIVE REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED GRADING DETERMlNED TG BE R_E.,QLJ.IRED AT THE GRADING STAGE FOR
THE OFFSITE AREA MAY REQUIRE A REVISED TENTATIVE TRACT MA /f'ql\lg:,--';_Eb;yb .
Rl D

Date 12126/05

Reviewed by %’ % —
mir M. Alam

NOTICE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsurface exploration, shali bs provided in accerdance with current codes for excavations,
inclusive of the Los Angetss County Code, Chapter 11.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.

PlAMINS3 G5 Tant
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EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1,

A minimum centerline curve length of 100 feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. A minimum centerfine curve radius of 100 feet shall be maintained on all
cui-de-sac streets. Reversing curves of local streets need not exceed a radius of
1,500 feet, and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000 feet.

The minimum centerline radius is 350 feet on all ocal streets with 64 feet of right of
way and on all the streets where grades exceed 10 percent.

Compound curves are preferred over broken-back curves. Broken-back curves
must be separated by a minimum of 200 feet of tangent (1,000 feet for muiti-iane
highways or industrial collectors}. If compound curves are used, the radius of the
smaller curve shall not be less than two-thirds of the larger curve. The curve length
of compound curves shall be adjusted to exceed a minimum curve length of 100

feet, when appropriate.

Curves through intersections shouid be avoided when possible. If unavoidable, the
aiignment shall be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EG of the curve through
the intersection are set back a minimum of 100 feet away from the BCR's of the

intersection.

Reversing curves and compound curves through intersections should be avoided
when possible. If unavoidable, the minimum centerline radius of reversing curves
and compound curves through intersections shall comply with design speeds per
the Subdivision Plan Checking Section’s “Requirements for Street Plans” and sight

distances.

The minimum centerline radius on a local street with an intersection street on the
concave side shall comply with design speeds per the Subdivision Plan Checking
Section’s “Requirements for Street Plans® and sight distances.

The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less than
150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from 60 feet to

58 feet of right of way.

Provide minimum landing area of 100 feet for local collectors, 50 feet for local
access roads, and 25 feet for cul-de-sacs at a maximum 3 percent grade on all “tee”

interseciions.
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9.

10.

11.

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-07-2005

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

The centrat angles of the right of way radius returns shall not differ by more than
10 degrees on local streets.

At tee intersections involving local streets, the maximum permissible grade of the
through street across the intersection is 10 percent. For intersections involving
multi-tane highways, the maximum permissible grade of the through street is three
percent. For 4-legged intersections, the maximum permissibie grade of the through

street is 8 percent.

Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of:

a.

70 mph or to the satisfaction of Public Works and Caltrans on SR-128
(westerly direction) from Long Canyon Road;

60 mph (650 feet) on Long Canyon Road from the commercial driveway
serving Lot 351/353 (northerly direction) and from the commercial driveway

serving Lot 367/368(southeriy direction):

45 mph (465 feet) on “A” Street from the commercial driveway serving lot
352 (easterly direction, Jooking towards the center of the through lane on the
northerly side of “A”™ Street east of Long Canyon Road); from the commercial
driveway serving lots 367/375 (easterly direction); from the commercial
driveway serving fots 374/375 (westerly direction), if a left-turn movement is
proposed; frem the park driveway serving lot 344 (easterly direction); from
the school driveway lot 345 (easterly direction); from “L" Street {westerly
direction}; from "N" Street (both directions);

30 mph (310 feet) on “C’ Street from "D" Street (southwesterly direction); on
“F' Street from "D” Street (easterly direction); on “J” Street from “K” Street
(westerly direction); on “N" Street from the westerly intersection with “Q”
Street (easterly direction); cn “O" Street from “N” Street (southerly direction};
on "O" Street from the easterly intersection with “Q" Street (southwesterly
direction); on Q" Street from the westerly intersection with "N” Street
(northerly direction); and on “Q" Street from the easterly intersection with

“N" Street (northwesterly direction).
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

EXHIBIT MAP DATED _{1-07-2005

Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements to the
satisfaction of Public Works. Additional grading may be required. With respect to
the position of the vehicle at the minor road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to
be located 4 feet right of centerline and 10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or fiow line
(FL.} prolongation. When looking left, we consider the target to be located at the
center of the lane nearest to the parkway curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a
conservative rule, in the case of pop outs we use 6 feet from TC of the travel lane.
When looking right, the target is the center of the lane nearest to the centeriine or
from the median TC (when present). We use 6 feet from centerline or from the

median TC as a conservative rule.

Provide standard property line return radii of 13 feet at ail local street intersections,
including intersection of local streets with planned highways (those on the County
Highway Plan), 27 feet where all planned highways intersect or where one of the
roads serves a commercial or industrial development, or to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

Dedicate vehicular access rights on SR-128, unless the Department of Regional
Planning requires the construction of a wall. In such cases, complete access rights

shall be dedicated.

Dedicate right of way to the satisfaction of Public Works and Caltrans a minimum of
70 feet from the latest approved centerline cn Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126). The
proposed 140-foot typical section of Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126) s conditionally
approved. Approval is contingent on the traffic study demonstrating that the
projected traffic volumes do net exceed the capacity of this readway. If so, provide
additional right of way for additional lanes, exclusive left-turn lanes, exclusive right-
turn lanes, and transition improvements to the satisfaction of Pubiic Works and
Caltrans. The cross sections and lane configurations as shown are not necessarily
approved and are still subject to review and approval to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

Make an offer of future right of way and provide slope easements at the future
Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126) / Long Canyon Road Interchange and Henry Mayo
Drive (SR-126) / Wolcott Road Interchange to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Design al! affected intersections and driveway entrances along Long Canyon Road
and Wolcott Read to be compatible with vertical approaches tg the future grade
separations at the Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126) interchanges and at the Santa Clara
River to the satisfaction of Public Works.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 4/11
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD
TRACT NC. 53108 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-07-2005

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

17.  The Newhail Ranch Specific Plan also included a secondary highway through this
tract (south of and parallel to SR-126). The deletion of this future highway requires
the filing of a highway plan amendment through the IEC. For more information,
please contact Barry Witler at {628) 458-4351.

18.  Dedicate right of way a minimum of 57 feet (no parking, on street bike lane) from
the latest approved centerline on Long Canyon Road per P-265(PW) to the

satisfaction of Public Works.

a.

Long Canyon Road within this tract is a major highway added to the County
Highway Plan through the adoption of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The
applicant shall prepare an alignment for Long Canyon Road and obtain
Public Warks approval. An exception for a 60 mph design speed for
Long Canyon Road within Tract 53108 must be approved by Public Works.
For more information, please contact Barry Witler at (626) 458-4351,

Approval is contingent on the traffic study demonstrating that the projected
tralfic volumes do not exceed the capacity of this roadway. If so, provide
additional right of way for exclusive lefi-turn lanes, exclusive right-turn lanes,
and transition improvements on Long Canyon Road.

The cross sections and lane configurations as shown are not necessarily
approved and are stiil subject to review and approval to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

Permission is granted to use modified street sections on Long Canyon Road
subject to review and approval to the satisfaction of Public Works. The
proposed 114-foot typical sections are conditionally approved with a median
width of 14 feet and pavement on each side of the raised median at ieast 42

feet wide between curbs,

Dedicate additional right of way on Long Canyon Road in the vicinity of the
bridge to provide full-width sidewalk with 8 feet of clearance on the bridge.”

Maintain a minimum of 8 feet wide parkway on Long Canyon Read.
Establish a landscape maintenance district, subject to the approval of the

Department of Parks and Recreation, for the purpose of maintaining the
landscaped medians and parkways (if applicable) on Long Canyon Road.
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19.  Dedicate 110 feet of right of way on “A” Street from Long Canyon Road to Wolcott
Road for design speed of 45 mph to the satisfaction of Public Works.

a.

Approval is contingent on the traffic study demonstrating that the projected
traffic volumes do not exceed the capacity of this two-lane roadway. If so,
provide additional right of way for additional lanes, exciusive left-turn lanes,
exclusive right-turn lanes, and transition improvements.

The cross sections and lane configurations as shown are not necessarily
approved and are still subject to review and approval 10 the satisfaction of

Public Works.

Permission is granted to use modified street sections along “A” Street from
Long Canyon Road to Wolcott Road subject to review and approval to the
satisfaction of Public Works. The proposed 110-foot typical seclions of “A”
Street are conditionally approved with a median width of 14 feet and
pavement on each side of the raised median at least 30 feet wide between
curbs to accommodate one trave! lane, a striped bike lane, and a parking

lane.
Maintain a minimum of 12 feet wide parkway on “A” Street.

The details of the sidewalks, landscaping, and swales in the parkway are not
necessarily approved. Establish a landscape maintenance district, subject to
the approval of the Department of Parks and Recreation, for the purpose of
maintaining the landscaped medians and parkways on "A” Street.

20, Dedicate right of way 53 feet from the centerline on Wolcott Road from Henry Mayc
Drive (SR-126) to "A” Street for design speed of 45 mph to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

a.

Approval is contingent on the traffic study demonstrating that the projected
traffic volumes do not exceed the capacity of this two-lane roadway. if so,
provide additional right of way for exclusive left-turn lanes, exclusive right-
turn lanes, and transition improvements.

The cross sections and lane configurations as shown are not necessarily
approved and are still subject to review and approval to the satisfaction of
Public Works.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26,

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

C. Permission is granted to use modified street sections on Welcott Road. The
proposed 106-foot street section on Wolcott Road is conditionally approved.
Design the cross sections for Wolcott Road to provide lane configurations:
with a median width of 14 feet and pavement on each side of the raised
median at least 26 feet curb to curb (no parking, no bike lane), 32 feet curb
to curb (on street parking, no bike lane), or 31 feet curb to curb {no parking,
on street bike fane) and parkway width to the satisfaction of Public Works.
Provide standard lane configurations based on cross sections for a
secondary highway in accordance with Section 21.24.065 of the Subdivision
Ordinance proposed cross sections and/or based on the approved traffic
study to the satisfaction of Public Works.

d. The details of the sidewalks and landscaping in the parkway are not
necessarily approved. Establish alandscape maintenance district, subject to
the approvat of the Department of Parks and Recreation, for the purpose of
maintaining the landscaped medians and parkways on Wolcett Road.

Dedicate additional right of way at all proposed roundabout locations to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Dedicate the right to restrict vehicular access on Long Canyon Road, Wolcott Road
and "A" Street. All proposed driveway locations, driveway widths, median setbacks,
and median openings as shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved
and are still subject to review and approval to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Dedicate right of way 42 feet from centerline including a standard cul-de-sac bulb on
“¥” Street for a design speed of 45 mph to the satisfaction of Public Works. |f
required, provide additional right of way at the intersection with Long Canyon Road
to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on “A" Street from Wolcott Road to
"D" Street.

Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline on “A” Street from “D" Street to “C"
Street, “B” Street, "C” Street, ¥ D” Strest, © E” Street, * F” Street, *G" Strest,
"H” Street, “I” Street, "J" Street, "'K” Street, “L” Sireet, “M” Street, "N” Street,
“‘Q" Street, “Q" Street, and “Z" Street.

Permissicn is granted to use the 58-foot medified locai street section with 34 feet in
roadway width with parking allowed on both sides of the street.
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27.

28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

Dedicate additional right of way for standard knuckles and standard cul-de-sac
buibs to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalk on all streets and highways
(except SR-126.) to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Construct improvements along the property frontage on Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126)
to the satisfaction of Caitrans.

Construct additional pavement on Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126) as may be
determined necessary to mitigate project impacts to provide exclusive right-turn
lanes, left-turn lanes, and transitions at entrance street intersections to the
satisfaction of Public Works and Caltrans.

Obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans for all improvements along Henry
Mayo Drive {SR-1286).

Plant street trees on all local streets and highways (except SR-126).

Construct the pedestrian bridge over Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126) to the satisfaction
of Public Works and Caltrans. The foundation of the pedestrian bridge shall be
located outside of the road right of way.

Construct a slough wall outside the street right of way when the height of the slope
is greater than five feet above the sidewalk and the sidewalk is adjacent to the
street right of way. The wall shall not impede any required line of sight.

Construct drainage improvements (and parkway drains, if needed) and offer
easements needed for street drainage or slopes to the satisfaction of Public Works.
Where streets or highways are located within flood hazard areas or subject to
inundation, provide adequate freeboard and slope protection to the satisfaction of
Public Werks. Construct adequate embankment protection along any sections of
highways or streets located within fiood plain boundaries or subject to inundation.
Adequate freeboard shal! also be provided.

Underground all existing service lines and distribution lines that are less than 50 KV
and new utility lines to the satisfaction of Public Works and Southern California
Edison. Please contact Construction Division at (626) 458-3129 for new location of
any above ground utility structure in the parkway.
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37.

338.

39,

40.

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-07-2005

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential lots.

Provide and instal! street name signs pricr to occupancy of buildings.

Prior to final map approval, enter into an agreement with the County franchised
cable TV operator (if an area is served) {o permit the instaliation of cable in a
common utility trench te the satisfaction of Public Works, or provide documentation
that steps to provide cable TV to the proposed subdivision have been initiated to the

satisfaction of Public Works,

Comply with the following street lighting requirements:

a.

Provide street lights on concrete poles with underground wiring within the
tract boundaries on all streets and highways including Henry Mayo Drive
{SR-126) to the satisfaction of Public Works and Calirans. Submit street
lighting plans as soon as possible for review and approval to the Street
Lighting Section of the Traffic and Lighting Division. For additional
information, please contact the Street Lighting Section at (626) 300-4726.

The proposed development, or portions thereof, are not within an existing
Lighting District. Annexation and assessment balloting are required, Upon
tentative map approval, the applicant shaifl comply with conditions listed
below in order for the Lighting District to pay for the future operation and
maintenance of the street lights. The Board of Supervisors must approve the
annexation and levy of assessment (should assessment balloting favor levy
of assessment) prior te filing of the final subdivision maps for each area with
the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk.

(1)  Request the Street Lighting Section to commence annexation and
levy of assessment proceedings.

(2)  Provide business/property owner's name(s), mailing address(es), site
address, Assessor Parcel Number(s), and Parcel Boundaries in either
Microstation or Auto CADD format of territory to be developed to the

Street Lighting Section.

(3)  Submita map of the proposed development including any roadways
conditioned for street lights that are outside the proposed project area
lo Street Lighting Section. Contact the Street Lighting Section for
map requirements and with any questions at (626) 300-4726.
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41.

42

43.

44,

EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-07-2005

C. The annexation and assessment balloting process takes approximately ten
to twelve months to complete ance the above information is received and
approved. Therefore, untimely compliance with the above will result in a
delay in receiving approval of the street fighting plans or in filing the final
subdivision map for recordation. Infermation on the annexation and the
assessment balloting process can be obtained by contacting Street Lighting
Section at {626) 300-4726.

d. For acceptance of street light transfer of billing, the area must be annexed
into the Lighting District and all street lights in the development, or the
current phase of the development, must be constructed according to Public
Works approved plans. The contracter shal! submit one complete set of “as-
built” plans. Provided the above conditions are met, all street lights in the
development, or the current phase of the development, have been
energized, and the developer has requested a transfer of billing at least by
January 1 of the previous year, the Lighting District can assume
responsibility for the operation and maintenance of the street fights by July 1
of any given year. The transfer of billing couid be delayed one or more years
if the above conditions are not met.

Prepare detailed 1" = 40’ scaled signing and striping plans for Henry Mayc Drive
(SR-126), Long Canyon Road, Wolcott Road, “Y" Street, and "A" Street within or
abutting this subdivision to the satisfaction of Public Works and Caltrans.

Prepare detailed 1" = 40’ scaled signing and striping plans for all off-site
intersections affected by this subdivision as indicated in the attached letter dated
December 9, 2004 frem our Traffic and Lighting Division to the satisfaction of
Public Works and Caltrans.

As indicated in the attached letter dated December 9, 2004 from our Traffic and
Lighting Division, install traffic signals {both on-site and off-site) for all signalized
intersections and prepare 1" = 20’ scaled traffic signal plans to the satisfaction of
Public Works. If required, provide additional right of way to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

Comply with the mitigation measures {including off-site improvements) identified in
the attached December 9, 2004 letter from our Traffic and Lighting Division to the
satisfaction of Public Works. It shail be the sole responsibility of the subdivider to
acquire the necessary off-site right of way and/or easements.
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45,

46.

47,

48.

49,

50.

51.
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If needed, the location of the driveway to Lot 352 and the southerly driveway {o
Lot 354 on "Y” Street shall be reloccated to reflect the conceptual plan to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Setback the raised medfan nose a minimum of 20 feet from the right of way within
private driveway and fire lanes on all lots 1o the satisfaction of Public Works.

Setback the raised median noses a minimum of 20 feet on all streets to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Provide adeqguate spacing (minimum of 50 feet) on the northerly driveway to Lot 354
between the night of way and the first curb opening te the parking area for buildings
A and B (shown on Exhibit Map Sheet 7 of 12) to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Permission is granted to record large lots (20 acre or more) parcel map as shown
on the insert map provided full street right of way and slope easements are
dedicated along the latest approved alignments on Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126) and
Leng Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works. In addition, make an offer of
private and future right of way and dedicate slope easements along all remaining
interior streets (including Wolcott Road) on alignments to the satisfaction of Public
Works. This permission is contingent on deletion of the secondary highway south of
and parallel to SR-126 from the County Highway Plan.

Permission is granted to use modified street cross-sections as shown on the
tentative map to the satisfaction of Public Works. However, the subdivider may
elect to construct standard and/or alternate street cross section to the satisfaction of
Public Works. if alternate street cross sections are propesed, construct additional
sidewalk pop-out along the property frontage on all applicable streets in the vicinity
of any above ground utilities to meet current ADA requirements to the satisfaction of

Public Works.

All site plans shall be reviewed and approved by Pubiic Works prior to final
approval.
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52.  Additional comments/requirements:

. The street profiles along Long Canyon Road and Woicott Road showing the
vertical approach to the proposed interchanges, the at-grade intersections at
SR-126 (Henry Mayo Drive), and at the Santa Clara River (Long Canyon
Road only) as shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved.
The design and construction on Long Canyon Road and Wolcott Road must
be compatible with the uitimate improvements on SR-126 and the Santa
Clara River (Long Canyon Road only) to the satisfaction of Public Works.

.
Prepared by Timothy Chen Phone (626) 458-4915 Date 12-29-2005

83 108r-revd dog
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Ennch Lives Through Effective and Canng Service”™

A SOUTUTRLMUNT AYENLL
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 21303130
Telephone: {526} 435-5100
wwer Jadpw.org ADDRISS ALL CORRESFONDENCE TO:
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IMAERPLY PLEAS]
REFERTO £iLE. | =4

December 9, 2004

Mr. Daryl Zerfass
Austin-Foust Associates, Inc.
2020 North Tustin Avenue
Santa Ana, CA 92705-7827

Dear Mr. Zerfass:

RIVER VILLAGE
TENTATIVE TRACT NOQ. 53108
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS (SEPTEMBER 28, 2004}

CASTAIC JUNCTION AREA

As requesied, we have reviewed the above-mentioned document. The project is
located In the unincorporated County of Los Angeles area of Castaic Junction. The
project site is bounded by State Route (SR} 126 to the north, the Santa Clarita River to

the south, and the Castaic Creek to the east.

The proposed project, River Village, is the first phase of the Newhall Ranch Specific
Pian (NRSP). The NRSP has been approved for approximately 21,000 residential
dwelling units. River Village consists of the development of 591 single-family detached
dwelling units, 398 condominium units and 455 apartments units for a total of
1,444 residential dwelling units; a 750 student elementary school; a 20.9-acre
public park; and 1,040,000 square feet of commercial uses. The project is estimated to
generate approximately 41,880 vehicle trips daily, with 2,810 and 4,160 vehicle trips
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. The decument addresses the project
in three development phases: 2007 for Phase !, 2008 for Phase i, and 2010 for
Phase lil. Phase f consists of 500 residential units. Phase |l consists of the remaining
residential units, the elementary school, 100,000 feet of commercial uses, and the
public park, Phase Il consists of the balance of the commercial uses for

940,000 square feet.

FILE COPY
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Mr. Dayly Zerfass
Deacember 9, 2004
Page 2

We have received a separate technical report for the proposed west and east
roundabouts for the intersections of Driveway — Tentative Tract No. 53018, Lots 373
and 374, and Wolcott Road; both at “A” Street — Tentative Tract No. 53108,
respectively. 'We will provide additional comment on the roundabouts, as we complete

our review of the submitted repor.

We generally agree with the fraffic impact analysis and require the following traffic
impact mitigation measures with the project approval. The traffic impact analysis shall
be revised to be consistent with mitigation measures contained in this letter.

¢ The main access for River Village will be provided from SR-126 wia the existing
intersections of Walcott Way and Chiguito Canyon Road. Future phases of the
NRSF will provide aceess to and from south via Long Canyon Reoad. Unless an
updated iong range study is prepared which demonstrates that the intersections
will adequately handle the area buildout traffic as at grade intersections,
adequate road right of way shall be reserved for future grade separated

interchanges at these two iocations, as approved in the NRSP.

The study is based on the Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Traffic Model and
assumes the following roadway improvements will be in place with Phase | of the
project.  In accordance with our Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelings
{TIARG), these improvements shafl be made a condition of approval for the
project {o be in place prior {o issuance of any building permit(s) for Phase | of the

project.

- Reconstruct the Golden State (I-5) Freeway/SR-126 Freeway
interchange by adding access to eastbound SR-126 from southbound
I-5, access to southbound |-5 from westbound SR-126, direct access to
narthbound -5 from westbound SR-126, and widening bridge to 8 lanes.

Construct Newha! Ranch Road segment between Vanderbilt Way and
Copper Hill Drive/Rye Canyon Read.

The traffic signals shall be insialled at the following intersections. The design
and the construction of the traffic signals shall be the sole responsibility of the
project. The signals shall be in place at their ultimate design locations prior io
the issuance of any building permit(s} for the indicated phase of the project to the

satisfaction of Public Works.
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*

Phase |: Wolcott Way at Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126)

Phase II: Chiguitc Canyon Road and Long Canyon Road (Future) at
Henry Mayo Drive (SR-126)

Phase lll; Long Canyon Road at “Y” Street and “A" Street (TT 53108}

The traffic generated by the project alone will significantly impact the following
intersections. The following improvements shail be the sole responsibility of the
project and be a condition of approval to be in place prior to the issuance of any
building permit{(s) for the indicated phase. Detailed striping and signal

modification plans must be submitted for review and approval.

PHASE |

Walcott Way at Henry Mayo Drive (SR-128)

North approach: One left-turn lane, one through lane, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (convert shared left-turn/through lane o through fane).

South approach (future): One left-turn lane, one through lane, and an
exclusive right-turn  lane {ada one left-turn  lane, convert shared
left-turn/through/right-turn [ane to through lane and add an exclusive right-turn

lang).
Design and install traffic signhals to the satisfaction of Public Works.

5

3
School Middle Driveway/ ' Street at “A” Street (TT 53108}

The projects shall be responsible for the preparation of traffic signal design
plans and securing adequate funds with Public Works for the full construction
of the signals, The intersection will be monitored for the installation of the

signals once the school is fully occupied with 750 students.
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Chiquite Canyen Road and Long Canven Road (Future) at Henry Mayo Drive
{SR-126}

North approach: One left-turn fane and one shared through/right-turn lane
(convert shared left-tum/through lane to lefi-turn lane and exclusive right-turn

lane to shared through/right-turn lane).

East approach: One fefi-turn lane, two through lanes, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (add one feft-turn lane and convert shared left-tum/through

lane to through lane).

South approach (future}: One lefi-turn lane, one through lane, and an
exclusive right-turn  lane (add one left-turn  lane, convent shared
left-turnithrough/right-turn lane to through lane and add an exclusive right-turn

fane).
PHASE Il

Wolcoit Way at Henry Maye Drive (SR-128)

East approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and an exclusive
right-turn lane {add second left-turn lane, convert shared through/right-turn

lane to through lane and add an exclusive rnight-turn lane),

South approach {future); Cne left-turn lare, one through lane, and two
exclusive right-turn lanes (add second exclusive right-turn lane from Phase {).

West approach: One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (convert throughfright-tune to through lane and add an
exclusive right-turn lane).

Modify iraffic signals to the satisfaction of Public Works.

PHASE IlI
Golden State {i-5} Freeway Southbound Ramps at Henry Mayo Drive (SR-28)

East approach: Three through lanes and a free right-turn tane (add third
through lane).

Modify traffic signals to the satisfaction of Public Works.

B
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Wolcott Way at Henry Mavyo Drive (SR-126}

West approach: Qne left-turn {ane, three through fanes, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (add third through tane).

Madify traffic signals to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Chiguito Canyon Road and Leng Canyon Road (Future) at Henry Mayo Drive
(SR-126) .

North approach: One lefi-turn lane, one through lane, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (convert shared through/right-turn lane fo through lane and add

an exclusive right-tum lane).

East approach: Two left-turn {anes, two through lanes, and an exclusive
right-turn lane {add second left-turn laneg),

South approach (future): One left-turn [ane, two through lanes, and two
exclusive right-turn lanes (add second through lane and second exclusive

right-turn lane).

Modify traffic signals to the satisfaction of Public Works,

s The cumulative traffic generated by the project and other related projects will
significantly impact the following intersections. The project shall contribute its
proportionate share of the cost for the following mitigation measures. Detailed
striping and/or signal modification plans must be prepared to determine the
feasibility of the recommended mitigation measures and cost estimate of each

mitigation measure.

Golden State ([-5) Fresway Southbound Ramps at Henry Mayo Drive
(SR-126)

North approach: Two left-turn fanes, one shared left-turn/through lane, and
an exclusive right-turn fane (add one shared feft/right-turn lane).

East approach; Four through lanes and one free right-tum lane {add fourth
through lane).
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West approach: Four through lanes and one free right-turn lane {add third
and fourth through fanes).

Modify traffic signals fo the satisfaction of Public Works.

The project's total pro-rata share is 38.3 percent. The project may elect to
pay by phase as each phase gets recorded: Phase | = 8.3 percent,

Phase Il = 8.1 percent and Phase 1ll = 21.9 percent.

Golden State {{-5) Freeway Northbound Ramps at Henry Mavo Drive
(SR-128)

East approach: Three through lanes and one free right-turn lane (add third
through lane).

South approach; Three left-turn lanes and an exclusive right-turn lane {add
third left-turn lane).

West approach: Four through lanes and one free right-turn lane {add third
and fourth through lanes).

Modify traffic sighals to the satisfaction of Public Works.

The project’s total pro-rata share is 20.8 percent. The project may elect to

pay by phase as each phase gets recorded: Phase | = 4.7 percent,
Phase it = 4.0 percent, and Phase Il = 12.1 percent.

Wolcott Way at Henry Mavo Drive [SR-126)

North approach: Two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (add second left-turn lane).

East approach: Two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and an exclusive
right-turn lane (add third through lane).

West approach: Two left-turn lanes, three through lanes, and an exclusive
right-turn iane {add second left-turn lane}.

Maodify traffic signais to the satisfaction of Public Works.
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The project’s total pro-rata share is 62.1 percent, The project may elect to

pay by phase as each phase gets recorded: Phase | = 12.2 percent,
Phase || = 19,3 percent, and Phase Ili = 30.6 percent.

Commerce Center Drive at Henry Mavo Drive (SR-126) Interchange

Pay the project's total pro-rata share for the construction of interchange of
33.8 percent. The project may elect to pay by phase as each phase gets
recorded: Phase | = 6.6 percent, Phase I} = 8.1 percent, and

Phase lll = 18.1 percent.

» The developer shall coordinate with and netify the Castaic Union Schoo! District
(CUSD) that traffic circulation plan and the drop-offfpick-up procedures shall be
prepared and submitted to Traffic and Lighting Division for review and approval.
We recommend a mechanism for enforcement and levying of noncompiiance
penaities be included in the plan. The CUSD shall prepare informational packets
containing the approved drop-offfpick-up procedures and provide to the
parents/guardians of students of the school. The recordation of the phase
containing Lot 345 where the school is proposed shall be withheld until the
student drop-offfpick-up procedures, the informational packets or brochures, and
the revised school site plan have been received and approved by Public Works.

A determination shail be made regarding whether the project has a significant
impact on the adjacent 1-5 Freeway. Caltrans shall be consulted to obtain their
written concurrence with the California Environmental Quality Act level of
significance determination. These written comments from Caitrans shall be

submitted to Public Works for review and approval,

If you have any questions regarding the traffic analysis and mitigation measures, please
contact Mr. Suen Fei Lau of our Land Development Review Section at (626) 300-4820;

_for questions regarding striping and signing plans, please contact Mr. Sam Richards of
our Land Development Review Section at (626) 300-4842; for questions regarding
parking restrictions and drop-off/pick-up procedures/programiplan, please contact
Ms. Guita Sheik of our Traffic Investigation Section at {(626) 300-4712.
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Very truly yours,

DONALD L, WOLFE
Interim Director of Public Works

WILLIAM JWL%@’“ /{{jﬁé&

Assistant Deputy Director
Traffic and Lighting Division

SFL:cn

Oﬂ EIR04257 doc

\wb cc: Castaic Union School District (Beverly W. Silsbee)
Department of Regional Planning (Daryl Koutuik)

be: Building and Safety
Land Development (Witler)
Traffic and Lighting (Richards, Sheik)



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/2
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SEWER
TRACT NG. §3108 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-07-2005

The subdivision shai! conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers and serve each
building/lot with a separate house lateral or have approved and bonded sewer plans
on file with Public Works.

The outlet for the proposed sewer system for any unit map must be accepted for
public use prior to recordation, otherwise the unit map in question must must have
approved and bonded sewer plans for the outiet system extending downstream to
public sewer on file with Public Works.

The tentative map must conform with the approved master sewer area study
PC 11812as (currently in plancheck with Public Works). If the system
appurienances and maintenance responsibilities shown on the tentative map do not
match those detailed in the approved study, a revised map is required to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to recordation of the first unit map a new sanitation district must be formed to
operate and maintain all regional sewer facilities associated with this project
including but not limited to pump stations, forcemain and gravity trunk lines, and
treatments plants. The subdivider shall provide the initial funding for the setup and
operation of this district to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to recordation of the first unit map the subdivider shall install and dedicate
required regicnal sewer infrastructure or have approved and bonded sewer plans on
file with the Newhall Ranch Sanitation District to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to recordation of the first unit map the subdivider shall acquire ali regulatory
permits necessary for the construction of both locai and regional sewer facilities.

The subdivider shall submit an area study to Public Works to determine if capacity
is available in the proposed sewerage system servicing this land division, The
approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years after initial approval of
the tentative map. After this period of time, an update of the area study shall be
submitted by the applicant if determined to be warranted by Public Works.

if the proposed sewer system shown on the tentative map is found to have
insufficient capacity, upgrade the proposed sewerage system (both on and off-site)
to the satisfaction of Public Works.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 2/2
DEFPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SEWER

TRACT NO. 53108 (Rev.} TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-07-2005
9. Construct regional sewer pump stations to the satisfaction of the Newhall Ranch

Sanitation District.

1¢.  Easemenis are required, subject to review by Public Works to determine the final
focations and requirements.

11.  Provide any necessary off-site easements to construct the off-site sewer
imprevements to the satisfaction of the Newhall Ranch Sanitation District. It shall
be the sole responsibility of the subdivider to acquire the necessary easements.

H D
Prepared by Nathan Howeils Phone_(626) 458-4921 Date Rev. 06-19-20086

tr33108s-revd{rav'd O6-18-06) doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - WATER
TRACT NO. 053108 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED _11-07-2005

The subdivision shali conferm to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. A "Written Verification” and supporting documents from the water supplier to
indicate the availability of a "Sufficient Water Supply” as required per Section
66473.7 of the Subdivision Map Act {SB 221) shall be provided to the satisfaction of
the Department of Regional Planning and Public Works prior to filing any map.

2. A water system maintained by the water purveyor, with appurtenant facilities to
serve all buildings/lots in the land divisicn, must be provided. The system shall
include fire hydrants of the type and lecation (both on-site and off-site} as
determined by the Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to
accommodate the total domestic and fire flows.

3. There shall be filed with Public Works a statement from the water purveyor
indicating that the water system will be operated by the purveyor, and that under
normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements for the land division, and
that water service will be provided to each building/lot.

4. Easements shall be granted to the County, appropriate agency or entity for the
purpose of ingress, egress, construction and maintenance of all infrastructures
constructed for this land division to the satisfaction of Public Works.

5. Submit landscape and irrigation plans for each open space in the land divisicn, with
landscape area greater than 2,500 square feet, in accordance with the Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

6. Depict ali line of sight easements on the landscaping and grading plans.
+¢J
Prepared by_Zach Harijes FPhone (626) 458-4921 Date_12-27-2005

#5310&w-revd. doc



Subdivision No. 53103 Tentetive Map Dee 7-November-05. Fx. A

COTUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 5 FAE
FIRE DEPARTMENT

AW23 Rivkenbacker Hoad
Cemmeree Califenia 9000

WATER SYSTEM REGUIREMENTS - UNICORPORATED

Revised Report yes

]

oo 0o o X

The County Forester and Fire Warden is prohibited fromn setting requirements for water mains, {re hyvdrants and fire flows a5 a
condition of appraval for this division of fand as presently zoned andf/or submitted. However, water requirements may be necessary
at the time of building permut isseance.

The required fire flow for public fire hydrants at this location is 3000 galions per minute at 20 psi for g duration of 23 bours, over
znd above maximum daily domestic demand, 3 Hydraci(s) flowing sinultaneously may be used to achieve the required five flow:

The required fire flow tor private on-site bydrants 15 gallens per minute at 20 psi. Fach private on-site hydrant nmust be

capable of Towing gallons per nunute ai 20 psi with twe hydrants fowing simultancously, onc of which must be the
furthest front the public water souree,

Fire hydrant reguiremients are as follows:
[nstall 91 public fire hiydrani(s). Upgrade / Verify existing public fire hyvdrant(s).
Install private on-site fire hydrant(s}).

All hydrants shall measure 675 4" 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA standard C303 or approved cqual. Al
on-site hydranis shall be installed a minimum of 25° feet from a structure or protected by a two (2) hour rated firewall.

X] Location: As per map on file with the office.

[] Otherlocation: ____

All required fire hvdrants shall be installed, tested and accepted or bonded for prior to Final Map approval. Vehicular access shall
be provided and maintained serviceable throughoot construction.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department s not setting requercments for watey mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and’or submitted.

Additional warter systemn requirernents will be reguired when this fand is further subdivided and’or during the building permit

process,
Hydrants and fire flows are adeguale 10 meet current Fire Depariment requirements.

Upgrade not necessary, if existing hydrant(s} meet{sy fire flow requiremsnts, Submit original water avajlability form to our ofiige,

Comments:  Detached condo’s. The required fire low for, public fire hydrants at this location is 1300 gallors per minute at 20 psi for a

duration of _2_hours, over and above maximmun daily domestic demand. 2 Hydrant{s) [lowing simultancously may be

used to achieve the required fire flow.

Single family dwellings. The required Uire {low for public {ire hydrants at this location s 1250 galtons per rmute at 20 psi for
a duration of 2 hours, over and above maxium daily domestic demand.  _1 Hydrant{s) flowing shimultanecusly may be
used to achicve the required fire flow,

Al lyydeants shall be installed in conlennance with Tide 20, County of Los Angeles Governmeent Code and County of Los Angeles Fire Code, or appropriate oty repulations,
This shall include minimum six-inch dizmeter maing, Arrangements fo meet Eese ruguirements must be made with e water purvevar sening the areu,

By lospector  _fu s . . Date 21-Mac-06

Land Development Unit— Firg Prevention Division — (323) 890-4233, Fax {323) BU0-9783



COTNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

3813 Rickenbacker Road
Coeniezreg, Cabifoemia 9G040

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL TOR SUBDIVISION - UNINCORPORATED

Subdivision: 33108 Map Date  7-November-05, Ex. A

Cc.u.p

K X

I

K K

X

O O 00K

00-196 _ Vicinity  Salt Canyon

FIRE DEPARTMENT HOLD on the temative map shall remain until verification from the Los Angeles County Fire Dept.
Planning Section is received, stating adequacy of service. Contact (3233 8812404,

Access shall comply with Title 21 {County of Los Angeles Subdivision Code) and Section 902 of the Fire Code, which reguires all
weather access. All weatheor access may require paving,

Fire Departmient access shall be extended to withn 130 feet distance of any exterior pention of all structures.
Where driveways extend further than 150 fect and aie of single access design, turnarounds suitable for fire protection cquipmient usce
shall be provided and shown on the final map. Turnarownds shall be designed, constructed and mairtained to insure their inlegrity

for Fire Department use. Where topography dictates, turzarounds shall be provided for driveways that extend over 130 feet in
length.

The private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Frivate Driveway and Firclane” with the widths clearly depicted.
Driveways shall be maintained 1 accordance with the Fire Code.

Vehicular aceess must be provided and maintained serviceahle throughout constrection 1o all required fire hydrans. All reguired
fire hydrants shall be instatled, tested 2nd accepted prior o construction.

This property is Jocated within the arca described by the Fire Department as “Very High Fire Hazard Scverity Zone™ (formerly
Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification I'lan™ shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance, (Contact: Fug]
Modification Unit, Fire Station =32, 603 Norh Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-2904, Phone (626) 969-3205 {or details).
Provide Fire Department or City approved street signs and building access nunbers prior to oeeupaney.

Additional fire protection systems shall be nstalled in Jieu of suitable access endfor fire protection water.

The final concept map, which has been submitted to this department for review, has fulfilled ihe conditions of approval
recommended by this departmient for access only.

These conditions must be secured by a CULP. and/or Covenrant and Agreement approved by the County of Los Angeles Firg
Department prior o final map clesrance.

The Fire Department has no zdditional requitements for tins division of land.

Conuncnts:  See additional comment sheets,

]_'}}f'- ITE.‘EPUL‘lOr: . ,,?li:r:ne .?-:Pasi o DHTE 2111\'.’[&11’—(}6

Lznd Development Unit — Fire Prevention Thvision - (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9782



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE BEPARTMENT

5425 Rackenbacker Road
Cocranerce, Califaimia 90040

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT REQUIRENMENTS

ADDITIONAL FAGE

SUBDIVISION NO. 93108 PAGENO. 1

I Tentative map pare_ 1
A, A second means of vehicutar access shall be provided to Hinhway 126 prior to the building permit issuance of the 150 unin,

2 Exhibit "A". Al structures shall be places such that. vehicular access is provided 1o within 150" of'all exterior wails, Said
access shall be verified during further design revies and 7 or architectural plan review for building permit clgaraace,

T
.
¢

3 Exhibit A", shoetd
‘;S;‘I;s-/f A. The retail / commercial assorizted with the Village Green access shafl not exceed a maximuim height of 33", as measured to the
T top of the roof siructure.

u"‘i.'
4 Exhibit *A". shect 9, The School and Pack sites access shall be further reviewed for compliance at which time the fina] design plans

By Inspector: Juwe Jaer o Date:  21-Mar-06

Land Developoent Unit — Fire Prevention Division -- (323) 8904243 Fax (323) §90-9783



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

‘Creating Community Through People, Parks and Programs”
Russ Guiney, Director

December 28, 2005

Mr. Paui McCarthy

Supervising Regiona! Planner

Land Divisicns/Research
Cepartment of Regiona! Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1346
Los Angeles, California 20012

Dear Mr. McCarthy:

RIVER VILLAGE - VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP (VTTM) 53108
CONDITIONS OF MAP APPROVAL
Regional Planning Map dated November 7, 2005
December 29, 2005 Subdivision Commiitee Meeting

The Department's Conditions of Map Approval are listed below for the 1,444-residential unit
River Village subdivision {("the project”).

1.

The basic Quimby park land obligation is 11.34 net acres of park land. This obligation
will be fulfilled by the Developer conveying fee title to Lot 344 to the County as an
improved "public park” (2.74-acre community park} in accordance with the conceptual
plan and cost estimate enclosed in Developer's February 23, 2004, submittal to the
Department; a 6.39-acre private park in Lot 337; recreational centers in lots 330 (0.82
net acres), 336 (3.44 net acres), and 3.40 (0.97 net acres), and a 3.10 net acre trail
easement. If a shared recreational use arrangement for the public park is sought by
Castaic School District (District}, the recreational improvements on the shared use area
{either park property or school district property) shall be visible from "A’ Street (River
Village Drive) and the parking lot perpendicular to ‘A’ Street for the Department to
approve the shared use area.

Developer may elect to receive Quimby credit for Specific Plan park improvements to the
public park by giving the Department written notification thirty (30} days prier to
Developer's Notice of Construction Commencement for the public park, in which case
Developer shall pay prevailing wage to construct the park improvements and submit
quarterly statements of costs for the Department's review and approval following the
same submittal schedule specified for submitting building permit reports.

Ceveloper shall receive a 24.46 Quimby land credit for the nel acreage provided for the
public park and private parksfrecreational areas, and other recreational acreage
permitted by the Specific Plan as shown in attached Specific Plan Table 5.4-2 ("Park and
Recreation Improvement Summary”) and sub-table for Local Park Acres Provided
{Column D) prepared for Tract 53108. No Quimby credit will be given for improvements
to private parks/recreational areas.

Planning and Development Agency * 510 South Vermont Ave » Los Angeles, CA 90020-1975 » (213) 351-5198
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10.

A carry forward of the 13.12-acre surplus Quimby credit from River Village to any other
approved subdivision within the Newhail Ranch Specific Plan Area shall not resuit in a
reimbursement tc developer from County's Quimby funds or a return by County to
developer of any public park land previousty conveyed to County for developer's Newhatll
Ranch Specific Plarr Area Quimby obligation.

Developer shall complete construction of the public park and convey it to the County by
the time building permits are obtained for two-thirds of the residential units within the
River Village subdivision (i.e., when 963 residential units are permitted). Developer shall
submit quarierly reports te the Department that identify for each unit map within River
Village the number of residential units for which building permits were issued for the
quarter and cumulative to date, and which relate the number of residential units to
owner, building number, building type (e.g., single family home, condominium,
apartment) and lot humber. The quarterly reports are due on the first County business
day of January, April, July, and October of each year building permits are issued for
River Village. This reporting requirement applies for the actual number and type of
dwelling units constructed and for the duration of build out permitted by the approved
tentative map. Failure to previde the Department with a report will result in the
Department requesting the Department of Public Works to withhold further issuance of
building permits fer River Village until the respective report is received.

Prior to the Department clearing the final map for River Village, Developer shall enter
into a Multiple Agreement and post Faithful Performance and Labor & Materials bonds
with the Department for Developer's Specific Plan park improvements in accordance
with updated cost estimates for said improvements.

Prior to County accepting title to the public park, a Landscape Lighting and Assessment
District (LLAD) shall be created for the mutual benefit of Developer and the County to
maintain and cperate the park. VWhen LLAD maintenance areas are planned on private,
fee simple lots, LLAD easements must be recorded pricr to clearance of final {unit) maps
by the Department.

Developer is responsible for developing the public park in accordance with the Specific
Flan park improvement plans approved by the Department, at no cost to the County,
using standard censtruction activities and responsible contractors licensed by the State
of California to perform this type of work. Sole responsibility for completion of the park
improvements, and payment of all costs incumred, lies with Developer.

Developer shall cbtain, coordinate and pay for all studies, permits, fees and agency
inspections required to design and build the park and shall provide one {1} copy of all
studies, permits, inspection reports, and written approvals to the Department's
representative.  Design and construction of the parks shall comply with all applicable
federal, state, and lecal laws, rules, and regulations.

Developer shall provide County with certification that all public park playgrounds
within River Village meet American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) and
United States Consumer Product Safety Commission (USCPSC) standards.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

Developer (or developer's design consultant) shall submit to the Department, public park
plans and specifications for review and approval during the design development stage,
fifty percent (50%j), ninety percent (90%), and one hundred percent (100%) stages of
completion ©f construction decuments and, concurrent with the final grading plan
submittal to the Department of Public Works, a grading plan (scale: 1 inch = 40 feet or as
required by the Department) and specifications, including all grading, drainage, irrigation
and planting improvements, utility locations and sizes required under County ordinances.
The respective stage of each submittal shall be clearly labeled on the drawings. Pian
submittals shall be made by giving the Department three (3) sets of drawings and a CD-
ROM containing the drawings in AutoCad 2000 format. The Department shall have
twenty-one (21) County business days from receipt of any construction document
submittal to review and approve it; if the Department does not respond within said time
period, the submittal shall be deemed approved hy the Department. Any corrections or
changes made by County during review of one stage shall be incorporated inte a
revision of the current drawings and specifications and resubmitted for County's
approval of said stage prior to permission by County for Developer to proceed with the
hext stage.

Developer shall provide the Department with writen Notice of Construction
Commencement for the park site. The Construction Phase is defined as the period of
time from said notice to the date the Department issues its Notice of Acceptance of
Completed Park Improvements, inciusive of the 90-day plant establishment period.

Developer shall designate and identify a construction manager who will oversee
construction of the public park. Developer's construction manager shall communicate by
providing written documentation via facsimiie or mail to County’s representative and
abide by County’s requirements and direction tc ensure acceptable park completion.
Tne construction manager shall provide County with reasonable access to the public
park sites and the park improvements for inspection purposes and at a minimum, shall
initiate and coordinate the following inspections and approvals during the course of
construction with not less than two County business days advanced notice of any
request for inspection or approval: {1) contractor crientation/pre-construction meeting;
{2) construction staking and layout; (3) progressfinstallation inspections to be scheduled
on a weekly basis or as required to insure conformance with construction documents; (4)
any and all required permit inspections; (5) irrigation mainline and equipment layout; (6)
irrigation pressure test; (7) irrigation coverage test; (8) weed abatement after abatement
cycle, to review degree of kil (9) plant material approval; (10) plant
material/Hydroseed/pre-maintenance inspection; (11) substantial completion and
commencement of maintenance period; (12) final walk through and acceptance.
Continued work without inspection and approval shall make Developer and its
subcontractors solely responsible for any and ali expenses incurred for required changes
or modifications. County reserves the right to reject all work not approved in
conformance with this condition,

During the construction period, the construction manager shall maintain a critical path
methed {CPM) schedule that shall be updated on a biweekly basis and available to the
County for review.
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13.

16.

17.

18.

Upon completing public park construction, Developer shall notify the Department in
writing by submitting a Notice of Completion of Park Construction. Within thirty (30}
days after receipt of said notice, County shall inspect the park and reasonably determine
whether or not the park improvements have been constructed in accordance with the
construction documents, and to a level of quality and workmanship for the Department to
issue its Notice of Acceptance of Completed Park Improvements. If park construction is
unacceptable, within fifteen (15} County business days after inspection, County shall
provide Developer with a list of items that need to be corrected, after receipt of said list,
in order for Department fo issue its Notice of Acceptance of Completed Park
Improvements, or issuance of said notice will be delayed until the items on the list are

corrected.

Developer shall provide Department with two (2} sets of record drawings, maintenance
manuals, and irrigation centroller charts upon Department’s Notice of Acceptance of
Completed Fark 'mprovements. These documents shall also be submitted on CD-ROM
with the drawings in AutoCad 2000 format,

Developer shall convey the public park by recordable grant deed showing the fee vested
with the County of Los Angeles, and free of all encumbrances except those that do naot
interfere with the use of the property for park or recreational purposes. Developer's
designated title company shall provide the County with an ALTA ftitle policy and shall
record the park deed simultanecusly to County's execution of a Cenrificate of
Acceptance, and shall deliver the recorded deed to the Chief Administrative Office Real
Estate Division, Property Management Section, 222 South Hill Street, Third Floor, Los
Angeles, CA 90012

Any major change proposed by the Developer to the public park location, shape, or size
{not more than 2 acres variance) from the approved tentative tract or parcel map, shall
be deemed a revision of the tentative tract or parcel map and shall require the filing of an
amended or a revised map, as described in subsection B of Section 21.62.030 of the

Los Angeles County Code.

SlnE/erely, e

A~ i

Larry Hensiey, Chief
Planning Division

LH:JB {Newhall Rench: §3103 River Village_12.23.05 rpd}

Attachments (2)

c:

Keith Herren, Newhall Land
Carlos Brea, CAQ Real Estate Division
Parks and Recreation (Gil Lopez, Larry Hensley, Kathleen Ritner, Les Seidman)



LOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK OBLIGATION REPORT

Report Date: 12f29/2005

SCM Date: } §
Map Type:REV. (REV RECD)

DRFP Map Date:11/87/2005

53108
NEWHALL ! VALENCIA

Tentative Map #

Park Flanning Arga # 35A
Total Units I[ 1,444 | = Proposed Uniis ! 1,443 |+ Exemipt Units .I 0 .

Sections 21.24.340, 21.24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130, and 21.28.140, the County of Los Angeles Cade, Title 21, Subdivision
Ordinance provide that the County will determine whether the development's park obligation is to be met by:

1) the dedication of fand for public or private park purpoese aor,
2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,

3) the provision of amenities or any combination of the above.
The specific determination of how the park obligation will be satisfied wiil be based on the conditions of approval by the advisory

agency as recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

Park land obligation in acres or in-lieu fees:
ACRES: 11.34
IN-LIEL) FEES: $2,977.215

Conditions of the map approval:
See attached Decemnber 24, 2005 letter to Paul McCarthy, Supervising Regional Planner, Land Division Research,
Depantment of Regional Planning for Conditions of Tentative Map Approval.

The park okligation for this development will be met by:

The dedication of .74 acres for public park purposes.
Provide 14.72 acres for private park purposes.

Trails:
See also attached Trail Reporl.  CASTAIC CREEK AND SANTA CLARA RIVER TRAILS.

See Conditiens of the map approval above.

Comtact Patrocenia T. Schrepefia, Departmental Facilities Pranner |, Department of Parks and Recreation, 510 South Vermont
Avenue, Los Angeles, California, 80020 at {213) 351-5120 for further information or an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment.

For information on Hiking and Equestrian Trail requirements contact Trail Coordinator at (213) 351-5135.

Supv [ §th

December 77, 2005 14:2%18
OMBOZF FRX

James Barber, Advanced Planning Section Head



LOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET

Tentative Map ¥ 53108 DRP tap Date: 1110712005 SMC Date; /¢ Report Date: 12/29/2005
Park Planning Area # 35A NEWHALL / VALENCIA Map Type:REV. (REV RECD}

The formuta fnr calculating the acreage otligation and or in-lieu fee is as follows:
(Pleople x (0.003) Goal x (U)nits = {X) acres obligation
(X} acres obligation x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Where: P = Estimate of number of Peopie per dwalling unit accorging to the type of dwelling unit as
determined by the 2000 U.5, Census®. Assume " people for detached single-family residences;
Assume * people for attached single-family (fownfhouse) residences, two-family residences, and
apartment houses containing fewer than five dwelling units; Assume * people for apartment houses
cantaining five or more dwailing units; Assume * people for mobile homes.

Goal = The subdivision ordinance allows for the goal of 2.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 people
generated by the developmenl. This goal is calculated as "0.0030" in the formula.

= Total approved number of Dwelling Units.
X = Lacal park space obligation expressed in terms of acres.

RLWV/AGre = Representative Land Value per Acre by Park Plarning Area.

Total Units = Proposed Units 1,444 | + Exermgpt Units I—_I]

Goal '
People® | 3.0Acres /1000 People] Number of Units Acre Obligation

Detached S.F, Units 3.23 D.C030 590 572

M.F. < 5 Units 2.29 Q.0030 403 277

M.F. »= 5 Units 2.1 0.0026 451 2.85

mMobile Units 1.74 0.0030 0 8.00

Exempt Units 0
Total Acre Obligation = 11.34
Park Planning Area = 35A NEWHALL / VALENCIA
-
Goal Acre Obligation RLYV { Acre In-Liev Base Fee
@(0.0030) 11.34 $262,541 $2,977.215
Lot # Provided Space Provided Acres | Credit (%) Acre Credit Land
Trails 3.10 100.00% 310 Private
330 Private Rec. Center 0.82 100.00% 0.82 Private
336 Private Rec. Center 3.44 100.00% 344 Private
337 Private Park 6.39 100.00% 8.39 Private
340 Private Rec. Center 0.97 100.00% 0.97 FPrivate
344 Park Arga 974 100.00% 9.74 FPubli¢
Total Provided Acre Credit: 24 46
Acre Obligation | Public Land Crat. | Priv. Land Crdt. { Net Obligation RLV f Acre In-Lieu Fee Due
11.34 9.74 14.72 {13.12) $262,541 .444,538)

Supy B 5th
Cecembear 27, 2005 1(:54:26
QMBOTF FRX



DEVELOPMENT PLAN

2.8 RECREATION AND OPEN AREA

TABLE 2.81

PRELIMINARY PARK PROGRAM
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

ESTIMATED QUIMBY REQUIREMENTS

Description/Categery Units Avyg. Hsehlid Aastssment Obligatkon
Shze Factor in Acres
Detaihed 9,205 E 347 x 0.003 = fil]
stached 11,580 x 238 x 0.003 = 83
Second Liniis 423 % 2 x £.003 = 3
Tatal. 21,308 174
ESTIMATED QUIMBY CREDITS
Land Improvements
Quimby tmp Cost Improv. Acre Total
Cescription/Calegory Acres] Crodit Y Acras PSF Coxts Equiv. Acraage
Farks.
Neiphbortiood Park st 50 100%, 50 2.50]  S.445000 a5 85
Cormunity Farkst
Adlive Area B 100FG 58 2.50 5,316,200 2 110
Passive Ares 123 50% 62| 62
Lake 15 100% 15| 15|
Subloal, Parks!' & 245 185 11,761, 200 87 282
Trails:
Regional River Trail 16 100% 16 16
Communily Trails i 0R% 38 250 4,247,100 35 [L)
Local Trails fin Oipen Arga) 13|{acreage mofuded below) 1.00 EE6 2B 5 5
Unimproved Trails (n High Country] 13 (acreage induded below) 1.00 5E1.782 & S
Subieral, Trails #1 [ 5 5375172 45 100
Major Open Ardas:
Golf Cgurss 180 %] 0 [ [
High Counlry SAMA™ 4.185 50, 2.003 3 2,093
Rivar Corridor SMA™ s 975 10% 98 0 54
Cormmunily Openi Aea™
{Excl, Oak Valley Community Park) 569 10% BY, Q E7
Sublolal, Major Open Areas €,209 z. 278 4} 2278
TOTAL CREMNT PROVIDED 2,660
Guimby Requiremenis 174
Extess Z.486

" County ordinance allows credit for improwements, land of a comlunation of both.

2 Parks 5UCH 85 piivale FECealion centers Lncliuding iImprovements) within nenghibarhcods ere alea eligible for eredit bl cannot be quanified 1 this

level of plenmng.

# redd for the River Cormdior SMA and Open Area is calculaled using 8 wors-case lactor of 1 D%, which is Iowes! percent specified in the Cournty
ordnance. The Gounly ordinance prowdes fof a greater level of credil pending on siope ranging from @ low of 10% 1o 2 high of 100% In order 16
receive aredil iof land which has siepe orealer than 3%, the Direcior of Parks and Recreation mus! find that special cirpumstance: eas! thal would
make the acceptance of such [and in the public interest  The Direcior may also give more credit ihan specified in Ihe afdinance if it is (ound that g site
conlains exceplional visual, Holic of giher NaRl ressurtes. Such & case 15 the Hiph Country SMA, which 1§ exceptionatly fich in both paturel
resources and recreahnnal opportuniies, and has been caloulated o S0% credil

LR

o
-
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

Public Health

THOMAS L. GARTHWAITE, MDD,
DIRECTOR and CHIEF MEDICAL OFFICER

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Glona Malina

FRED LEAF
Firse Qistract

CHIEF GPERATING OFFICER
Yvorna Bralhwalte Burke
JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.O., M.P.H. Secand Digtrics

Director of Public Health and Health Officer
Zev Yaroalayaky

Environmental Health Turd Dislriet
ARTURD AGUIRRE, Diractor Don Kaase
Fourth Lisina

Bureau of Environmental Protection ) _
Mountain & RuralWater, Sewage & Subdivision Program ::f:;:[:;f""’”"“"
5050 Commerce Drive, Baldwln Park, CA $1708-1423

TEL (626)430-5380 - FAN (526)813-3016

wwhw.lapublichsalth. orgleh/progs/envirp.him

December 28, 2005 RFS No. 05-0031528

Tract Map No: 533108
Vieinity: Del Vaile

Tentative Tract Map Date:  November 7, 2005 (9" Revision)

The Los Angeles County Department of Health Services’ conditions of approval for Vesting
Tentative Tract Map 53108 are unchanged by the submission of the revised map. The following
conditiens still apply and are in force:

1. Potable water will be supplied by the Valencia Water Company, a public water system, which
guaraniees water connection and service to all lots.

2. Sewage disposal will be provided through the public sewer and wastewater treatment facilities of
the Newhall Ranch Water Treatitent Plant as proposed.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (626) 430-5380,

Respectfully,

Ral 104

Becky Valahti, E.H.S. IV
Mountain and Rural/Water, Sewage, and Subdivision Program




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERMN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3204
{323) 890-4330

fan
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FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

December 4, 2006

Daniel Fierros, Regional Planning Assistant

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Impact Anaiysis Section

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Fierros:

OAK TREE PERMIT #00-196, LANDMARK VILLAGE (RIVER VILLAGE) PROJECT,
™ #53108

We have reviewed the "Request for OQak Tree Permit #00-196. The project is located
south of State Route 126 near the intersection of Chiquito Canyon Rd., north of the
Santa Clara River and west of Interstate 5. The Oak Tree Report is accurate and
complete as to the location, size, condition and species of the Qak trees on site. The
term "Oak Tree Report” refers to the document on file by Impact Sciences the
censulting arborist, dated June, 2006,

We recommend the following as conditions of approval:
OAK TREE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS:

1. This grant shall not be effective until the permittee and the owner of the property
involved {if other than the permittee), have filed at the office of the Depariment of
Regiona! Planning their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to
accept! all conditions of this grant.

Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "permittee” shall include
the applicant and any other person, corporation or cther entity making use of this
grant.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF;

AGOURAHILLS BRaDBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA WALIBL POMCNE BIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CALABAZAS CHAMCND BAR HOOEMN HILLS LA PUENTE AEAYWOID RAMCHC PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
AZLISA CARBON OUARTE HUMTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD MORW ALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
ELAL DY IN PARK CERRITCS EL MGNTE IMDUSTRY LANCASTER FALMOALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PALOS YERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS  COMMERCE GLENDHORA IRWINCALE LOMITA FPARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOD!
BELLFLOWER COVIMA HAWAIAN GAROENS LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD FICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTEAKE VILLAG

L& HaBRA WHITTIER
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The permittee shall, prior to commencement of the use authorized by this grant,
deposit with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department a sum of $5000. Such
fees shail be used toc compensate the County Forester to cover expenses
incurred while inspecting the project to determine the permittee's compliance with
the conditions of approval.

The above fees provide for one (1} pre-construction meeting required to
determine fencing placement in order to secure the protected zone of all
remaining Qak trees, inspection of temporary fencing prior to the commencement
of any construction and a subsequent five {5) year monitoring period requiring
inspections until the conditions of approval have been met.

The Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester shall retain the right
to make regular and unannounced site inspections.

Before commencing work autherized or required by this grant, the consulting
arberist shall submit a letter to the Director of Regional Planning and the County
of Les Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Divislon stating that he or she has
been retained by the permittee to perform or supervise the work, and that he or
she agrees to report to the Director of Regional Planning and the County
Forester any failure to fully comply with the conditions of the grant.

The arborist shall submit at the end of each year an annual monitoring repert.
The report shall include a diagram showing the exact number and locations of all
mitigation trees planted and describe their health, planting dates, any mortality
and mitigation timeframe relating to permit compliance.

The permittee shall arrange for the consulting arborist or a similarly qualified
person tc maintain all remaining Oak trees on the subject property that are within
the zone of impact as determined by the County Forester for the life of the QOak
Tree Permit or the Conditional Use Permit.

The permittee shall install temporary chain-link fencing, not less than four (4) feet
in height, to secure the protected zone of all remaining Oak trees on site to be
determined prior to any grading. The fencing shalf be determined and installed
prior to grading or tree removal, and shall not be removed without approvat of the
County Forester. The term "protected zone" refers to the area extending five (5)
feet beyond the dripline of the Oak tree {before pruning), or fifteen (15) feet from
the trunk, whichever is greater.



Mr. Daniel Fierros
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Copies of the Oak Tree Report, Oak tree map, mitigation planting plan and
conditions of approval shall be kept on the project site and available for review.
All individuals associated with the project as it relates to the Oak resource shall
be familiar with the Oak Tree Report, Oak tree map, mitigation planting plan and
conditions of approval.

ITTED OAK TREE REMOVAL AND ENCROACHMENT:

7.

This grant allows the removal of a total of sixty-seven (67) Oak trees. Sixty-three
{63) trees are of the Oak genus (Quercus agrifolia) numbered : 8, 9, 10, 51, 60,
61, 63, 64, 83* 84, 248, 249, 250, 335, 336, 337, 338*, 339, 340, 341, 342, 343,
344%, 345, 346, 347, 348, 349*, 350, 351, 352*, 354, 355, 356, 357*, 396, 397,
398, 400, 401, 492, 594, 1588, 1589, 1590, 1592, 1594, 1596, 1598, 3073,
4003*, 4016, 4017, 4018, 4019, 4022, 4025, 4026, 4027, 4028, 4055, 4056,
4057. Four {4) trees are of the of the genus (Quercus lobata) numbered 87*,
1587, 1597*, and 1591 on the applicants site plan and Oak tree report. A total of
ten (10} of these trees to be removed are identified as Heritage™* {in bold with an
asterisk*), having a diameter greater than 36 inches.

This grant allows encroachment within the protected zone of fourteen {14) trees
of the Oak genus identified as Tree Numbers: 92, 93, 98, 99, 100, 439, 448,
488*, 489", 498, 503*, 592, 1605, 4007 on the applicant's site plan map and Oak
Tree Report. Three (3) of these trees are identified as Heritage*. Trenching,
excavation, or clearance of vegetation within the protected zone of an Oak tree
shall be accomplished by the use of hand tools or small hand-held power tools.
Any major roots encountered shall be conserved fo the extent possible and
treated as recommended by the consulting arborist.

In addition to the work expressly aliowed by this permit, remedial pruning
intended to ensure the continued health of a protected Qak tree or to improve its
appearance or structure may be performed. Such pruning shall include the
removal of deadwood and stubs and medium pruning of branches two {2) inches
in diameter or less in accordance with the guidelines published by the National
Arborist Association. Copies of these guidelines are available from the County of
Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division, In no case shall more than 20%
of the tree canopy of any cne (1) tree be removed.

Except as otherwise expressly authorized by this grant, the remaining Oak trees
shall be maintained in accordance with the principles set forth in the publication,
‘Oak Trees: Care and Maintenance”, prepared by the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division. A copy of the publication is enclosed with these
conditions.
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MITIGATION TREES:

10.

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

The permittee shall provide mitigation trees of the Oak genus at a rate of two to
one (2:1) trees for each tree removed and at a rate of ten to one (10:1) for each
Heritage tree removed for a total of 214 mitigation trees.

Each mitigation tree shall be at least a 15-gallon specimen in size and measure
one (1) inch or more in diameter one (1) foot above the base. Free form trees
with multiple stems are permissible; the combined diameter of the two {2) fargest
stems of such trees shail measure a minimum of one (1) inch in diameter one (1)
foot above the base.

Mitigation trees shall be at a ratio consistent with the species of Oaks removed
for a total of one hundred ninety (190) Quercus agrifolia and twenty four (24)
Quercus jobata of indigenous varieties grown from a local seed source.

Mitigation trees shall be planted within one (1) vear of the permitted Qak tree
removals. Additional mitigation trees shali be planted within one (1) year of the
death of any tree, which results from its permitted encroachment. Mitigation
trees shall be planted either on site or at an off-site location approved by the
County Forester. Alternatively, a contribution to the County of Los Angeles Qak
Forest Special Fund may be made in the amount equivalent to the Oak resource
loss. The contribution shall be calcutated by the consulting arborist and
approved by the County Forester according to the most current edition of the
International Society of Arboriculture's "Guide for Plant Appraisal.”

The permittee shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and shall replace any
tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and maintenance with a tree
meeting the specifications set forth above. The five-year maintenance period will
begin upon receipt of a letter from the permittee or consuiting arborist to the
Director of Regional Planning and the County Forester indicating that the
mitigation {rees have been planted. The maintenance pericd of the trees failing
to survive five {5) years wil! start anew with the new replacement trees.
Subsequently, additional menitoring fees shall be required.

All mitigation Oak trees planted as a condition of this permit shall be protected in
perpetuity by the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance once they have
survived the required maintenance period.



Mr. Daniel Fierros
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NON-PERMITTED ACTIONS AND VIOLATIONS:

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Encroachment within the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak genus
on the project site is prohibited.

Should encroachment within the protected zone of any additional tree of the Oak
genus on the project site not permitted by this grant result in its injury or death
within two (2) years, the permittee shall be required to make a contribution to the
Los Angeles County Oak Forest Special Fund in the amount eguivalent to the
Oak resource damage/loss. Said contribution shall be calculated by ths
consulting arborist and approved by the County Forester according to the most
current edition of the International Soclety of Arboriculture’s "Guide for Plant

Appraisal."

No planting or irrigation system shall be installed within the dripline of any Oak
tree that will be retained.

Utility trenches shall not be routed within the protected zone of an Qak tree
unless the serving utility requires such iocations.

Equipment, materials and vehicles shall not be stored, parked, or operated within
the protected zone of any Oak free.  No temporary structures shall be placed
within the protected zone of any Qak tree.

Violations of the conditions of this grant shall result in immediate work stoppage
orin a notice of correction depending on the nature of the violation, A time frame
within which deficiencies must be corrected will be indicated on the notice of

correction,

Should any future inspection disclose that the subject property is being used in
viclation of any one of the conditions of this grant, the permittee shall be held
financially responsible and shall reimburse the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division for all enforcement efforts necessary to bring the
subject property into compliance.
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If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at {323) 890-4330.

@ruly YOurs,

1 " £l
/\‘-‘f»ﬂ r_“; : .-A . B ---1/-?1./"\_____;
DAVID R. LEININGER, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BUREAU
DRL:es

Enclosure



This Ozak Tree Care and Maintenance
Guide offers basic information and
practical guidelines aimed at the
preservation and centinued health and
survival of oak tress in the residential

landscape,

Increasing pressure for development
is changing the cak woodland of Los
Angeles County. Heritage oaks which
once survived in open roiling hills are
now being preserved or replanted and
incorporated into the community.,

How do we protect these trees during
the planning and development
process, and ensure their survival
once they are in the home garden?

The Oak Tree

Qak Trees in the residential landscape
often suffer decline and early death
due to conditions that are easily
preventable. Damage can often take
years to become evident, and by the
time the trees show obvious signs of
disease It iz Usually toc iate to help.

.

= =

watering, /  especially
§F monthg, and
disturbance\fo _oritical root ared
are most oftélf the causes. This
booklet will provide guidelines o©n
where these critical areas lie ant
ways to avoid disturbing them, @°
well as information on iong-term careé
and maintenance  of both naturdl
ang planted oaks. Liste of additiond
resources for more information an<

Mprgeer
during the\hot sug

County of Los Angeles Fire Department

demonstration areas to visit 2r€
also included.

J—

pg-G3



The Qak Tree Ordinance

The Los Angeles County Oak Tree
Qrdinance has been sstablished to
recognize oak trees as significant historical,
aesthetic, and ecological resources. The
goal of the ordinance is fo create favorable
conditions for the preservation and
propagation of this unigue and threatened
plant heritage. By making this part of the
development process, healthy oak trees will
be preserved and maintained.

The Los Angeles County Oak Tree
Crdinance applies to all unincorporated
areas of the County. Individual cities may
have their own ordinances, and their
requirements may be different.

Permit Requirements.:

Under the Los Angeles County Ordinance, a
person shall not cut, destroy, remove,
relocate, inflict damage, or encroach into the
profected zone {see text} of any ordinance
sized free of the ozk tree genus without first
obtaining a permit.

Damage includes but is not limited to :

Buming

Application of toxic substances
Pruning or cutling

Trenching

Excavaling

Faving

Operation of machinery or
equipment

Changing the natural grade

. = & B * 4 [ ] -

Chapter 22.56.2050: 0Oak Tree Permit
Regulations, Los Angeles County, Adopted:
August 20, 1982. Amended: September 13,
1988.

For more information about the County Oak
Tree Qrdinance, visit the Forestry Division's
websile at:

fd.o orestry._lolderfot i

Or contact:

Department of Reglonal Planning
320 W. Temple Street, 13th floor
Los Angeles, CA 80012-3284

{213) 974-5411

TDD: (213)617-2282

hitp:iiplanning.co.la.ca.us

Types of oaks commonly found
in Los Angeles County:

Many kinds of oak trees are native to Los Angeles County. A few of the
more common ones are shown below, but alf oak trees are covered by

the Oak Tree Ordinance.

Older oaks which have thrived under the natural rainfall patterns of dry
summers and wet winters often can't handle the extra water of a garden
setting. These trees must be treated with special care if they are to
survive.

Those oaks that have been planted into the landscape or sprouted
naturally tend to be more tolerant of watered landscapes. These
vigarous young trees may grow 1% to 4 feet a year in height under good
conditions. Once established these trees would benefit from the same
special care cutlined in this guide.

Vel

LARGE DECIDUOUS TREE &6-75" HIGH, BROADLY
SFREADING %030 WIDE.
LEAVES: : DEEP GREEN , 5~ 4 LONG 7 PAPER.-LILE TELTURE
WiTH DEEP REUNDED LOBES ON THE LEAF EDGE.
TENDS TO FAVOR JALLEY BOTIOMS * FORTHIS REASON THE
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THE PROTECTED ZONE

The protected zone defines the area most critical to the health and continued survival of an cak tree. Oaks are
easily damaged and very sensitive o disturbances that accur to the tree or in the surrounding envirenment.

The root system is extensive but surprisingly shallow, sometimes radiating out as much as 50 feet beyond the
spread of the tree leaves, or canopy. The ground area at the outside edge of the canopy, referred to as the
dripline, is especially important: the tree abtains most of its surface water and nutrients here, and conducts an

important exchange of air and other gases.
The protected zone is defined in the Oak Tree Ordinance as follows:

“The Protected Zone shall mean that area within the dripline of an oak tree and
extending there from tc a point at ieast 5 feet outside the dripline or 15 feet from
the trunk, whichever distance is greater.”

%?F-ﬂ‘l'&a TEDP ZONE >!-
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY WITHIN
THE PROTECTED ZONE

Changes in Grade

Any change in the level of soil around
an oak tree can have a negative
impact. The most critical area lies
within 6' to 10" of the trunk: no soil
should be added or scraped away.
Water should drain away fram this
area and not be aillowed to pond s0
that scil remains wet at the base.

Retaining walls designed to hold back
soil above or below an existing tree
should aveoided if at all possible,
especially within the protected zone.
These types of structures cause
critical areas at the dripline to be
buried, or require that major roots be
severed. Water trapped at the base
of the free could lead to root rot or
other impacts, and to the dacline and
premature death of a highly valued
landscape tree.

Construction activities outside the
protected zone can have damaging
impacts on existing trees.
Undergrcund water sources can hbe
cut off due to falling water tabies, or
drainage may be disrupted.

TRENCRING

TrRENCH

r&—ﬂl—-ﬁﬁ-’

i e T s,
UH%;HE&TH M ¢

Trenching
Digging of trenches in the root zone
should be avoided. Roots may be cut
or severely damaged, and the tree
can be kiled.

If trenches must be placed within the
protected zone, utilities can be placed
in a conduit, which has been bored
through the soi, reducing damage to
the roots. insist that as many utilities
as allowed be placed in a single
trench, instead of the commeon
practice of digging a separate trench
far each individual line.

Trenching can also be accomplished
using hand toois or small hand held
power equipment to avaid cutting
racts. Any rools exposed during this
work should be covered with wet
burlap and kept moist until the soil can
be replaced.

AJOR FOOTS .

Soil Compaction and Paving

The roots depend upon an important
exchange of both water and air
through the soit within the protecied
zore.  Any kind of activity that
compacts the soif in thizs area blocks
this exchange and can have serious
long-term negative effects on the tree.

If paving material must be used, some
recommended surfaces include brick
paving with sand joints, or ground
coverings such as wood chips (note
the advantages of natural materials
for providing nutrients under
muiching).

sott. LOMPACTION

EOTH AIR. ofd WATER. ARE
EXCRANGED THROUGR THE
SoiL T0 THE ROOTS

[0

HOWEVER., IF THE S0IL
HAS BEEN COMPACTED, THIS
EXCHANGE CANNOT (X cUR.

/_
4
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MAINTENANCE

Watering

The key is prevention — do not over
water. Improper watering is often
overlooked as the cause of tree death
because it can take years for the
damage to show. Once the tree
shows obvious signs of decling, it is
often too late to correct the problem.

The seasconal weather pattern for this
region is one of dry summers and
winter rain. Oak trees are naturally
drought tolerant and adapted to this
cycle. |If the tree is vigorous and
thriving it should not require any
additional water.

f the natural source of surface or
underground water has been altered,
some supplemental water may be
necessary. but proceed with caution.
The goal of any watering schedule for
oak trees should be to supplement
natural rainfall and it should occur
cnly when the tree would normally
receive moisture. This might be in
the winter, if rains are unusually iate,
or in spring if rainfall has been below
normal levels.

Over watering, especially during the
summer months, causes g number of
problems which can lead to decling
and eventual death of the tree. It
creates ideal conditions for attacks of
Ozk Koot Fungus by allowing the
fungus to breed all year. In addition,
both evergreen and deciduous osks
grow vigorously in the spring and
naturally go dormant in the summer.
Extra water oniy encourages new tip
growth which is subject to mildew.
Oaks need this period of rest.

Newly planted cocaks may need
supplemental watering during their
first few summers. After they
become established water should be
applied according {0 the previous
guidelines.

Pruning

For cak trees the periodic removal of
dead wood during pericds of tree
dormancy should be the only pruning
needed. Any cutting of green wood
opens scars that could aliow the entry
of organisms or disease.

Before pruning obtain the advice of a
certified arborfst or other professional
and consult the local city or county
where the tree is located to find cut
what regulations apply. Pruning of
both live and dead woed can
sometimes require a permit.

-F 6"’ A

Mulching

Leaf litter from the tree is the best
mulch and should be allowed fo
remain on the ground within the
protected zone.  Crushed wainut
shells or wood chips can be used, but
the oak leaves that drop naturally
provide the tree with 2 source of
nutrients. Avoid the use of packaged
or commercial oak leaf mulch which
coutd contain Oak Root Fungus.
Redwood chips should not be used
due to certain chemicals present in
the wood.

WATER SHOULD ALNAYS
DRAIN ABJAY -RoM THE
TRUNK-, AND NEVER BE
ALLOWEDTO POND AT THE
PASEOR THE TREE-

lla-

e

A MINIMUM OF 610" ARDUND THE TRUNK-

OF THE TREE SHOULD ALWAYS BE LEFT
CLEAR AND Y-
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Disease and Pests

Trees that are stressed, especially
because of impreper watering
practices, are prone to certain
diseases and attacks by pests.

The most damaging of these
diseases is the Oak Root Fungus
Armillaria meilea. Oceourring
naturally in the soil, the fungus
thrives under wet conditions and dies
back in the summer when soils dry
out. This is why summer watering of
oaks can be a deadly practice. As
noted in the watering guidelines, wel
soil in the summaer allows the fungus
ta grow all year. As the population
grows, their natural food sources are
depleted and they begin feeding on
gak tree roots. The fungus does not
require an open wound in the tree o
gain entry.

Indications of the fungus include;

« die back of branches or tips.

« honey calored fungus at ar
near the root crown.

» white fan-like fungus between
wood and bark.

« the presence of hlack,
shoestring-like growths in the
sail.

Once the ftree begins io show
obvious signs of infection treatment
is generally ineffective. The best
treatment is to avoid the conditions
that lead to Qak Root Fungus
infections.

Pit Scale, Cak Moth, and other
pests: any significant changes in
leaf color, branch die back, presence
of black sooty materials on leaves or
other changes should be noted.
Seek the advice of a professional
forester, arborist, farm advisor or
other expert before the application of
any pesticides on an pak tree.

Planting Underneath Oaks

The natural leaf litter is by far the best ground cover within the protected
zane. |f plants must be placed, the following guidelines shouid be followed:

There should be no planting within a minimum 6 te 10 feet of the trunk.

Avoid plants that require gny supplemental water once established.

Choose plants suited for “dry shade.” Those listed in the box below offer
some good choices. To see scme examples of how these plants have
been used under vaks refer to the Additional Resources section on the

following page.

PLANTS TO CONSIDER:
Ptant Name

Arctostaphylos densiflora
‘Howard McMinn' Manzeanita

Arcloslaphylos edmundsii
Little Sur Manzanita

Arclostaphylos hookeri
Monterey Carpet Manzanita

Cearnothus griseus horizortalis
Carmel Creeper

Heuchera spp.
Coral Belis

Mahonia aguifolium compacta
Oregon Grape

Ribes viburnifofium
Evergreen or Catalina Currant

NOTES:

Description

3" high, 6' wide. Toughest of available forms.
Whitish-pink flowers.

1-2' high, 4-5' wide. Toierant of full shade.
1-2" high, spreading to 12" wide by rooting
branches. White to pink flowers,

Less than 2 1/2' tall, low & creeping.
Clusters of small blue flowers.

2-¢' mound. Flowers on an upright stem 2-3"
high and spotted with red or pink.

2-4' high, spreading by underground roots.
Bright yellow flower clusters.

2-3' high, spreading to 12' wide. Flowers
pink to red in small clusters.

Before deciding on plants, check a source such as the Sunse! Western
Garden Bogk to determine which plants will grow in your area.

When choosing shade tolerant plants, consider that the ground under the
south side of the tree will get mare sunlight while the northern side will tend

to remain more deeply shaded.
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ADDITIONAL RESOURCES and Places to Visit

Public Agencies

County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Prevention Bureau, Forestry Division
5823 Rickenbacker Road, Rm #123
Commerce, CA 90040-3027

{323) 8904330

hitp:Alacofd.orgfforestry.htm

University of California
Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program
163 Muifard Hall, Berkeley, CA 94720-3114

hitp:#danr.ucop.edufihrmp

Private Organizations

The Theodore Payne Foundation
10459 Tuxford Street

Sun Valiey, CA 91352-2126

{818) 768-1802
www.thecdorepayne.arg

California Native Plant Society
1722 J Street, Suite 17
Sacramento, CA 95814-3033
{916) 447-2677

wWww.CNPS.org

The California Qak Foundation
1212 Broadway, Suite 810
Oakland, CA 94612-1810

(510) 763-0282
www.californiaoaks.arg

Arboretums and Botanic Gardens

Los Angeles County Arboreta and Botanic Gardens
301 N. Baldwin Ave.

Arcadia, CA 91007-2697

(626) 821-3222

www.arboretum.org

Los Angeles County Scuth Coast Botanlc Garden
26300 Crenshaw Blhd.

Pales Verdes Peninsula, CA 90274-2515

{310) 544-6815

www.southcoastbotanicgarden.org

Los Angeles County Descanso Gardens
1418 Descanso Drive

La Canadz-Flintridge, CA 91011-3102
{818) 9464200

www.descansogardens.org

Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden
1500 North College
Claremont, CA 91711-3157
{909) 625-8767

www.rsabg.org

The Lumimis Hame
200 E. Avenue 43

Los Angeles, CA 90031-1304
(213) 222-0546

Publications

2000,

Compatible Piants Under and Around Oaks. Bruce W. Hagen... [et all. The California Qak Foundation,

Growing California Native Piants. Marjorie G. Schmidi, Univ. California Press. 1981.

Hustrated Guide to the Daks of the Southern Californian Floristic Province. Fred M. Roberts. FM Roberts

Publications. 1996,

Management Program. 1995,

Living Among the Qaks: A Management Guide for Landowners. University of California Integrated Range

Qaks of California. Bruce M. Pavlik...[et al]. Cachuma Press & the California Qak Foundation. 1985.

Proceedings of the Fifth Symposium gn Oak Woodlands: Oaks in California’s Chanaing Landscape.

Program, 2001,

GTR PSW-GTR-184. Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2001
Avaitable from the University of California Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program.

Regeneraling Rangeland Gaks in California. University of California Inlegrated Range Management
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County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Forestry Division

County of Los Angeles
Board of Supervisors

Gloria Molina, First District
Yvonne Brathwaite Burke, Second District
Zev Yaroslavsky, Third District
Don Knzabe, Fourth District
Michael D. Antonovich, Fifth District

County of Los Angeles Fire Department

P. Michael Freeman, Fire Chief

Brush Clearance Unit
605 N. Angeleno Avenue
Azusa, CA 81702-2904
(626) 969-2375

Camp 17

6555 Stephens Ranch Road
La Verne, CA 91750-1144
(909) 593-7147

Environmental Review Linit
12605 Osborne Street
Pacoima, CA 91331-2128
(818) B80-5719

Fire Plan/Interpretive Unit
12605 Osbormne Street
Pacoima, CA 91331-2129
(818) 890-5783

Fuel Modification Unit
605 N. Angeleno Avenue
Azusa, CA 21702-2804
(626) 869-5205

Henninger Flats Forestry Unit
2260 Pinecrest Drive
Altadena, CA 91C01-2123
(626) 794-0675

Lake Hughes Forestry Unit
42150 N. Lake Hughes Road
Lake Hughes, CA 93532-9706
(661) 724-1810

Malibu Forestry Unit

942 N. Las Virgenes Road
Calabasas, CA 91302-2137
(818) 222-1108

San Dimas Forestry Unit

1910 N. Sycamore Canyon Road
San Dimas, CA 91773-1220
(908) 5594615

Saugus Forestry Unit
28760 N. Bouquet Canyon Road
Saugus, CA 91380-1220

(661) 296-8558

Vegetation Management Unit
12605 Oshorne Street
Pacoima, CA 91331-2129
(818) 890-5720



GENERAL PLAN, SANTA CLARITA VALLEY AREA AND SPECIFIC PLAN
AMENDMENT
BURDEN OF PROOF

Request

Newhall Land js requesting an amendment to the Los Angeles County General Plan, the Santa
Clarita Valley Area-wide Plan (SCVAP), and the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan to modify the
existing "secondary highway" designation for the “A” Street/Wolcott Road (alsc referred to as
the Franklin Avenuc extension), located between Long Canyon Road and SR-126, within the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which was approved by the County on May 27, 2003. The
proposed amendment would reclassify "A" Street/Wolcott Road from a secondary highway to a
collector street, and result in the removal of “A” Street/Wolcott Road from the General Plan’s
“Master Plan of Highways,™ since collector streets are not shown on this policy map. The
proposed amendment would also result in the removal of “A” Street/Wolcott Road from the
Circulation Plan of the SCVAP and would modify the strect’s designation on the approved
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan’s “Mobility Plan,” on the Specific Plan's “Master Circulation Plan”
exhibit, and on accompanying cross-sections.

The requested amendment is necessary to achieve a street designation that is safest, most
consistent with, and most appropriate for the level of permitted development and anticipated
circulation requirements under the “Traditional Neighborhood Development” (TND) land-usc
plan for the Landmark Village development within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Since the
street’s original classification as a secondary highway, changes in circumstances have occurred
to render the existing strect classification inappropriate, unnccessary, and potentially unsafe for
the current type and level of development proposed.

Background

In 1994, Newhall Land filed its entitlement application for the future development of Newhall
Ranch, including the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (NRSP), with the Department of Regional
Planning {DRP). Among the entitlement applications submitted concurrently with the NRSP
were requests for amendments to the Los Angeles Counly General Plan, the SCVAP, and the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, to establish what is now referred to as “A” Street/Wolcott Road as
a secondary highway within the future Landmark Village community. At the time, the secondary
highway designation was appropriate based on the projected future traffic demands on this street
segment. The Specific Plan proposed a maximum of 24,700 residential dwelling units and a total
of approxamately 5.7 million square feet (sf) of non-residential development within Newhall
Ranch. Of those totals, 1,750 dwelling units and 1 million sf of non-residential floor-area were
proposed for the portion of Newhall Ranch adjacent to and comtaining the proposed “A” Street
and Wolcott Road. This Newhall Ranch community, referred to as “Landmark Village.” is the
area within Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108.

Based on the proposed development for Landmark Village (1,750 dwelling units and 1 million sf
of non-residential uses) and Newhall Ranch overall, future traffic volumes on “A™ Street/Wolcoll
Road were projected to equal approximately 30,000 average daily trips (ADTs). {Austin-Foust
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Associates, Newhall Ranch Traffic Aralysis, July 1996.) This level of traffic warranted
designation of the street as & secondary highway, which provides traffic capacities of 32,000
ADT’s.

In October 1996, the Regional Planning Commission held its first meeting regarding the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan and directed Newhall Land to reduce the overall scale and intensity of
proposed development. Newhall Land revised the Specifie Plan to provide for a reduced number
of proposed dwelling units and a Jower level of non-residential development. In December 1997,
the Regional Planning Commission approved the NRSP with the scaled-back development
propesal. The Board of Supervisors further reduced the level of development permitted by the
Specific Plan during its reviews in 1998 and 2003.

As a result of these changes to Newhall Ranch, the approved Specific Plan now permits a
maximum of up to 20,885 residential dwelling units and a maximum of 5.5 million square feet of
non-residential uses. This represents a reduction of approximately 135 percent from the 24,700
dwelling units originally proposed, and a decrease of approximately 3 percent in permitted non-
residential development from that originally requested in 1994. For the Landmark Village
community of Newhall Ranch, the maximum number of residentia! uaits was reduced from
1,750 dwelling units to a maximum of up to 1,444 dwelling units. This represents a reduction of
approximately 17 percent in permitied residential development. (There was no change to the
permitted non-residential development at Landmark Village.)

In addition to the general reduction in the scale of development and number of permitted
residential units and non-residential floor-area, another significant change in circumstances has
occurred since the development plan was first submitted in 1994 that warrants & “downgrading”™
of “A” Street/Wolcott Road from a secondary highway to a collector street classification. In its
mere detailed development plan for Landmark Village prepared following approval of the
Specific Plan, Newhall Land has chosen a TND land-use plan for Landmark Village, which
cmphasizes pedestrian safety, comfort and the concept of “walkability.” In summary, the land
plan has been developed so that key community features, such as parks, schools and shopping,
are within a reasonable walking distance from most homes, In order for the land plan to be
effective, streets must be designed to promote pedestrian safety and prevent excessive traffic
(including “cut-through™ traffic) and unsafe vehicle speeds. In fact, the failure to appropriately
match street design to the land plan could result in increased risk of accidents, greater public
liability, and degraded pedestrian safety.

As part of tius TND approach, the intended function and design of “A” Street/Wolcott Road, has
changed over the years, “A"” Street/Wolcolt Road was originally conceived as an arterial
highway extension of Franklin Avenue, in the Commerce Center area northcast of Landmark
Village, connecting with Long Canyon Road. Under the TND approach, the function of “A”
Street/Wolcott Road would be limited to providing connectivity between Landmark Village
neighborhoods and from the local streets to the arterial highway system. In this way, “A”
Street/Wolcott Road would discourage “cut-through™ traffic as an alternative to SR-126. The
street design was adjusted to match this shilt in intended function. The alignment was made
curvilinear, lengthening the total roadway distance; traffic-calming design features such as a

Page 2 of 0
WAINRCOHFTOHPlanningtGPA SPA LPA Amendmentsha Street PA BoP-Final doc



periodic landscaped median, curb bulb-outs, and on-street parking were incorporated; and
modem roundabouts arc proposed.

With the reduced scale of development permitted by the revised NRSP and the shift in the
street’s intended function as part of the TND land plan, projected traffic volumes on “A”
Street/Wolcott Road may now be accommodated by a collector street, which has a capacity of
approximately 10,000 ADT. Traffic volumes on “A” Street/Wolcott Road are projected to be less
than 10,000 ADT’s for all but a short segment on the west end, which is proposed to be served
by a higher-capacity, four-lane section providing adequate capacity. (Austin-Foust Assocrates,
Landmark Village Traffic Impacr Analysis, October 2003.)

In summary, a change in street classification for “A™ Street/Woleott Road from a four-lane
secondary highway to a collector street is appropriate and warranted because of the reduction in
proposed development, the implementation of a TND land-use plan, and the resulting decrease in
projected traffic volumes. Projected traffic volumes would be adequately served by a coliector
street designation, and the existing secondary highway designation would provide unnecessarily
excessive capacity. Furthermore, requiring the sccondary highway could result in the potential
for increased vehicular speeds under the proposed TND land plan, while the collector street
would be the appropriate context-sensitive designation.

Jusiification

Duc to the changes in circumstances since the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and accompanying
entitiements were first filed and approved, as detailed above, the existing sccondary highway
street classification is no longer appropriate for “A” Strect/Wolcott Road, In addition to the
Justification provided above, the following four responses must be demonstrated in the
affirmative lo support of this request for a General Plan/Specific Plan Amendment.

Response No. 1

A need for the proposed General Plan Amendment exisis because:

The propesed General Plan/Specific Plan Amendment is necessary and appropriate to provide a
street classification that corresponds with the projected level of traffic demand, while at the same
time providing a safe pedestrian environment consistent with the adjacent land-use plan. Without
the requested General Plan/Specific Plan amendment, the street classification would require that
“A" Street/Wolcott Road be improved to provide excessive capacity, with more than three times
the capacity (32,000 ADT’s) of the projected future volumes (fewer than 10,000 ADT's). In
addition, requiring “A" Street/Wolcott Road to be built 1o secondary highway standards while its
functional use is as a coliector street providing connectivity between neighborhoods and the local
street system would result in the potential for unsafe conditions, including increased frequency of
accidents, increased severity of injury and property damage/loss, and the potential for increased
public liakility. These safety and liability risks of maintaining the secondary highway
designation in lieu of the requested collector street classification are discussed in more detail in
Response No. 4, below.
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Response No. 2

The particular amendment proposed is appropriate and proper because:

As noted above, the requested collector street designation, with a capacity of approximately
10,000 ADT’s, is appropriate for the projected traffic demand of fewer than 10,000 ADT's. In
addition, the collector strect designation is the most appropriate choice in the context of the
proposed TND land-use plan for Landmark Village. The TND land-usc plan places importance
on pedestrian safety and comfort, as community uscs, such as schools, recreation, and shopping,
are located within walking distance of most residences. The higher-speed, higher-volume
secondary highway would be inconsistent with the land-use plan as well as providing traffic
capacity far in excess of projected demand.

Response No. 3

Modified conditions warrant a revision 1o the County of Los Angeles General Plan because:

As discussed above, the following are the key changes in circumstances that result in the need
for the requested General Plan/Specific Plan Amendment:

1. The level of permitted development, including the number of homes and the amount of
proposed non-residential floor-area, has been scaled back significantly from the original
Newhall Ranch proposal, in general, and in Landmark Village, specifically.

2. Following approval of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, Newhall Land selected a
“Traditional Neighborhood Development” land-use plan for Landmark Village, which
would change the intended function of “A” Street/Wolcott Road from a secondary
highway - as originally planned, providing a connection from Commerce Center, on the
northeast, 1o the western portion of Landmark Village and areas of Newhall Ranch (o the
south — to a collector street intended to provide internal cormectivity within Landmark
Village only, between neighborhoods and connecting to the local street systern. The
change in intended street function, as implemented in the curvilinear street design with
traffic-calming features, would eliminate “cut-through” traffic. The TND land-use plan
would also reduce the number of vehicle trips generated from the project, by encouraging
residents to walk (o near-by destinations.

3. The reduced level of permitted development, combined with the selection of a “TND™
land-use plan, have significantly reduced the projected traffic levels on “A”
Street/Wolcott Road.  The projecied traffic levels on "A” Street/Wolcott Reoad were
originally estimated at approximately 30,000 ADT's, which required a secondary
highway classification. Under the proposed Landmark Village development, the
projected traffic levels have been significantly reduced to approximately 10,000 ADT's or
less, which justifies the change in classification from a secondary highway to a collector
street,
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Response No. 4

Approval of the proposed General Plan Amendment will be in the interest of public health,
safety, and general welfare and in conformity with good planning practices because:

Approval of the requesicd General Plan/Specific Plan Amendment will result in significant
contributions to the public health, safety and general welfare, including the following;

L.

The requested collector street classification will result in safer conditions when compared
to the existing secondary highway designation.

Based on research compiled by Newhall Land {Traditional Neighborhood Development
at Landmark Village, Newhall Ranch: The Role of Alternative Street Design in
Traditional Neighborhood Development, Volumes I and 1, November, 2001: March,
2002). the number of traffic accidents would be reduced with the requested street
designation, as demonstrated below,

[n addition, as noted in the research referenced above, accident severity would alsa be
diminished. Injuries to both motorists and pedestrians would be less severe under the
requested street classification, generating fewer fatalities and less-severe injuries,

1. Motor vehicle accidents are the leading cause of accidental death in California,
and 20 percent of accidents involve pedestrians. {(Dangerous by Design:
Pedestrian Safety in California, Surface Transportation Policy Project, and
September 2000.)

ii. The second-leading cause of death for California children (ages 5-12) is
pedestrian fatality. (fbid.)

iii. There 1s a direct correlation between roadway width and vehicle speeds.
(Residential Street Typology and Injury Accident Frequency, Swift, 2001.)
iv. Slower vehicle speeds result in greater stopping distance, a lower frequency of

accidents, and reduced severity of injury from the smaller number of resulting
accidents. (Traditional Neighborhood Development Street Design Guidelines,
Institute of Transportation Engineers, October, 1999.)

By enhancing the pedestrian environment, the requested street classification would
promote a healthier community.

The less-intrusive collector street classification would contribute toward the TND’s goal
of promoting walking as an alternative to driving to community destinations. For
example, safe streets would allow children to walk to neighborhood schools. Studies
show that walkable communitics promote their residents’ health. (“Healthy
Neighborhood Streets — The Key to Stronger Communities”, On Common Ground,
Winter 2002.)

. The safer, more comforlable pedestrian environment would also promote walking,

jogging, bicycling and other recreational opportunities.
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3. The requested street classification would promote the general welfarc with enhanced
property benefits:

a. Property owners would benefit from less property damage and fewer injuries associated
with motor-vehicle accidents, as noted ahove.

b. Property owners could benefit from alternative fmancmg programs provided to TND
communities; such as the “location-efficient mortgage™ that recognizes the benefits of a
safe and walkable community.

c. Studies show that property values are enhanced in “smart growth” communities such as a
TND, when compared with the values of homes in conventional subdivisions. (Smart
Growth Gateway, www.smartgrowthgateway.org.)

4. The requested amendment is consistent with good planning practices.

a. This request is consistent with the following American Planning Association’s
“Principals for Smart Growth;”
i. Create walkable neighborhoods;
ii. Foster distinctive, attractive piaces with a strong sense of place;
iii. Provide a variety of transportation choices; and
iv. Take advantage of compact building design.

b. This request is consistent with the following “Ahwahnee Principles,” devcloped by the

Local Government Commission to promote livable communities:

i. Community size shouid be designed so that housing, jobs, daily needs and other
activities are within easy walking distance of each other;

ii. As many activities as possible should be located within easy walking distance of
transit stops;

iii. Streets, pedestrian paths and bike paths should contribute to a system of fully-
connected and interesting routes to all destinations. Their design should encourage
pedestrian and bicycle use by being small and spatially defined by buildings, trees
and lighting; and by discouraging high speed traffic; and

iv. The comununity design should help conserve resources and minimize waste.

' The Location Efficient Mortgage®, (LEM) is a mornigage that helps people become homeowners in location efficient
communities. These are convenient neighborhoeds in which residents can walk from their homes to stares, schools,
recrealian, and public transportation. People who live in focation efficient communities have less need to drive, which
allows them to save money (with greater inancial resources available for housing ¢osts) and improves the
environment for everyone. The LEM combines a low down payment, competitive interest rates, and flexible criteria for
financial qualification to allow maore people to own the kame of their dreams. For additional information, please refer
to www focationafficiency.com.
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
BURDEN OF PROOF
FOR (1) DEVELOPMENT WITHIN
A SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREA
AND (2) UTILITIES
VTTM 053108

i. Background

Newhall Land is proposing to develop Landmark Village {formerly River Village),
a 281-acre master planned nec-traditional community, located within the
"Hiverwood" viliage of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Specific Plan was
approved by the County's Board of Supervisors on May 27, 2003. The Landmark
Village project is designed to include a broad spectrum of residential housing,
commercial development, institutional services, a community park, and other
open space areas, consistent with the approved Specific Plan. The proposed
project will implement a portion of the approved Specific Plan through
development of 1,444 awelling units and approximately 1,000,000-square feet of
non-residential uses.

Newhall Ranch Program-Level SEA CUP No. 94-087-(5)

The County's Board of Supervisors approved a program-level Significant
Ecological Area Conditional Use Permit ("SEA CUP"), SEA CUP No. 94-087-(5),
in conjunction with the Board's approval of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan on
May 27, 2003.

CUP No. 24-087-(5) approved: {a) adjustments to the existing boundaries of SEA
23, consistent with General Plan policies requiring the protection of natural
resources within SEAs; and (b) Specific Plan development within SEA 23
boundaries. The appreved SEA boundary adjustments were found to be
consistent with the adopted Specific Plan, which established a Specific Plan
designation of "Special Management Area" ("SMA") over the adjusted SEA 23
boundaries. Although the adjusted boundaries within SEA 23 were identified as
the "River Corridor SMA" in the adopted Specific Plan, the underlying SEA 23
designation remains in effect.

In approving CUP No. 94-087-(5), the Board specifically found that the proposed
development under the approved Specific Plan was consistent with the adopted
General Plan for the area (CUP, 43). The Board also found that the Specific Plan
adjusted the existing SEA 23 boundaries by removing a limited amount of
acreage tor development from the existing SEA; however, the existing SEA
nevertheless remained in a viable and largely natural condition (CUP, 18-21, 43).
In addition, the Beard found that the proposed development within SEA 23
conformed to the General Plan SEA "design compatibility criteria” (CUP, 21-386,
43},



VTTM Na. 053108 CUP — Burden of Proof
Development & Litilitiss Within SEA

Furthermore, the Board found that the Specific Plan is sensitive to, and
compatibie with, the biotic resources of SEA 23 (CUP, 43). In addition, the Board
found that the Specific Plan development will not:

(a)  Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of
persons residing or working in the surrcunding area; or

(b) Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or valuation
of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the site;
or

(c)  Jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to
the public health, safety, or general welfare (CUP, 43-44),

The Board also found that the Specific Plan site is adequate in size and shape to
accommodate the yards, walls, fences, parking and loading facilities,
landscaping, and other development features prescribed in the Zoning
Ordinance, or as otherwise required in order to integrate said uses within the
uses in the surrounding areas (CUP, 44).

Finally, the Board found that the Specific Plan site is adequately served:
(a) By highways or streets of sufficient width and improved as
necessary to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use

would generate; and

(e} By other public or private service facilities as are required
(CUP, p. 44).

Based on the above findings, the Board approved CUP No. 94-087-(5) subject to
various adopted conditions {CUP, 45),

Landmark Viliage Project-Level SEA CUP

As part of the Landmark Village project approvals, Newhall Land is requesting a
project-level SEA CUP for proposed development associated with Landmark
Village within SEA 23 in order to ensure consistency with both the adepted
Specific Plan and approved program-level CUP No. 94-087-(5).

The proposed Landmark Village project site is approximately 291 acres in size.
Of the 291 acres about 14 acres lie within SEA 23 and is designated as Open
Area. Except for a portion of the approved Long Canyon Road Bridge alignment,
the acreage within the SEA (14 acres) is designated as Open Area. Although
some of SEA 23 contains sensitive riparian habitat, none of the proposed
development areas is within this habitat.

2of 23



VTTM Mo. 053108 CUP - Burden of Proof
Deveiopment & Utilities Within SEA

QOverview of the County's Significant Ecological Areas

This section provides information regarding the general background of the
County's designated SEAs, and the constraints imposed by the County on
development within SEAs, including the Newhall Ranch SEA 23.

The "Significant Ecological Area” designation is one of several land use
classifications set forth in the Land Use Element of the Los Angeles County
General Plan. SEA classification generally identifies lands having important
biological resources. The ciassification includes habitats of rare and endangered
species, sites with critical fish and wildlife values, relatively undisturbed areas of
typical natural habitat and regionally scarce biotic resources. The intent of the
General Pian is to preserve and enhance SEAs, to the extent possible, for the
benefit of present and future County residents.

The purpose underlying SEA land use classification is to preserve SEA
resourcas in an ecologically viable state. Several General Plan policies reflect
fhat intent.

Other factors governing implementation of the General Plan's SEA goals and
objectives include the County's ability to accurately identify areas of SEA
resource value, the availability of financial and other resources necessary to
support preservation, restoration and enhancement efforts, and the competing
priorities between resource preservation and other critical public needs. The
County's Zoning Ordinance iurther acknowledges that it is not the purpose of
SEA designation {o preclude development within SEAs, but rather 1o ensure, fo
the extent possible, that such development maintains and, where possible,
enhances SEA biotic resources while allowing limited controlled development
within SEAs,

SEA General Plan Development Process

Recognizing the resource values at stake and the constraints imposed by
cempeting priorities and objectives, the General Plan seeks to provide a process
for reconciling specific conflicts between proposed land uses and the
preservation of identified SEAs. The General Plan does not, however, suggest
that this can be accomplished by applying a single set of regulatory standards to
all SEAs. Instead, the General Plan recognizes that measures necessary to
preserve and enhance SEAs will vary depending upon the nature of the resource
values present and the degree of threat implied by potential incompatible
development. Within this context, the General Plan sets forth SEA compatible
land uses and identifies SEA design compatibility criteria to guide specific land
Lise decisions.

3of 23



VTTM Na. 053108 CUP — Burden of Proof
Davelopment & Utilities Within SEA

As stated above, the General Plan identifies certain uses, which are compatible
with SEAs by definition, and certain uses that may be compatible. However, the
General Pian notes that it "has not attempted to identify, in other than the maost
general terms, appropriate use types and intensities within significant ecological
areas.” Therefore, in order to determine whether a development proposal, in
fact, is compatible with a particular SEA, the General Plan requires that the
proposal be reviewed for compliance with certain “design compatibility criteria
The design criteria are as follows:

{a) That the requested development is designed to be highly
compatible with the bictic resources present, inciuding the
setting aside of appropriate and sufficient undisturbad areas;

(b)  That the requested development is designed to maintain
waterbodies, watercourses, and their tributaries in a natural
state,

(c)  That the requested development is designed so that wildlife
maovement corridors {migratory paths) are left in an
undisturbed and natural state:

(d)  That the requested development retains sufficient natural
vegetative cover and/or open areas to buffer critical resource
areas from said requested development;

(e)  That where necessary, fences or walls are provided to buffer
important habitat areas from development; and

{f} That roads and utilities serving the proposed developmeant
are located and designed so as not to conflict with ¢ritical
rescurces, habitat areas or migratory paths.

Newhall Banch Specific Pian

The Newhail Ranch Specific Plan requires that a conditional use permit be filed
pursuant to Section 22.56.215 (A)(1) of the County Zoning Code for all
development proposed within an SMA (SEA).

Zoning Ordinance SEA Development Process

The General Plan requirement that development proposed within an SEA comply
with the foregoing "design compatibility criteria” is implemented through
provisions of the Los Angeles County Zoning Code. Pursuant to Section
22.56.215(A)(1) of the Code, an applicant must cbtain a conditional use permit
"prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits, approval of a minor land
division or subdivision, or the commencement of any construction or enlargement
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of any building or structure on a lot or parcel, which is in or parily in an area
designated in the County General Plan and related maps as a significant
ecological area."

The General Plan also requires that an application for a SEA conditional use
permit undergo an “SEA Performance Review.” This process involves review of
the application by an appointed Significant Ecological Area Technical Advisory
Committee (“SEATAC"), SEATAC reviews the application and accompanying
biclogical resources report for its adeguacy, and recommends conditions and
guidelines for final project design. Considering the recommendations of
SEATAC, the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission then takes
action upon the proposed development plan.

Pursuant to the General Plan, the Regional Planning Commission
recommendation for approval of proposed development within an SEA must be
accompanied by a finding that the proposed development is sensitive to, and
compatible with, the biotic resources identified in the permit application materials.
If the Commission cannat make such a finding, it may deny the project, request a
revised development plan, or approve and forward the proposal, together with a
statement of overriding considerations, to the Board of Supervisors for further .
review and action.

Description of SEA 23

The Specific Plan River Corridor SMA (SEA 23) was approved in consideration of
the resource values present in the Santa Ctara River. The value of the SEA 23 is
derived from the riparian habitats and associated species located within its
boundaries, and the function of the SEA 23 as a regional wildlife corridor. The
SEA 23 also includes habitat for the unarmored threespine stickleback, a state
and federally listed endangered species, and other sensitive aquatic and riparian
species known to occur within the Specific Plan site. Under the Specific Plan,
some development is allowed within the boundaries of SEA 23, including but not
limited to trails, wildlife preserves, scenic turnouts, agricultural operations, utilities
necessary for public health and welfare, interpretive displays, vista points, and oil
and gas operations. Under CUP No. 94-087-(5) three bridge crossings over the
river were approved, including the Long Canyon Road Bridge, bank stabilization
along portions of the SEA 23, and development on mostly agricultural land within
the SEA 23.

H. Proposal

Consistent with the approved Specific Plan and program-level CUP No. 94-087-
{(5), Newhall Land proposes project-level improvements within SEA 23. The
proposed improvements requested are as follows:

{a} Long Canyon Road Bridge;
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{b}  Trails and scenic vista path;
(d)  Bank stabilization;

(e) Uilities {storm drain outlets, water quality basins, and
utilities);

() Agricultural wells;

(q) Riparian mitigation sites;

(R Off-site transport of materials associated with grading; and
{i) Metrolink right-of-way easement |

{ ong Canyen Road Bridge

In conjunction with the Specific Plan approvals, CUP No¢. 94-087-(5) approved
three elevated highway bridge crossings over the Santa Clara River, including
the general alignment for Long Canyon Road Bridge (as well as Commerce
Center Drive and San Martinez Grande Road). The number and general
location of the bridge crossings were established in order to minimize impacts
to sensitive habitat and species within SEA 23, and to minimize major access
points to SR-128. Each of the bridge crossings is an extension of an existing
road, creating a funciional regional circulation system.

As part of the approval of CUP No. 94-087-(5}, the County's Board of
Supervisors found that the three bridge crossings were essential for a
functional circulation system to serve the Specific Plan area and the region,
and that the bridges were necessary to advance many of the County's goals
and policies related to transportation, land use, and other issues of public
interest (CUP, 33-34). The Board also considered and rejected a series of
bridge alignment and bridge span alternatives in approving the three
crossings via the Specific Pian and related CUP No. 84-087-(5). Each bridge
crossing was found {o comply with the County's engineering requirements,
and t¢ be strategically located and designed to provide maximum
transportation effectiveness, while minimizing impacts to ¢ritical resources,
habitat areas and animal movement paths in riparian corridor areas (CUP, 36-
37).

Newhall Land is proposing to construct the Long Canyon Road Bridge
compenent of the approved Specific Plan, as part of the Landmark Village
project. Long Canyon Road Bridge wili span the width of the Santa Clara
River, equating to a roadway segment of approximately 1,100 feet in length
and 100 feet in width. The highway bridge crossing is designated as a major
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highway until it reaches the south side of the bridge, pursuant to the approved
Specific Plan and the County Master Pian of Highways (south of the Santa
Clara River, Long Canyon Road is designated as a secondary highway.)

Long Canyon Road Bridge will have 3 lanes of traffic in each direction. 1t will
be designed to meet Depariment of Public Works standards and include
curbs, gutters, sidewalks and a median. Support for the bridge will involve
construction of concrete piers to be located within SEA 23. Abutments will be
constructed ¢n each side of the river.

Bank stabilization to reduce scour potential of the bridge is proposed along
the perimeter of the abutments. The areas of bank stabilization are within
SEA 23. Bridge construction will temporarily disturb the riverbed during
grading, recompaction and construction. Vegetation along the riverbank and
within the river itself will be removed and replaced. After construction, the
riverbed will be returned to its naturai state with the exception of the concrete
supports and bridge abutments. Excavations will be designed to minimize
riverbed disturbance, while satisfying the structural requirements of
construction. The abutments have been designed to avoid significant ripartan
impacts.

The introduction of the bridge abutments into the Santa Clara River would
have some restriction on flows during a capital flood. The placement of
stabilization along the bridge abutments would reduce vegetation and,
combined with the restriction of flows by the presence of the abutments,
would increase the velocities of water traveling under the bridge. These
increases are local in nature and are found immediately at the bridge
abutments. Within 200 feet downstream of the bridge, capital storm velocities
return {o that experienced under the existing conditions of the river.

Newhall Land is authorized to continue the maintenance and operation of
existing agricultural river crossings by the California Department of Fish and
Game under an "Agreement for Routine Maintenance Activities." As part of
the Landmark Village development, highway crossings over the Santa Clara
River will be restricted to one Jocation {Long Canyon Road Bridge),
significantly less than the number of existing agricuftural crossings, which are
permitted to continue under applicable regulations. In addition, by elevating
each bridge crossing, impacts to biotic rescurces within the SEA 23 are
substantially minimized.

Trails
As part of the approved Specific Plan, the County's Board of Supervisors
adopted the Newhall Ranch Master Trails Plan, Exhibit 2.4-5, which

encompasses a comprehensive system of traiis throughout the Specific Plan
area, and provides potential connection paints to regional trail systems within
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the Santa Clarita Valley. The approved Master Trails Plan includes the
following hierarchy of trails:

(a) Regional River Trai;
(b) Community Trails;
{c} Local Trails;

{d) Pathways; and

(e) Unimproved Trails.

Of the approved trails, the Regiona! River Trail, located on the north side of
the Santa Clara River and extending from the Castaic Creek to the western
Specific Plan boundary, represents an imporiant recreational feature of the
approved Specific Plan, allowing both active and passive enjoyment of the
Santa Clara River through the design of a combined
pedestrian/bicycle/equestrian trail.

At the project-level, the Landmark Village development proposes several
trails, consistent with the approved Specific Plan. The first includes a pertion
of the Regional River Trail, which spans and follows the southern boundary of
the Landmark Village site. The Regicnal River Trail includes an improved
pedestrian and bicycle route which offers view opportunities along the edge of
the river. An equestrian trail will also be provided as a separate dirt trail
approximately 3-5 feet from the improved trail. Newhali Land is also
proposing a scenic vista path, permitted under the Specific Plan that consists
of a 2,500-linear foot loop of nature path below the central portion of the
Landmark Village site. The exact location, width, and construction material of
the path will be determined after biclogical surveys have been conducted and
the Departmeni of Fish and Game as well as other resource agencies have
been consulted.

Utilities

Utility Lines

Landmark Village is an area disconnected from existing developable areas
making utility extensions necessary. Ultllities planned to serve the Landmark
Village project may include, but not be limited to, water, sanitary sewer,
gravity sewer, force main, irrigation, cable, gas, fiber optics and reclaimed
waler lines.

The utility courses will stretch from Los Angles County Sanitation District No.
32, located directly southwest of the SR-126/1-5 Interchange, 1o the proposed
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Water Reclamation Plant to be located approximately 1.6 miles west of the
proposed project. Itis unknown at this time the exact route the utilities will
take across Landmark Village. However, it is necessary that the utility
easements cross SEA 23 at two points beyond the geographic limits of
Landmark Village: both east and west of the praject directly south of the SR-
126 right of way.

Utility lines including potable water, reclaimed water, communications
systems ducts, electrical power, natural gas and sanitary sewer lines may
also be hung from the Long Canyon Read Bridge, which crosses the SEA, to
provide water to areas south of Landmark Village.

«  Watsr Quality Basins

Consistent with the program-level CUP No. 94-087-(5), the Landmark Village
project proposes installation of water quality basins and vegetated treatment
swales located within the project and along the southern portion of the slte.
These basins and swales will be designed to capture first flush storm water
{i.e., the first 0.75 inches of runoff) and non-storm water urban runoff from the
developed areas within the Landmark Village project. These water quality
basins and swales will be designed to the specifications of the County's
Department of Public Works and the state Regional Water Quality Control
Board. After treatment, water run-off will be conveyed through a closed or
open channel to the river. This conveyance system will be within SEA 23.
Water quality basins and swales wilt either be maintained by the Department
of Public Works or a Landscape Maintenance District.

Clean sediment, pericdically removed from debris basins located at the
interface of undeveloped land areas where drainages have not entered the
developed portions of the site, may be placed into the river area as approved
by the various regulatory agencies. Necessary permits from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, State Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to allow for such placement of sediment, prior to
construction of any development that contempiates debris basins or bank
stabilization.

« Storm Drain Outlets

There are five proposed storm drain outlets to be installed within SEA 23.
Each storm drain easement is approximately 25 feet in width and lies along
the southern VTTM boundary. The easements barely jut out southerly from
the VTTM intc SEA 23 buffer zone. The easements do not extend beyond
the width of the swath proposed for bank stabilization.
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Bank Stabilization

The approved Specific Plan contemplated installation of bank stabilization
along the Santa Clara River. The environmental effects of the bank
siabilization were thoroughly assessed at the program level in the Newhall
Ranch Final Additional Analysis, which was certified by the County's Board of
Supervisors on May 27, 2003. At the project-level, the Landmark Village
development includes limited bank stabilization to protect the project from
erosion during capital storm events.

The design of the bank stabilization will be required to conform to the
standards of the Department of Public Works. A fotal of approximately
10,620 lineal feet of bank stabilization will be required as part of the proposed
project. The stabilization material will consist primarily of buried soil cement
to minimize visual intrusion and to resist scouring. In limited instances,
grouted rip-rap or concrete gunite will be instalied at bridge abutments and
other transition areas.

The bank stabilization along portions of the southern boundary of the project
site will be designed and constructed to retain the river's significant riparian
vegetation and habitat, to aflow the river to continue to function as a regional
wildlife corridor, and to provide flood protection pursuant to Los Angeles
County standards.

Agricultural Wells

There are eleven existing agricultural wells. As a part of Landmark Village
development, six {6) are proposed to remain although some may be
relocated. Each water well will be 10,000 square-feet in land area.

Potential Riparian Mitigation Sites

Mitigation for impacts as a result of the Landmark Village development on
riparian resources will include restoration of riparian habitat and may include
enhancement aclivities. The general areas in which riparian mitigation
activities may take place are shown on attached Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
Exhibit 2-6.3, Candidate Riparian Restoration/Enhancement Areas.

Under the Specific Plan “Wildlife, nature, forest and marine preserves” use
type is a permitted land use designation within SEA 23. Habitat restoration
and enhancement associated with the Landmark Village development may
consist of revegetation and/or rehabilitation of native plant communities on
sites that have had the habitat removed due 10 past activities such as
agricultural or oil and natural gas operations. Unavoidable impacts to riparian
resources shall be minimized through project design, and then mitigated by
the impiementation of a revegetation and/or rehabilitation pian.
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The restoration mitigation areas located within SEA 23 shall be in areas that
have been disturbed by previous uses or cases. Mitigation shall be
conducted only on sites where soils, hydrotogy, and microclimate conditions
are suitable for riparian habitat. The candidate areas are comprised almost
entirely of disturbed areas; therefore, after restoration, the sites can be
considered “new” sensitive habitat within SEA 23. The goal is 10 increase
habitat patch size and connectivity with other existing habitat patches while
restoring habitat values that will benefit sensitive species.

Restoration of riparian habitats within SEA 23 shall use plant species native
to the Santa Clara River. Cuttings or seeds of native planis shall be gathered
within SEA 23 or purchased from nurseries with iocal supplies to provide
good genetic stock for the replacement habitats.

Per the Specific Plan, four sites associated with the Landmark Village
development have been determined to be conceivable “Candidate Riparian
Restoration areas”. One is located adjacent to the northeast corner of the
project, just south of SR-126 and is approximately two acres in size. The
second area and the largest of the four sites, approximately 16 acres and is
located south of the western portion of the project. A potential 2.4-acre site
lies south of the eastern portion of the project. These sites generally hug the
boundary of the VTTM resulting in no obtrusion to the riverbed. A last site lies
just west of the project and continues to run west, south of SR-126.

Off-site Transport of Materials in Conjunction with Permitted Grading

There are two transport routes that are proposed 1o cross SEA 23, both of
which coincide with operational agricultural river crossings permitted by the
California Department of Fish and Game. Off-site transport of materials shall
comply with all applicable requirements of other County departments and
other governmental agencies.

Meatrolink Right-of-Way Easement

In ordler to provide future residents in the Santa Clarita Valiey (including
Newhali Ranch) with aiternative modes transportation, a Metrolink rail system
line is proposed. The right-of-way easement for the line will vary from 35 feet
to 50 feet in width and will run parallel to SR-126 extending east and west
from the project. The easement will cross SEA 23 at two points beyond the
geographic fimits of Landmark Village: both east and west of the project
directly soutn of the SR-128 right of way.
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
BURDEN OF PROQF

As part of the program CUP No. 94-087-(5), which was approved on May 27,
2003, the County's Board of Supervisors already determined that
development within the Specific Plan SEA 23 met the County’s reguiremants
for issuance of a conditional use permit within a significant ecological area.
Accordingly, the purpose for this section of the application is to show that the
Landmark Viliage development is consistent with the approved Newhail
Ranch Specific Plan, including the previously approved program CUFP No. 94-
G87-(5). These uses specifically include trails, riparian restoration areas,
storm drain outlets, water quality basins, utilities, proposed agricultural wells,
Long Canyon Road Bridge, bank stabilization, the off-site transport of grading
material, and the Metrolink easement. In addition, the applicant is
concurrently requesting under this application, that the County permit publicly-
owned and maintained uses necessary for the maintenance of the public
health, convenience or general welfare (“public improvements”) within the
SEA 23 land designation. Substantiation is demonstrated by the following
facts:

A. That the requested use at the location will not:

1. Adversely affect the heaith, peace, comfort or walfare of persons residing
or working in the surrounding area, or

The County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the approved
Specific Plan, including CUP No. 94-087-(5}, will not "adversely affect the
health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working in the
surrounding area." Therefore, at the project-level, the pertinent guestion is
whether the Landmark Village development is consistent with the approved
Specific Plan and CUP No. 94-087-(5). I consistent, and absent any
significant change in the Specific Plan or its circumstances, the Landmark
Village development should necessarily satisfy the above SEA CUP
requirement.

As part of the Landmark Village development, the Long Canyon Road Bridge
component of the approved Specific Plan will be constructed. By allowing
construction of the Long Canyon Road Bridge, a compenent of the Specific
Plan's traffic circulation system will be implemented. This component will
provide another traveling route for automobile traffic, which minimizes
congestion and reduces traffic trip time for residents and visitors of the
Newhall Ranch community. Under the Specific Plan, the Long Canyon Road
Bridge was contemplated to be the primary elevated bridge crossing for the
central portions of the Newhall Ranch community. It will provide the
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necessary connection to SR-126 and direct access to the business park uses
north of SR-126. As a result, the bridge will provide an important link
between future residential areas south of the river and employment
opportunities to the north. In addition, the bridge will provide an alternate
route for residents and cthers to reach destinations both within and outside of
the Specific Plan.

The Newhali Ranch land uses have been designed using a village concept,
with higher intensity uses clustered into village centers. This land use
arrangement promotes the reduction of vehicle miles traveled by permitting
more people to live near shopping, services and recreation. Bridge crossings
significantly reduce the travel distances between these village centers and the
other commercial uses north of the river. As a result, the bridges improve
traffic flow and efficiency and reduce automobile vehicle miles traveled. The
Landmark Village development and the proposal to construct the Long
Canyon Road Bridge are consistent with the above Specific Plan design
objectives.

Specifically, Landmark Village will be designed utilizing compact
development, which will minimize impacts on the environment when
compared to lower density, scattered development. A significant
environmental benefit associated with traditional neighborhood design is that
it consumes less land than conventional suburban development, but it
accommodates roughly the same amount of development. By focusing the
proposed development within Landmark Village in less sensitive areas, the
proposed development will aveid or minimize impacts on sensitive habitat
associated with the river than may occur under a low density development
alternative. It also prevents the fragmentation of wildlife habitat, reduces
stormwater runoff, and conserves open space areas.

The Landmark Village development will also implement a portion of the
Regionai River Trail, along with other local trails contemplated by the
approved Specific Plan. The location of the Regional River Trait and the
other local trails is consistent with the Specific Plan, minimizes impacts to
SEA 23, avoids conflicts with vehicles and is consistent with existing trail
alignments in the Santa Clarita Valley.

The Specific Plan approved bank stabilization within SEA 23. The Landmark
Village development would implement a portion of the approved bank
stabilization along the southern boundary of the project site. The bank
stabilization would be constructed, consistent with the requirements of the
approved Specific Plan. The portion of the bank stabilization that will be part
of the Long Canyon Road Bridge abutment represents a heaith and safety
benefit to the public as it provides a base for the elevated bridge, which is
designed to accommodate Long Canyon Road, a major highway designated
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on the Mability Plan of the approved Specific Plan and on the County's
Master Plan of Highways.

The Landmark Village development will include installation of water quality
basins, storm drain outlets and utility crossings (collectively, pubtic
improvements). These proposed improvements will be designed to minimize
impacts to sensitive habitat and resources associated with the river. The
improvements will alsc be designed to promote the health, safety and welfare
of persons residing or working in the Landmark Village development.

The proposed restoration mitigation areas located within SEA 23 shall be in
areas that have been disturbed by previous uses or activities. Candidate
areas are comprised almost entirely of disturbed area; therefore, after
restoration, the sites can be considered “new” sensitive habitat with SEA 23,
The goal is to increase habitat patch size and connectivity with other existing
habitat patches while restoring habiat values that will benefit sensitive
species.

2. Be materially defrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of
other persons located in the vicinity of the site, or

The County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the approved
Specific Plan, including CUP No. 24-087-(5), will not "be materially
detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons
located in the vicinity of the site." The Landmark Village development
implements a portion of the approved Specific Plan. The project-level
development proposed within SEA 23 as part of the Landmark Village
development is considered consistent with the approved Specific Plan.
Accordingly, the Landmark Village development is not anticipated to be
"detrimentai” to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property or persons
located in the vicinity of the project site. In fact, the proposed Landmark
Village development would promote hsalthy living by offering an environment
and infrastructure that would entice people outdoors. The interconnectivity of
walking, hiking, equestrian and biking trails will allow residents to enjoy
Newhall Ranch’s topographic variety, mountain ranges, open vistas, and
valleys.

3 Jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to the public
healfth, safety or general welfare; and

The County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the approved
Specific Plan, including CUP No. 94-087-(5), will not "jecpardize, endanger,
or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or general
welfare." The Landmark Village development will provide improvements
within SEA 23, consistent with the approved Specific Plan. The proposed
project site is adequate to accommodate the improvements requested within
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SEA 23, as discussed above. The proposed improvements are adequate in
size and shape to accommodate ail development features and standards
required by the County.

B. That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the
yards, walls, ferices, parking, and loading facilities, landscaping and other
development features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in
order to integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area;

Tne County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the approved
Specific Plan, including CUP No. 94-087-(5), satisfied the above
requirements. The Landmark Village development will provide improvements
within SEA 23, consistent with the approved Specific Plan. The proposed site
is adequate for the improvements requested within SEA as discussed above.
The applicant is not seeking any variances or exceptions 1o the County's
development standards that may affect SEA 23.

C. That the proposed site is adequately served:

1. By the highways or streefs of sufficient width, and improved as necessary
fo carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and

The County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the approved
Specific Plan, including CUP No. 94-087-(5), is adequately served by
highways and streets of sufficient width, and improved as necessary to carry
the kind and quantity of traffic contemplated by the approved Specific Plan
land uses. Consistent with the Specific Plan, the Landmark Village
development will include a project-level circulation plan depicting the streets
and highways required to accommodate the traffic generated by the proposed
project. This project-level circulation plan is an integral part of the overall
Landmark Village development, and has been designed to implement a
number of the Specific Plan's circulation objectives. These objectives include
improving the internal and external trips by future residents; providing
opportunities for using alternative modes of transportation; and providing an
aesthetically pleasing environment, while achieving the above
mobility/circulation objectives.

Residents, bicyclists, hikers, equestrians, visitors and others will have close
view of SEA 23. However, as noted above, mitigation measures and
conditions of approval are in place to prevent harmful intrusion within SEA 23,
thereby protecting its unique habitat value. No public or private service
facilities are reguired or associated with development that will occur within the
SEA 23,
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2. By other public or private service facilities as are required.

The County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the Specific Plan
site is adequately served by other public improvements and private service
facilities, and that the Specific Plar itself will provide additional public and
private service facilities as part of the Newhail Ranch community.
Accordingly, the Board approved both the Specific Plan and CUP No. 94-087-
(5). Atthe project level, as part of the Landmark Village development, the
applicant will verify that capacity is available for all appropriate public and/or
private service facilities 10 meet the needs of the proposed project. i
deficiencies are identified, it is expected that, as part of the project, the
applicant weuld be required to mitigate such impacts. Therefore, it is
expected that, with appropriate conditions of approval, the proposed site will
be adequately served by all required public and/or private service facilities.
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ADDITIONAL BURDEN OF PROOF
FOR SEA FINDINGS
SECTION 22.56.215 F.2

The County's Board of Supervisors already determined that the approved

Specific Plan, including CUP Na. 94-087-(5), conformed with the Gereral

Plar's SEA six "design compatibility criteria.” Presented below are the six
design compatibility criteria, along with a summary substantiating both the
Specific Plan's conformity with such criteria, as well as Landmark Village's
conformity at the project level.

1. That the requested development is designed to be highly compatible
with the biotic resources present, including the setting aside of
appropriate and sufficient undisturbed areas.

Specific Plan Summary

The County's Board of Superviscrs already found that the Specific Plan
and CUP No. 984-087-(5) met Design Compatibility Criterion No. 1, above.
In summary, the Board found that the Specific Plan is considered highly
compatible with the biotic resources present within the boundaries of the
SEA 23 for the following reasons:

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e}

(f)

(g}

The Specific Plan set aside appropriate and sufficient
undisturbed sensitive habitat areas within the existing
boundaries of SEA 23;

The Specific Plan retained SEA 23 in a largely natural state;

Oniy a relatively small amount of sensitive habitat (ie., one
acre, or 0.08 percent of the existing SEA) was redesignated
for non-residential land uses:

The impacted areas would be fully mitigated:

The river would stili be sufficiently wide (and in certain
locations widened) to accommodate the County’s Capital
Flood and still retain the sensitive riparian vegetation;

Winter storm runoff would stili continue to open its own
channels through the river vegetation, flewing in a natural,
non-invasive manner and preserve the meandering
characteristics of the streambed;

The tributary canyons and biuffs on the south side of the river
would still be preserved and provide an additional 444 acres
(including 415 acres of undisturbed land), which would be
dedicated to Open space areas adjacent to the river; and

17 of 23



VTTM No. 053108 CUP — Burden of Proof
Development & Utilities Within SEA

(h)  Due to implementation of tha Specific Plan, the amount of
sensitive riparian habitat found in the existing SEA 23 would
increase by approximately five acres and an additional 192
acres of additional sensitive habitat areas adjacent to the SEA
23 would be permanentiy preserved.

The Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis, Section 2.3, also addressed
potential impacts due to channelization and bank hardening. Based on
that analysis, the Board of Supervisors found that no significant increases
in velocity, erosion or sedimentation would occur in the river; and,
therefore, biotic resources present within the existing boundaries of SEA
23 would not be significantly impacted.

Landmark Village Summary

At the project level, the Landmark Viliage development within SEA 23 is
designed to be highly compatible with biotic resources present within that
corridor, including setting aside an appropriate and sufficient amount of
undisturbed area, consistent with the approved Specific Plan. The project-
level development proposed within SEA 23 includes the planned and
approved Long Canyon Road Bridge abutments and piers. In addition, the
project proposes to implement a portion of the approved Regiona!l River
Trait and other planned local trails. The proposed project will also include
water quality basins and associated conveyance lines, utility crossings,
storm drain outlets, and riparian mitigaticn sites. These proposed
improvements were contemplatad by the approved Specific Plan. The
vast majority of SEA 23 will be left in a natural state, consistent with tha
Specific Plan,

2. That the requested development is designed to maintain water
bodies, watercourses, and their tributaries in a natural state.

Specific Plan Summary

The County's Board of Supervisors already found that the Specific Pian
and CUP No. 94-087-(5} met Design Compatibility Criterion No. 2, above.
In summary, the Board found that the Specific Plan has been designed to
maintain waterbodies, watercourses, and their tributaries in a natural
state. As indicated above, the Board aiso found that no significant
increases in velocity, erosion, or sedimentation would oceur in the river
because of the Specific Plan. During most storm events, the velocity and
depth of the river would remain unchanged from current conditions, since
the course of the river is able to meander without being constrained by
bridge abutments or bank protection. It is only in the infrequent, 50- to
100-year event where small increases in depth or velocity will occur at
certain locations along the river. In making these findings, the Board
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relied on the Newhall Ranch Final Additiona! Analysis, Section 2.3, which
provided a detalled analysis of the Specific Plan impacts to the floodpiain
areas within the site, including the depth and velocity of water flow in the
Santa Clara River. Based on that analysis, the Board found that the
Specific Plan's projected river flow increases did not signiticantly affect the
water flow in the river,

Landmark Village Summary

As contemplated by the approved Specific Plan, Long Canyon Road
Bridge will require the placement of abutments and piers in the river area;
however, the effect of each bridge crossing, including Long Canyon Road
Bridge, was thoroughly assessed in the Newhal!l Ranch Final Additional
Analysis, Section 2.3, Floodplain Modifications. At the project level, the
environmental analysis will further address the bridge abutments and piers
to further assess impacts, if any, to the river corridor.

As contemplated by the approved Specific Plan, the Landmark Village
development will include bank stabifization, but only where necessary to
protect development from erosion. Bank stabilization is proposed to be
ungrouted rock in all areas except at outlet structures, access ramps, and
bridge abutments where it is expected that grouted rock or reinforced
concrete will be required to meet Los Angeles County Department of
Public Works standards. Alternative materials to rip rap for bank
stabilization, including buried soil cement, wiil be considered by the
Department of Public Works Flood Contro! section. Bank stabilization
specifications will be further developed as part of the environmental review
process for the Landmark Village development.

3. That the requested development is designed so that wildiife
movement corridors (migratory paths) are left in an undisturbed and
natural state.

Specific Plan Summary

The County's Board of Supervisors already found that the Specific Plan
and GUP No. 94-087-(5) met Design Compatibility Criterion No. 3, above,
In summary, the Board found that under the Specific Plan, SEA 23 wouid
centinue to function as a wildlife movement corridor because the Specific
Plan design retained both the riparian vegetation in the river and the
natural flow of the water without the need for periodic vegetation clearing.
The Board also found that the Specific Plan showed a substantially
reduced level of impact to sensitive riparian habitat along the Santa Clara
River (the originally proposed 103 acres of impact was reduced to
approximately one acre). The Board further found that the Specific Plan
resulted in an increase of five acres in the amount of sensitiva riparian
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habitat along the river, and that the Specific Plan established transition
areas 1o separate SEA 23 from the urban uses identified in the Land Use
Plan. In addition, the Board found that the three bridges over the river
would be sufficiently high as to allow the continued use of the river by
animals for movement east to west along and within the river route, and
that lighting controls would ensure that SEA 23 would continue to function
as a wildlife movement corridor. The Board also found that Section 2.5
(Public Services and Facilities Plan) and Section 2.6 {Resources
Management Plan) of the Specific Plan provide objectives and conceptual
plans for preserving the river and Salt Canyon in a natural and
undisturbed state. Finally, the Board found that the Newhall Ranch Final
EIR and Additional Analysis addressed impacts and imposed mitigation
measures for the identified impacts that would cccur. As a condition of
approval, the Board aiso required the applicant to conserve in perpetuity
approximately 1,517 acres of the Salt Creek watershed in Ventura County,
adjacent to the Specific Plan site, which enhances the Specific Plan's
compatibility with animal movement in the region.

Mareover, the Board found that the tributaries (Castaic, San Martinez, and
Chiquite Canyon Creeks} to the Santa Clara River within SEA 23 would all
be maintained and preserved in a largely natural state with soft bottoms
pursuant to Section 2.5 (Public Services and Facilities Plan) and Section
2.6 (Hesources Management Plan) of the Specific Plan. Furthermore, the
Board found that the remainder of these tributaries outside SEA 23 but
within the Specific Plan were designated open space areas and preserved
in & largely natural state.

The Board alse found that the Salt Canyon area of the Specific Plan
served as a wildlife movement corridor, and that the limited development
proposed within SEA 23 would not have any Impact upon this wildlife
movement area. As indicated above, the Board required the applicant to
dedicate 1,517 acres of the Salt Creek watershed in Ventura County,
adjacent to the Specific Plan site, in perpetuity, thereby enhancing the
Specific Plan's compatibility with animal movement in the region.

In addition, the Board noted that Calirans had completed the widening of
SR-126 from Fillmore in Ventura County to the I-5 freeway in Los Angeles
County. As part of that widening project, major north/south animal
movement undercrossings were installed under SR-126 at three locations.
In addition, three additional larger undercrossings exist along 58-126
within the Specific Plan area at locations where bridges and culverts were
constructed over secondary tributary stream courses. Because the
undercrossings were designed to facilitate north/south wildlife movement,
and because the three undercrossings within the Specific Plan site are of
sufficient size to accommodate north/south wildlife movement, the Board
found that north/south connectivity across the Santa Clara River will not
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be significantly impacted. The Board's findings were supported by the
Newhall Ranch Final Additional Analysis, Section 2.2, Salt Creek Corridor.

Landmark Village Summary

Consistent with the approved Specific Plan, for the most part, animal
migratory paths within the SEA 23 will be left in an undisturbed, natural
state. Again, the exception wil! be at the Long Canyon Road Bridge
abutment and pier locations. All construction-related impacts of proposed
development within the SEA 23 wifl be further assessed as part of the
environmental review process for the Landmark Village development with
mitigation measures imposed as appropriate.

Other proposed development within SEA 23 — (trails, storm drain outlets,
water quality basins, utility lines, agricultural wells, Long Canyon Road
Bridge, bank stabilization, and off-sfte transport of grading materials) — will
have a de minimus impact on migratory pathways, and the riparian
mitigation areas will actually prove to provide beneficial cover for migratory
animals.

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

Specific Plan Summary

The County's Board of Supervisors already found that the Specific Plan
and CUP No. 94-087-(5) met Design Compatibility Criterion No. 4, above.
In summary, the Board found that the Specific Plan retained sufficient
natura! vegetative cover and open space areas to buffer critical resources
found in SEA 23 from the proposed development shown in the Specific
Plan. Furthermare, the Beard found that implementation of the Specific
Plan would result in the direct preservation of 1,390 acres of land along
the Santa Clara River Caorridor within the boundaries of the Specific Plan
area. In additicn, the Board found that the Specific Plan incorporated an
extensive buffer area tg protect critical resources within SEA 23.

Landmark Village Summary

Consistent with the approved Specific Plan, the requested development
within Landmark Village will retain sufficient natural vegetative cover
and/or open space areas to complement SEA 23. As part of the
Landmark Village development, a setback or buffer zone will be
established along the southern boundary of the project site to protect
sensitive habitat along the SEA 23. Furthermore, the vegetation within

21 of 23



YTTM No. 053108 CUF — Burden of Proof
Development & Utilities Within SEA

portions of the setback or buffer zone will be restored and/ar enhanced to
increase habitat values when compared to existing conditions.

5. That where necessary, fences or walls are provided to buffer
imporiant habitat areas from development.

Specific Plan Summary

The County's Board of Supervisors already found that the Specific Plan
and CUP No. 94-087-(5} met Design Compatibility Criterion No. 5, above.
In summary, the Board found that the discussion of Design Compatibility
Criterion No. 4, above, described how the Specific Plan incorporated
vegetative cover and open space areas to buffer critical resources from
the proposed uses in the Specific Plan. In addition to these features, the
Board found that the Specific Plan also buffered habitat from proposed
uses through development regulations and design guidelines. As
indicated in Chapter 4 of the Specific Plan, future residential subdivisions
and commercial development constructed within the Specific Plan area
must include fences or walls that will preclude access to sensitive
resources within SEA 23. As each tract or parcel map is submitted to the
County, it must be reviewed to determine whether proposed uses
substantially comply with the standards, reguiations, and guidelines of the
Specific Plan, including those pertaining to fencing and walls to ensure
that they buffer important SEA 23 habitat areas from development.

Landmark Village Summary

Consistent with the approved Specific Plan, the Landmark Viliage
development proposes fences and walls to protect significant habitat
within the SEA 23. In addition, other mitigation measures and conditions
of approval will be adepted to ensure the protection of sensitive biotic
resources within the SEA 23 (e.g., shielding of illumination). The locations
of the designated fences and walls and their relation to the SEA 23 will be
further assess during the environmental review process for the Landmark
Village development.

6. That roads and utilities serving the proposed development are
located and designed so as not to conffict with critical resources,
habitat areas or migratory paths.

Specific Plan Summary
The County's Board of Supervisors already found that the Specific Plan
and CUP No. 94-087-(5} met Design Compatibility Criterion No. 8, above.

In summary, the Board found that the Specific Plan proposed the
construction of three bridges and several ulility lines across the Santa
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Clara River, within the existing SEA 23. Ultilities serving the proposed
Specific Plan, where feasible, would be incorporated with the river bridges.

The Board also found that the bridge crossings would have support
columns in the riverbed, but the crossings are elevated structures so as to
reduce impacts on river vegetation and sensitive species and to allow
species that move aiong the river course to continue to use existing
resources. Moreover, the Board found that the elevated bridge crossings
would ultimately replace the existing at-grade agriculture crossings, which
would minimize the amount of direct disturbance to the riverbed and its
environs. Based on the assessment provided in the Newhall Ranch Final
Additional Analysis, Section 2.4, SEA General Plan Consistency, the
Board concluded that the roads and utilities serving the Specific Plan were
located and designed s0 as not to conflict with critical resources, habitat
areas or migratory paths.

Landmark Village Summary

Consistent with the approved Specific Plan, at the project level, the
Landmark Village development will design and locate project roads and
utilities so as not to conflict with critical resources, habitat areas or
migratory paths. The vast majority of roadways and utilities serving
Landmark Village are removed far to the north of SEA 23 and has no
impacts on it. The number and location of the bridge cressings were
established by the Specific Plan in part to minimize impacts on SEA 23
and other sensitive resources. As part of the Landmark Village
development, the Long Canyon Road Bridge crossing will be
implemented,  All other roads within the Landmark Village deveiopment
are designed to paralie! SEA and loop back to the planned Long Canyon
Road Bridge crossing, or to SR-126. All roads used by daily vehicular
traffic are outside SEA 23. Only minor encroachment from trails and
public improvements encroach within the SEA. The roads and utilities
serving the Landmark Village development will be further assessed as part
of the environmental review process for the proposed project.
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
BURDEN OF PROOF
FOR {1) OFF-SITE TRANSPORT OF MATERIALS,
{2) GRADING OF DEBRIS BASINS, AND
(3) GRADING FOR THE WIDENING OF SR-126.
VTTM No. 053108

Backaround

In order to implement the development of Landmark Village (formerly River
Village), it wili be necessary to import fill material from Adobe Canyon. It will also
be necessary to grade for debris basins in Chiquito Canyon and grade for the
widening of SR-126.

Newhall Land Company wili need a net import of & million cubic yards of fill
material from a potential borrow site (see “Proposed Adobe Canyon Borrow Site
Haui Route” exhibit}). The borrow site that has been identified, is located at Adobe
Canyon about 4,000 feet south of SR 126, which is south of Landmark Village,
south of the Santa Clara River, and east of the planned future Long Canyon
Road.

There are two proposed haul routes for exporting the filt material from Adobe
Canyon (see Proposed Borrow Site Haul Route exhibit). Newhall Land would
arrange for the material to be exported via tfruck or scraper from two distinct
locations within the borrow site. The two haul routes would then merge onto an
existing agricultural ¢crossing that would cross the Santa Clara River and enter
Landmark Village. The first proposed hau! route begins toward the center of the
borrow site and travels west to the existing agriculturaf crossing. The second
proposed haul route begins in the northwest corner of the borrow site and merges
on to the existing agricultura! crossing, which then heads north into Landmark
Village (see exhibit).

It will also be necessary to grade the debris basins in Chiquito Canyon north of
SR-126 concurrently with the grading required for the widening of SR-126 so as to
avoid wiping out the debris basins within Chiguito Canyon from the grading of SR-
126 that would occur in the future (see “Chiquito Canyon/SR-126 Grading”
exhibit), The grading for the debris basins in Chiquito Canyon and the widening of
SR-126 combined will involve 1,019,000 cubic yards of raw cut, The net volume
(after shrinkage) of 866,000 cubic yards will be placed as fill in accordance with
County Ordinance requirements in three designated locaticns as indicated on the

exhibit.



YTTM Mo. (053108 CUP - Burden of Procf

Off-site Transpart and Grading

Under the Implementation Procedures of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
(Section 5.2 g}, the “off-site transport of materials” is addressed through the
Substantial Conformance process. As such, the following information is required:

Name and address of all persons owning alf or any part of the property from
which such material is proposed to be removed and to which it is proposed

to be transported:

The property owner of the borrow site and fill site is Newhall Land
Company. The property owner's mailing address is:

23823 Valencia Boulevard,

Valencia, CA 91355-2194,

The names and address of the person or person who wilf be conducting the
operations proposed:

No grading contractor has been selected by Newhall Land Company.

The ultimate use of the property:

As more fully described in cther entitlernent applications, Landmark Village
is planned as a mixed-use, neo-traditional development.

Section 5.2 d of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan requires that the Planning
Director make the following findings in approving a request for Substantial
Conformance:

The request substantially conforms with all appiicable provisions of the
Specific Plan and Los Angeles County ordinances which do not conflict with

the Specific Plan.

The Landmark Village site must be elevated in order to avoid fiood issues.
Raising the site wiil occur by importing fill material from the borrow site
location. The request to transport material to Landmark Village in order to
implement the project is consistent with the mixed-use devetopment
planned for Landmark Village as articuiated in the Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan. By making the site ready for development, the importation of fill will
allow Landmark Village to be developed in a manner consistent with all
requirements of the Specific Plan (e.g., planned uses, densities,
infrastructure, parks, trails, etc.).

The (revised) Specific Plan was approved by the Beard of Supervisors in
2003. The proposed grading operation is consistent with planned grading
operations as depicted in the Specific Plan [see enclosed exhibit — Figure
1.0-14 {Concepiual Grading Plan)].

2 1/24/2007



VTTM No. 053108 CUP - Burden of Proof

Off-site Transport and Grading

The request will not adversely affect public health and safety.

Inasmuch as the borrow site (Adche Canyon), import site {(Landmark
Village), grading sites, and transport routes are not located in any
inhabitable area, there will be no adverse impacts on the public’s health or
safety. Before material is physically removed from the borrow site location,
a soils engineer will be engaged to ensure that no stope failures will occur
due to the removal of material.

The request will not adversely affect adjacent property.

Adijacent property is all cwned by Newhall Land Company, $& no other
property owner wouid be adversely impacted by the grading operation or
transportation of fill material. Even so, there wilt be an on-site engineer
during operations to ensure that grading does not negatively affect Newhall
Land Company's adjacent ownership (e.g., causing unanticipated
landslides). When the Board of Supervisors approved the (revised)

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan in 2003, many grading mitigation measures
were adopted that addressed aesthetics, noise, air quality (fugitive dust), re-
compaction and stabifization {buttress fills, shear keys) 1o ensure that no
property would be adversely affected.

A. That the requested use at the location proposed will not:

1. Adversely affect the health, peace, cormfort or welffare of persons
residing or working in the surrounding area.

Ultimately, the use of the property is the development of the
community of Landmark Village. This development requires a net
importation of & million cubic yards of {ill material in order to protect
the future inhabitants from potential fiooding. The deveicpment will
also require the grading for the debris basing in Chiquito Canyon,
north of SR-126. Along with the grading for the debris basins, it will
be necessary to assume the required grading for the widening of SR-
126 concurrently so as to not have conflicting grading operations.
The grading that is required for the widening of SR-126 is necessary
to accommodate the increased fraffic capacity that will result from
the development of Landmark Village. Therefore, contrary te having
an adverse impact, the proposed grading operations will be
beneficial to the future residents and businesses at Landmark
Village.

The (revised) Specific Plan was approved by the Board of
Supervisors in 2003. The proposed grading operation is consistent
with planned grading operations as depicted in the Specific Plan (see
enclosed exhibit — Figure 1.0-14 (Conceptual Grading Plan)).

3 1/24/2007
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Ofi-site Transport and Grading

Operationaily, any potential adverse effects that may arise at the
grading sites, borrow site or transport routes will be addressed by
incorporating recommendations from the soils engineer that address
unstable slope conditions, and flag-men to facilitate truck traffic,

2. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of
property of others persons located in the vicinity of the site.

The grading operaticns will be temparary in nature, Potential notse
and traffic conflicts will be addressed in the Landmark Viillage
environmental impact report, and measures will be proposed to
mitigate these impacts. Properties most likely to be impacted —
those adjacent to the borrow sites - are owned by the project
proponent, Newhall Land Coempany. The applicant’s soils engineer
and the County Department of Public Works will ensure that slopes
at the borrow sites are engineered for stability and that appropriate
erosion control measures are in place.

3. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace o the public
health, safety or general welfare.

The off-site transport of fill material necessary for Landmark Village
will not be a menace to the community because mitigation measures
{e.g., flag-men} will be required to ensure the safe flow of traffic. The
placement of the fill material at Landmark Village has been reviewed
by the Department of Public Works (DPW) in connection with the
review of grading and geotechnical repont filed with VTTM No.
53108. DPW is satisfied that there is no danger to the public heaith,
safety or general welfare. That is, grading is consistent with County
ordinances and the recommendations and design requirements of
County approval of the aforementioned geotechnical report.

When the Board of Supervisors approved the (revised) Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan in 2003, many grading mitigation measures
were adopted that addressed aesthetics, noise, air quality {fugitive
dust), re-compaction and stabilization (buttress fills, shear keys) to
ensure that no property would be adversely affected.

B. That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape lo accommodate the
yards, walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other
development features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required
in order fo integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area.

The borrow site is adequate in size to allow for the removal and export of fill
material without incurring any physical constraints. The location is not for
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Off-site Transport and Grading

VTTM No. 053108
development purposes and, therefore, there is no issue relative to yards
(setbacks), walls, fences, parking and loading facilities. Grading operations
sites will conclude with adequate erosion control {to include landscaping) to
ensure that the site is not left in a state that would otherwise be unsafe.

The recipient site — Landmark Village — will be in compliance with all the
development standards required by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

C. That the proposed site is adequately served.
1. By highways or streets of sufficient width and improved as necessary

to carry the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate.

The borrow site will be adequately served by the two haul routes
between the proposed Adobe Canyon borrow site and Landmark
Village as shown in "Proposed Adcbe Canyon Borrow Site Haul
Route” exhibit and by the proposed interim connection between SR-
126 and existing Chiquito Canyon Road. Landmark Village will have
a sufficient circulation network tc meet the operational demands of

the future community.
2. By other public or private service facilities as are required.

No service faciiities are required at the borrow site. Landmark
Village will be adequately served by public and/or private facilities.
These will include not only traditional infrastructure such as sewers,
storm drains, and streets, but also an elementary scheol, parks, and

shopping.
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CONDITIONAIL USE PERMITS
Burden of Proof
Off-site Water Tanks

VITM 53108

Background

The proposed project, Landmark Village, is a master planned residential community
located within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area. The community primarily consists
of single-family and multi-family residences (including condominiums, duplexes and
apartments), mixed-use/commercial development, parks, and open space. Facilities and
infrastructure to support the proposed project consist of roads, trails, drainage
improvements and flood protection {including buried bank stabilization within the Santa
Clara River), potable and reclaimed water systems - including water tanks - and a
sanitary sewer systermn.

To serve Landmark Village, there are two (2} proposed water tanks for reclaimed water
and two (2) tanks for potable water located outside the Landmark Village project
boundary (but within the NRSP area). These proposed tanks are subject to conditional
use permits per Section 22.24.150 of the Los Angeles County Municipal Code.

The proposed potable and reclaimed water tank system is consistent with, and
implernents the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan's approved Conceptual Backbone Water
Plan (Exhibit 2.5-2 of the Draft EIR). Consistent with the NRSP, the retail potable water
will be provided by the Valencia Water Company, The proposed tanks will be located on
three separate sites, outside the boundaries depicted on the Landmark Village tentative
tract map. The sites have been selected based on the water pressure zones that have been
established near the project site. The multiple tank system is necessary to ensure an
adequate source of supply and storage to maintain the systermn’s reliability, safety, and
efficiency and it also provides for flexibility in the ultimate location of necessary tanks.

Two of the proposed water tanks for reclaimed water are to be located north of Landmark
Village in Chiguito Canyon. This location was selected due to its natural elevation and
remoteness to the project area. This area will be able to accornmodate the two water
tanks that would also be able to share water lines. The site would require approximately
a one-acre pad to be graded for each tank. The tanks are anticipated 10 be 327 mn height,
and 132’ in diameter with a capacity of 3 million gallons. The treated water will be
pumped from the existing County Water Reclamation Plant {WRP) 32 located near
[nterstate-3 just south of Highway SR-126. The reclaimed water to be stored in the
proposed tanks will be available to the community of Landmark Village and beyend for
specified irrigation and firefighting purposes. In addition to the two proposed new tanks,
there is a third possible reclaimed water tank location. An existing water tank located
near the treatment plant by Interstate-5 just south of Highway SR-126 may be dctermined
to be an appropriate location for the future reclaimed tank. Although it is an existing tank



VTTM No. 53108 CUFP Burden of Proof
Water Tanks

originally intended for potable water, minor improvements will be necessary in order to
upgrade the waterline system that connects to it.

The two water tanks for potable water are proposed to be located north of Landmark
Village as well. The first lank is preposed o be located in Chiquite Canyon just south of
the two proposed reclaimed water tanks mentioned above. The second tank is proposed
to be located west of Commerce Center Drive, just north of an existing potable water tank
that currently serves the Valencia Commerce Center located nearby. These locations
were selected due to it natural elevation and remoteness to the project area. The tanks
will each require approximately a one-acre graded pad area. The tanks are anticipated to
be approximately 327 in height and 152" in diameter with a capacity of 4 million gallons.

Findings

A. That the requested use at the location proposed will not:
1) Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or
working in the surrounding area, or
2) Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of
other persons located in the vicinity of the site, or
3) Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constituie a menace to the public health,
safety or general welfare,

The proposed water tanks in Landmark Village will not adversely affect the health,
peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area.
Rather, the proposed water tanks will serve the needs of residents of Landmark
Village as well as other surrcunding Newhall Ranch developments. The potable water
tanks will be able to service the communities with safe and quality drinking water.
Even more, the reclaimed water will significantly contribute to water conservation as
it will be able to offer treated water for irrigation and firefighting purposes.

The proposed water tanks will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or
valuation of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the site. The two
locations for the proposed potable water tanks have been strategically selected to
consider a natural elevation that would provide adequate water service in an efficient
manner as well as minimize any possible negative impacts from the communities,
The locations are located so that they may adequately serve Landmark Village in
addition to 1t3 surrounding communities. In addition, the proposed site for the second
potable water tank located west of Commerce Center Drive already contains an
existing water tank that serves the Valencia Commerce Center. The sites for the
reclaimed water tanks have also been selected to consider efficiency of service as
well as the visual impacts from the residents in the community. The two new
reclaimed water tanks are to be located in Chiquito Canyon just north of the proposed
potable water tark.

The proposed water tanks will not jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a

2of4 Prepared by: Psomas
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Water Tanks

menace to the public health, safety or general welfare. Rather, they are necessary for
proviston of a necessary resource. The potable tanks will provide quality drinking
water, a necessary resource and the reclaimed water tanks will assist in potable watcr
conservation by using reclaimed water for irrigation and other purposes.

B. That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards,
walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development
features prescribed in this Title 22, or as is otherwise required in order to
integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding area.

The three sites for the proposed tanks are adequate in size and shape to accommodate
the two water tanks. As mentioned above, the sites have been selected after careful
consideration of impacts to neighboring communities as well as taking advantage of
the natural elevation that provide for an efficient delivery system minimizing the aid
of pumps and other machinery. Each site will require a one-acre graded pad,
appreximately. The requests for the necessary off-site grading and improvements
related to the water tanks have been included in an accompanying request for a
conditional use permit. The tanks do nct requirc any parking or loading spaces,
although there will be vehicular access to the tanks should any future maintenance be
required. The tanks will be hidden frem view by a 30-foot berm surrounding them.
By sinking the tanks into the landscape and berming the edge, the water tanks will be
fully integrated with the surrounding area and have minimal visual impact.

The water tank options have been discussed in the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR}) and are depicted on the tentative tract map (VTTM) 53108. The proposed
praject would be developed in conformance with all applicable County Codes
including, but not limited to, the Subdivision Cade, Grading Code, Building Codes
and all required mitigation measures.

C. That the proposed site is adequately served:
1) By highways or sireets of sufficient width and improved as necessary to carry
the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and
2) By other public or private service facilities as are required.

The three sites will take access from public/private streets. Since two of the three sites
~ west of Commerce Ceater Drive and the site near the County WRP 32 — contain
existmg tanks, minor improvements will be necessary to upgrade access from
public/private roads to the graded across for each tank.. The proposed site for the one
proposed potable and twe proposed reclaimed tanks in Chiguito Canyon will require
new construction vehicular aceess to each of the graded pad areas.

Landmark Village has been designed to be in conformance with the approved the
Mobility Plan (Section 2.4) of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which provides for a
hierarchy of highways and streets that will provide a safe and efficient circulation
system. The residential communities will be directly served by a system of public,
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“private and future” streets and private drives, which meet Department of Public
Works and Fire Department access criteria.

Highway and street widths and standards will be reviewed and approved by the

County's Subdivision Committee, which would specify conditions of approval for the

subdivision. In addition, a traffic modeling study will be completed using the

methodology and standards specificd by Los Angeles County, and utilizing the Los
Angeles County/City of Santa Clarita Consolidated Traffic Model, The traffic studies

for the project will be incorporated into the Draft EIR. The project would conform to
all conditions of approval for VTTM 53108, as well as to all required mitigation

TRCASUICS.

No other public or private services are necessary for the tanks.

4ot4 Prepared by: Psomas



Los Angeles County DEPARTMENT OF

- . -,
320 Wast Temple Slreet, Los Angeles, Ca, 90012 _Reglona_l_ Pl_annl_ng

CONCURRENT CASES:
NOTE: iLis fie appircall’s msp_nlulilzilitl_v 3] m1i|‘?- Hre Flaraiabi
Direews (f sy ellaige of the privgipals ivo bed in s case VTTM 53 l 08 '[ Oak Tre{i Perﬂ]it 00_ 196

fueinre oo Al isrypletiaan uf peoccssing

APPLICANT PROPERTY OWNER
Name MName

Newhall Land Newhall Land
Address Address

23823 Valencia Blvd. 23823 Valencia Blvd,
Cily City

Valencia, CA 91353 Yalencia, CA 91355
Telephone Telephone

(661} 235-4217 (661) 2554217

ODWNER'S AUTHORIZATION:

| cerlify that | am the owner of the herein described propesty and permit the application lo file this request

Location (L.e. address or general description of location) and 1egai description of property in
question: {use additional sheets as necessary) Sencrally south of Statc Route 126 & north of the Santa Clara River.

Legal description: PARCELS 14, 15, 16, 17 OF PARCEL MAFP 24500-01 PMB 29.3-34 7 67, RECORDS OF 1LOS ANGELES COUNTY.

How many onak frees wilt be cut, removed, ralocated, damaged or wili have encroachments into

their protected zone? &7 will be removed and 14 mav be subject to damage (81 trees total will require sn Quk Tree Permit
How many oak trees will remain? 120

Will trees be replaces? Y5 __If yes, indicate the proposed size, type, location (indicate on site

plan} and scheduie planting. Dak trees removed will be replaced by a tree of the same species at a ratio of 2:1.

Schedule of planting is to be determined.

BURDEN OF PROQF

Submit additional shaets describing how the following findings will be sallsfied.

A That the propossd construgtion or proposed use will be accomplished wilhout endangering the health of the
remalning trees subject to this Par 18, if any, an the subject property, and
B That the removal or ralocation of the oak lree{s) proposed wilf nat resylt in soit erosion through the diversion or
increased fiow of surface watsrs which can not he satisfactarily mitigated, and
£ Thalin addltion to the abovs Tacts at least one of the following lindings apply:
1. That the removal of oak tree{s) proposad is necessary as continued existence at prasent focatfon(s) fruslrates
iha planed Improvement or proposed use of the subject proparly to such an axtent that:
g  Allernats developmant plans cannot achisve the sams permitlad dansily or that the cost of such alternalive
would be prohibitive, or
b Placemant of such tresls) precludes the reaspnable and efficient usa of such proparty for a use atheraise
authorized, or
2 That the oak tras(s) propased for rerngval or relocalfon interfere wilh ulility sarvice or streels and highways
either within or outsida of the subject property and no reasonable altemnative to such interference exists other
than removal of the trea(s), or
3. Thal the ozk tree(s) praposed for removal, with reference o seriously debilitaling disease or danger of lalling, is
such hat it cannot be remedisd hrough reasonable preservation proteduras and practice.
4. That the ramoval of the cak trea(s) proposed will not De contrary le or be In substantial conlict with the inlem
and purpose of {the oak irea permit procadure.



Qak Tree Permit 00-196
Project Description and Burden of Proof
VITM No. 53108
Landmark Village

[n connection with Vesting Tentative Tract Map 33108, an cak tree permit is requested to
remavc or possibly impact a total of 81 oak trees. There are a total of 201 oak trees
within the Landmark Viilage Planning Area {which includes Landmark Village VTTM
53108, all proposed grading limits and the area within 200 feet of the proposed grading
line). Of the total 201 oak trecs that were surveyed, 67 trees are proposed to be removed,
14 may be impacted from operations occurring within the protective zone of the tree, and
the remaining 120 oak trees will not be impacted.

The following matrix sumrmarizes the number, location and proposed action for each tree:

Oak Tree Survey Matrix

fiE ISk

e

Remaved Impacted No mpacts Total
Heritage Oaks 10 3 15 28
Non-Herilage 57 11 103 173
Qaks
Total 67 14 120 201

A. That the proposed construction or proposed use will be accomplished without
endangering the health of the remaining trees subject to this Part 16, if any, on the
subject property.

Implementation of Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108 will not endanger
the health of the 120 remaining oak trees (15 of which are heritage oak trees)
located within the Landmark Village Planning Area. Mitigation measures and
preservation gunidelines have been established for the 14 oak trees proposed to
be subject to temporary impacts, as well as for the 120 trees that will remain
(e.g. fencing).

The applicant proposes to preserve and protect the remaining 120 oak trees
within the impacted area. Protective fencing will be provided and placed at the
timits of the protective zone for individual or group of cak trees within the
Landmark Village Planning Area. This protective measure will remain in
place until construction is completed. To ensure full protection of the health
of these trees, no encroachment will occur within the protected zones per
§22.56.2060 of Los Angeles County Code.

In addition, equipment damage to any parts of the remaining trees shall be
avoided during project construction and development. No storage, dumping
or temporary structures shall be permitted within the protective zone of any
remaining oak iree.



VTTM No. 53108
Qak Tree Permit O0- 146 — Burden of Proof

B. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed will not result in soil
erosion through the diversion or increased flow of surface waters which can not
be satisfactorily mitigated.

The proposed removal of 67 oak trees and the impact to 14 oak trees will not
result in any additional soil erosion through diversion or increased flow of
surface walers, which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated through on-site
drainage control measures that shall be implemented with the project.

The proposed project incorporates the Landmark Vitlage drainage and water
quality plan which is designed to both protect development and control the
drainage and pollutants. The features of this plan are intended to blend into
the community as an cxtension of the landscaping. All drainage entering and
originating within the project area will be collected and controlled by the
constructed drainage system to ensure no increase in site erosion.

Any grading that will occur beyond the actual tract map border in association
with grading to yield impert material for the development will follow the
recommendations of the soils engineer 1o avoid soil erosion.

C. That in addition to the above facts at least one of the following findings apply:

1)

2)

3)

That the removal of oak tree(s) proposed is necessary as continued existence

al present location(s) frustrates the planned improvement or proposed use of

the subject property to such an extent that:

a. Alternate development plans carmot achicve the same permitted densily or
that the cost of such alternative would be prohibitive and,

b. Placement of such tree(s) precludes the reasonable and efficient use of
such property for a use otherwise authorized.

Most of the trees proposed for removal and to be impacted are located
in areas where fill will be taken for importation to Landmark Village.
The project applicant identified these sites as a source of fill material
because the impacts to oak trees were iess than alternative locations.

That the oak tree{s) proposed for cemoval or relocation interfere with utility
service or streets and highways either within or outside of the subject property
and no reasonable alternative to such interference exists other than removal of
the tree(s).

Naot applicable.
That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal. with reference to sericusly

debilitating disease or danger of falling, 15 such that 1t cannct be remedied
through reasonable preservation procedures and practice.

Zof3 REVISED
July 12, 2006
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Not applicable.

4} That the removal of the oak tree{s) proposed will not be contrary to or be in
substantial conflict with the intent and purpose of the oak tree permit
procedure,

The proposed removal of 67 trees and impact to 14 trees will not be
contrary to, or be in substantial conflict with, the intent and purpose of the
odk tree permit procedure as mitigation measures will be implemented to
offset the removals. The grading required for geotechnical stability,
access and site balance i1s necessary to develop the property in the most
etficient manner. Without the grading and fill import, the site cannot be
developed to the density permitted by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
No reasonable alternative to such interference exists other than the
removal of the trees.

The applicant has laken great care in identifying export sites to minimize
the number of trees which need to be removed in the develepment process.
The applicant recognizes the significance of oak trees as historical,
aesthetic and ecological resources that enhance the value of property and
character of the communities in which they exist.

The applicant is committed to maintaining the healthy condition of all oak
trees to be retained. For each tree removed, a minimum of two (2), 13-
gallon replacement trees will be planted, resulting in a greater number of
oak trees on site. These replacement trees shall be located at areas
consistent with the proposed design plan and as directed by the County
Forester. The project proposes to provide several arcas designated for tree
replacement.

30f3 REVISED
Tuly 12. 2006
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i0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

*  Total Number of Ordinance-Size Qak Trees Surveyed 201
* Total Number of Oak Trees Planned for Removai a7
» Total Number of Qak Trees That May be Fncroached Within the Protective Zone 14
*  Total Number of Oak Trees That Would Not be Removed or Encroached, but

Oeccur within 200 Feet from Grading Limit Line 120
¥ Total Number of QOzk Trees That Would Require a Los Angeles County

Orak Tree Permit (Removed + Encroached) 81

All oak trees surveyed within the Landmark Village Planning Area are displayed on attached engineering
plans prepared by Psomas Engineering (Sheets 1, 2 and 3) and an aerial phategraph showing the limits
of the Onion Field Bank Stabilization prepared by Impact Sciences. All exhibits show pak trees QCCurring
within the proposed grading limits and within 200 feet of the grading limit line. Table 2 on page 14 of
this repart lists the type of project-related impact that may oceur to each oak tree, and identifies on which

sheet each tree is located.
20 INTRODUCTIGN

Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance, removal or damage of any tree of the oak
genus {Quercys) that is 25 inches in circumference (8 inches in diameter), or has a combined trunk
circumference of any two trunks of at least 38 inches (12 inches in diameter}, as measured 4.5 feet above
the mean natural grade (i.e, diameter at breast height [dbh]), is unlawful without a permit (Ordinance
88-0157 1, 82-0168 2, Section 22.56.2030, 1988), Damage is defined as any act causing or tending to cause
injury to the root system or other parts of an oak tree, including, but not fimited to, burning, application
of toxic substances, operation of equipment or machinery, paving, changing of natural grade, and
trenching or excavating {i.c,, encroached) within the protective zone {the area within the dripline of an
oak tree and extending therefrom to a point at least 5 feet outside the dripline, or 15 feef from the trunk[s)

of a tree, whichever distance is greater) of an cak tree.

21 Purpose

As required by the County of Los Angeles and pursuani to Section 22.56.2090 of the Los Angeles County
Code, the purpese of this cak tree report is to provide information to the County on oak trees that may be
removed or damaged by the development of the Landmark Village Planning Area. The parameters used
to evaluate each tree that was surveyed are described on the following pages under heading
2.0, METHODS. A spreadsheet showing data collected for each onak tree surveyed is provided in
Appendix A

Inupact Soences, e, 1 Londmark Vallags
32097 Seplember 2606



Offsite Improvements
Vesting Tentative Tract Map 53105
(Newhall Ranch - Landmark Viilage)

1. Los Angeles County Sanitation District trunk sewer located weslerly to connect
with Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant

2. Water main extension to Valencia Water Company storage tanks and existin g
pipc system

3. Sewer force main easterly to Los Angeles County Sanitation District 32 Water
Reclamation Plant

4. Borrow site in Adobe Canyon in order to import earth per Conditional Use Permit
200500112

5. Pedestrian Bridge located at SR-126 (northwest of project)

6. Debris Basin north of SR-126 located in Chiquito Canyon

Note: Specific details of offsite improvements may be found in the applications,
Planner’s Notebook or Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

WAINRCO 0700 PlanningvOfsite Improvements List. doc Prepared by: Psomas
14232007
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MEMQORANDUM

TO: Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Project File

FROM: James E. Hartl, AICP, Director of Planning

SUBJECT: Substantial Conformance Interpretation Pertaining 1o Altcrnate Street
Sections

DATE: ( )

Approved:
Initial Date

Background

Section 2.4 {Mobility Plan) of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan addresses the required
street cross-sections for the hicrarchy of the Newhall Ranch roadway system.
Specifically, Section 2.4 requires that local street cross-sections shall be consistent with
Chapter 21 of the County Subdivision Code, and that cellector street cross-sections be
consistent with Exhibit 2.4-4 of the Specific Plan.

Specific Issue: Alternate Street Sections in Landmark Village

Within Landmark Village, Newhall Land Company proposes to creale a neo-traditional
development (TND). Unlike more conventional subdivisions, TND cemmunities reflect
a return 1o traditional neighborheoeds that pervaded the urban landscape prior to World
War [I, and before new suburban developments became automebile dependent.

TNDs are designed for walkability and mixed-use, and they typically have a main street,
rectangular street grid section, and common open space. Because TNDs stress pedestrian
crientation over automobile usage, the sireets in these comimunities are narrower in width
than conventional subdivisions and have other traffic calming features (e.g.. chokers,
neck-downs, traffic circles, speed tables).

In order to implement the TND street design criteria, beginning in 2000, Newhall FLand
Company began a dialogue with representatives of the Regional Flanning Department,
Public Works Department and Fire Department to ensure that the proposed alternative
street cross-section design for the low-volume local streets and Landmark Village's one
collector street (“A’ Street) would continue to meet the needs of these departments,
particularly as the proposed design related te traffic capacity and life/safety issues. In the
ensuing period of time, a number of meetings have occurred, and an agreement between
Newhall Land Company and the aforementioned County deparctments has been reached



ORET

with is reflected in the alternative local street and colleclor sireet cross-sections which are
illustrated as an attachment to this memorandum.

Conclusion

Under the provisions of Substantial Conformance (Section 5.2} of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, "Adjustments to the plans contained in Chapter 2, Development Plan, such
as the Master Circulation Plan, any of the roadway sections (emphasis added), the
Master Trails Plan, any of the trails sections, the Conceptual Backbone Water, Sewer,
and Drainage Plans the Conceptual Grading Plan, or the Recreation/Open Area Plan
which do not change the requirements of providing adequate infrastructure”.. .are eligible
for the Substantial Conformance eatitlement process.

Inasmuch as the affected County departments have conciuded that the alternative street
sections are comparable to those street sections that would otherwise be required by the
Specific Plan, or by reference the County Subdivision Code, as the Planning Dircctor, [
have determined, pursuant to Section 5,2.d of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that:

{1} The proposed alternative street sections substantially conform with all applicable
provisions of the Specific Plan and the County ordinances which do not conflict with the

Specific Plan, and
{2) The proposed sections will not adversely affect public heath and safety and will not

adversely affect adjacent property.
The abovementioned determination shall be applicable to Landmark Village only.

Enclosures: (1) Alternative {proposed) street cross sections
(2) Memorandum summarizing the agrccment with the Fire Department

and the Department of Public Works
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MEMORANDUM

1T0: Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Project File

FROM: Bruce McClendon FAICP, Director of Planning

SUBJECT: Subsiantial Conformance Interpretation Pertaining to Shared Parking
DATE: January 23, 2007

Approved:
Initial Date

Background

Section 3.7 (Parking Regulations) of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan specifies the
regulations which govern motor vehicle parking. Thesc regulations require parking
facilities of sufficient capacity to discourage traffic congestion and provide safe and
convenient facilities for motorists and pedestrians, Section 3.7 (3) (a) and (b) describe
the provisions for Joint Use and Shared Parking Plan and Senior Community and/or
Handicapped Parking Plans.

Specific Issue: Interpretation of the provisions of Section 3.7 pertgining to shared
parking to include off-site and reciprocal parking

Off-Site, Reciprocal Parking

Development within the boundaries of the Specific Plan will include a variety of multi-
family residential units expected to be designed to incorporale parking to serve residents
and guests in convenient locations. The specific design may show parking which is not
located on the same lot as the residential unit it serves, but instead on an adjacent lot or in
a nearby parking structure or lot.

Development within the boundaries of the Specific Plan will also include commercial
development designed in a varicty of ways, Commercial development is anticipated to
include mixed use areas, commercial centers and individual commercial lots. The
specilic design for the commercial uses may depict parking on adjacent lots or within
parking structures.

Allowing flexibilily in parking location will result int the conservation of land and
premotion of efficient land use and provide convenience for future residents and patrons.

Parking Program
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Section 3.7 of the Specific Plan establishes regulations for the preparation of a Parking
Program to provide an alternative to standard parking requirements. Provisions for
enforcement of parking requirements and reciprocal agreements for ensuring off-site
reciprocal parking be permanently maintained would be included in the Parking Program
to be approved prior to the 1ssuance of building permits.

Caonclusion

Under the provisions of Substantial Conformance (Section 5.2) of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, "approval of a parking program, pursuant to Section 3,7 of paragraph 3” is
eligible for the Substantial Conformance review process.

Inasmuch as the requested interpretation of shared parking is consistent with the
provisions found in Title 22 for approval of a parking permit and as the approval of a
parking program will provide the same assurances as conditions of approval typically
applied to parking permits, as the Planning Director, I have determined, pursuant to
Section 5.2.d of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that:

(1} The interpretation of shared parking is applicable to off-site and reciprocal parking
designs and substantially conforms with all applicable provisions of the Specific Plan and
the County ordinances which do not conflict with the Specific Plan, and

{2) The interpretation of shared parking will not adversely affect public heath and safety
and will not adversely affect adjacent property.

The abovementioned determination shall be applicable to development within the
boundaries of the Specific Plan.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Project File
County of Los Angeles

FROM: James E, Hartl, AICP, Director of Planning
SUBJECT: Substantial Conformance Interpretation pertaining only to

Front Sethack for Single-Family Residences
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Area

DATE: Septerber 23, 2003
Approved;
Initial Date
Background

As Newhall Ranch Company is proceeding with design of its initial Tract Map, an interpretation
issue telative to setbacks has arisen and they have requested early input as it is fundamental to
their planning and lotting. Although the Specific Plan is the broad governing document for the
implementation of specific Tract Map level details, much is left to the Planning Director’s
discretion in interpreting the intent of the Plan’s development standards, and allowing for
progressive product innovation.

Specific Issue:  Front Sethacks for Single-Family Detached Homes in Low (L), Low
Medium (LM), and Medium (M)

Front Yard Setbacks

The Newhall Ranch Development Standards are set forth on Table 3.4-1 of the Specific Plan (see
attached). The intent of the required minimum 18-foot front yard setback 15 to aveid blocking of
sidewalks by vehicles parked in driveways. (The Specific Plan requires 18-foot garage setback
for front entry garage and 10-foot garage setback for side entry garages.)

Consistent with this intent is a standard 10-foot main structure front yard setback and a variable
garage setback per the individual conditions set forth below:
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Mr. James E. Hartl, AICP, Director of Planning
County of Los Angeles

September 23, 2003

Page 2

Front Entry and Side Entry Garage Setbacks

The Specific Plan is explicit in requiring an 18-foot minimurn front setback for & conventional
front entry garage (see Note 4 on Site Development Standards Matrix, Table 3.4-1) and requiring
a 10-foot minimum front setback for a side entry garage. Exhibits “A’ and ‘B’ respectively
demonstrate those front setbacks specified by the Specific Plan for Low, Low Medium, and
Medium detached residences.

The Specific Plan is silent, however, on front yard setbacks for detached residential products
featuring recessed garages and alley-loaded garages.

Recessed Garage Setbacks

Since the 18-foot front yard setback was intended to provide an adequate area for parking a
vehicle in the driveway access to a garage in order to prevent the blocking of the sidewalk, it
seems logical that the 18-foot setback should be applied to all front loading garages (flush
conventional or recessed). Exhibit ‘C’ demonstrates this type product. Note that to de-
emphasize the garage door, only the parage structure is subject to the 18-foot setback and the
living area may remain at the 10-foot front yard setback as required by the Specific Plan. This
encourages port cochere type products which improve the streetscape.

Alley Loaded Garage Setbacks

Due to the fact that no blockage of the sidewalk is in question the intent of the Specific Plan is
clear that the front yard setback should be i0-feet in this case (see Exhibit ‘D”). Although a rear
yard setback is not required for garages with alley access, a minimum distance of 26 feet is
required between the garage entrance and the opposite side of the alley.

Site Development Standards Matrix

The attached Table 3.4-1 Site Development Standards Matrix (Revised) has been amended by
adjusting the matrix and notes to include the clarifications to front setbacks as discussed and
demonstrated above. Namely, a 10-foot minimum front yard setback for the main structure and a
garage setback determined by product type which is set forth in Notes to Table 3.4-1.
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Mr. James E. Hartl, AICP, Director or Planning
County of Los Angeles

September 23, 2003

Page 3

Conclusion

Under the provisions of Substantial Conformance (Section 5.2) of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, " modificaticn of development standards contained in Table 3.4 (Site
Development Standards)™ are eligible for the Substantial Conformance review process.

Inasmuch as this analysis has described the instances where interpretation of the front
setback requirement as it pertains to recessed and alley-loaded garages clarifies the intent
of the Specific Plan and will facilitate the processing of individual Tentative Tract Maps
and is in conformance with the intent of the Specific Plan, as the Planning Director, I
have determined, pursuant to Section 5.2.d of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that:

(1) The proposed front setbacks for single family detached homes in Low (L), Low
Medium (LM) and Mcdium (M) designations substantially conform with all applicable
provisions of the Specific Plan and the County ordinances which do not conflict with the
Specific Plan, and

(2) The proposed setbacks will not adversely affect public heath and safety and will not
adversely affect adjacent property.,



TORAFT

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS
34 SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

TABLE 3.4-1
REVISED SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS MATRIX

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

NOTES

RESIDENTIAL SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS i
REQUIRED SETBACKS? " MAXIMUM E‘L{EZS%ﬁ%&%&fﬁiéﬁ%ﬁmw
LAND USE DESIGNATIONS' MINIMUM LOT AREA ——— Side Yard? EE:EE:TNSGQ lothe st develcpment tandaris cf na and vsa signadon
{Sg Ft.! {Main Structure! !Each Side! Rear Yard® | | - ;‘r;::;m;-:stcanr;nu;;e?ezﬁsr:fnr:rﬂ?nnuinn andfr relatad exhibit
iESTATE (E) 20,000 30" Min’ 15" Min 30 Min 35 * Front Entry Garage: 30 min.
LOW RESIDENTIAL {L) 7,500 18' Min® 5 Min'! 20" Min®7 35’ ' | SeeEmyGanse S5
LOW-MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL i Detached 2,500 18' Min* 5' Min® ® 115,16 10" Min®’ B 35 ___JI o Eran o
(LM) Attached 2,500 18" Min* 14 g9 118,18 10" Min®7 35' " 26 Side Yarm Lot configurstion i permited:
Detached 2,500 18" Min* 5 Min®81 1508 | 40t pin®” 45 | © Excont whoro iers 1 a cetached Secors i stclze,
MEDIUM RESIDENTIAL (M) Atta-ched NIA 10 Min™ 0% 11,15, 16 10 Minb o I andiox garage, whora 5 minimum sethask s soved o tis
HIGH RESIDENTIAL (H} AND MIXED-USE {MU)} RESIDENTIAL N/A 10' Min g ! 10" Min®’ 55" \ o garege setback requirement for allsy asoess

10 minlrnurn aggregale for twa adiacent fole (e.g., 5 and 5, or
Fand 7', ord and 107,

NON-RESIDENTIAL SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
12

. LOT REQUIREMENTS MAXIMUM

Maximum Minimum Front Setback BUILDING HEIGHT’

Site Coverage‘“

MIXED-USE {MU) COMMERCIAL No Max No Min™ 55'
COMMERCIAL (C) 50% 20 45
BUSINESS PARK (BP) 50% 20" 45
VISITOR SERVING (VS) 50% 20" 35

10" minfmuem bullding to building separatien.

A mtnimury oF 10 percent of IMe 1 ares sxcirding raquiregd
parking shalt be 1andscaped.

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS'

10 minimurm adjacent to public street,

20" rfnimum sida and rear yard setback [s required whan
building is adjacent ta o diferent land uss designstion ora
public road,

28 enirdmum i5 required whan bullding fronks an a peblic road.

15" minimurn for elustered singla-family detached and altach,
bLiMdings.

€' minimurn tor ciustered singla-famlly delzched and attached
buildings whan one side of two ad|acent bulldings has no

—— e e —— Wil‘ldI:M‘S.
MAJ OR 0 P EN AREAS S ITE D EVE LO=PM ENT STAN Dﬁ 12: njlnimum for clustered s:ingl'e-ramlly datashed and a!lgch
REQUIRED MINIMUM SETBACKS FROM PROPERTY LINE MAXIMUM Dl v Kicnarslamily ares faces tonard para ot ine

LAND USE DESIGNATIONS' BUILDING HEIGHT?

I at the lime bulkding permits are [ssued, the Courty's satback

OPEN AREA (0A) 50" 35" Sontane i 1ns St Devalapmmnt S o
RIVER CORRIDOR SPECIAL 50" 25' 2! stondards Shlspel.

MANAGEMENT AREA (RC)

HIGH COUNTRY SPECIAL MANAGEMENT 50" 25" J

AREA (HC _ _ |

May 2003 Page 3
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18' Garage face
setback allows for
driveway parking
without blocking
sldewalk.

ECHE.WHALL ReancH Exhibit A
SPECIFIC PLAN
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Side-entry garage
allows for driveway
without blocking
sidewsalk.

J
Hi‘iE.WHALL‘iQ\NCH‘ Exmbit B

SPECIFIC PLAN
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SPECIFIC PLAN
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Project File
FROM: Bruce McClendon, FAICP, Director of Planning
SUBJECT: Substantial Conformance Inlerpretation Pertaining to Off-Site Transport of

Materials in Conjunction with Permitted Grading Projects and
Conformance with Grading and Hillside Management Guidclines

DATE: ( )

Approved:
Initicl Date

Background

Section 5.2(Implecmentation Procedures) of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan provides for
a determination of substantial conformance for transport of materials within the
boundaries of the Specific Plan in conjunction with a permitted grading operation and
also [or determination of conformance with grading and hillside management guidelines
for subdivisions having an average slope of 25% or grealer in those areas to be graded .

Specific Issue: Transport of Grading Materials from the identified borrow site of
Adobe Canyon to Landmark Village and Determination of Conformance with Grading
and Hillside Management Criteria.

In order to implement the development of Landmark Village it will be necessary (o
import fill material from Adobe Canyon to elevate the site and avoid flooding issucs.
Newhall Land Company will need a net import of 6 million cubic yards of fill matcrial
from the identified Adobe Canyon borrow site.

There are 1wo proposed haul routes for exporting the fill material from Adobe Canyon
The two haul routes would then merge onte an existing agricultural crossing that would
cross the Santa Clara River and enter Landmark Village. The first proposed haul route
begins toward the center of the borrow site and travels west to the existing agricultural
crossing. The second proposed haul route begins in the northwest corner of the borrow
site and merges on to the existing agricultural cressing, which then heads north into
Landmark Village.

The grading operations in Adobe Canyon and Landmark Village have been designed to
minimize impacts to the extent feasible. (ak trees which are removed by grading
operations wiil be mitigated. Any erosion control requirements will be met and
significant ridgelines are not impacted.
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Conclusion

Under the provisions of Substantial Conformance {Section 3.2) of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, "subdivisions having an average slope of 25% or greater in those areas 1o
be graded for determination of conformance as to grading and billside guidelines and
approval of transport materials within the boundaries of the Specific Plan".. .are eligible
for the Substantial Conformance entitlement process.

[nasmuch as the grading operations have been designed to minimize impacts 1o the extent
feasible and that the transport routes for hauling of grading materials from the Adobe
Canyon borrow site to Landmark Village follow existing agricultural roads to limnit
impacts to the Santa Clara River, as the Planning Director, I have determined, pursuant to
Scction 3.2.d of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that:

{1) The proposed haul routes to transport grading materials from Adobe Canyon to
Landmark Village are in substantial conformance with all applicable provisions of the
Specific Plan and the County ordinances which do not conflict with the Specific Plan,
grading has been designed to minimize impacts; and

{2) The proposed haul routes and grading operations which are not located near existing
residences or occupicd propertics will not adversely affect public heath and safety and
will not adverscly affect adjacent property.

The abovementioned determination shall be applicable to Landmark Village ounly.

Enclosures: (1) Haul Route Exhibits
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Attention: County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning

RE: Landmark Village

We understand that you released the above document recently and wanted 10 fet you
know that we did not receive a copy.

We believe this must have heen an oversight by your consultant as we consistendly

received notification and review copies of your project documents and wish to
continue to do so. Please make sure we arc on your notification list.

Also, please send us a copy of this document.
Thanit you,
Carolee Krieger, President

808 Romcro Canyon Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93108
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January 6, 2007

LES

Mr. Daniel Fierros L
Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348 B
320 West Tempie St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

*

0

LS.

Re:  Request for Extension of EIR Comment Period - Newhall Ranch,
Landmark Village {(County Project No. 00-156)

Dear Mr. Ficrros,

It will be very difficult for Friends of the Santa Clara River to complete its
review and comment on the subject document by Januvary 22, 2007, This
EIR is a very large document covering multiple complex issues and was
released over the year-end holiday period, a busy and hectic time of vear.

Non-profit groups such as ours who wish to provide commenis first have
to find enough resources to cover compensation of experts, so that our
comments can be substantive and meaningful. This funding process is, in
itself, time-consuming,

Extending the comment period will in no way delay the developer since
the project cannot begin until a separate review process underway with the
California Department of Fish and Game and the Army Corps of
Engineers is concluded, which will involve release of a separate EIS/EIR
on the entire project, Also, it seems to us very advisable for the Landmark
Village comment period to be kept open until after the release of this
EIS/EIR, as it will raise several other issues to be addressed that likely will
require additional mitigation that should be considered in the I.andmark
Village review process.

We therefore request that the comment period on the subiect document be
extended for an additional 60 days. to March 23, 2007,

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

=

Ron Bottorf, Chair
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Chatsworth, CA2(31]
January 11, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Dept.
320 W, Temple St

Los Angeles, CA 60013

Re: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village {Project No. 00-196-(5)
Request for Extension of EIR Comment Period

Diear Mr. Flerros

1 would like an extension of the comment pesiod for review of the EIR. 1 would also Wike to be given notification
of where 1 can locale a copy for review. I understand that they are ofien avaitable ar C_ounty Libraries  Please let
me know if this is in fact the case. My phone number is (518) 345-888% and (818) 59 3-9223.

I understand that the Environmental Quality Act is a partnership that requires public p articipation 1o provide you
with information in order that the best projeet for beth the develeper and the comnun ity will fESUIt from the
slanning process. Therefore, ] hope that the County will consider extending the comrmaient period. ’

I understand that an E1S will also be required for ths protect. wounld therefore be  sensible to atlow time for
both to be reviewed thoroughly and in conjunction.with one another. The LIS has not  vet been released. |
believe that this process should not preeede the release of that document because impz=¢ls identified and
mitigated in that F15 may very well affect the design of the project before vou.

Thas, | request that the comment period be extended to 120 days, ending March 24 2007. 1 thank you in
advance for ensuring that this project recerves the theroush pubbe review that it deser—ves.

Sincerely,

r ) .
1 .
) LA e EQ{

Theresa Brady

R:lr}j:-?
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Mr. Daniel Fierros
Los Angeles County Regionat Planning Dept.

220 W. Temple St ERR SRR PN

Los Angeles, CA 90013 Tk Eiw e
ime s - ii

Re: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Viiiage Project No. 00-196-(5) L s e :l
R gy woangtn

Request for Extensicn of EIR Comment Pericd to 120 days S0 I e

Dear Mr. Fierres

Thank you for providing the Sierra Club with a CD of the Landmark Environmerital documents
comprising nine volumes and maps. We are concerned that we wiil be unzble ®0 provide you with
comments by the close of the comment period due to this EIR’s large size. Aiso, its release over
the heliday period when the Sierra Club offices were closed for severat weeks &nd many of our
volunteers were not available has made review difficuit.

We believe it is in the Copnty_'s best interest that the Club is provided adeguate opgoortunity to
provide you with information in order to ensure that broad public trust issues wili be addressed.

We aiso request that the County not move forward with this project until the EIRVE ]S for the Santa
Clara River is relea_sed. That docurnent will have a substantial impact on the corfiguration of this
project because of impacts identified and mitigated for the required federal and state pemmits.

Therefore, we request that the comment period be extended to 120 days, endirng March 24", 2007.
We thank you in advance for ensuring that this project receives a thorough public review.

Sincerely, .- 7 [ e -

!

“Jennifer Robinsorn

/ Conservation Coordination

Angeles Chapter
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January 22, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

l.og Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Landmark Village (SCH No. 2004021002)

Dear Mr. Figrros,

The Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for Landmark Village (Draft EIR) and will submit comments prior to the close of
the public hearing on the project as set forth in the "Notice of Compietion and Availzbility
and as provided by Section 21177 of the Public Resources Code, We understand that
the public hearing on the Draft EIR is presently scheduled for 9:00 2.m. on Wednesday,
January 31, 2007. If the hearing is to be continued, please advise us at your earliest

convenience.

T e

Jeff
Water Resources Planner

Cc: Michael Hurley, YWater Resources Manager
Valerig Pryor, Administrative Services Manager
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Fierros, Daniel

From: Jeff Ford [jfordi@clwa.org)

Sent; Tuesday, January 16, 2007 1017 AM

To: Fierros, Daniel

Cc: Meneses, Frank

Subject: Exten;icn of the Public Review Period for the Landmark Village Draft Enviranmental Impact
epo

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Cear Mr. Fierros:

The Castaic Lake Water Agency {CLWA) bas reviewed the Draft Enviranmentat Impact Report for Landmark
Village {SCH Ne. 2004024002) 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 adeguate
time to make meaningful comments and, given the substantial nature of the project, CLWA staff may want to
present pessible comments on the project to its Board of Directors, which would not meet again until after the
close of commenis 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 Flanner
Castaic Lake Water Agency
27234 Bouguel Canyon Road
Santa Clarita, CA §1350
Phane: (B61) 5153-1281

Fax: [6671) 513-1202

email: fford@ciwa.org

1/23/2007
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Carolee K. Krieger
presigent

Attention: Daniel Fierros
Dorothy Green LA County Regional Planning Deparunent

secrerary 320 W. Temple St

daan Hartmann LA: CA 90012

treasurer Fax: (213)217-5108

:_.,J::i,i Carter Re: Landmark Village Environmental knpact Report SCH No.
20040021002

M_alinda thaouinard

directar On February 26, 2004, C-WIN requested that we be provided with all

Yvon Chouinard  CEQA. documents being circulated for review in the Santa Clarila Valley

eirectar because of our concern over the adequacy of the State Water Project to

supply new development in this high growih area.

Jim Edmondson
direcror
Michael Jackson A 11€ County has most graciously consistently cotniplied with this request
director until now. Regretiully, we did not receive the Landmark EIR until
January 19, 2007. The close of comment period as stated in the cover

Huey lahnson letter is January 22, 2007. It is not possible for us w provide you with

directar an in depth analysis of this voluminous document in only 3 days.

Linda Mitrowich

director We remain cencermned about the adequacy of the water supply in Santa
Tom Stokely Clarita Valley and therefore wouid like to submit timely comments that
director will be circulated in the final EIR.

Therefore, we request that the comment period be extended by 60 davs
to give us sufficient time to review the EIR and provide you with our
comments, concerns and suggestions.

Thanks you very much for your consideration.

»

Carolee K. Krieger, President

1d F6EC-505 {508) +ebeiy eejoie) ¥ pren d@biS0 L0 ZZ uer



Fierros, Daniel

From: Scott P. Hamris [spharris@dig.ca.gov]
Sent; Manday, January 08, 2007 8:45 AM
To: Fierros, Daniel

Subject: Landmark Village DEIR Review
Daniel,

The Department of Fish and Game 1z reguesting a 30 day extension from

the closing date of public comments on the Zandmark Viliage SEIR for

iead agency consideration of Department comments. SLaff availability and volume of
reviaw materials s making it problematic for the Departrment's timely review. Thank yaou
for your consideration.

Scolt Harris
Esscclate WildliZe Riclogist
Department of Fish and Game
B2e/T9N-3170



Mr. Dantel Fierros

L.os Angeles County Regional Planning Dep.
320 W. Temple St

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dare 1/13/07

Re: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village (Project No. 60— 196-(5)

riliounty Wairbdogs
Request for EIR and Extension of Comment Period

1667 Steinhofl Rl
Taxietr Park
alifornin 93225

NI TSR e ATy

Dear Mr. Fierros

We hereby request a CD copy of the Environmental Ima pact Report for
this project. Because of the excessive tength of the repaort, we also ask
that the comment period be extended.

Sincerciy,

""’w

Jan de Leens, Executive Board, TCW



SCOPE

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE N THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386

1

1-3-07

Mr. Daniel Fierros et |
L.os Angeles County Regional Planning Dept. ' TR I
320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Re; Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village (Project No. 00-196-(5)
Request for Extension of EIR Commeni Period

De¢ar Mr, Fierros

We are in receipt of the nine volumes Environmental Impact Report for this project and have begun
our review. However, it appears that we will be unable to provide you with a thorough public
review of this document by the closc of the comment period due to the EIR's excessive size and its

release over the holiday period.

As you may know, we are an all-volunteer group that provide comments on the accuracy and
completeness of environmental documents for projects as a service to the public. 'We understand
that the Environmental Quality Act is a partnership that requires public participation to provide You
with information in order that the best project for both the developer and the community will result
from the planning process. Therefore, we hope that the County will consider our limitations in this

instance.,

We also believe that this request will not interfere with the course of review for this project. The
project will require an EIR/EIS for required permits affecting the Santa Clara River. That decurment
has not yet been released. We believe that this process should not proceed the release of that
document because impacts identified and mitigated for those federal and state perTaits may very well

affect the design of the project before you.

Thus, we request that the comment period be extended to 120 days, ending March 24™,2007. W e
thank you in advance for ensuring that this project receives the thorough public review that it

deserves.

,smcer::}y ~N
M W
LA

Lynne Plambeck
President
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January 3, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

l.os Angeles County Regional Planning Department
320W. Temple St

Los Angeles, CA 90015

Re: Reguest for Extension of EIR Comment Period for Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village [County
Project Nao. {0-196-{3)]

Drear Mr. Fierros

The Planning and Conservation League requests that the Los Angeles County Regional Plannling
Department extend the public comment period for the Newhall Ranch Landmark Vill lage Project {F:ount}'
Project No. 00-196-(5Y] to allow all interested parties adequate tirne to assess and resspond to the nmine-

volume Environmental Impact Repott,

On behalf of our thousands of members across the state of California, and as one of ®he organizations
responsible for the passage of the California Environmental Quality Act over thirly s»/cars ago, the staff of
PCL wishes to devote careful attention to this development propesal, a proposal of ¢ lear statewide
significance. Unfortunately, due to limited staff availability during the holiday perio =l and the extensive
nature of the project’s documentation, we would be unable to do so under the curren. 1 sixty day review
period and therefore ask that the comment period be extended an additional sixty damys to end on March
24™, 2007, We also ask that a copy of the EIR be sent to the address below, care of Mdatthew Vander
Sluis, Project Manager,

We value this opportunity to participale as partners in the environmental review of tEhie Newhall Ranch
Landmark Village Project. We appreciate your understanding of our constraints and  look forward to
working with the Planning Department staff to ensure that decision makers and the poublic have access to
accurate, thorough information that allows for thoughtful consideration of att possib e environmental

impacts of the proposed project and project aiternatives.

Sincerely, <

L . b o e

Lt ,:_.— : 5 s
Matt Vander Sluis -
Project Manager

Ciakirewaeia Attt

FlaskenG AD
I NLRALILR HM P = L - - ' -443- G WILDLIFE
Pt nl 1107 Sth Street, Suite 360, Sacramento, CA 95814 Phone:; 916-444-8726  Fax: G=t16-443-178 et

Website: www.pcl.org Email: pelmatii@pcl.org



January 22, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 80012

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Landmark Village (SCH No. 2004021002}

Dear Mr. Fierros,

The Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental impact
Report for Landmark Village (Draft EIR) and will submit comments prior to the close of
the public hearing on the praject as set forth in the “Notice of Compietion and Availability
and as provided by Section 21177 of the Public Rescurces Code. We understand that
the public hearing on the Draft EIR is presently scheduled for 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday,
January 31, 2007. If the hearing is to be continved, please advise us at your earliest
convenience.

7

Jeff
Water Resources Planner

Ce: Michael Hurley, Water Resources Manager
Valerie Pryor, Administrative Services Manager
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Fierros, Paniel

From: jhergamo@adeiphiz. net

Sent; Monday, January 15, 2007 4:59 PM

Te, Fierros, Daniei; Tae, Susan

Ce: kimberly rivers@gmail.com,; orol1238@aocl.com; jjbergamo@adelphia.net;
troykefm@yahoo.com; Delfine Becerra@ventura.org

Subject: Landmark Village

Follow Up Fiag: Folicrw up

Flag Status: Red

The Fira Neignberhood Council unanimcusly and respectfully requests that the comment
perind for the DEIRSLangmark Village, County Praject No. C0-1%6 be extended by 60 days.
There 1s 30 mich material, it is difficult for everyone concerned to zocess Lhe dooument
in nard copy:; reading It online limits and prelongs the proccess. That and the fact that
the document was released during the holiday se2son hampers 2 thoughtful review and
analysis oI the prolecs.

The Piru Neighborhood Council, as representatives of the community closest tc the proposed
project, nas definite concerns. These jnclude water quality, air guality and traffic.
There are concerns about cthe ameouni of water that may he drawn from the aguifer east of us
and the possible migraticn west of the perchlorate plume zlready present in the Santa
Clarita weter supply. The "stabilization"/channelirzacicon of the Santa Clarse River could
increase the flood Tlow  of the river to damaging zpeeds as it enters the Piru area. The
temporary routing o sewage to Santa Clarita is a concern; what is the route, snd what is
the risk of the line rupturing durino a Fleod event?

There are many other issues, including the ecological damage that tne project will bring.
Withouw &deguaze rCime te study these issues, neither the public surrounding the project
nor the potential rosidents will be fairly served.

Tnank you for your consideration of this importaat reqoest to extend Lhe comment periasd.

Very sincoerely,
Janet Bergamo, President
Firu WeiZgaborhood Council
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Fierros, Daniel

From: Jeff Ford [jford@clwa.org)

Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2007 10:17 AM

To: Fierros, Daniel

Cc: Meneses, Frank

Subject: Extension of the Public Review Period for the Landmark Village Draft Environmental Impact
eport

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Dear Mr. Fierros:

The Castaic Lake Walter Agency (CLWA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Landmark
Village (SCH Ne. 2004021002} and respectfully requests an extension of the public review pericd 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 1o 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 comiments on January 22, 2007, Theraefore, we fesl that an extension in the review period is warranted
and we understand that simitar requests for extension are being rmade by olher agencies.

Sincerely,

Jeff Ford

Watar Resources Planner
Castaic Lake Water Agency
27234 Bouguet Canyon Road
Sarnta Clarita, CA 31350
Phone: (661} 513-1281

Fax: (661) 513-1202

email: fford@ciwa.org

1/23/2007
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Fierros, Daniel

Fromy:; Decruyenaere, Joseph

Sent: Monday, January 22, 2007 848 AM
To: Fierras, Daniel

Subject: landmark village call

Danny,

Ron Bottorff called to ask if an extension has been given to the Landmark Village DEIR comment period. His
number is 805 488 4323

Joe Decruyenaere

Acting Senior Biologist

Impact Analysis Section

Los Angeles County Depardment of Regional Planning
{213) 974-6461

172372007



4} R

Lo

T'\!{ -

T Audubon CENTENNTIAL

dllb()ﬂ CALIFORNIA 1\ University Avenuc

Saceamento, (A ygiag
Pel: aufr figowhon
Fax: guivingg-—ihs

wwaudubon-cilory

January 19, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

[os Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Fierros:

We submit these comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Landmark Village
phase of the proposed Newhall Ranch development west of Santa Clarita (Project No. 00-196 /
Tract Map No. 53148 / Landmark Village; hereafter "DEIR"). Our analysis indicates that
Newhall Land and the County of Los Angeles have not conducted proper environmental review
of this project, despite the issuance of the DEIR, and detail our objections below.

These comments are submitted on behalf of Audubon California and the following Audubon
chapters: Los Angeles Audubon Society, San Fernando Valley Audubon Society, and Ventura
Audubon Society. These are all non-proefit, public interest organizations devoted to the
conservation of wildiife and other natural resources. National Audubon Society and its chapters
have an estimated 50,000 members in California, many of whom birdwatch and enjoy the naturai
habitats of the Los Angeles area. Since 2003, Audubon has held a Christmas Bird Count
centered on Samta Clarita, which attracts participants from throughout Los Angeles County, and
in 2004, Audubon identified the Santa Clara River Valley as one of 150 Important Bird Areas of

California'.

BACKGROUND

Ecological Setting of Project Area

When complete, the development of Newhali Ranch in northwestern Los Angeles County will
1mpact more than 10,000 acres, making it onc of the largest developments ever proposed in the
county®. Roughly half of the land within the ranch will be kept as open space, but this will be
mainly restricted to the steep upper slopes in the southwest corner of the ranch, and along a
narrow corridor {less than a half-mile wide) following and including the Santa Clara River®.
Aside from these two areas, just over 1,500 acres of existing open space will be permanently
protected within the Salt Creek watershed in adjacent Ventura County, contiguous to the ranch.
Stitl, more than 5,000 acres, mainly coastal scrub and grassland are slated for conversion through

residential and commercial development.

" Cooper, 12§ 2004, Fmprorsunt Bird Areas of Cafiforric. Audohan California. 286 pp.
! Conservation Biology Institute (CRI) 2005, Ecologice! fmprrct Assessmment of Urbun Develognent or the Sunvi Clara River Watershed.

Culiforsis (unpublished report). Prepared August 2005
* Impact Sciences. ne. 2006, Landmark Village Braft IR, November 2006. Section 4.4 "Biga”.

CELEBRATING T00O YEARS OF CONSERVATION



Landmark Village, the [irst in a series of three large residential and commercial developments
proposed for Newhall Ranch, is propesed for undeveloped land along the Santa Clara River.
Undammed its entire 80-mle length from the Mojave Desert to the Pacific Ocean, the Santa
Clara River watershed remains one of the most ecologicaliy significant natural systems left in
southern California, and projects like Newhall Ranch make it one of the most threatened. In
2005, the Santa Clara was named one of the nation's ten most endangered rivers by American
Rivers, a national conservation group, which cited the proposed Newhall Ranch as a primary
threat*. Unlike beaches and mountains in the region, over 95% of land immediately surrounding
the river is in private ownership, which means that conservation of its steclhead run, willow and
cottonwood forest will rest on the efforts to work with private landowners te secure and restore
the river and its associated habrtat at a time that numerous development projects are being

proposed along the river.

Indeed, within the stretch between Castaic Junction and Santa Clarita, fully 51% of the
remaining open space within five miles of the river either is impacted by current projects or is
proposed for development’. Thus in order to protect the Santa Clara River and reverse a number
of the current or impending threats such as channelization, down-cutting, and exotic species
infestaticns that have seriously degraded so many other rivers in the region, necessarily involves
idemtifying key remaining areas for conservation and then working closety with public agencies
and private landowners to protect them. This effort depends on reliable, up-to-date ecological
information from which sound scientific conclusions may be drawn,

Because Newhall Land requires confidentiality agreements for all wildlife surveys conducted on
the project area, and because the site has been closed to public visitation for decades, the biota of
the proposed Landmark Village - and of Newhall Ranch as a whole - is virtually unknown 1o all
but a handful of people, none of whom are free to share their findings with the scientific
community except through publications released by the landowners, Because these publications
represent the only primary sources of ecological information that is made available to the public
betore the proposed Newhall Ranch development, it is imperative that these landowner-
sponsored reports present a complete and accurate accounting of the biological resources present
on Newhall Ranch. Only in this way can the County of Los Angeles allow the public and
decision-makers to consider the effects of the proposed project in the "full environmental
context," as specified in Section 15125 (c) of the Californta Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
One way for members of the public to assess the adequacy of a CEQA document is to
extrapolate which species and other natural resources should be present on the project site by
examinmng known records of spectes distributions on public lands surrounding the site (e.g., at
Castaic Lagoon and Placerita Canyon). Based on previous surveys of adjoining lands, we have
serious concerns that the landowner's reports and the County's DEIR appear to represent
something less than the "full environmenta! context” mandated under CEQA.

Description of Proposed Development

Slated to impact nearly 1,000 acres of natural cpen space along the Santa Clara River just west of
Interstate 5 (DEIR; 4.4-59), Landmark Viliage proposes nearly 1,500 dwelling units, over a

TR 20035, p. 21
*CBI 2003, p. 28,



million square feet of commercial space, and a major new bridge over the Santa Clara River
through currently undeveloped wildlands. Gf the 17 miles of tributary streams that Newhall
Ranch proposes to eliminate®, many are found at the Landmark Viliage site,

Over a dozen major hahitat types will be impacted by Landmark Village, including the removal
of disturbance of nearly all the existing grassland, ozak woodland, pastureland and coastal sage
scrub within the development footprint {DEIR; Table 4.4-8). The County acknowledges that
project implementation will cause “significant unaveidable impacts...due to the loss of many
sensitive animal species, coastal sage scrub, and wildlife habitat, and the increase in human and
domestic animal presence [and] contribute to a significant upavoidable cumulative impact related
to the ongoing {oss of biological resources in the project region” (DEIR; 4.4-1).

From the DEIR for Landmark Village, we know that the project will eliminate essentially all of
the remaining agricultural land in the coastal slope of Los Angeles County, now restricted to the
northeastern comer of the ranch along Hwy. 126. Though this habitat is not recognized as
wildlife habitat in the DEIR, the State recognizes several types of cropland present on the ranch
as wildiife habitat’, and many of the rarest and most threatened birds in the regicn are dependent
on these grasslands and grassland-like arcas for their survival. ln addition, the project will place
over a thousand homes immediately adjacent to what is still one of the most ecologically intact
riparian forests left in southern California {DEIR; 4.4-53).  And, it ushers in what is puised to
become a major new city directly between two major roesting areas of the endangered California

Condor.

OVERVIEW OF COMMIENTS

Based on our review of the DEIR, we find the cnvironmental review performed by the applicant
{Newhall Land} to be inadequate which therefore precludes a meaningful evaluation of the
ecological impacts of the Landmark Village project.

We divide the deficiencies into scveral parts:

1. The DEIR fails to identify the complete suite of sensitive bird species expected from the
project area.

2. The DEIR relies on bird surveys that were inadequate to credibly assess the range of
projected impacts to sensitive species that were treated.

3. The DEIR mischaracterizes the actuai status of sensitive bird species reported from the
site.

4. The DEIR mischaracterizes projected and potential impacts to sensitive bird species and
their habitats.

5. The DEIR does not describe specific measures that must be undertaken in order to
provide the maximum feasibie mitigation for impacts that are deemed significant, relying
instead upon general recommendations that in no way address the ecological needs of

species to be impacted.

£ CBI 2005, p. 22
¥ This list would include Cropland (CRP). Drvland Crain Crops (CGR), Irrigated Grain Crops (TGR). Irrigated Hayficld (IRFY), and Drigated Row

and Ficld Crops (IRF). per Mayer, KK and W.F. Laudenslayer, Ir. 1988, 1 Guide te Wildlife Habiiots of California. Statc of Calif,, Resources
Agency. DFG. Sacramenta.



6. The DEIR fails to provide the "full environmental context” mandated under CEQA
Seetion 12125 (¢).

Because of these deficiencies, we conclude that the construction of Landmark Village, as
proposed, presenis an unacceptable level of impact, and promises irreversible ecological
degradation to one of the last large and unprotected expanses of wildlands that exist on the
coastal slope of southemn California. Our specific comments arc presented below.

1. Failure {0 identify all sensifive species present or potentially present on the project
site.

From a pool of at least 25 sensitive bird species with the potential to occur in the project area, the
DEIR considers just nine as occurring on the site. The DEIR preparer apparentiy bases these
findings on just two sources of information, the Californta Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
and a handful of bird surveys conducted by a single observer in 2002, 2003 and 2004,
Maintained by the California Department of Fish and Game, the CNDDB is a database of
sensilive species locations, but is entirely dependent on voluntary submissions by a small number
of biologists and consultants; indeed the vast majority of records of sensitive species are never

captured in this database.

Three sensitive bird species were lotally omitted in the Biota section of the report, despite their
being present in and around Newhall Ranch:

« (Califomia Condor (Gymmegyps californiarnus)
s Short-cared Owl (Asio flammeus)
+ California Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis)

The federally endangered California Condor - the rarest and arguably one of the best-studied
birds in the United States - famously resuimned breeding a few years ago in the Sespe Wildemness
just northwest of the project area, near a historical release/feeding site that has long been the
focus of an intensive (and expensive) recovery effort. Around 2001, small numbers of condors
began to be seen over the hills above Sylmar, Los Angeles Co., just southeast of the project area,
and even roosted here {through 2006)*”. Because the project area lies directly between these two
areas, condors are known to fly directly over Newhall Ranch, even if they don't stop to forage
here'®. However, no raptor surveys have cver been conducted that would confirm the species’
actual status on the project site, and no satellite telemetry data (e.g., from US Fish and Wildlife

Service) were obtained for this DEIR.

Remarkably, a second missing species, the Short-eared Owl (California Bird Species of Special
Concern), was actually documented on recent surveys of the ranch''"** Tt would be expected in
agricultural and grassiand habitat throughout the site, at least in migration and winter. Since

* fide K L Gartett. Los Angeles County Museum of Matural History, Cendar sightings in the area ate concerteated in spring (Mar, -June); see

also Los Angeles Times B, Mar 27, 2002, and LACoBirds { Yahoo Group).
* see: hitipifwwow birdsolwestwood cemseondors/Condoes himl, hitip:/fwww habitatwork org/condor hem

Wy, Grantham, USFWS, pers. comm.. Jan. 2007
N Dhudek & Associates, Ine. 2006, Draft Biologioal Resources Tecknical Repori- Newhalf Ranci Figh Conmiry Specific Management and Salr

('reek Area. Prepared for The Newhall Land and Farming Company, Qctober 2006 p. 36,
"7 A freshly-dead individual was found ar the edge of a collivated ield just west of I-5 during the Santa Clarila Christmas Bird Count on 27 Dec.

2006 (specimen 10 Los Angeles County Muscum of Natural History),



much of the best agricultural habitat on Newhall Ranch is located within the Landmark Village
project area, it would seem that Short-eared Owl would be directly and scriously impacted by the
construction of Landmark Village. However, no surveys of these agricultural lands were
conducted. Short-eared Owls are most easily detected at dusk and may therefore be routinely

overlooked in typical moming bird surveys.

The California Spotted Owi (California Bird Slpccics of Special Concem) breeds in oak and
conifer forest in canyons both north’ and east'? of the sile, and is resident at low elevations in
several shady canyons elsewhere in the region. It is not gencrally encountered by casual
obscrvation, nor by Califernia Gnatcatcher surveys such as those performed on the project area.
No noctural surveys were conducted that might have discovered this specics here (or other

nocturnal species).

Additional sensitive species identfied in the most recent version of the California Bird Species of
Special Concern list'” were not addressed by the preparers of the DEIR, despite the information
being easily accessbile online for several years. These additionai species that could occur within

the study arca includc:

Ferruginous Hawk {Buteo regalis)

Long-billed Curlew (Numenius americanus)

Purple Martin (Praogne subis)

Swainson's Thrush (Catharus ustulatus)

Clark's Marsh Wren (Cistothorus palustris clarkae)
Grasshopper Sparrow (dmmodramus savannarum)
Black-chinned Sparrow (Spizeflu atrogularis)
Yellow-headed Blackbird (Xanthacephalus xanthocephalus)

* - * &

None of these species were treated in the DEIR, and no specific surveys were conducted that
would detcet them. We recommended that further surveys be conducted to determine presence
and potential impacts to these species. Several of these species are already known to occur
within the vicinity. For example, the Long-billed Curlew winters in agricultural habitat
throughout Ventura and Los Angeles Counties (e.g. on the Oxnard Plain and in the Antelope
Vallcy) and could winter within the project area. Up to 25% of the state's population of Purple
Martins breeds in oak savannah in nearby Tehachapi Mountains.'®, and nesting pairs may be
present in similar habitat on Newhall Ranch (which was unsurveyed). Grasshopper Sparrow
breeds in grassland throughout coastal southern California, but the upland surveys conducted for
this DEIR focused on coastal sage scrub, which does not support this species.

2. Bird surveys are inadequate to accurately portray the ecological impact of propesed
development.

Typically, environmental documentation for development projects involves the identification of
sensitive species potentially impacted by the project, a description of surveys conducted that

" Known sites el Warn Spngs, Fish, Shake and Lion Canvans, wpper Firn Cr; per The Natre Conscrvancy 2006. Saala Clara River: (pper

Wotershed Comservation Plan. Fall 2006, p. D9, 122,
" Resident in ozk woodtand at Walker Ranch; per lan Swill, Placerita Canvon County Park. Dee. 2006,

" Puim Reyes Bird Observatory, mapubl data
* Coopet, DS 2004, Seyortans Bird Arees of Californie. Andubon Calilumnia, 286 pp.



confirm or refute the presence of these species, and a list of proposed remedies to offset any
impacts deemed 10 be significant or potentially significant. The Landmark Village DEIR appears
to take a different approach, conducting targeted surveys for a small number of species within a
limited portion of the site, and conducting no surveys over large areus of the ranch that almost
certainly wouid have yielded sightings of several species that could be impacted by the project.
This lack ol data seriously hinders the formulation of appropriate analysis and development of

appropriatc mitigation measures.
Major deficiencics of the bird surveys conducted for the DEIR include:

1. Inappropriate surveys for federally threatened Caiifornia Gnateatcher {(Polioptila
californica californica).

2. No surveys or refercnee to research (e.g., telemetry data) for the California Condor,
which 1s known to occur on either side of the property.

3. No winter bird surveys, necessary to detect such sensitive species as the Ferruginous
Hawk and Long-billed Curlew.

4. No nocturnal bird surveys necessary to detect sensitive owl species such as Long-eared
Owl (Asio otus) and Spotted Owl,

5. No bird surveys of agricultural fields and cxtensive grassland habitat that might have
detected sensilive grassiand birds such as Ferruginous Hawk, Northern Harrier (Circus
cyanens), Long-hilled Curlew, Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia), Short-eared Owl,
Homed Lark (Acfia afpensiris), Logperhead Shrike (Lanius fudovicianus) and
(Grasshopper Sparrow.

6. No raptor surveys that might have detected locations of nesting and foraging Cooper's
Hawk {Accipiter caoperii), Golden Eagle (Aguila chrysaetos), White-tailed Kite (Elarmus
feucurus) and Prairie Falcon (Falco mexicanus).

7. No bird surveys of alkali marsh/wet meadow habitat for Northern Harrier, Clark's Marsh
Wren, Yellow-headed Blackbird and Tricolored Blackbird (dgelaius tricolor).

8. Few bird surveys of coastal sage scrub (those conducted were for a single species,
Coastal California Gnatcatcher).

The surveys that were conducted for the California Gnatcatcher on the site were not completed
according 10 protocol set by the 1LS. Fish and Wildlife Service, which stipulates that a single
observer should cover no more than ¢. 80 acres of potentially suitable habitat per survey day, and
which requires six visits 1o each area during the breeding seaseon in order to confirm the
pnatcatcher's presence or absence during that breeding seasen'’. According to the project DEIR,
Landmark Village will remove 1,820 acres of coastal sage scrub'® (the only habitat of the
California Gnatcatcher), which suggests that more than 20 surveys would have been required to
rcliably confirm the presence or absence of gnatcatchers. Yet, just ffve surveys were conducted,
in several cases at multiple locations on « single survey day'®. The areas to be impacted are far
100 large to cover in just five surveys. This inadequate survey design casts doubt on the
purported absence of California Gnateatcher at the site, and it could help explain why common
scrubland bird species known to occur in the region (e.g., Sage Sparrow) went unrecorded on

these gnatcatcher surveys.

" Cpased California Gratcatcher (Folhaprila cafifarnica califorsica) PresencefAbsence Survey Guidelines. February 28, 1997, Avatlable on the
World Wide Web: hripifwww hvs goviventura’sppinfofprotocolsfeoastial-gnatcatcher_survey-gutdclines pdf.

" DEIR.: section 4.4-3

¥ DEIR; Appendix 4 4j-0.



Inadequate bird surveys for a variety of important habitats seriously undermine the validity of the
environmental impact anaiysis conducted for the Landmark Village project. Most troubling,
those habitats that were best-surveyed, such as the riparian woodland along the Santa Clara
River, wiil be relatively safe from development, whereas those that were essentially unsurveyed,
agricultural and grassland areas, are the ones to be mestly destroyed by proposed development.
The ramifications of the project's incomplete surveys and inadequate analyses are discussed

below.
3. Status of sensitive bird species portrayed inaccurately

Information about the status of sensitive species in the project area is scattered throughout the
Biota section and in the Appendices, making it difficult to locate and interpret. A careful reading
of the document reveals more than 30 sensitive bird species known or believed to occur on or in
the vicinity of the Landmark Village project site, Of course, not al} of these birds are present
throughout the year, and some may be only marginal in occurrence in the arca (i.e., they may

visit the site only occasionally).

Even the species that are listed as occurring on the site are accompanied by virtually no specific
information on their local status and distribution that would allow members of the public or
decision-makers 10 judge the impact of the development on their survival. For example, one
species formerly common throughout California, the Loggerhead Shrike, is now nearing
extinction as a nesting species on the coastal slope of scuthern California and adjacent Baja
California, mostly as a result of urbanization™. Fewer than five birds have been recorded on the
Santa Clarita Christmas Bird Count each year since ifs inception in 2002, and it is possible that
Newhall Ranch may have onc of the largest resident populations in coastal southern California -
three individual birds were observed during a briel tour of a small portion of the project area in
December 2006, and suitable habitat exisits virtually throughout the project area. Although
shrikes were occasionally reported on the 2002-2004 bird surveys, the preferred habitat for this
species - agricultura] ficlds such as those along Hwy. 126 - went unsurveyed during the
preparation of this DEIR, and are now slated for conversion to residential development. which is

incompatible with breeding shrikes.

An almost identical situation exisits for the California Homned Lark; indecd, the development of

Mewhall Ranch could nearly ¢liminate remaining suitable breeding habitat for this species on the
coastal siope of Los Angeles and Crange countics. Yet, virtuaily no information on this species

on the Landmark Village site is presented in the DEIR or in previous environmental

documentation for the project area.

Bird species that the DEIR preparer reports as having the potential to occur on the site (Table
4.4-6 Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site) were given
equaily uneven and vaguc treatment in the document. These include:

o Merlin (Falco columbarius)
+ Yellow-billed Cuckoo {Coccyzus americanus)
» Long-cared Owl

MSee, g, Unitt, P! 2004 Binds of San Diego Couary. San Dhego County Musewm of Matural History.



Western Burrowing Ow!

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher {Empidonax traillii extimis)
Coastal Californta Gnatcatcher

Summer Tanager (Piranga rubra)

Bell's Sage Sparrow (Amphispiza belli belii)

s Tricolored Blackbird

Some of these species are probably simply not present, such as the riparian obligates (cuckoo,
flycatcher and tanager). all of which were probably adequatecly surveyed for during the
preparation of the DEIR. The Merlin is fairly commeon throughout southern California, including
in urban areas. and is no longer considered to be a California Bird Species of Special Concern®!,

However, the Long-eared Owl was simply not surveyed within the project area, as it is only
detected through noctumal surveys (which were not conducted). Interestingly, this ow] was
recorded from upland portions of the ranch®?, and there is a very hi gh probability of its occurring
within the development footprint given its preferred habitat dense groves of trees surrounded by

grassland or agriculture lands.

The Burrowing Owl is almost defimitely present on the ranch; Dudek & Associates (2006:36)
refers to Newhall Ranch employees mentioning "groundowls” (sic), which are almost certainly
this species. Unfortunately, the preferred habitat of the Burrowing Owl, level, non-native
grassland and cultivated fields/pastureland, went unsurveyed during the preparation of the DEIR.
This owl is essentially extirpated on the coastal slope southern California, and large, private
ranches such as Newhall Ranch may be its last hope of survival in the region. Had grassland
been surveyed on the site, we might know the locations of their colonies and would have a

chance to plan around them.

Unlike the Burrowing Owl, the Bell's Sage Sparrow is locally common throughout the Santa
Clarita area {D.S. Cooper, unpubl. data). being resident in coastal sage scrub and chamise
chaparral. For example, since 2002 participants on the Santa Clarita Christmas Bird Count have
found this sparrow in Newhall, Castalc, Sand Canyon and along the north side of Hwy. 126 vic.
Castaic Creek. This species’ purported absence from the whele of Newhall Ranch is simply not
credible; it js possible that the single bird surveyor employed by Newhall Land may not have
been familiar with its vocalizations, which resembles those of other sparrow species.

As for the Tricolored Blackbird, the lack of observations during the surveys for the project raises
concern - dozens of these distinctive birds winter in the agricultural fields of Newhall Ranch that
are proposed for conversion to houses as part of the Landmark Village, with birds easily seen
and heard from pull-outs along The Old Road {D.8. Cooper, unpubl. data). Nesting Tricolored
Blackbirds were found recently just west of the project area along Salt Creek™ and the species is
known to breed in marshes along the entire northern flank of the San Gabriel Mountains. (D.S.
Cooper, unpubl. data). Since potential ncsting habitat was apparently unsurveyed on the
Landmark Village site, 1t is possible that additional brecding sites are located here.

* Point Reves Bied Observatony, anpubl. deia,
* Dudek & Associales 2006,
" F. Hovore, Frank Hovore & Assocines. Inc., pers. comer. May 2003,



Given these obvious errors and omissions, i is unsurprising that several of the specles
categorized as Special-Stats Wildlife Species Not Expected on the Project Site (italics mine;
Table 4.4-7) include two birds that are, in actuality, very much expected on the project site. One
of these, the Prairie Falcon, was recorded by Dudek & Associates on Newhall Ranch®, and has
been recorded annually in the Santa Clara River Valley in winter (D.S. Cooper, unpubl. datz),
Oddly, the Prairie Falcon was listed in Table 4.4-6 as likely o suffer significant impact due to
project implementation. How could a bird suffer a significant impact if it is not expected on the

project site?

An almost identical situation exisits for the Ferruginous Hawk, listed in Table 4.4-7 as being not
expected on the project site. An adult Ferruginous Hawk was well seen by Newhall Land
employees and local conservationists on a bricf site tour on 11 December 2006 {pers. obs.}, and
in the same area during the 2006 Christmas Bird Count later in the menth, in typical habitat {dry,

barren cultivated field).

Regardless of these contradictions and omissions, the fact that neither Preiric Falcon nor
Ferruginous Hawk was listed in recent bird surveys in no way suggests (a) that they don't cccur
on the site, nor (b) that they would not be impacted by project implementation. Winter bird
surveys are required o detect Ferruginous Hawks, which are present in southern California only
from November to March; Prairie Falcons would #ot be expected to occur along a forested river
where most of the bird surveys took place, but would be seen foraging over dry scrub and
grassland - the very habitat slated for development. Nesting falcons require isolated rock and
sandstone outcrops, and only through a systematic search of these features in the region would
one detect nesting Prairie Falcon, a species nearly extirpated (if not entircly so) as a breeder in

coastal southern California.
4. The DEIR mischaracterizes impacts to sensitive bird species.

Numerous sensitive species known or suspected to ocour in the project area are listed as being
poised to suffer a Not Significant impact from the development, which implies that either they
are not regularly present, or that mitigation measures will offset the loss of habitat, human
disturbance, and other threats associated with build-out of the praoject. While some of these
sensiilve species (e.g., the Vermilion Flycatcher) are unlikely to be affected simply by virtue of
their marginal occurrence here, others almost definitely reside within the footprint of the
propased development, including the numerous small tributaries of the Santa Clara River slated
for cement channelization and in the extensive agricultural lands 10 be replaced by houses. For
example, two common riparian wood!land nesters, Cooper's Hawk and Yellow Warbler, were
recorded on several of the 2002-04 bird surveys, but the DDEIR omits location data on where they
occur within the project area, much less information on nest locations that would be necessary
for their management on the site. Thercfore, it is difficult to determine that project
implementation will entail less than significant impacts to these species.

A simiiar situation invelves species that the DEIR claims will suffer 4 significant impact with the
completion of Newhall Ranch [see Table 4.4-1 Significant Biological Impacts - Newhall Ranch
Specitic Plan and WRP (= Valencia water reclamation plant)]. As with the non-significant
impacts, the data presented are impiausible, and in some cases, are contradicted outright later in

* Dudek & Associates 2006, p. 21



the Biota section. For cxample, we learn from Table 4.4-} that the (State threatened) Swainson's
Hawk a) occurs on the site and b} would suffer a significant impact from the development, even
after mitigation mecasures are undertaken. However, the document provides no description of the
species' usage of the site elsewhere in the document, and this hawk apparently went undetected
during surveys conducted here in 2002, 2003 and 2004, Of course, the mitigation guidelines do
not discuss what might be done to reduce the project's significant impacts te Swainson's Hawks,
which require groves of tall trees surrounded by grassland or agricultural lands for breeding. in
reality, the Swainson's Hawk neither brecds nor winters on or near the site; the only known
nesting sites in southern California are located within a handful of ranchyards in the northeastern

Antelope Valley™.

Another sensitive bird species listed in Table 4.4-1 as likely to suffer significant impacts and yet
discussed nowhere in the report 1s the Mountain Plover (Charadrius montanus), a California Bird
Species of Special Concern. [1s inclusion is perplexing - it is known to occur in just four parts of
southern Califerma, the eastern Antclope Valley, the San Jacinto and Lower Colorado River
valleys in Riverside County, 2nd the Imperial Valley in Imperial County; all far from *he project
area. Because its preferred habitat, extensive cultivated fields, persists along Highway 126 in
Newhall Ranch, the potential exists that Mountain Plover cowld occur here, but only in winter.
However, since no winter bird surveys were conducted on or arpcund the site, it is impossible 10
assess whether or they do occur. Once again, the DEIR provides no way for a reader to cvaluate

the conclusions reached therein.

Other sensitive/protected species listed as poiscd to suffer significant impacts include the Golden
Eagle, Northern Harrier, White-tailed Kite, Ferruginous Hawk, Sharp-shinned Hawk and
Burrowing Owl. Though some of these raptors {e.g., Sharp-shinned Hawk) are still commen in
the region, others are not. The Golden Eagle, for example, has declined so severely in southern
California that only a few pairs nest regularly in Los Angeles County in remote hills and
mountains far from urban development. Yet, no information is revealed about Gelden Eagle in
the region, other than that & note that it will suffer a significant impact following build-out.
Becausc no raptor surveys were conducted that might have located nesting and foraging sites, we
may never know whether this project will extirpate the Gelden Eagle from Los Angeles County.
Another rare raptor, the White-tailed Kite, may be nowhere more common in Los Angeles
County than along the Santa Clara River - 2006 saw a half-doven breeding pairs® which may be

a majority of the total number nesting in the entire county.
5. Mitigation measures are insufficient fo benefit impacted species.

The Landmark Village DEIR appears to rely on three matn conservation strategies to minimize
and mitigate impacts 1o sensitive species:

1. Preservation of & "Santa Clara River Corridor” (section 4.4-93)
2. Preservation of a "large block of relatively undisturbed habitats on higher elevations into
the Santa Susana Mountains”, which extends down 10 the Santa Clara River west of the

site (section 4.4-93)
Avoiding disturbance to nesting birds during construction (described below)

L]

* K L. Garrett, Los Angeles County Museom of Nawrat History, pers. comm. Dee. 2006.
* [ Swift. Placerita Canyon County Park, pers. comn., Iee 2006,
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Mitigation for nurrowing the riparian corridor in the project area should include the
establishment of a large riparian reserve that includes g broad section of the intact riparian
corridor from the channel to upland habitar. The reserve should contain existing mature
cottonwood and willow foresis that have been nearly extirpated from most of the river. The
developer currenily owns the last large area of this type downstream of the proposed project,

The DEIR includes almost no detail on proposed actions that would actually mitigate permanent
and significant impacts fo sensitive specics that are known or suspected to occur on the site.
Rather, it suggests that these impacts would be reduced because of proposed preservation of
habitat along a comridor along the mainstem of the Santa Clara River and in the rugged hills on
the southwestern comer of the site (the "High Country" and the off-sitc Salt Creek drainage).
The Santa Clara River has been reasonably well-surveyed. but virtually nothing is known about
the wildlife elsewhere on the ranch, in particular the High Country/Salt Creek area, which has
apparently never been visited by an ornithologist " This is especially troubling because very
few sensitive bird species known to occur in arcas propoesed for development are also present in
the High Country or Salt Creek areas®™. Recent surveys turned up just five such species
(compared with the 17 sensitive bird Spccies known or likely to occur within proposed grading
arcas), and the DEIR provides no distributional or abundance information on these five. Since
the DEIR fails to demonstrate that preservation of the High Country and Salt Creek arcas is
likely to benefit many of the species to be impacted by Landmark Village, the DEIR should not
identify preservation of these areas as providing mitigation for significant impacts to these

species.

Rather than suggesting meaningful mitigation that preserves sensitive species and habitats where
they occur, the DEIR instead offers only vague guidelines to be followed should such mitigation
projects be initiated, and proposes no specific remedies to offset what it ackowledges would be
significant impacts to a variety of species and habitats. In fact, the DEIR relies on a single
guideline, LV 4.4-8 * as the sole mitigation action to be taken to reduce impact levels below
significance for the majority of the affected sensitive bird species. Rather than setting aside
habitat for these species or directing development away from sensitive habitats (aside from the
flood-prone riverbed and court-mandated rare plant reserves), LV 4.4-8 suggests simply delaying
development activitics (e.g., grading, landscaping) if nests are located during construction.
Given that the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act requires the exact same course of action, L.V
4.4-8 has no practical effect. Once birds are finished nesting in the late summer or fall,
construction and resultant habitat climination would be permitted under this mitigation measurc.

By failing to identify feasibie measures to mitigate this project's many significant impacts to
sensitive species, the DEIR clearly violates the requirements of CEQA. Mitigation
recommendation LV 4.4-8 - delaying construction oniy where nests are found - is listed as the
primary mitigation measure for nearly 2{ bird species that occur or potentially occur on the site.
Because 1.V 4.4-8 1s insufficient as mitigation, we consider the following species to be especially

vulnerable 1o significant impacts here:

¥ The DEIR relies upun a seriously fuwed biological report by Dudek & Associates (2006} which included na bird surveys. onfy incidental
sightings; many of the most common birds of the region {e.g.. Greater Roadrunner. California Thrasher) arc not Jisted as having ieen observed by

Dudek binlogists.

*® Dudek & Associates 2006, p. 81-84.
* *Within 30 days of ground disturbance activities associated with construction or grading. . the applicant shall have weekly surveys conducted by

a qualified biologisw 1o determmine il active nests._are present in the disowrbanee zone.,."

il



s Known to occur on Landmark Village site

Cooper's Hawk
Southern California Rufous-crowned Sparrow (Aimophlia ruficeps canescens)

Lawrence's Goldfinch {Carduelis lawrerncei}
Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia)
White-tailed Kite

Horned Lark

Yellow-breasted Chat (fcferia virens)

Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii pusilius)
I.oggerhead Shrike

OO0 0000000

» Potentially occurring™

Tricolored Blackbird

Bell's Sage Sparrow

Long-eared Owl

Western Burrowing Owl
Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher
Summer Tanager

Coastal Californta Gnatcatcher

CQ0OQ Q00 oco0ooo

Even addressing only those species knows (to the DEJR preparers) from the site, it seems hi ghly
unlikely that grassland-dependent species such as Loggerhead Shrike and Horned Lark would
not suffer a significant impact faliowing the destruction of their preferred habitat (grassland,
cultivated fields, pastureland) on the site, as proposed by the project, While these birds might
get a "reprieve” during construction {assuming their nests can be found and left undisturbed),
once the project is built, they would have no place to return to nest in the future.

Unfortunately, because so many species were so poorly surveved (see above), we have no
information on where their nests or consistent populations occur on the sitc, much less how to

suggest mitigation to benefit them.

5. The DEIR propaoses an unacceptable magnitude of impact to sensitive bird species
and their habitats,

The Landmark Village DEIR actually presents two categories of impact; first, those to resources
within the eatire 10,000-acre Newhall Ranch development (including the Landmark Viilape) as
addressed in the original Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Impacts associated onfy with Landmark
Village (the first phase of Newhall Ranch), are discussed later in the document®',

Even after mitigation, the impacts from implementing Landmark Village would apparently still
be significant, and include the outright climination of over 3,000 acres of wildlife habitat,
including two sensitive habitat types (coastal sage scrub and Valiey Gak woodland); substantial

™ ividenee for Tricolored Blackbird. Helfs $age Sparrow and Westem Burmuwing Owt accurring on the sile is discussed above,
1 See sections 4.4-T0 o 4.4-82.
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impacts to 10 scnsitive bird species (in the report); 2plus indirect and cumulative impacts thal the
preparers admit cannot be mitigated (Table 4.4-1)*

Even without appropriate surveys for grassland species, nesting raptors, owls, or winlering birds
the DEIR still predicts that many unavoidabie, signtficant impacts will occur with the
construction of Landmark Viilage. These admitied unavoidable impacts of oniy the Landmark

Village site include:

I. "Permanent conversion” (i.e., elimination) of 267.27 acres of coastal sage scrub, a
sensitive plant community.
2. "Permanent net loss" of 918,84 acres of wildlife habitat.
Loss of oak woodland and protected oak trees.
4. "Unaveidably significant” impacts to three bird species:
a. Southern Caiifornia Rufous-crowned Sparrow
b. Northem Harrier
¢. White-tailed Kite

b

Even assuming that these effects represent the only significant impacts of implementing the
Landmark Village project. two of these bird species, the Northern Harrier and White-tailed Kite,
are sufficiently imperiled in the region to request more thorough surveys be conducted in
appropriate habitat to determine their locations and/if they are nesting, and then possibly require
a re-cvaluation of the project design and its proposed mitigation.

The Northern Harrier is a grassland-dependent raptor that was historically common throughout
southern California. It nests in extensive grassland, on the ground or in matted reeds, and
requires short herbaceous vegetation (e.g., grass. short reeds, barren/cultivated land) for loraging.
In Los Angeles County, is most numerous in the Antelope Valley, where it breeds locally {e.g.,
at the Pivte Ponds). On the coastal slope of the county, recent (non-historical) breeding has been
suspected only in the Puente Hilis*. Birds are more widespread in winter, accurring in
grasslands near Santa Clarita and in the Santa Monica Mountains, but are still highly localized
and nearing extirpation in much of the Los Angeles Basin. The totai breeding popuiation of
Northern Harrier in Los Angeles County is certainly fewer than 5 pairs, and breeding may not
even occur every year. The discovery of nesting Northern Harrier on Newhall Ranch would be a
significant discovery, and a "significant impact” to the population here should be avoided or

mitigated.

White-tailed Kite is another grassland-dependent raptor, but unlike the harrier, it selects as nest
sites 1all, often isolated clumps of trees surrounded by short grassland for foraging. Known
breeding areas in Los Angeles County are very few, and are restricted to remote areas of the
Santa Monica Mountains, Santa Susanna Mountains, the Santa Clara River, and the Puente Hills.
Oceasional breeding occurs elsewhere in the [.os Angeles area, such as within flood-control
basins. The total population of this species in the county is low - well under 100 individuals
during winter - with possibly as few as 10 breeding pairs each year. Therefore, we assert that a

¥ Sensitive bird spectes i be significantly impacied on Mewhall Ranch, even after mitigation, include: Norhern Harier. Southem California
Ruofous-crowned Sparrow, Tricolored Blackbind, White-tailed Kite, Swainson's Hawk, Mountain Plover. Bell's Sage Spartow, Ferruginouns iawk,
western Burtowing Owl, Sharp-shinned Hawk, and Golden Eagle: nol all ol these are considered by the DEIR as present on lands affecied by the
construction of Landmark Village. but rather are [l to occur on habitats elsewhere on the ranch.

T Cooper, (1%, 2000, Breeding Jandbirds of a highly-threatened opea space: the FFuente-Chine Hills, Californiy Western Birds 31:213-234,



significant impact to this small pepulation is unacceptable and should he avoided or properly
mitigated.

6. The DEIR fails to provide the "fuil environmental context™ mandated under CEQA
Scction 15125 (c).

All CEQA lead agencies have a tesponsibility to ensure the compelence, thoroughness, and
objectivity of the consultants retained to prepare CEQA documentation for a piven project. This
15 a inatter of due diligence. since certification of demonstrably inadequate CEQA

documentation leaves the lead agency vuincrable to legal challenge by citizens who have no
other recourse for achieving impartial, reasonable planning of their communities and natural
open spaces. The deficiencies of the biclogical resources section of the Landmark Village DEIR
are 0 pervastve that the most important points of ¢contention identified herein probably cannot be
resolved without prepartion of a revised DEIR. The revised document should be circulated for

another round of public review,

SUGGESTED REMEDIES

We assert that a// sensitive species that were not adequately surveved during the preparation of
the Landmark Village DEIR be re-cvaluated and. if nccessary, re-surveyed. As outlined below,
this would specifically apply to the three taxa entirely overlooked in the preparation of the DEIR:
nesting and wintering rapiors; nocturnal species; and grassland-dependcent species. The actual
status of each, including nesting sites as applicable, must be addressed in an ammended DEIR
before any impact analysis is attempted. Specifically, these species include:

California Condor {overlooked)

Golden Eagle {nesting raptor)

Cooper's Hawk (nesting raptor)

Ferruginous Hawk (winter-only; grassland obligate}
Northern Harrier (grassland obligate)

White-tailed Kite {nesting raptor)

Prairie Falcon (nesting raptor)

Short-eared Owl (overlooked; winter-only; grassland obligate)
. Long-eared Owl (noctumal}

12. California Spotted Owl (overlooked)

11. Burrowing Owl (grassland obligate)

12. Loggerhead Shrike (grassland obligate)

13. Horned Lark (grassland obligate)

R

e

Foilowing this analysis, we suggest the adoption and implementation of reasonable mitigation to
offset the projected impacts - as well as any new impacts discovered after surveys for the above
species. Once satisfactory mitigation measures are identified and agreed upon, only then should
Newhall Land use the guidelines sct forth in the DEIR for implementing them; the guidelines
described in the DEIR, such as LV 4.4-8, do not constitute mitigation measures.

Examples of appropriate mitigation ¢ould include the following actions:



¢ Permanent protecuon of a large agricultural reserve along Highway 126 maintained as
cultivated Nelds or irrigated pastureland for grassland birds and other wildlife species.

» Adequate undeveloped buffers along tributaries, including seasonal streams, and a
project-wide prohibition on the use ¢f concrete culveris (o replace these vital natural
riparian sysiems.

* [Establishment of permanent reserves for sensitive coastal sage scrub, prassland and
riparian-dependent birds that are consistent with existing concentrations of these species
within the site boundaries (requires initial and ongoing surveys for Northern Harrier,
Loggerhead Shrike, Summer Tanager, Bell's Sage Sparrow, ctc.).

» Establishment of ecological reserves or at least passive-recreation parks around raptor
nesting and foraging areas, particularly for rare and declining species such as Northern
Harrier, Golden Eagle, White-tailed Kite and Short-eared Owl.

In summary, based on our comments herein, we find that the avian analysis in the Biota section
of this DEIR is inadequaie and incompiete and request that, based on our specific
recommendations above, a new EIR ke submitted with additional data on bird species and

appropriate mitigation measures.

Respectiully submitted,

6lun Nl

Glenn Olson
Executive Dircctor

ol Garry George, Executive Director, Los Angeles Audubon Society
Marianne Slaughter, President, Ventura Audubon Society
Kris Ohlenkamp, President, San Fernando Valley Audubon Society
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[File No.: 5409107.13086

Mr. Danie] Fierros

Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Stroet

L.os Anpeles, CA 80012

Dear Mr., IFierrps:

This is in response to the Notice of Completion for the Landmark Village Project. The proposcd
project will be located in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County and within the
jurisdiction of the Calilornia Highway Patrol. Traffic enforcement and accident investigation
will he the responsibility of our agency.

In reviewing this project, State Clearinghouse Number 2004021002, our concern is the cllect this
project will have on traffic. The project will significantly increase trallic volwme on SR-126 and
interstate 5. This will undoubtedly affect the Moorpark and Ventura CIIP Area as well as the
Newhall CHP Area. Additionally, we have preat concern for the additional roadways which
would necessitate addironal resources and officers to provide traflic enforcemunt, emergency
incident management, public service, assistance and accident investigation, This arca has been
very tural and sparsely populated and theref{ore not subjected to the level of patrol
responsibilities which we are currently lacing in the Santa Clarita Valley metropolnan area.
Accordingly. this arca will need a substantial increasc in resources {rom the Newhall CHE Arca.

1{" you have any questions or concerns, Sergeant Jacobs will be the contlact person {or the
Newhall CHP Area and may be reached at the above address or telephone nurmber. Thank you
for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,
- i

Li— L Vo
£ b e

' S. V. BERNARID. Captain
Commander
~Newhall Area

¢ Southern Division
{MTice of Special Projects

Safery, Service, and Security
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22 Jancary 2007

Mr Daniet Fiarros

Department of Regional Planning
GCounty of Los Angeles

320 West Temple Street

Los angeles, CA 90012

SCAG Comments on the Notice of Availabdity of 2 Draft EIR for the Lardmark
Village Project - SCAG No. | 20060771

RE:;

Crear My Fiermos,

Thank you for submitting the DEIR for 'he Lendmark Vilage Project 1o the Southern
Califorria Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and commenl  As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Execulive Order 12372, 3CAG
reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional pians. This
activily is based on SCAG's responsibilities as & regional planning organization pursuant
to skgie ang federal laws ang reégulations. Gudance provided by these reviews s
inlended to assist lccal agencies and project spensors to taka actions that contribule 1o
the attainment of regional goals and pelicies,

SCAG staff reviewed the aforementioned DEIR, and has determined that the proposed
proiect is regionally significant per the Calformia Environmental Guahty Act (CEQA)
Guidelings {Section 15206). The proposed proiect considars ovar SO0 residential units,

CEQA requires that EiRs discuss any meonsistencies between the pioposed project and
applicable general plans and regional plans (Sscton 15125 [d]L if Mere are
inconsistencies, an explanaton and rationaiizalion for such inconsislencies should be

crovided.

Peiicies of SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Reqgional Transpotation
Fian, and Compass Growth Vision that may e applicable to your project are outlined in
the attachment. We expect the FEIR to specifically cite the eppropriate SCAG policies and
address the manner in which the project 15 consistent with applicable core policies or
suppontive of applicable anciiary policies. Piease use our palicy numbers to -efer lo them
n your FEIR, Als0, we would encourage you to use a side-by-side comparisan of SCAG
policies with 8 aiscussion of the Donmsten-:y or support of the policy with the proposed
project.

SCAG's Compass Growh Vision. adopted in 2004, encourages better relationships
batwesn housing, transporiation, and empicyment. For a ¢learer understanding of the
intent of  and  possibliies  with  Compass,  please  consult  our  wehsiie,
wwey £00alCOMEass org 1N Addition to the guidence offered in this letler.

Please provide a missmum of 45 days for SCAG to review the FEIR when this decument is
avallabhe. If you nave any queshons regarding the attached comments, please cantact me
al (213) 236-1818. Thank you.

Sincerely,
-

Associate Regional Planner
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22 january 2007
Mr. Baniel Fierros
Page 2
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE LANDMARK VILLAGE PROJECT
SCAG NQ. ! 20060771
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

—

The Landmark Village Project proposes to develop the 292.6 acie Landmark Village tragt map sile,
locatod in the first phase of the Riverwood Village of the Newhall Rasch Specific Plan - Tne tract map site
proposes consiiuction of 1,444 resicental dweling units {308 singie-famiy units, 1,138 mulb-family units),
up to 1,033,000 square feet of mixed-use/commercial uses, a S-acre elementary school, a 16-acre
community park, a fire statien, public and privale recreational facilities, trails, and road improvements.
Several off-site project-related components would be developed o an additional 750.9 acres of land that
is mosty within the approved Specific Plan boundary. The entre project site compnises approximately
1,044 gross acres. in addition, the applicant is requesting the approval of the following enlitiements: ()
Genefal Plan Amendment, Sub-Pian Amendmenl and Specific Plan Amendment; {b} Vesting Tentative
Tract Map; {c) Significant Ecelogicat Area (SEA) Conditional Use Permit [CUPY () Oak Tree Permit; (]
or.Site Soil Transport Approval: () CUP for off-site grading; and (g) Modification to edopled Cournly
Fioodway Iimits.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

Tne Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of he Regional Comgrehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG)
contains the following policies ihat are particularly eppheable and should be addressed in the EIR for the

Landmark Vilage Project.

301 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's Regional Councit and
thal reflect local plans and poficies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of implementzfion and

review.

Reqgional Growth Forecasts

The EIR should reflec the most curment SCAG forecasts, which are the 2004 RTP (April 2004 Population,
Househeid and Employment forecasts. The forgcasts for your region, subreglons, and nearest city e s

falkows:

Adopted SCAG Regionwide Forecasts

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Population [ 1e208661 [ 20181117 ] 21,137,513 22035416 | 22,890,797 |
Households ~ B072578 ! 6,463,402 | 6.665.355 1 7.263519 1 7,660,107
Emaioyment © 8729182 | g.198 618 | 0650847 | 10.100.776 | 10827202
Adopted Morth Los Angeles County Forecasts

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Pupulation | 735262 T gepoes ;967387 | 1076013 | 1179228
Househoids So1e38 | 256086 | 202688 | 327745 . 362324
Empioyment [ 315055 | 235070 | 253417 | 270,409 [ 286286 |

DOC#130TEs
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22 January 2007
Mr, Daniel Figrres
Page 3

City of Santa Clarila Fargcasts

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Population 487795 |, 200104 |  211.367 | 221815 | 23186 |
Households 62837 | 67832 72883 | 77369 g2.806 |
Employrment . 57,248 : 60,641 | 4,012 ' B7,133 70.578 i

* The 2004 RTP growth forecast at the regional, county and subregional level was adopted by RC in April,
2004, City totals are the sum of small area data and should be used for advisory purpoeses eaoly.

SCAG staff comments: The Draft EIR, Secton 2.0 at page 2.0-19 addressed the consistency of
the project with this SCAG policy with the following:

“Based on SCAG's mos! recent foragasts, by the year 2025, tha Las Angates region s
expectad to grow 1o approximately 22.6 million people, representing 7.4 million househald
units and 9.9 milion jobs, This growth regresents a population increase of 34.5 percent,
an increass in nausing of 37.9 percent, and an increase m employment of 342 percent
batwaen the years 3000 and 2025, SCAG's distribulion of ragional growth was developed
through the subvagionsl planning process,  Deveigpment of the proposed project will
aceommodate an norease in sapulation of about 3,580 persons and 1,444 hausipg Jnits.
The rescltant increase in tegion-wide population is planned and considered negligible,
While the proposed project wouid rot create significart or oermanent empioyment
cpportuaities, it waald pravide new Fousing i suppert of existing and new emptoymart
oppGRunities expectad o pooyr in the Santa Clanta Valley. A detafied analysis of tne
project's corsistency witn tha population 2nd housing (orecasts for the Morth Los Angeles
County subregion and City of Santa Claritz 1s providec in the Newhali Ranch Specific

Plan Program EfR."

SCAG concurs with [his assesament and concludes that the projest would be Consistent with
Paolicy 3.01.

303 The timing, financing, and lacation of public faciities, utiity systems, and transportation sysiems shafl
be used by SCAG to impiement the regron’s growtl poficies.

SCAG staff comments: The Draft EIR, Secton 2.0 pages 2.0-19 and 2.0-10, provides a ¢iscuss.on
on the consistency of the project with this SCAG paiicy with the following:

“The proposed Lancmark Vilage project represents the first phase of the Newhall Ranch
Specifc Plan, wivch contams backbone water, sewer, and drainage pfans thal generally
idantify the size and lpcation of needed infiastruciure.  The proposed project would be
developed aver five years as part of Vesling Tentalive Tract Map Mo, 53108, which
represeits the phasirg mechanism uset by the Jpecific Plan to idenltify the fiming and
sizing of necessary infrastrictung.

Given the existence of the approverd Specific Plan, and that the propased project is logated
adjacen: to exisling infiastructre, Lanomark, Village would represent an ardetly progiesson
of developmant thal weuld aid i implementing the region's growth policies. The proposed
project wauld use various techniques currently vailable far financing and maintananse of
pubiic faciities, streers, and utiVies, For exampie, the applicant could decide to finance the
iNfrastructure a1 Services necessary lo serve the project through 2 Community Fagililies
Dnstnct under the prowisions of the Melle-Roos Communities Faciiies Act of 1582, Such a
districtis formed ko firance designated pubhc services and capital fecilities by lewying special
taxes witun the speaiic plan area.

Whie the ezacl financing method has ot vet Deen decided. the County and the popeity
gwnardeveinper must mutually agree % e method and enter into an agreemant reflecting

DOCA T4
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the selected finanzing and maintenance method.  As proposes, the project would be
consistent with the region's growth policies.”

SCAG concurs with this assessment and concluces that the proposed project is consisient with
SCAG palicy 3.03.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GUAL 10 IMPROVE THE REGIOWAL STANDARD OF
LIVING

Thre Growlh Management goals o cevelop urban forms that enable individuals to spenc less income on
nousing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that enable fims to be more
compelitive, strengthen the regional siralegic goal to stimulate the regicnal economy, The evaiuation of the
aroposed project In relaticn to the foliowing policies would be intended to guice efforts toward achievemen! of
sirch goals and dogs not infer regional interference with lacal fand use pawers

305 Erncourage patterns of urban development and iand use which reduce costs on infrastructure
sonstruction and make better use of existing faciitiss.

SCAG staff comments: Please see commens under 3,10,

200 Support lacal junsdictions’ efiorts to mwwmize the cost of infrastructure and public service delivery,
and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and the provision of services.

SCAG siaff comments: Please see comments under 3,10,

310 Support Jocal jurisdictions’ actions {o mirimize red tape and expedite i parmiting process fo
mantain economic vitality and competitiveness.

SCAG stall comments; The Dizfl EIR, Section 2.0 & pages 2.0-20, 2 0-21 addressed the
consstency of the project with SCAG policies 3.5, 3.9, and 3.10 by the following:

“The Landmark Village site 1s lucaled near existing urban uses that ara supported
sy 2 full complement of roadways, waler, sewer, eleclricity, natural gas,
communicatons links, cable, angd olher urban infrastructure.  |n addition, existing
development in the area is served by local law enforcernent and fire protection
services. As a result, extension of these services to proposed on-site Uses walld
make use of exisling facillies. Projecl residents would generate revenue n the
form of property taxes, fess, elc., which would be aveilable to the Counly to fund
public services on sitg, such as fire and police services, flood control, library
services, street maintenance. and wasiewater freatment  Revenues for capiial
imprevements would also be generated by the project arectly through vanous forms
of development fees, including, but Aot limited to, bridge and thoroughfare fees, fire
faclities fees, sewer annexation and construclion fees, and school fees. |n addition,
the proiect would byild 2l on-site roadways, potable water, sewer, energy, and
GOMMuUticalions systems, as weil as share in the upgrade of all affected roadways.
Finanging mechanisms for needed on-site infrastruclure improvernents and
supporing public service facilibes could possisly inClude, but are not limited 1o,
private financing, assessment disiricts, fee districts. and Melio-Roos districts.  As
such the project s consisient with these RCPG policies.”

DOC130784
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Page O

SCALS concurs with this assessmert angd concludes that e proposed project is consistent with

SCAG policies 3.5, 3.9, and 3.10.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TQ IMPROVE THE REGIONAL QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals 1o aligin mobilty end ciean air goals and to develop Jarban forms that
ennance gquality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that preserve gpen space ang natural
resources, and that are aesihetically pieasing and preserve the charecter of communites, enhance the
regiona; strategic goal of maindaining the regional qualily of lfe. The evaluetion of the proposed project in
relation to the following policies would be intended to prov.de direction for plan impementation, and does not

allude to regional mandates.

312  Encourage existing or proposed focal jurisdictions' programs aimed o designing fand uses wiich

£

encourage the use of ransil and thus reduce the nead for roadway cxpansion, reduce the number of
aulo trips and vemicle mites traveled, and create opportunities for residants fo walk and bike.

SCAG stafl commen!s: Please see comments under 3,14

314 Support local plans fo increase density of fufure development focated &l strategic points along the

regionat commuter rall, iransit systems, and activity canters,

SCAG staff comments: The Drafl EIR, Section 2.0 pages 2.0-21 and 2.0-22, provides a discussian

on the consistency of the oroject with SCAG policies 3.12 and 3.14 with the foliowing:

SCAG concdrs with this assessmenl and concluges that the proposed project is consistent with

DOCK130784

“Two major transit carriers serve the Landmark Viltage projact study area, the Senta Clarita
Transit [SCT] system aperated by the City of Santa Clarila and Metrofink cperated by the
Seuthem Calformia Fogional Rail Authority {SCRRA)  The SCT largely serves the Santa
Clarita Valey, while Mewrolink curiently serves Ventura, Los Angshss, San Bernarding,
Riverside, Crange, and San Diego Counlies.

Tha SCT route passes the rasl map Sike via 3F-126 and provides service 1o the Santa
Clafita and Newhall Metrobrk Stahons, the Valsnem ngustial and Commerce Cenlters, and
the Valenoia Town Centan ared. Buses run gvery 30 minutes. Route 2 cannects with other
ous roates At MeBaan Transter Siaticn, and connects witn commuter baing at e Jan Heidt
teliolink Station in Newhall, Major destnations along Route 2 are Soledad Entertzinment
Canter. Newhall Newhall Metrodnk Station, Valencia Tows Cenler, Valencia Industrial
Tenter, Valancia Cormmerce Center, and Val Verda.

SCT commuter husses provide regional service tn downtown Los Angeles, the San
Fernands Vailey and the Antelope Valley

The propased project s consistent with these tansil policies because o wolld place
development in an area presently sarved by lpcal and regional transit. 1t can also be
considered consistent because of its extensive pedestrian and bicycle trails network, which
are linked lo adjacent uses and roadways. This netwark would provice project residents wit
a combination of transportation modes ineludimg  icyeling, walking, and  driving.
Fusthermore, because the praject has been des'gned lo pravide housing tat wouid suppat
ensting and new employment opporunides that are projected w0 coour in the Santa Clarita
Valey, it couid reduce travel distances and could creals sppertunities for ampioyees 1o walk
and bike to work.”
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SCAG policies 3.12 anp 314,

L17  Support and encourage seftfernent patterns which comain a range of urban densfties.

318 Encourage planned development in locations Jeast ikely to cause adverse environmental impacdt.

SCAG stalf comments: Please see comments under 3.19.

3.18  National Forasts shaff remain permanentfy preserved and used as open space. SCAG shall
suppGr! policies and actions that preserve open space areas ientified in local, state, and Federal
plans.

SCAG staff comments: The Draft EIR, Section 2.0 at pages 7.0-22 and 2.0-23 addressed the
consistency of the project with SCAG policies 3.17, 3.18. and 3.18 by the fallowing;

“The Lanamark Vifage tract map sils is largely tisturbed dus to ongong agrcdltusal activit
an< s planngd for developmert as parl of the Newhall Ranch Speciic Pan. which
impements the qoals and polcies of we Los Angeies County General Plan and Santa
Clara Valay Araawide Plan on 2 focused, sis-specific basis, The approved Nawhall
Ranch project site i= Jocated adjacent o developed uses and is subjact Lo the provisions of
the Specific Flan, The Specific Plan contains a conceptual developeent pian, development
reguigtions, design guidelnes, and implementation mechanisms consistent with the goals,
objectives, and policies of the Los Angeles County Generai Plan and Sanis Clarita Vailey
Argawide Plan, includ'ng those directad towards protection of open spate and natural
resSOUICES.

The project design was Covelopad consistant with the Resource Management Plan (Section
2.6 of the Specific Plan} and ins resowrce conservation objectives of the Specific Plan,
Design consideralions inglbded establishment of an adequate bufer between residential
usas ane sensit ve resaurcas 10 enhance the hatilal vatue of the naturat area and presserve
the river resgurses. To this end, roughly 38 acres of ihe Landmark Village project sita would
be dadicated o opsn space  The Landmark Village project would 2lso consiruct 3
Community Park consistent with the Specific Plen as well as trails and major ufility
easements that funcion as a saparation belween development areas south of the SR 126
and the Samta Clara River. For these reasons, the projact is consistent with these RCPG
policies.”

SCAG concurs with this assessmenl and concludes that the proposed projest 15 consislent with
5CAG palicies 3.17, 3.18, and 3.19,

F20 Vral esowres as waltands, groundwater recharge greas, woodfands, production fands, and land
cortaning unigue and endangered planfs and animals should be protected.

SCAG staff comments: The Draft CIR, Secion 2.0 at pages 2.0-23 tvough 2 .0-25 addressed Ihe
congstency of the projeot with tus SCAG policy by the followsng excerpted comments:

“The Landmark Village tact map sile is largeiy disturbed from angeing agncultural actraty
bui &t 15 located adjacent io lhe River Comdor SMA/SEA 23 SEA 23 was onrginglly
establishad along the Janta Clara River to prolect the variety of riparian habitat found witiia
and along e corridar. n general terms, the purpose of designating SEAS is tu maintain and
protect areas thal possess biotic resourcas that are uncomman, rare, umgue, o citical to
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327

the maimsnance of wichfe. More specfically. SEA 23 was established to conserve habiat
for four federally Iisted endangered species: (1) urarmared thres=spine stichleback, {2) lpast
Hell's vireo, (3} Seutnwestem pend turde, and {4} amoyo Southwestern oad in the Sama
Clanta Valtey.

The praposad Landmark Villags projact reprasants the first phase of constructon within the
MWewhall Ranch Specific Plan, and the applicanl is plasming o consiruct a number of
improvements within the Rrver Corridor SMASEA 23 as contemnplated by the Progrem SEA
CUP No. 94-087-(3), including the Long Canyon Road Bridge, irails, water quality basins,
bank stabiizalion. water and sewer utilty crossings. stomn drain outiets, and potential
ripanian mitigalon sites,

Consistent with the approved SEA CUP, the Landmark Village project has been dwsigned to
lessen direet and indrect impacts to the sensitive resources found willin the River Comidar
SMA/SEA 23, The site plan incorporaies 3 sethack to separaiz natural reseurces in the
River Carridor SMA/IEA 21 from the residential and mixed uses associated with the project,
Where improvernents must be constiuctad in e River Corridor S8ASEA 73, they have
haen sersiively desioned 1 minirize parmanant cisturbance.

The wanage conzect for Eandmark Yilage praposes the use of buried hank stabilzation
whefe recessary 0 protect agamst erosion except at bridge crossings, where exposed
grauted np-rap ar reinforced concrete would be used. . . . Conseguently, under most
cirsumstances, pmject impraverments would not hinder river flows or meguce 'he area of the
Aocdplain.  Instead, these fiows would spread acress Whe river channel, unaffacied by the
fank protection and bridge abutmeants

The Landmack Village trac! map site would also inrpdute people and animals into this
resource area as ihe projecl would implement a segment of the River Trail as idantified by
the Mastar Trails Plan of the MNewhall Ranch Specilic Plan, Mowever. access 1o 173ils in the
River Coridor SMA/SEA 23 must ba resticled to daytime hours as aefimed by the
managemen: comporant of the Resource Management Plan, In addition. the River Tral is
separated fom the natural resources by lenang or other bardgrs (o discourage intrusian inko
natural areas. Hased on the above, the project is considered consistent wih those policies.”

SCAG concurs with this assessment and concludes Lhat the proposed project 1s parvally consistent
with SCAG policy 3.20. The Orafi EIR, Seclion 4.4 discusses impacts from the Newhal Ranch
Specific Plan on biologueal resources that would remain significant afler miigation. It would be
helgful if the Final EIR wouid provide a discussion and address the manner m which Landmark
Village 18 suppoitive ar detracts from the achigvement of pritediing weliands, production lands, and
iand comtaining Jnigue and endangered plants and animals. Based on the informabon provided in
the Draft EIR, we are unable to determing if the project is fully consistent with Policy 3.20. Please
address this in the Final EiR.

Encourage the implarmentation of measures aimed at the preservalion and protection of recorded
and unrecorded cultural resowrces and archasoclogical sitas.

SCAG staff comments: The Draft EiR, Section: 4 22 addressed the consistency of the project with
this SCAG policy. The impac analysis of Landmark Yillage on archeclogical resources included an
examination of tre impacts of the Landmark Vllage project on the site's archeplogica: and
palecntological resources. Section 4.22 of the DEIR reiterated he Mitigation measures required by
the Agopted Newhall Ranch 3pecific Plan, as they relate to the Landmark Village Prgject and atsa
sel forth the Addiional Mitigation Measures proposed by this EIR. 4s such, SCAG concludes that

the proposad project is consistent with SCAG poticy 3.21.

Discourage developrmont, or encaurage the use of special design requirements, in arsas with
stesp stopes, figh fire, flood, and sgismic hazZerds.

DOCHI50784
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SCAG staff comments Plegse see comments under 3.23.

323  Epcovrage mitigation measures that reduce noise w1 cedain localions, messures aimed ai
. preservation of biclegical and ecological resources, measures thal wowld reduce exposure o
selsmic hazards, minimize sarthquake damags, and fo develop crrargency respgnse and recovery

plans.

SCAG staff comments: The Draft EIR. Section 2.0 al pages 2.0-25 and 2.0-26 addressed the
consistency of the project with SCAG policies 3.22 and 3.23 by the following:

“The Landmars Village tract map site is Alal and site developrment wauld not expose people
to hazards assaciated with steep slupes. As with all areas in Southarn Caifornia, the site is
subject to seismic hazards associated with wcal and regicnal faull systerns and uses on the
site would be subject 10 bulding codes addréssing seismis hazards. The site is lpeated
adjacent to the Santa Clara River and portions of the site are within the Federal Emergency
Management Act [FEMAY 100-year flaog bouncary.  The project comtaing a drainage
goncept that wouid protes! people gnd develgpment from flopd hazards. In addition, the Los
Angeles County Fire Depariment designaies the project site as Zone 4, High Fre Hazard, s
the project wauld be subjedt o Saction 1117.2.7 of the County Fire Code, which reguires
greparation of a fusl modification plan, landscage plan, ard inigation plan for ceveloped
argas.

The propased project has been designed consistent with the Land Use Plar compunent of
the Mewnsll Rumch Specilic Plan,  Less sensitive Commercial and Medium-Gensity
residenyal uses are planned along SR-125. In acdiion. mitigation measures have been
Incarparated into 1is EiR that will minimize impacts to those residential units closest 1o SHR-
126, San Martinez Grande, and Chiguito Canyon Road.

As described above under Poiicy 3.20, the Landmarx Village lract map site is disturbed from
ongoing agncultural achvity but 15 located sdjacent to sensiive resources in the River
Corridor SMASEA 23, The project itself has been designed to minimize imgacts to sensitive
resources.  Where necessary, mitigation messures have been proposed, whish wauld
reduce impacls 1o sensitive biclegical and eoolagical resaurces o the extent feasible

In summzry, hazards to the project aszocialed with wildfires, fipading and seismic svents
would be reduced to fess tnan significant levels through compliance with buiiding and fire
codes, as requaired by the Counly of Log Angates, Impacts associated wilh readway noise
and disturbznce 1o natuml resources are acdressed through site design and implamentabon
of recommended mEgation measuras in this EIR."

As such, SCAG concurs wilh this assessment and concludes that the propased praject is consistent
with $CAG palicies 3.22 and 323,

GMC POLICIES RELATED TQ THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, FOLITICAL, AND CULTURAL
EQUITY

The Growth Management Goal o deve'op urban forms that avaid econcimic and social polarizalion promotes
the regianal sirategic goal o mwTnzng social and osographis disparilies and of reacning equity among alf
segments o society, The evaluation of the preposed project i relalicn o the policy Stated below is intendad
guide direction *or the accomplistment of s goal, and does not infer regional mandates and nlederence
wilh local land use gowers.

224  Encocurage efforts of koral jurisdiclions in the implementation of programs that increase the supply
and qualty of hovsing and provide affordable housing as evaluated in the Regionaf Housing Needs
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SCAG staff comments: Please see comments under 3.27.

327 Support focal jurisdictions and offier service providers in their efforts to develop sustainable
communities and provide, equally {0 all members of society, accessile and effective services such
as: public education, housing, health care, social sendces, recreational facilities, law enforcement,

and fire protaction.

SCAG staff comments: Trne Draft BIR Section 2.0 at pages 2.0-27 and 2.0-28 addressed the
consistency of the project with SCAG policies 3.24 aad 3.27 by the following:

"SCAG prepares the Regional Housing Neads Assessment (RHMA) for a six-county region
that includes Wenlura, Los Angeles, San Bernarding, Riverside, Crranga and Imponal
Counties and some 150 weal governmants. The RHNA defines the housing need allpcation
for each member local govermment in Southem Calfem, including Los Angeles County.
This fctal need is avided infp housing construction need for househslds i four Evoad
income categornios | . . For the vningorporaled area, this need has been delermined to he
9.2 units of vary lgw-ingome housing, 7 13 units of lowsincorme housing, 9859 units of
moderate-ncome housing, ang 25,835 units of above maderate-income heusing.

Saclion 3,10 of the adopled Mewhzll Ranch Specilic Alan includes an Afturdable Housng
Peagram thal provides for the dires! inclusion of wery 12w low, and moderate income
affardable housing oppcriunities wathin the Specific Plan area. At bulldout, 2 total of 2,200
aflordable dwelling unts wowd be provided. The Afforcacle Housing Program includes
timinwg mechanisms and moniteriag provisions o ensure that affordable housing is provided
concurrgnt wih rmarkat rale bousing, The applicant 1s required Lo identify the number and
logation of affordable housing urts a5 a condiion of ientabve ar final map approval.

The Landmark Village project aroposes a totaf of 1,444 dwelling units.  Approxdmatety 296
units lccated in the project's Mediom Residential, High Residential, and Mixed-Use fund use
categaries would be sl aside a5 afordable uader the Affordabls Housing Program of the
Mewhall Ranch Specific Plar, An affirmative macketing pregram consisting of advertising in
rawspapers, information flyers, promational materizls, and on-site sgnage would be used ‘o
23sure oppedtunities for [ocal res'dants.  The varely of housing iypes proposed for the
project site, cormbined with impiementation of apporlion of the Newhall Ranch Affordabis
Housing Pregram, will serve ¢ assist ir meeting the Caunty's housing needs, which cover
all levels of the ecomomie apectrum.

Tre Landmark Village project wauld implement e firs phase of the Newhall Ranch Specitic
Fizr, which is 4 bafarced community contairrg the fill range of community and segial
services. The Landmark Village project sile |5 currently served by ong lixed-route wansd ine
(Route 2. The route passes the praject site wia SR-126 and provides service to the Newhall
Matrolink Station, the Valencia Industrial and Commerce Centers, and the Valenta Town
Conter area, Buses run every 30 minutes. Route 2 conpects with other huys routes at
Mzflean Transfer Station, and connects with commuler trains at the Jan Heidt Metrolink
Station in Newhsll Major destinalions glong Route 2 are Solsdad Entenainment Canter,
Mawhall, Mewhail Metralink Slatbon, Valencia Town Center, Valencia Industrial Center,
valencia Commerce Center, and Val Verde, Close proaimity of the broject site 1o regional
transportalion modes Ticwidas greater apportandy for 3 members gfisosisty access lo
public egueation, housing, healir care social end recreaticnal senvices (provided wathin and
cutside ok the praject, law enfercement and firg saraces.”

BCAG corcurs with this assessment and goncludes that the proposed project i consistent with
SCAC policies 3.24 and 3,27,

DOCH1307Ra
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AR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

The Air Quality Chaater {AQC} core actions thal are generaly applicable to the Project are as follows:

5.07  Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g. indirect source rufes,
enhanced use of lefscommunicalions, provision of community-based shuttle services, provision of
demand management based programs, or vehicle-milss-fravelad/emission fues) so that options to
command and control regulation can be assessed.

SCAG staff commenis: Please see commerts under 5,11,

511 Through the environmental document review process, ensure thal plans at all levefs of govermment
{regional, atr basin, county, subragional and local) consider 2ir quatty, land use, fransportation and
ecONOMIC redalionships to enswre Consistency and minimize conflicts,

SCAG staff comrnents: The Draft EIR Section 2.0 al pages 2.0-31 and 2.0-32 addressed the
consistency of the project with SCAG policies 5.07 and 5.11 by the following:

"The Landmark Village tract map site proposes the constructon of an adenal
straatfinfrestructra systom and a network of pedeslian and bicycle tails that would
prowde for local travel by a combination of transpomalion medes, including bicyeles,
walking, bus transit, commuder a3l service, and automebiles.  The project also
incorperates bus pull-ins, as necessary to ccommadate bus-related (ransil and proposes
to fund iis fair share of intrastructure improvements required off site through the payment
of fees. As indicated in His EIR. Secton 4.7, Traffic/Acoess. funging and construchion of
maln-iine freeway capacity (ie, 1-5 and SR-14)} ard interchanges with ather reglenal
highways {i.¢.. &5 at SR-126) is provided by existing sourges of tax revenue and by
Caltrars through allogations made by the Metropalitan Transparntation Authority (MTA)
Exigting funding sources imclude stale and federal gas taxes anu Los Angeles County
Proposition A and < saws taxes, As Fangpodation improvements are construsted gver
the lilz of the project, the desite %0 improve air quality while providing adequate

" transponation nfrastructure can be taciMated.  Consequerntly, the project favorably
addiesses this issue.

A& indicated abave, the project proposes a pattern of development that includes a wide
ranga of nausing un® types and job-crealing uses. These uses would he linked by an
arerial street system ang a pedestrian and hicycle trals network that provide for logal
ravel by a combination of ransportation modes, ncluding bicysies, walking, bus transit,
and automakiles. The project has been designed to provide fulure residents of the site
with emplayment opportunities and serviges within proxsty 16 the preject, through the
inclusicn of the commercial site, Access o the communily-wide trail system promoles an
effizient means of access lo thase uses; tharefore, YMT and air pollutant emissions can
be minimizad. Furthermore, e project is lecated in close proxmity and adiacent to
axisling jub cen'ers {e.q., Valengia Commerce Center, indusinal Cen'lsr, Town Centsr,
ang Corporate Centor) which would help to reduce the need for long commutes from the
site 10 more distant employment centers in Ventura County, the San Fermando Valley,
and beyond.  As 2 resolt, VMT and, consequently. air poliution emissions would be
minimized. Bazed on this information, he proposed project favorably addresses tha
abave-noied air quality core aclicns.”

S5CAG concurs with this assessment and concludes that the proposed project i3 consistent with
5CAG policies 507 arkd 5.11.

BOC#3078a
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QOPEN SPACE CHAPTER ANCILLARY COALS

The Open Space and Conservation Chapter goals related 1o the proposed project include:
9.02 tncrease the accessitility 1o open space lands lor culdoor recreation

SCAG statf cornments: Plezse see commenls vnder 9.03

5.037 Fromote seff-sustafning regional recrestion resources and faciiies.

SCAG staff comments: Seclion 2.0 of the DEIR, pages 2.0-33 and ?.0-34 addressed the
consistency of the project with SCAG policies 9.2 and 5.3 with the following:

"The Landmark Yillages tract map site provides a variaty of ¢pen space Tor both passive and
active recreation. Cansistent with the Specific Plan's Sommunity Park that containg bath
active and passive recreatiopal areas. The project aiso implemsents a segment of the
Regienal River Trail and Community Trals identfied in the Sgecific Plan's Master Trans
Flan. A river outiook point is lacated in the passive area of the Community Park, which s
accessed by ol the Regonal River Trad ang the Community Trail system. Thus, the
proposed project is considered consigtent with ouldoor recreation and public health and
safety policies wdentified in the Open Space Chapter of the RCPGT

SCAG concurs with the above assessment and concludes that the proposed project is eonsistent
with SCAG policies 9.02 and 59.03.

9.04 Maintain open space for adequate prolection of lives and propertics against natural and man-
made harands,

SCAG staff cornments: Please see comments under 9.05.

a5 Minimize potentially hazardous developments i hillsides, canyons, areas susceplible 1o
flooding, eanhquakes, witdfire and ofher known hazaerds, snd areas with himited sccess for

emargency aguipment.

SCAG staff comments: Seclior 2.0 of the DEIR, page 2.0-14 addressed the consistency of the
project with BCAG golicies 8.4 and 9.5 with the following:

“Jpen spaces propesed within the Landmark Viliage project site would be maintaned and
awnet by a Homeowners Association or the County of Los Angelas to ensure that apen
space areas protect bolh pecsons and propertias against natural and manmade hazards.
Imnplementation of geatechnical reports and drainage concepts as well as review of plans
by the Los Aageles County Sheriff and Fira Departments will ensure thal development
facated in areas suscephible to flooding. earthquakes, ano wildfire hazards are
constiucted and situated $o 25 1o minimize and avend potential hazards. Subsaguan:ly
the proposed praject is considered congistenl with Policies 2.04 and 9.05 of the Cpen
Space Chapter af the RCPG."

SCAC coricurs w.ih the above assessment and constodes tnat e propesed project is
consistent with SCAG polcies 9 04 and 9.05.

DOCa50784
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8.07  Mainlain adequate viable rescurce proguclion fands, particularly lands devoted lo cormmercial
agricufture and mining operalions.

SCAG staff comments: Seclion 2.0 of the DEIR, pages 2.0-34 and 2.0-35 acgdressed the
consistency of the project with this SCAG poticy with the following:

"The Landmarx Village ‘ract map ste is presently cultivated with row crops.
Site cevelopment as prooosed wouldy result in the loss of 282 acres of active
farmiand. The economic and agricaltural productivity of the Landmark Village
site is consbriained, as the property is isolated from nearby agncullural lands by
the presence of SR-126 and the Sanla Clara River. The Inss of 297 acres of
agncuJlitural land for development of Landmark Village represents a significant
undvaidable wmpact that was considered in the CEQA Findings adopled by 1he
County Board o* Supervsors for the Newhall Ranch Spetific Flan.

A number of gverriding ecenumic, legal, social techngipgical and olher
censiderations were identifiad in the Slalement of Ovemicing Considerations Lo
determing that thaso bonohls cutweighed the loss of Ihis agriculiural iand, The
Lardmark Village proiect 15 lhe first subdivision map filed under the Specific
Flan™

SCAG concurs wih the asove assessment and concludes that the proposed project is consistent
with SCAG policy 9.07.

908 Develop well-managed  viable egcosysfems or known habifals of rare, threatensd and
endangored species, including wetlanas.

SCAG statt comments: Sechon 2.0 of the DEIR, page 2.0-3% addressed the consistency of the
project with this SECAG policy with the following.

"TFe Lanamars Village project site nas Deen designed o mimimize direcl and
indirect impacts W the sensitive resources found within the River Corrdor
SMASSEA 23 For example, the site plan intofporales 2 sethack o separate
natural resources in the River Corrider SMASEA 23 from the sesidentiat and mixed
uses associated with the project. Where improvements must be constructed in the
River Cordor SMASSEA 23, they have been sensitivaly designed tg minimize
permanent disturbance.  Miigaltion measures have boen ncorparaled into the
pronasec project (Section 4.4, Biota} 'o minimize impacts on the endangsred
spetias, which reside in the Sama Clara River.  Comsequently, the proposed
praject is considered consistent with Policy 9.08 of the Open Space Chapter of e
RCPGS

SCAG concurs with the above assessment and concludes that the proposed project is consistent
with SCAG policy $.08,

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY CPTHONS

Tne Water Quality Chapier core recommendations and policy options relate to the two waler quality goals:
to restore and maintain (e chemical, physical and bin'egical integrity of the nation's water, and, 10 achieve
and maintain water quaiity sbieclives that are necessary (o prolect all beneficial uses of afl waters,

11.07  Encourage water raclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effectuve. feasible, ang

DOCH 30784
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appropriste io reduce refiance on imported watar and wastewater discharges, Current administrative
impediments 1o Jncreased use of wastewater should be addressed,

SCAG staff comments: Secton 2.0 of the DEIR, page 2.0-33 adgressed the censistency of the
project witlr this SCAG policy with the following: “The Landmark Village tract map site propuses the
use of reclamed waler for landscape irrigation purposes, consisient with the Public Services ang
Faclities Plen of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The project is considered consistent with his
policy.”  SCAG concurs with the above assessment and concludes that the proposed project is
consistent with SCAG policy 11.07.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has geals and poicies that are pertinent o thig
propased project.  This RTE Iinks the goa' of sustzining mobilzy with the goals of fostering econoric
developmenl, enhancing the envirgnmant, reducing energy consumphon, promoting transportation-friendly
cevelopment patterns, and encouraging fair 2nd equitable access to residents affected by socie-econamic,
geographic and commercial limitations, The RTP continues to support all applicable federat and state laws in
implementing the praposed project, Among the relevant goals and policies of the RTP are the tallowing;

Regjonal Transpontalion Plan Goals

+  Protect the environment, improve air quality and promote snergy efficiency.
v Encourage land use and growth patieems that complement aur transportation investimeants,

+  Transportation invesiments shal be based on $CAG's adopted Regional Perdormance Indicators.

Ferformance Ferformance Performance
[mdlsator Measures Definition Onitcome
Mebility » Averaje Daly Speed  Speed-experienced by travelers 10% Impravemenr

regaidless of mode.
= Average Dhaily Dalay Delay-excess iravel ime resufling  40% Imparovemant
from the difference between a
referente speed snd actual
speed. Total dsily delay and dady
delay per capita are indicators

Lsed.
Acccaslbility = Percen: M peak Auto 90%
weork bips within 45 Transil 37%
minutes of home
«  Distnibubion of wark Auta 8% Improvement
{rip fravel timas Transit £% improvement
Reliability «  Percenl vanalian in Day-to-day change in travel times 109 impravement
travel time experenced by rauslers.
Variability results from accidents,
wagther, read closures, system
problems and Giher non-resument
canditions.,
Safety =  &egdent Rates Maasured in accidents per milion  0.3% mgrovement

vericle milas by modea.

DOCH136784
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Ferformance
indigates

Cost Efectivenecs

Productivity

Sustainability

Preservation

Environmental

Envirenmental
Justice

Performance
Measures
Benefil-tg-Cost [BIC)
Ralio

Parcent capability
utilized during peak
corditions

Total cas!t per capita
10 sustain current
systemn performance

Maintenance cost per
capita \o praserve
systerm at base year
condit:ons

Emigsions generaled
by travel

Cxpenditures by
quirtile and ethnicity

Benefit vs. burden by
quintiles

w

Definition

Ratig of benefils of RTP

investments 17 the asseciated

investments costs.

Transpontation infrastructure

capacily and services pravided,

« FRoadway Capacily - vahicles
per hour per lane by type of
facility.

»  Trangit Capacity — sealing
capacity utilized by mode.

Focus in on overall perdarmancs.,

inciuding mfrastruciure condit:on

Presesvalian measure s a sub-

set of sustainability.

Fous is on infrastrutture

condilion. Sub-set of

sustainabiily.

Measurediarecast emissians
inclyde CO, NGX, PMI0, SOX
and VOC. CO2 as secondary
measure 1 reflect greenhouse
BMIEE0NS.

Proporianale share of
expendilures in the 2004 RTP by
each quinlila,

Proportionate share of bensfits ic
each quirtile ethnicrty.

Proportiorate share of additional
airpor noise by eihnic group.

Performance
Quicome

$3.08

20% Improverment at
known battlenacks

MNIA

$20 par capita, primarly in

preseryalion costs

Maintain current conditions

Meets conformity
raquirements

Noa disproportionale impact

1 any group or quintile

« Ensuring safety, adequate mantwenence. and efficiency of operetions on the exsting mulii-modal
transpartation sysien wil be RTP prontes and will be balanced against the need for system expansion

investmeants.,

« RTPiand use and growth stratggies that differ from currently expected trends will require a collaborative
imptementation pragram thal idertfies required actions and policies by all affected agencies and sub-
regions.

4.01 Transporiation iovestments shall be based on SCAG s adopled Regional Performance Indicators.
SCAG's Adapted Regional Performance Indicalors:

Mobility - Transpontation Systems should meel the public need for mproved access, and for safe,
comfortable, convenient and economical movemenls of people and goods,

s+ Average Work Trip Travel Time in Minutes — 22 rinutes

+« PM Peak Highway Speed — 33 mph

= Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (All Trips) - 33%

DOCz20784
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Accessibility - Transportation Syslems shauld ensure the ease with which oppartunities are reached,
Transportation and land use measures sheuld be employed lo ensure misimal lime and cost.
+ Waork Opportunities within 25 Minutes - B8%

Envirenment - Transportation Systems should sustain development and preservation of the existing

system, and the ervirenment. (Al Trips)
- Meeting Federal and Stale Standards — Meet Arr Pian Emission Budgets

Rellability - Reasonaste and dependable leveis of service by mode. (All Trips)
* Transit - 63%
¢ Highway — 7%

Safety - Transportation 3ysiems should provide minimal, risk. accident, death and injury. (Al Trips)
- Falaities Per Mikion Passenger Miles — 0.008
+ Inury Accidenis — 0.929

Livable Communities - Trarsportakon Syslems should faciltate Livable Commynites in which all
resinents have access to all oppurtunities weih minimal Tavel ime, (Al Trips)

= Wehicle Trip Reduciion — 7.5%

- Vehicle Miles Traveled Reduction - 10.0%

Equity - The benefits of transportation imiestments should be equitably Qistributed among all ethme,

age and incomne groups. (Al trips)
- Low-Income (Household Income $12,000)) Share of Net Benefits — Equitable Distribution of

Benefits

Cost-Efectiveness - Maximize return on franspartation investment, (Al Trips)
* MNet Present Vélue — Maximum Retirn on Trensportation Jnvestment
© Vzlue of & Dollar Invested - Maximurn Return on Transportation Invesiment

SCAG staff comments: Section 2.0 of the DEIR, pags 2.0-30 addressed the consislency of the
project with this SCAG poticy with the following:

"The Landmark trac! map is progosed e accommodate projected regional growth in a lacation that
is adjacent fo exisiing and planned infrastructure. urban services, transporation comidors, and
major emplayment centers. Because the project has baen designed to provide housing that would
support existing and new employment apporunities that are projected to gcour in the Santa Clarity
Valley, it couid reduce travel distancus and coule create opportunities for empioyeses 1o walk and
beke to work, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT)  The pigject aiso ncludes a mobility
system that includes aternatives to automobile use, such 25 an extensive pedestian, equestian
aned bicycle trail system,  Tre Irais prowide knkages from homes st the site o importanl
dast natiors within the cormunity, such as 1w schuol and park, recrestion cenlsss, and nearby
cammersial develcpments. The preject wold provide safe and convenient access 1o the local bus
systern and to the Metrolink commuler train station in Newhall, By providing for convenient access
to public transit opperunittes, the project would heig 10 minimize ravel hme 13 work,

The proposser roject would preservg NG anvironment by proviging for nooded houging and
npportunities o wark closer 1o home, The shorter travel distances will reduce VT and assaciatag
emissions by ghonening the distance between home and work and providing safe and convenient
access o public fransit coportunities.

& waffc study for Landmark Village has been prepareg and is discussed fully in ths EIR. The
study evaluates project-relzted. as well ag long-term, Santa Clarity Valley buildout traffic impacts

DOCA130734
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on focal and regional road natwirks.
The project includes a number of on- and off-sile lranspontation system managament actions, such
as traffic signals and intersection improvements Io speed the fiow of traffic. Mitigation measures
are proposed lor trathe improvernents and traffic sigrals, ana comply with the requirements of the
County's Congestion Managemenl Program. As a result, the project is consisten! with tese RTE
pelicies .
BCAG concurs with the above asseasment and cancludes Hat the proposed project will not affect
the implementation of the gpals.

GROWTH VISIONING

The fundamental goal of the Compass Growt! Visioning effort is 1o make the SCAG region a better place tq
live, work and play for all residents regardless of race, ethnicity or income class. Thus, decisions regarding
growdh, transportation, iand use, and economic develapment should be made to promote and sustain for
fulure generations the region’s mebility, livability and prosperity. The following "Regional Growlh
Principles™ are proposed to provide a framework for iocal and regiona: decision making that improves the
guality of iife for af SCAG residents.  Fach principle s followed by a specific sel of strategies intended to
achieve this goal.

Pringipte 1. |mprove mobility for @il resicents
+ Encourage transgortaton invesiments and land use dacisions ihat are mutugly sapportive.
+ Locate new housing near existing /obs and naw johs near exisling housing.
+  Encourage fransil-oriented development.
+  Promoate a variety of travel chpices

Principle 2: Foster livability in 2l communities
«  Promoie infill deveiopment and redevelopment 1o revitalize existing communities,
+« Promale developments. which provide 3 mix of uses.
+ Promote "people sca'ed,” walkahle communities.
»  Support the preservatior of stable, single-family nesghberhoods.

Frincighe 3: Enaole prospsrity for &' people
» Provide, in each commumity, a variety of housing types lo meet the housing needs of all income
levals

= Support educational opporunities that prompte balanced growth.

«  Ensure environmental justice regardless of race, ethnicity or income class.
v Supportincal and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growth

+  Encourage oivi¢ engagement.

Principle 4: Promote sustainability for [uluse generations
«  Preserve rural, agriculturgl, recreational and envirgnmentaly sensilive areas.
« Focus deveiopmentin urban cenlers and existing cities,
+ Develoo strategies 0 accommadate growlh that uses resources efficiently, elimnate peflution and
significantly reduce waste,
v Ulllize "green” development tecnniques,

SCAG staff comments: Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR at page 7.0-1 agdressed the growih-inducing
imoecs of the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, by referfing to the certified Newhall Rarch Spenific
Fian Program B 1 wolld be helpful if the Final EIR wouid provide 2 discussior and address the
manner in which the Lzndmark Village project is supportve or detracts from each of the four princples

DOC2150784%
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of Ihe Compass Grown Visoning effort. Based on in‘ermation provaed in the Draft EIR, we are unable
to determine if the Project (5 supponive of SCAG poicy

CONCLUSIONS

1. As notec in the siaff comments. the proposed Draft EIR for the Landmark Village Project is consistent
with or supports many &f the core and ancillary policies in the RCPG 2nd RTP.

2. Al feasible measurss reeded 16 mitigate any potenlially negalive regioral impacls associated with the
proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as recuired by CEQA,

DOCAI30784
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMMENTS
Roles and Authorities

THE SOUTHERM CALIFORMIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) i a Joint Powers Agency esiablished
undar Calitamiy Governnant Code Section 5502 el zeq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a Council
of Governments (COG), a Regona' Transportalien Planaing Agency (RTRA), and a Mevapelitan Flanning Organization
(MP0D), SCAG'S mancated rles ans respoasibilings incude the Bllowing:

SCALR is desigrated by the federal govarnmnient as the Region's Matropolitan Planninyg Organization and mancawd 10
mairlain g conbinuing, cooperaive, and comprenensive ransporaton dlanning process resultng in e Regwnal
Transportation Plan and a Regienal Transponalion Improvement Frogram pursuard 10 23 U.5.C 1134, 49 J.5 C 5301
el 52q.. 23 C.F.R. '450, and 49 CF R 13 SCAG s also e designared Regional Transpartation Plancing Agency,
and as such is rasponsible for bath preparation of the Regipnal Transponation Flan (RTP) and Regionat Transportation
improvement Program {RTIP} under California Sovernment Code Section 65080 and 55062 respaclively,

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic propections and the inlegrated land use, housing, employment,
and uznsportation programs, measures, and sialegies portions of he South Coast Air Quality Maragernent Plan,
pursyant to Caifomia Healih ang Salety Code Secton 46280ib}-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.F.C.7304{a)
as a Co-Lead Ageney for air guality planring for the Contra; Coast anc Southeast Desert Alr Basin Distric

SCAG is responsible under the Federal Clean Ais Act for delesmining Canformity of Projects, Flans and Programs fo
(e State Implementation Plan. pursuant to 42 U.8.C. 'T504,

Oyreuant 1o Caiforria Govemnment Code Secton 650892, SCAG is responsible for reviewing alt Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation pians required by Seclion 65080 of the
Government Code. SCAG must alsy wvaluate the cong'stency and compatibifity of such pregrams within the region.

SCAG is the authonzed regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for tederzi financial
assislance and direct development activtias, purstant to Presidential Exaoutive Ordar 12,372 (mplacing A-85 Revigw).

SCAD reviews, pusuant to Fublc Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087, Envipnmental Impacts Reperls of
projocts of regional significance for cons stensy with regional plang [Cawrornia Environmental Quality Act Guidelines

Secnans 15206 and 15125(b}].

Fursuani 1o 33 U.5.C. 1288(al2) (Section 208 of the Federal Watar Pollution Controd Act), SCAG is the authorized
Areawide Waste Treatment Manngament Plaiing Agency.

SCAG 15 responsible fer preparation ol the Regiosnaf Mousing Naads Assessment, sursuani (o California Gevernment
Cada Section 65484{a).
SCAG IS responsible jwith tne Association of Gay Area Governments, the Sacramenta Arga Coungil of Governmen'g,

ard the Associstion of Monterey Bay Area Governmants) for preparing the Southern Califernia Hazardous Waste
Mapagement Pran pursuant o Califorria Health and Safety Cade Section 25135.3.

Revigad July 2004
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State Clearinghouse amad Planning Unit Rl
Cynthia Bryznt

Arachi Schwarsenceaer
Cruvemior Dircctor

Tanuary 4, 2007

Danezl Iierros
Los Angeles County Beparmment of Regional Planningz

320 West Temple Street

[os Angeles, A 96012

Subjeet: The Landmark Village Project. Project No. (3 0-196, TR 520K CPO6 156 RCY A K-OT00-
105 RCUP200500112

SO 2004021002

Tacar Dauiel Fierres:

The State Clearinghouse subnitted the above naned D2 raft FiR to selected statzapviien  forevew. On the

ciclased Document Deratls Report please note that the Clearinehouse has lisled hestae agenzios thul
reviewed vour decument, The review period closcd o Tanuary 3, 2007, and the :omﬂ‘leut; (rewms the
vesponding agency (ies} s fared enclosed. [T this comaent package s nol in grde, pezise nowdthe State
Clewringhouse mmedizteiy. Please refer to the projee s ten-digit State Cheannghou munhurr:u future:

correspondenee 0 that we nay respoml promptiy.
Ploase moce dal Secton 200N of the Califormia Pubalic Resaurees Coide sletes

v, responstble or other public agency shalb o mly make substantive conmuis rege ardug those
S . . _ o £ £

activities wvolved in a project which are witlyin an ares of cxportise otz g=ne 4 or which are.

required to be camed out or approved by the ageacy. Those comments sizll be s upporied by

specific docecwenition.”

[hese enmunents ate forsarded for use in preparing your final eovirommnental degemet. < hould you need
rore information or clarification of the enclosed comznienls, we recommend thas vas fonggw el e
commenting ageney directly, ’

« Leter seknowledees that vai hove comglivd withl the Suile Clesrmghousy roves oo 218meni: tor drafi

wan b the Calitume Yovronmeniad Quaiity Az

srvironnwentil] decwoents, g

Clearinghouse at (9165 425-061% if vou have uny guestions regarding the enviomnenal re Vies pozess.

Sincerely,

- -
‘-‘jf:adxl«’f I../:f"‘{&?.ﬁﬁ

Terry Rt‘l‘{\,‘[’IS
Mirector, State Clearinghouse

Faclosues
co Fesources ATCNCY

1100 TENTH STRELT PO 30X M4 SACTAMENTO, CALIFORNIL 933
TEL O 145-0613 FAXN (D16G) H23010  www.opr.oa.go
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NATIVE ICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION AN
AMER f\u{’d ".’&/

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 384 .
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 9,7

916 6536251 \ ’

Fax {316} 657.5390 ‘e/

Web Site wyww nahec.ca.gay

e-mail; ds_pabc@pachellnet

RECEIVED

Cecembser 26, 2008 i
0o 02 3068 !
|

Mr. Daniel Fierros
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF REGIOMAL PLANNING

320 Wast Temple Sireet 8TAt CLEARING HOUSE
Loz Angeles, CA G001 2
Re. SCH#2004021002; CEQA Notice of Completion: draht Enironmental impact Repor (DEIR ) for L andmark
Village Project; No. 00-196; TR531OSICP00-1BSJROAK-OTOO-‘!BSJRCUOZOG&OOHZ-LACnu nty_Dlept of Regicnat
Planning: Mixed Use Deveigpmeant of 1,444 Homes; Hwy 126 A rea north of Sanla Clagtz: L¢s Anqeles County,
Lalifornia

Bear br. Fierras:

Thank you for the opporunity o comment on the abow e referenced dacument. Tre Nafive Amedcan
Heritage Commisgion is the state’s Trustee Agency for Native Aumerican Cultural Resources, THE Califomia
Enviranmenital Quatity Act ({CEQA) requires that any project thaat cavses a substantial ggyerss change in jhe
signficance of an historical resource, that includes srcheological resaurces, is 2 ‘significant efie ct’ requinng the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per CE QA guidelines § 15084 5(byic). In rder to comply with
this provision, the [ead agerncy is required to assess whether e project will have an agyerse /m pact on these
resources within the *area of potential effect (APE), and if so, t© mitigate that effect. To adequately asses: the
project-related impacts on historical resources, the Commissio N recommends the foliowing actio .
¥ Conlact the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center {CHRIS). The record Search wil
delermine;
* Ifa part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed O cultursi resources.
* I any known cultural resources have aiready been recorded in or adjacen! 1o the APE.
*  Ifthe probabitity is low, mederate, ar high that culiural reso Urces are tacated in tha APEZ.
' fa survey is required 1o detemmine whether previously ynrecorded cultural resources are prasent.
v {f an archaenlogical inventory survey 1s required, the final stage is the pregaration of a profess fonal repon detaiting
lhe findings any recommendations of the records search and fie2ld survey.
*  The final repon containing site foims, site significance, and ritigation measurers should be Sulb Mitted
immediately o the planning depanment. Allinformation regarding site localions, Wative American human
remains, and assaciated funerary objects should be in 2 se parate confideniial addendym, aryd nat be mzde

awvailabie far pubic disclosure,
*  The final writlen report shouid be submitted within 3 months after wark has been comptated to the appropriate

regional archaealogical information Center.
¥ Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for
" ASacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project @ rea and infarmation on yibal contAacts in the project
vicinity who may have additional cultural resource inforTation, Please provide this office with the following
citation format to assist with the Sacred Lands File seavrch request: USGS 7 5-minute guiadrange citation
with name_township, range and section: .

’ The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monilers 1O ensure proper identification and Gare given cultural
resources that may £e discovered. The NAHC recommend s (hat contact be made with Nativ.e Aanerican
Contacts op the attached list to get their input on potential Praject impact parlicufarly the con tacts of the on the
list.

¥ Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources dass not preclude their subsurface existernce.

*  i.ead agencies should include in their mitigalion plan provis 1ONs for e identification ang evaliuation of
accidentally discovered archeological rescurces, per Califormia Environmental Qualty Act {(CEEQA) §15084.5 (F).
In areas of idenlified archaeological sensitivity, 3 certified sxrChaeologist and a Cultually affliated MNative
American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should mo M itor ail ground-dislusbing activitiess.

*  Lead agencies shauld include in their mitigation plan provis 1Ons for the disposition of recovererd artifagls, in
tonsultation with culturally affilialed Native Americans.




+ Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American hurman remads G U Fimarked cemeteries
in their mitigation plans.
© CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the le=ad agency to work wilh the Nalive Aumercans identified
by this Comntission if the initial Study identifies the presen e or likely presance of Natie AATHE rican fluman
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Mative Amedun, ide nlified by the
NAHC, to assure the appropriale and dignified treatment oF Native American humanrema ins @nd any assocfated
grave liens.
¥ Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §3097.98 and Sec. §1506454) of the CEQA
Guidetines mandate procedures o be followed in the event of an accidental discowvery of ay v UTNEAN remains it a
location other than a dedicated cemetery.
~¥_t ead agencies shauld_consider avoidance, as defined in § 15370 afthe CEQA Guidelnes vwhery signifcant culiural
resourges are discovered during the course of project planning .

Please fael free 1o contact me st (918) 853-6251 ifyoLs have any questions, 7

/ %;:CSTngre:

Procy/arm Anfr 51

A,

Cc State Clearinghouse

Attachment: List of Native American Canlacts f/
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Mr. Danicl Fierros

Los Angeles County

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Sireel

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment on the Draft Environmental impact Report for the Landmark Village
phasc of the proposed Newhall Ranch development west of Santa Clarita {Project No. 00-196 / Tract Map No.

33108 / Landmark Village.

I'am a local environmental activist living in the Samia Clarita arca. 1am also a mother of three voung chiidren
who live, play and go to school in the Santa Clarita Valley. [t is of serious concern to me that the County of Los
Angeles and (he City of Santa Clarita continues to approve all of these housing developments -- in spite of the
fact that it 18 well documented that these projects will seriously further degrade the air guality of the Santa
Clarita Valley, and surrcunding areas. A recent study done by the City of Santa Clarita found that, more than
31% of the working population in Santa Clarita has to conunute to the San FernandoValley and beyond. Each
one of these sprawling developments that entice people to move from the San FemandoValley and Los Angeles
-- without supplying adequate local employiment opportunities -- contributes to our already declining air quality
with commuter trafhie while clogaing our roads and freewavs. New housing is not what is required to support
the Santa Clarta Valley. Smart planning would create and attract businesses 1o employ the many folks that live
n Santa Clarita, but still have 1o commule o better paying jobs in San Fernando and Los Angeles.

Yel. project after project has been approved with so-called overriding considerations. It treubles me that a
socicly waould override the health of our children and shorten their life span in deing so. This is not smart
planning. smart planning would ensure thal projects arc built that include jobs to support those currenily living
here 10 reduce our already degraded air quality and relicve congestion on our roads and freeways that trave)
through Los Angeles. Ventura and Kern Countics. 1t is irresponsible to continue building housing
developments that will further strain our already maxed out roads and frecway systems, while threatening the
healthy ol our most precious gift -- the future generation, our children. The result is short term linancial benefits
and long term consequences to vur children’s health and well being.

Regarding the Santa Clara River, it is a precious gift 1o our county. We have 1o save it now. The Nature
Conservancy has recently submided a report called the Santa Clara River Watershed Plan. 1t outlines the most
significant ceological arcas within the Sama Clara River. Much of this land is within the proposed Landmark
Village plan, and the rest of the proposed Newhall Ranch project arca. Audubon Calitornia has said the Santa
Clara River -- especially i LA County -- s on the verge of disaster. American Rivers designated the river as
one of the top 10 endangered rivers in the Country. Many organizations and individuals recognize the valuc of
the Santa Clara River and the imminent threat to it. We need the County of Los Angeles to recognize the value
of the Santa Clara River, by appreciating and protecting this resource from further development. We must find
a way of protecting the Santa Clara River trom more degradation. We can do this by making all the projects
back up off the Santa Clara River — and out of its flopdplain -- and making acquisitions of important wildlife
habitats along the niver comidor and asseciaied upland habitat, with a focus on connectivity with other arcas.

The nearly five and a half linear miles ot riparian degradation being proposed in the Landmark Village Project
arca 1s a significant and ncgative impact on the ccosystem. 1t is a permanent disturbance that will ¢liminate
breeding and foraging habitat for the endangered arroyo toad, the Califomia fully protected unarmored
threespined stickleback. the southwestern pond furtic. the Santa Ana sucker, the two-striped garter snake, the



endangered Least Bell™s Vireo, the fully protected White-tailed Kite and the many sensitive species that are
known or expected to oceur within the project arca.

Stream hydrology, ecology, and morphology are influenced by impervious cover, as is overall stream water
quality. The proximity of this proposed project to the Santa Clara River will ereate severe negative impacts,
Urhan developinent in the riparian zone and hardening/stabilizing of the stream banks will increase the
mmpervious cover in this natural ccosystem. This hydromodification of riparian habitat and wetlands will reduce
groundwater recharge; increasc streambank erosion: increase channel scour; increase storm water
concentrations of metals, hydrocarbons and priority pollutants; reduce amphibian and repiile populations:
reduce fish diversity; and reduce diversity of aquatic inscets. Stream degradation in many streams can be
measured when there s as litle as 10% impervious cover in the watershed (Schueler 1994, Cappiella and
Brown 2001).

Higher traffic volumes translate into higher fevels of stormwater pollution running off of commercial parking
lots and high-tralfic streets, contribuling a very high and disproportionate amount of the total pollution load

Beech 20023,

The Santa Clara River i the section of Landmark Village, the pending Embarcadero Project, and the
Commerce Center Drive Project contain all the primary constituent elements, including breeding pools in low
gradicnt stream segments, sandy substrates, scasonal flood flows, and riparian and upland habitats for foraging
and dispersal. Special management considerations are required to address urban developmicnt in these arcas,
There are breeding arrovoe toads within a short distance of the project arca, and with proper management the
population near the Landmark Village site has the potential to greatly increase in size with appropniate
conservation and protections.

The arroyo 1oad has been documented in the Santa Clara River Watershed near the Landmark Village project
area. Including but not Iimited 1o: Upper Piru Creck, Castaic Junction. and Upstream of I-5.

Arroyo toads have perhaps the most specialized habitat requirements of any amphibians found in Calilornia —
shallow, exposed streamside, quict water stretelies. or overfllow pools with silt-free sandy or gravelly bottoms
particularly favored for breeding (Jennings and Hayes 1994, Siehbins 2003). Iinpacts from human activitics can
affcet water quality. flow frequency, sedimentation, and the degradation or loss of surrounding uplands reduces
and chimunates foragme and overwintering habitat (LS. Fish and Wildlifc Scrvice 1999). Artificial stabilization
of the river wall climinate the river’s capacity to meander and will increase the tflow velocities, scouring the
banks (Riley 1998). Hydromodification of natural strcambeds by channelization or stabilization for NMood
control extend the negative cffects of arroyo 10ad babitat by destroying potential dispersal routes hetween
closely spaced tributary streams (1.5, Fish and Wildlite Scrvice 1999).

The southwestern arroyo toad, one of the "true toads.” is specialized for life in an unstablc habitat. No more
than three inches long, this small 1oad was once Tound threughout coastal rivers and streams in southem and
central California. from Monterey to San Diego countics, as well as in Baja California. The toad hatches in a
river o stream and beging to develop in water; as an adult, it lives on land. where it forages for insects (mostly
ants) and digs burrows on sandy terraces.

The same 1ssues that caused the declme and eventual listing ol the arroyoe toad as an cndangered species will
oceur within the Landmark Village project arca.

As recognized Arreyo toad populations have suffered throughout the twenticth century as watersheds in
southern California have been dammed and polluted by siltation from development and other activities. The
toud's habitat has been degraded. fragmented and reduced by urban sprawl, dams, cattle grazing, mining and
off-road vehicle use: it now survives only in 22 small. isolated headwaters. In addition. having lost over 80%, of



its habrtat in Southern California and as populations dwindle, the toad has become more vulnerable to other
lactors that reduce speceics, such as predation by introduced species,

Projects buitt and approved within Newhall Land’s Natural River Management have failed to address the foss of
habitat for the endangered arrovo tead partly because Newhall denied their presence. Lven once it beeame well
decumented that the amoyo toads occurred within the Natural River Management Plan, no meaninglul
nutigations were made to proteet the arroye wad Irom further harm. Newhall Land, the City of Santa Clarita,
LA County Sherili”s Department and State and Federal Agencies have not tulfilled their mitigation measures in
the Natural River Management Plan. For instance. constant off road vehiele use continues right in the Santa
Clara River, creating apparent off road vehicle “parks™ right within the arroyo toad habitat, including near and
on where both arroyo toad tadpoles and aduits have been previously observed. This is evident in the following
photograph taken in December 2006 (just a few weeks ago) by Lisa Fimiani, with Los Angeles Audubon,
during Audubon’s 2006 Santa Clarita Christmas Bird Count,

Since it has been well documented that mitigation measures have failed within Newhatl Lands Natural River
Management it is quite clear that these same miligations as proposed in the Landmark DEIR will [aii to address
impacls to the arroyoe toad and many other sepsitive species. 1t is also ¢lear that the City of Santa Clarita,
County of Los Angeles. Californta Department of Fish and Game. US Fish and Wildlife, and the Army Corps of
Engincers have not yet figured out how to enforce such mitigation.

Unarmored Threespined stickleback {Gatserosieus aculeatus witlicmsoni)
Samnta Clara River populations of the unarmored threespined stickleback (Gaiserostews acilearns williamsoni)
have survived because of the relative lack of urbanization and the existence ot barriers 1o dispersal of plated



sticklcbacks and exotic organisms. (. a. wiffinmsoni has been extirpated from most of the river duc to habitat
destruction because of channelization, drying of streams by groundwaler pumping, and the introduction of
exotic organisims. such as mosquito bish (City of Santa Clarita 1991}, The same issucs that caused this species
decline will occur within the Landmark Village Project arca,

There will be a Joss of 169 acres of wetlands, which will be filled to raisc the development oul of the flood plain
(4.2 Hydrology). Rather than destroving the wetland arca by dumping fill material into the river. there should
be no construction in the Neodplain. Any urban development in this area should be set back a minimum of 500
fect from the upland cdge of the riparian zonc. This bufter serves to not only preserve the riparian habitat; it
also provides a buticr from stormwater runott [fom the impervious surfaces of the developed arcas,

The constructed hydrologic systems 1o convey stormwater away trom homes and roads exacerbate the
degradation of the riparian zone. Not enly do the conerete boxes and chunnels add to impervious cover ol the
arca, they concentrate the poliutants in high veloeity runolf, both scouring the streambanks downstream and
degrading the water quality. They prevent the natural percolation of rainfall. Additionally, these consiructed
capital projects will become publicly matntained facilitics. In other words. the will be operated and maintained
at {axpayer cxpensc.

Downstream erosion resulting frem concentraled and high velocity flows irom the proposed narrowing of the
river and bank hardening has not been adeqguately addressed. Both northern and southern banks of the river are
proposed to be degraded by soil cement, reinforeed concrete, or riprap. These are mischaracterized as
improvements, but they in fact negatively affect the naturai flow and structure ol the river and degrade wildlife
habital.

The DEIR erroncously calls exposed seil eement a naturalized and aesthetic bank protection method, Tt is, in
lact. a cement channed, Tt also errs in claiming that re-vegelation of soil dumped on the cement will maintain
the natural habitat presently found along the river. The Santa Clara River is a dynamic system. Grading its
banks, pouring in cement, and covering it with dirt does not produce a naturat habitat. There is a {alse
assumption that an ecosystem can be buried with cement and then recreated.  As proposed in this DEIR. the
cxcavation and placement of up to 5.8 million cubic vards of fill in the floodplatn combimed with alimost five
and a hall lincar miles of hardened banks. the niver’s natural meandering system is slaied for destruction.

Iidge efTecis:

With continued development and increasing human population along the Santa Clara River and its tributarics so
do the threats that people bring to the watershed and species. Currently Off Road Vehicle (ORV) use continues
in the Santa Clara River, in spite of the fact that it is an illegal activity. Environmentalists and organizations
have met with the City of Santa Clarita, the Local Sheriff”s Department, contacted Fish and Game and Fish and
Wildlife to no avanl. These agenctes evidenity do not have the personnel or the will to implement and enforce
mitigation measures as st forth in the approvals of prior developments. For instance, in Newhall Lands Natural
River Management Plar we have tried to address the ORV wse in the Santa Clara River, Unfortunately. we have
been unable to reduce these impacts as cvident in photograph above,

Urbanization. increases Brown-Headed Cowbird
Minigation measures to comtrol Brown-headed Cowbirds in the Landmark Village DEIR docs not fix the root

causes which drives high rates of parasitism to threatened and endangered species. Cleary habitat loss will
increase the cowbird population.



In the ast century, Brown-headed Cowbirds have experienced massive range expansions and population
cxplosions as forests have been opened to make way tor agricultural and suburban landscapes. Clearly the
crease in parasitism has been caused by human encroachment and fragmentation of the host species habitat,

Cowbird control 15 a short-term solution that ignores the teal problem of habuat degradation as a result of
agriculture, grazing and development,

Cowbirds oceur most often in agricultural/residential iandscapes near open woodlands, Cowbirds frequent
woodland edges ereated when delorestation Ieads to a mosaic of trees and open brush/grassland.

Fragmented forests have propontionally more edge than contiguous forests. ereating small woodlots that arc
casy for cowbirds 1o penetrate.

Rates of parasinsm depend on the proximity ol cowhird feeding siles 1o host breeding sites, Cowbirds scarch for
hosts near woodland edges and leed in agricultral/residential areas. They arc often seen at home hird feeders.
The closer such cowbird foraging arcas arc to host breeding habiiats, the more hkely hosts will sulfer cowhbird
parasitism (1 Lalterman and Laymon. Tewksbuory ct al.),

landmark Village will negatively alfect threatened and endangered species. Loss of Habitat will likely increase
the cowbird population. In addition, the use human bird feeders in developments along the project arca wiil
attract Brown-headed Cowbirds. Additionally Brown-headed Cowbirds may not be as casily wrapped and
removed from the riparian areas, as they may fearn o avoid the traps because food will be oftered in the
housing development.

Further mitigation measures may be required. including the cxclusion of Bird Feeders m new residential arcas.
Non — Native Species

Habhitat Loss in the Landmark Village Project arca will increase the populations of non-native species,
The DEIR docs not adequately address the many negative impacts that non-native species will have on
native wildlife. Therefore the DEIR fails 1o address this in any meaningful way, The list of introduced
species and their impacts on the environment are many. Here | address just a few of the species that will
impact native species.

The introduced European Starling and European 1ouse Sparrow causce scrious declice in native bird
populations. They evict Bluchirds, Swallows, Wrens, Nuthatches and Woodpeckers from their nesis and iree
holes and often destroy the cggs and voung in the process, In addition, Starlings have heen found to have » very
negative impact on American Kestrels, the smailest falcon in North America.  Both Starling and FHouse
Sparrow populations will increase with development of the Landmark Village Project Arca. These speeies are
not reatized as pests in the Landmark DEIR. Therefore, their impacts to native bird speeics have not been
adequately analyzed or addressed in the DEIR. 1t is important to note that House Sparrows can pe plentitul at
bird feeding stations in yards and gardens. Both the Sparrow and Starling make good living off our trash, pet
food and bird feeding stations. An amended DEIR should be required in order to address the impacts ol these
non-nalive species on our native bird populations.

Narway Rats and Housc Mice The Landmark Village DEIR docs not address the increase ol non-native
Norway Rats or House Mice,

Within the vicinity of human inhabitatton. they subsist well on cartion, reluse, ofTal and spoiled Food. bird
feeders and pet food .. They will feed on a multitude ot native birds. reptiles, amphibians and plants. This
increase ol non-native rodents will have a serous impact on our native species. Human constructions provide



exeellent shelier for these commensals, and around urban arcas the population density of Hlouse Mouse ean
reach 10 per square metre, 1000 times of that in the wild.

It1s estimated that one rat oceurs per person in homes and related arcas, (Wachtel and MceNecly 1985).

Anticaagulant use is NOT the answer and here is why:

Ponsons set oul te kill non-native populations, such as amicoagutants, should not be used as a method to reduce
non-native rodent populations as they can negatively impact non-target specics and cause sceondary poisoning
(o native wildlifc that feed upon the poisoncd rodents. In developed arcas along the Santa Clara River and it's
tnbutarics rodent bait stations are currently being used. The County of Ventura is currently taking measurcs to
reduce the use ol antjcoagulants in order to reduce the impacts to non-target specics. Biclogical methods must
be studied and implemented to reduce the number of non native rodents without the use of harmful poisons.
The utilization of Barn Owl houses. raptor perches. American Kestrel houses, ete.. can all help keep the
popuiation of rodents down. In addition, trash ntust be properly disposed of and covered, and bird feeders
should not be allowed in the project arca.

It should also be noted that anticoagulants have kiiled mountain lions not far from the proposed Landmark
Village project arca. Itis belicved that two mountains lions likely fed on dead or dyving covotes that had caten
poisoned rodents. Anticoagulants arc alse partly responsible for the decline in the bobeal and coyote
population. In addition, they impact other ron-targct species, such as Owls, Hawks and Falcons.

|

Rodent poison hlamed after

two mountain lions are

found dead in Simi Hills

By Daniel Wolowicz

Special to the Simi Valley Acorn

Within the past three months. two mountain lons were feund dead in the
Sinn Hills.

The two carnivores-—a temale known as P4 and a male called P3

—were among the wildiife tracked by National Park Service naturalist Scth
Riley in a recent study. His rescarch found that suburban development and
pest control substances cause problems for wild animals in the local habitat,

Riley. & wildlife ccologist for the Santa Monica Mountaing National
Reereations Arca. recently addressed a standing-room-only crowd at the
National Park Service Visitor Center in Thousand Oaks.

In his lecture "Carmivores on the Fringe.” he presented the results ot his nine
years of field research on the impact of urbanization on large carnivores,

Hosted by the NPS, the lecture was pait of a scries that tets the public speak
dircetly with scientists, said Park Ranger Sheila Braden, the event's
coordimator.



Riley’s talk focused on bobcalts, coyotes and mountain lions. Flis lcldwork
on bobeats and coyotes was done primarily in the Simi Hills, while he
tracked the mountain lions throughout the Santa Menica Mountains, the Simi
[1ills and the Santa Susana Mountains,

apccttically. Riley noted how major freeways and roadways. as well as toxic
anticoagulants used in most major rodent poisons. have hurt the large
carnivore population.

“The main reason for thrs Tecture is to show people how their everyday lives
affect the local wildhle,” Riley said. "The simple usage of tal poison can
have a complex affect on the total ecosystem, even on large cats such as
mountain lions.”

Using radio collars and motion sensor cameras hidden in the brush along
known wildlife trails, Riley tracked animals throughout Ventura County and
into the Santa Moenica Mountains,

"On the covotes and bohcats, we use basic VIHF tracking collars." Riley said.
"But ont the mountatn llons, we can use VIIF collars with global positioning
capubility. which uploads the animal’s tocation 10 a satellite on a regular
basis. We can then download the information and better understand the lions®
palterns.”

Riley noted that the relatively new GPS technology has added a means 1o
collect data that screntists couldn’t previously have acquired.

Riley based iis lindings on the tracking of more than 100 covoices, 15 b 20
bobcats, four adult mountain ltons and four mountain lion cubs recently
found in the Simi Hills.

The increase inurban develepment has brought a marked decrease in the
aimimals” davtime movement, Riley said. In addition 1o the fact that these
anmimals are primarily nocturnal, Riley thinks they curb their daytime
movenent 1o aveid human contact,

Scientists estimate 1,400 acres of natural habitat are destroyed annuaily to
make room for urhan development in the 350-squarc-mile Santa Monica
Mountains, according to the Los Angeles Times.

"In some cascs. these animals end up living in habitats totally surrounded by
developed land." Riley said.

Becausce large predators require an cnormous amount of space to find food
and mates—an adult male mountain Hon prowls about 300 square miles
Riley said many of the animals cross busy roads or frecways on a regular
basis,

However, highways arcn™t the primary reason so many large camivores dic
prematurely, according o Riley.



Within a group of (racked bobcals, 28 died. Of those deaths, vehicles killed
only s1x. There were L& tracked coyote deaths, and only five were a result of
road fatalitics.

“The dealhs by car arc pretty low, considering how many animals we track,"
Riley said. "It was the anticoagulants that had a much more devastating efTeer
on the lives of the animals,”

Anticoagulants arc toxing used in major rodent potsons like d-Con. which is
available at hardware stores. Often used by schools, parks, poll courses,
housing developments. even the National Park Service, anticoagulants arc
caten by rodents and cause the blood (o thin, resulting in death from massive
miernal bleeding, The (wo most common anticoaguiants are bromadiolone
and brodifacoum.

Rodents have developed greater resistance to the chemicals, Higher and
higher doses af the poisons are required 1o kill rodents, which, in turn, are
caten by coyotes and bobeats. If an average-sized covole, about 30 to 40
pounds, mygcsts three or tour rodents over a shord period of time, there’s a
sood chance these

antcoagulants will pass trom the infeeted rodent to the coyote, kiliing him.

Although most felines have high resistance to the toxin. Riley said toxicoiogy
reports showed 80 pereent of bobeats tested in the arca had some levels of
anticoagulants, and 23 of 31 studicd bobeats were carrying more than one
Loxin,

Riley’s study took a dramatie turm in the spring of 2042, A disproportionate
number of bobcats were dying [rom what scientists thought was a form of
mange. a typically non-icthal strain of the skin discase that's found primarily
in cats,

A previously recorded 77 pereent chance of survival from vear-to-year for
bobceals dropped to 30 percent in 2002 and then to only 20 pereent in 2003

Scientists realized bobeats that died of mange also had high levels of
anticoagulants in their systems. Together, these wo lactors caused a nearly
S0 percent drop in survival rates for local bobeats in a two-year period.

"We're working very hard 1o get this information published,” Riley said.
Then, he said, they'll try to let the public know "how they can make a
ditference”

Anticoaguiants also atfect the largest of the local cats—the mountain iions,
Scicnlists suspect cougars acquire toxing from coyoles, which are one of their
primary food sources,

Toxicology reports conducted by seientists from UC Davis concluded that
the mountain lions P4 and P23 had high levels of anticoagulants.



Riley estimates that the Santa Monica Mountains and the Simi Hills provide
cnough habitat 1o support about eight aduit mountain lions. Before the deaths
of P4 and P3. Riley’s team tracked four adult lions and four mountain lion
cubs. So when two of the four known adult lions died in a relatively short
amount of time, Riley and his team took special note because their deaths
were preventable.

Riley, who reccived his doctorate degree in ecology trom UC Davis and is an
adjunct professor at UCLA, believes there’s hope for these animals.

The reeent discovery of the four lion cubs heartens the ceologist.

"I"s great thal {the cubs}y are out there,” he said. "Right now, they’re about 3
months old. We're really interested 1 tracking them after they ve grown up
so we can better understand where they go. That would be the next siep in
our study if we could find available funding.”

Keeping the public informed, Riley said. coupied with offorts by Caltrans
and other agencies to build animal-fnendly bridges and tunncls for roadways
will help maintain the wildlite population,

Domestic Cais:

Landnwark Village DEIR does not address the impacts of domestic cats on our wildlife population or any
meaningful mitigation to ensure that cals do not have aceess to our native specics.

Landmark Village will causc loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat. resulting from development, road
construction, and other tand uses. This is by far the leading cause of declining bird populations. However, with
an estimated 20,000 plus homes to be build in the Newhall Ranch project. we must also address the fact that
domestic cats will moie than likely become numerous within the project arca and will wreak havoe on
threatened and endangered specics. Domestic cats are numerous, efficient, non-native predators who will
dramatically contribute 1o the decline of species. For example. habitat fragmeniation provides cats casicr access
to wildlife forced 1o live on smaller and smaller tracts of native land. Rathier than providing havens for wild
creatures, thesc smaller tracts can become death traps instead.

Cats are non-nzative species and their outdoor presence in the project arca should not be permitted.
Homcowners and associations must agree that cals found outdoors will be trapped and immediately turned over
o animal control.

Introduced cats arce a serious threat to native birds and other animais. There are an estimated 63 million pet cals
i the United States {Nassar and Mosier 1991, plus as many as 30 miliion feral cats (Luoma 1997). Cats prey
on native birds {Fitzgerald 1990}, plus small native mammals, amphibians, and reptiles (Dunn and Tessaglia
1994}, Cornell University cstimates that about 463 miilion birds are killed by cats per year in the United States.



David Pimentel, Lori Lach, Rodolfo Zuniga, and Doug Morrison
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences
Cornell Universny .

The following studics and data provided by the American Birds Conservancy:

How many birds and other wildlife do domestic cats kill cacl year in the U.5.? No onc knows, although
reasonable extrapolations from scientific data can be made, Nationwide, cats arc estimated to kill hundreds of
miliions of birds and more than a billion small mammals, such as rabbits, chipmunks, squirrels, and shrews cach
vear. Cats kill not ondy plentiful ammals, but also rare and endangered specics tor which the loss of even one
animal is significant, The scientific conununity is increasingly concerned about cat predation. How many birds
and other wildlife de domestic cats Kill cach year in the U.S.? The scientific community is increasingly
concerned aboul cat predation,

There are over 66 million pet cats in the United States. A recent poll shows approximaiely 33 percent are kept
exclusively indoors, leaving more than 40 million owned cats free to kall birds and other wiidlife, all or part of
the time. In additton. nillions of stray and feral cats roam our cities, suburbs. Tarmltands and natural areas.
Abandoned by their owners or lost (stray). or descendants of strays and shunming all human contact {feral),
these cats arc victims of human irresponsibility through owner abandonment and the failure to spay or neuter
pets. No one knows how many homeless cals there arce in the US| but estimates range from 60 to 100 million,
These creatures lead short, miserable lives.

Loss and ragmentation of wildlife habitat, resulting Irom development, road construction. intensive agriculture,
and other land uses, are by Tar the leading causes of declining bird populations. Domestic cals are numerous,
cfficient, non-pative predators who centribute to the deeline. For example, habitat ragmentation provides cats
casicr aceess to wildlife forced to live on smaller and smaller tracts of land. Rather than providing havens for
wild creatures, these smaller tracts can be death raps instead.

Cats Are Not a Natural Part of Ecosvstems

The domestic cal. Felis catus, is a descendant of the wild cat of Alrica and exireme southwestern Asia, Felis
silvestris libyca. Domesticated in Egypt approximately 4,000 years ago, cats were introducced to Europe around
2.000 years ago. Cats were introduced to North America when Luropeans arrived on this continent, but were
brought in large numbecrs during the latier part of the nincteenth century i an attempt to contrel burgeoning
rodert populations associated will the spread ol agriculture. Some people presume that a cat killing cerlain
anmimals, such as ficld mice, is beneficial, but native small manimals arc important to maimaining biologically
diverse ccosystems, For example, mice and shrews are an important food source for birds such as the Great
Homed Owl, Red-tatled Hawk, and Amencan Kestrel,

Cats Compete With Native Predators

Owned cats have huge advantages over native predators. They may be afforded some protection from discasc,
predation, competition. and starvation, factors, which contral native predators such as owls, bobcats, and foxes.
Cats with dependable food suppiies are not as vulnerable 1o changes in prey populations. Unlike many native
predatoss, cats are not strictly termorial, keeping members of their own specics out of a given area. As a result,
cats can exist al much higher densitics and may out-compete native predators (or food, In addition, unaltered
cals arc prolific breeders. A temale cat can have up to three litters per year, with lour to six kittens per litier.

(wned cats have huge advantages over native predators, They may be afforded some protection from disease,
predation, competition, and starvalion, factors, which control native predators such as owls, hobeats, and foxes.
Cats with dependable food supplics are not as vulnerable to changes m prey populations. Unlike many native
predators, cats arc not stctly territortal, keeping members of their own species out of a given arca. As a resuly,



cats can exist at much higher densities and may out-compete native predators lor food. Tn addition, unaltered
cats arc prolific breeders. A female cat can have up to three litters per vear, with Tour Lo six kitiens per litter.

Cats Transmii Discase to Wildlife

Unvaccinated cats can transmit rabies and cats are the domestic animal most frequentiy reported rabid to the
Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Cats arc also suspected of spreading teline leakemia virus to g
mountain lion in Califorma and may have infecled the endangered Florida panther with feline distemper. Feline
infectious pertonitis has been diagnosed i mountain lon and lynx, and feline immunodeliciency virus has
been found in Florida panther and bobcats

Studics of Cat Predation

Extensive studies of the feeding habits of domestic, frec-roaming cats have been conducted over the last 50
vears in Furope, North America, Australia, Africy, and on at Ieast 22 islands. These studies show that
approximately 60 to 70 pereent of the wildlife eats kill are small mammals. 20 to 30 percent are birds, and up o
10 percent are amphibians, reptiles, and insccts.

Scicntists have found that the number and types of animals killed by cats vary greatly, depending on the
individual cat, ime of vear, and avaiiability of prey. Some frec-roaming domestic cats kill more than 100
animals cach year. Some cats speciatize m killing birds while others take mainly small mammals, One regularly
fed cat that roamed a wildlife experiment station was recorded (o have killed more than 1600 animals (mostly
small mammals) over 18 months. Rurat cats take more prey than suburban or urban cais. Birds that nest or feed
on the ground are the most susceptible to cat predation, as arc nestlings and fledglings of many other bird
specics. Following are summaries of specific studies:

Wisconsin Study: Rescarchers at the University of Wisconsin coupled their four-year cat predation study with
data from other studies, and predicted a range of values for the number of birds kilied each year in the stale. By
cstimating the number of free-ranging cats in rural arcas. the number ef kills per cat. and the proportion ol birds
killed. the researchers calculated that rural frce-roaming cats kill at least 7.8 million and perhaps as many as 217
miflion birds a year in Wisconsin. They estimated that 1 some parts of the state, free-roaming cat densilics
reach 114 cats per square mile. outnumbering all similar-sized native predators. (Coleman, 1.8, and S.A.
Temple. 1995, How many birds do cats kill? Wildlhife Control Technology:44.)Wisconsin Study: Rescarchers al
the University of Wisconsin coupled their tour-year cat predation study with dala from other studics, and
predicied a range of vaiues for the number of birds killed cach year i the state. By cstimating the nwnber of
frec-ranging cats in rural arcas. the number of kills per eat, and the proportion of birds killed, the researchers
calculated that rural free-roaming cats kill at least 7.8 million and perhaps as many as 217 million birds a year
in Wisconsin. They estimated that in some parts of the state, free-roaming cat densitics reach |14 cats per
sguare mile, outnumbering all simiar-sized native predators, (Coleman, LS. and S.A. Temple. 1995, How many
birds do cats kili? Wildlife Control Technology:44.)

Virginia Study: Virginia rescarchiers compared free-roaming domestic pet cats in a rural setting and a more
urban one. A total of 27 native species {cight bird, two amphibian. nine reptile, and cight mammal, inciuding
the star-nosed mole, a spectes of special state concern) were captured by a single rural cat. Four urban cats
captured 21 native speeies (six bird, seven reptile, eight mammal). Between January and November 199¢ cach
cat caught, on average. 26 native individuals in the urban arca. and 83 in the rural area. The study did not count
prey killed and completely consumed, prey killed and left elsewhere, or non-native prey. (Mitchell, J. and

R.A Beek. 1992, Frec-ranging domgestic cat predation on native vertebrates in rurat and urban Virginia. Virginia
Journal ot Science 43:197-206. )} Virginia Study: Virginia rescarchers compared free-roaming domestic pet cats
i a rural setling and a more urban one, A total of 27 native species {cight bird. two amphibian, nine reptile, and
cight mammal, including the star-nosed molce, a species of special state concern) were captured by a single rural
cat. Four urban cats captured 21 native species (six bird. seven replile. eight mammal). Between January and



November 1990 cach cat caughi, on average. 26 native individuals in the urban area, and 83 in the rural area.
The study did not count prey killed and compictely consumed, prey kiiled and leil elsewhere, or non-native
prey. (Mitchell, ). and R.A . Beck, 1992, Free-ranging domestic cat predation on nalive veriebrates in rural and
urban Virginia. Virgiia Journal of Science 43:197-206)

Yet another reason that bird feeders should be prohibited in the project arca: Death e bird population,

Cats at Bird Feeders Study: A continent-wide survey of 3,500 homes with bird feeders during the winter of
1989-90 showed that the domestic cat was a significant predator of birds at feeders. Species killed by cats at
bird teeders included Dark-cyed Junco, Pine Siskin, Northern Cardinal. and American Goldfineh. (Dunn, E H.
and D.L. Tessaglia. 1994, Predation of birds at feeders in winter, I, Ficld Omithology 65(1%8-16.) Cats at Bird
Feeders Study: A continent-wide survey of 5,500 homes with bird feeders during the winter of 1989-90 showed
that the domeshic cal was a significant predator of birds at {ecders. Species killed by caus at bird feeders
mcluded Dark-cyed Junco, Pine Siskin. Northern Cardinal, and Amcrican Goldfinch. (Dumn, E H. and 13 1.
Tessaglia. 1994, Predation of birds at feeders in winter, 1. Field Ornithology 65(17:8-16.)

Cats on Islands

Because some island bird populations evolved in the absence of mammalian predators. they have no defensc
mechanisms against them. When an elficient predator such as the domestic cat is imtroduced or abandoned on an
island, elimination of entire bird populations can result. Domestic cats are considered primarily responsible for
the extinction ol eight island bird species and the eradication of over 40 bird specics trom New Zealand istands
alone. Island bird species that are now extinet primanly due to cat predation include the following: Stephen’s
Island Wren, Souih Island Thrush, Chatham Island Rail, Stewart Island Snipe, and the Auckland Island
Merganser, On Marton Island in the Sub-Antarcie Indian Ocean, cats were estimated to kill about 430,000
seabirds unnually prior 10 cal cradication cfforts,

Cat Predation of Wildlife in Habitat Reduced to Islands

Cats can have highly significant inpacts on local wildlife populations, especially in habitat "islands™ such as
suburban and urban parks. wildlife refuges, and other habitats that are surrounded by human development, For
birds. the loss of speeics from habitat islands is well documented., and nest predation is an important cause of
the decline ol neotropical migrants. The Point Arena mountain beaver, Stephen’s kangaroo rat, and Pacific
pocket mousc, protected under the Federal Endangered Specics Act, now live on habitat islands created by
destriction and fragmentation of their habitat i Cahfornia. Domestic cat predation by pet and feral cats on
these species is a serious threat to their future existence on the habitat that is lef.

Cat Predation of Federally-Protected Wildlife

The Migratary Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the hunting. taking. capturing, or killing of any migratory
bird. Tlowever, owners of frec-roaming domesiic cats permut their pets to kili birds protected by the MBTA in
seeming viclation of this landmark law. Domestic cats are also killing birds and other wildlife protected under
the Endangered Specics Act,

Through the Eadangered Species Act, the federal government protects and restores wildlife at risk of extinction.
Habitat loss 1s the most signilicant cause of species declines, and predation, including killing by cats, ranks
seeond. Although cats may not be responsible for the perilous status ol endangered wildhfe. the foss ol even 4
single animal can be a sctback to the survival of the species. It is not possibic to document fuliy the predation of
protected species by cats, but the following is a list of protected species for which there is at least onc
documented case ol cal predation in the U1.S.

Documented Cat Predation of Birds



PProtected by the Endangered Species Act

Light-footed Clapper Rail, Rallus longirosiris levipes

California Clapper Rail. Rallus longirostris obsoletus

Califomia Least Tern. Sterna antillarum browni

Woestern Snowy Plover, Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus
California Brown Pelican, Pelecanus occidentalis caiifornicus
California Gnatcatcher, Polioptila californica

Piping Plover, Charadrivs melodus

San Clemente Loggerhead Shrike, Lanius fudovicianus meamnst
Palila, Loxiodes bailleus

Florida Scrub-lay, Aphelocoma cocrulescens

Docemented Cat Predation of Mammals Protected by the Endangered Species Act
Pacific Pocket Mousc, Perognathus longimembris paciticus
Stephens” Kangaroo Rat, Dipodomys stephensi

Morro Bay Kangaroo Rat, Dipdomys heertmanni morrocnsis
Point Arena Mountain Beaver, Aplodontia rufa nigra

Fiorida Beach Mouse, Peromyscus polionotus

Santa Rosa Beach Mouse. Peromyscus polionotus leucocephalus
Kecy Larpo Woodrat, Ncotoma {loridana smalls

Key Largo Cotlon Mouse, Peromyscus gossypinus allopaticola

Documented Cart Predation of Reptiles

Protected by the Endangered Species Act

Island Night Lizard, Xantusia riversiana

Alamcda Whipsnake. Masticophis lateralis curyxanthus

Correcting Four Myths About Cat Predation of Rirds and Other Wildlife



Some people mistakenly believe:

{11 Well-fed cats are not a danger to wildlife:

(2} Putting a bell on a cat is an ctfoctive way to deter predation;

{3) Interrupting i attack by a cat allows the prey to cscape and live;
{4) Stray cat colonies present no danger te wildlifc,

Well-fed Cats Do Kill Birds: Well-fed cats kill birds and other wildlife because the hunting instinet is
mdependent ol the urge (o cal. In one study. six cats were presented with a lve small rat while eating their
preferred food. All six cats stopped cating the food, killed the rat, and then resumed eating the food. Well-led
Cats Do Kill Birds: Well-fed cats kill birds and other wildlilc because the hunting instinet is independent of the
urge 1o eat. In one study, six cats were presented with & hve smatl rat while eating their preferred food. All six
cats stopped cating the foed. killed the rat. and then resumed cating the food.

Cats With Bells an Their Collars Do Kill Birds: Studics have shown that bells on collars are not effeclive in
preventing cats from killing birds or other wildlife. Birds do not necessarily associate the sound of a bell with
danger. and cats with bells can learn to silently stalk their prev. Even if the bell on the coltar nings, 11 may ring
too Jate, and bells offer no protection for helpless nestlings and fledglings. Cats Witis Bells on Their Collars Do
Kill Birds: Studics have shown that bells on collars arc not effective in preventing cats from killing birds or
otber wildlife, Birds do not necessartly associate the sound of a bell wath danger, and cats with bells can fearn to
silently stalk their prey. Even if the bell on tive collar rings. it may ring too late. and bells offer no protection for
hclpless nestlings and fledglings,

Birds That Seem to Escape Don’t Get Away Unscathed: Birds That Scem to Escape Don’t Get Away
Unscathed: Contrary to popular beliel that birds and other small animals can be rescued from a cat attack and
get away unharmed, wildlile rehabilitation centers report that most small animals injured by cats dic. Cats carry
many tvpes of bactera and viruses tn their mouths, some of which can be transmitied to their victims. Even if
ireatment is administered immediately, only about 20 percent of these patients survive the ordeal. A victim that
looks perfectly healthy may die from internal hermnorrhaging or injury Lo vital organs.

Wildlile rehahiitation centers also report that a large percentage of their patients are cat attack victims and
animals orphancd by cats. At Wildlife Rescue, Inc. it Palo Alio, California, approximately 25 percent of their
paticnts during May and June 1994 were native cat-caught birds and almost hall were fledglings, Thirty percent
of birds and 20 pereent of mammals in the care of the Lindsay Wildlife Museum in California were caught by
cats. Cat predation of wildlife 1s especially frustrating to wildlile rehabilitators. These losses are totatly
unnceessary becanse unlike other predators, pet cats don’t .ot prevent the predation of birds and other wildlife.
For example. a tamous heren and cgret rookery of several thousand birds reportedly has been decimated. and
songhird populations have plummeted, in Greynolds Park in Dade County, Florida where the numbers ol cats
and raccoons fed by humans have exploded.

Sincerely,

Teresa Savaikic



26724 Mocha Drive, Santa Clarita, Ca, 91350

661-263-9624
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Mr. Dznicl Fierros

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Dept.
320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Date 1/21/07

Re: Landmark Village (Project No. $0-196-5}, DEIR Comments

Drear Mr. Ficrros,

Thank you for giving us the oppertunity 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-rcaching comments. To make maticrs worse the DEIR
refers at many places to the DEIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan,
another gigantic document that is difficult, it not impossible, 10 oversee in
its entircty. As a consequence the whole procedure for these {arge projects
strongly suggest that it is sufficient for certification if developers hire con-
sultants to generate thousands of pages of documents. Documents that
suggest cxpertise, and sometimes cyen have a tenuous and remote rela-
tionship to science, but arc basically writicn 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 Scction 4.7 we sec that the 1raffic impact reports by Austin-Foust are
somewhat dated, The main report in Appendix 4.7a dates from 2004. Since
the traffic sitnatior in the area is changing rapidly, this is not rcally 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
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mainly interested in the Mountain Communities north of Castaic, we shall
naturalty concentrate on impacts on the I-5. This is also because the
UCLA Center for Environmental Statistics is currently doing a study on 1-
5 tratfic between SR-14 and SR-9%, 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 clearcr picture soon,

Scction 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 commidor, that is an
enormous number of additional trips.

The DEIR assumes a growth factor of 2% for ambicnt traffic. That is rot
realistic for -5 traffic. Froin 2004 to 2005 Average Annual Daily Traffic at
the I-5 and SR-126 intersection, for inslance, increased from 97,000 to
103,000, a 6% growth. Typical growth at other I-5 intersection in the Santa
Ciarita area is 4%, and the increasc in truck traffic approaches 6%. See
the Figure 1 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,
supposcdly alse from the Caltrans databasc) are considerably lower,

In the cumulative iraffic impact section the DEIR only pays attention to
projects that are “reasonably cxpected fo be in place in 2007” and that arc
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 cotridor between Castaic and the North San Fernando Valley, Centen-
nial, 30 miies 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 [-3, and all of these will cross the infersection with SR-126. It is
truc that Centennial and similar projects have not yet been approved, and
will take 25 years to completion, but it is cerlainty not proper planning to
act as if they do not cxist. SCAG and MTA to somc cxtent {ake 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 scoms to me that those local improvements
do not solve the basic problem, which is that 200,000 cars and 30,006
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 expenience, in
Valencia and Santa Clarita, shows that developers and consultants widely

overestimate the percentage of ntemnal trips.

More generally, it is well known that trip gencration modcels have poor
predictive power. To quote Nicls Bohr: “Prediction is very difficult, cspe-
cially of the future.” Wt argucd above that the shori-term and local per-
spective of the models impiics poor prediction, Do the traffic flow models
that computc LOS take thc mega-container ships into account that are
flooding the harbors ? What will the inflzence be of Centennial, North-
lake, San Emidio New Town, Los Lomas, Gates-King, Rivcrpark 7 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-lanc freeway 7 What will then happen
to the fancy new Newhall interchanges 7

Even if, and it’s a big if, we take the tvip generatien and traffic prediction
modcls seriously, they are clearly extremely localized in time and space,
and they do not acknowledge that traffic flow on [-5 is both a large-scale
and a long-term problem. And, as any commuter can testify, it is getting

WOISE CVEery year.
Sincerely,
Jan de Lecuw,

Executive Board, TriCounty Watchdogs

Distinguished Professor and Chair, UCLA Department of Stalistics
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Mr. Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Dept.
320 W Temple St

Los Angeles, CA 90013

Date 1/19/07

Re: Landmuark Village (Project No. 00-196-5), DEIR Comments
Dcar 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 sixly days makes it virtually impossibie for the public to give
thorough and far-rcaching 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 eniirety, As a conscquence 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-
tienship to scicnce, but are basically writien 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 reasenable limits we concentrate on the
Traffic/Access section of the DEIR |

In Section 4.7 we sce that the traffic impact reports by Austin-Foust arc
somewhat dated. The main report in Appendix 4.7a dates from 2004, Sincc
the traffic situation 1n the area is changing rapidly, this is not really up to
date. The reports on impacts in Ventura County (Piru and Fiilmore) are
trom April 2006, and arc more pertinent. Since TriCounty Watchdogs is
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mainly interested in the Mountain Communitics north of Castaic, we shall
naturally comcentrate on impacts on the I-5. This is also becausce 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 clearcr picture over the next two
years,

Section 4.7, which is based on the reports of Auslin-Foust, estimates that
the three phascs of thie Landmark Village project cumuiatively 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
cnormaeus number of additional trips.

The DEIR assumcs a growth factor of 2% for ambient traffic. That is not
realistic for J-5 traffic. From 2004 to 2005 Average Annual Daily Traffic at
the I-5 and SR-126 intersection, for instance, increasced from 97,000 10
103,000, a 6% growih. Typical growth at other I-5 intersection in the Santa
Clarita arca 1s 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 (Tablc 4.7-5 in the DEIR,
supposcdly also from the Caltrans database) are considerably lower,

[n the cumulative traffic impact section the DEIR only pays attention 1o
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 teaffic in
the corridor between Castaic and the North San Fernando Valley. Centen-
nial, 30 miles north of the project, will gencrate 400,000 ADT’s at
buildout, and it scems reasonable to assume that at least 50,000 will head
south on -5, and all of these will cross the intersection with SR-126. [t is
tru¢ that Centennial and similar projects have notl yet been approved, and
will takc 25 years to compietion, but if is certainly not proper planning to
act as if they do not exist. SCAG and MTA to some extent take these pro-
Jects inte account in their long-term plans for Northern LA County trafTic.
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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 Clanta. It sccms 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 widcly
overestimate the percentage of internal trips.

Morc gencrally, it 1s 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-
speetive ol the medels tmplics poor prediction. Do the traffic flow models
that cornpute L.OS take the mega-container ships into acconnt that arc
Nooding the harbors 7 What will the influence be of Centennial, North-
lake, San Emidio Ncw Town, Los Lomas, Gates-King, Riverpark ? What
will happen to Magic Mountain ? Do the consullants and developers
know that SCAG/MTA in their long-range plans propose to widen the [-5
from SR-14 to SR-126 to a sixtecn-lanc freeway 7 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 sericusly, 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 preblem. And, as any commuter can testify, it is getting

WOISE CVCIY year.

Sincerely,

Jan de Leeuw,

Exccutive Board, TriCounty Watchdogs

Distinguished Professor and Chair, UCLA Departmient of Statistics
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, . . STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY Chief Engineer ond General Manager

Fax

DATE: lzauary 22, 2007 TOTAL PAGES: 3
{Including Cover Page)

TO: Daniel Ficmos

COMPANY: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

FAX NO: (213'15&@‘? {zjsﬁ te2 o —c43Y

FROM: Sezn Christian

FAX OGPERATOR: same EXTENSION: 2707
T]  Per Your Request [} For Your Information (]  Per Our Conversation
[C] Review and Comment ] Call1o Discuss 0 Fer You Approval
COMMENTS:

Commeats on Draft Environmental Inipact Report for Landmark Village - Tentative Tract Map No. TR53108

1935 WORKMAN MILL ROAD, WHITTIER, 2 Al FORNIA F0E0T
Muailing address: PO, Box 4928, WHITTIZR, CALIFORNIA 70401
TEL (862) 6997401 ) FAX (562} 495-1874  wwwiocsd.org
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From-LA SANITATION ~PLANNING 562 695 1874 T-183 P 8027008  Fed4B2

January 22, 2607

File No,  31-900,13.101

Danicl Fierros
Department of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section

320 Wast Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear M, Flemros:

Landmark Villate Draft Envireonmental Impact Report - TT 53108

The County Sanitation Dismicts of Los Angeles County (Districts) veeeived a Draft
Envirgnmental Impast Report (DEIR) for the subject profect on November 20, 2006, The Disiters offer

the following comments regarding sswerage service:

¢ Page 4.11-2, Paragraph 2: The DEIR refers 1o the conceptual backbone sewer plan as

Exhibit 2.5-3 of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. This sewer Plan is outdated. A new figure
1$ required that accurately reflects the current plan for & backbone sewer SYSIem,

Page 4.11-2, Paragraph 2; Page 4.11-8 Paragrapk 3: In reference to the sanitation district
serving Landmark Viliage. the DETR stares that “a new county sanitation district wounld be
formed.” The Losal Area Formation Commission filed a Certificate of Completion for
formation of the Newhalt Ranch County Sanitation District effective J uly 27, 2006.

Page 4.11-4, Paragraph 2; Page 4.11-15, Paragraph 1; Page 4.1]-13, Paragraph 2: The
DEIR states in several places that the Districts would not issue connection permits without
sufficient capacity in fs collection or treatment systems. Sizing of collection and treatment
systemms is based on regionaily adopted geperal plans and pupulation forecasts.  Sysiem
capacity is routinely monitored and incremental increases are made as necessary o

accommeodate projecied] growth.

Page 4.11-6, Paragreph I; Page 4.11-9, Paragraph 3: The DEIR provides incorrect
information about the recent and planned expansions of the Valencia WRP. The Stage V
expansion (% mgd) was completed in May 2005, Based on population prejections published
in the most recent Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2004 Regional
Transportarion Plan, the Valencia WERP has adequaie capacity through the year 2015.
Stage VI expansion weuld increase capacity by 6 mgd but will not be constructed until flow
materializes.

DOC Z738801

ﬁ Ryl Papes

COLNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELLES COUNTY

STEPHEN R MaGUIN
Chief Engineer and Generof Manager
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Daniel Fierros -2~ January 22, 2007

Pape 4.11-15, Paragraph 2: The DEIR provides incomreet information abour the Final 2015
Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System Facilities Plan and EIR (2015 Plan). The 2015
Plan bases s wastewater projections on the SCAG 1996 Regional Transportation Plan.

Page 4.11-15, Parag-uph 2: The DEIR provides iucorrect information about the amount of
wastewater tributary o the Saugus and Valenciz WRPs by 2015 and site capacities of Ihese
two plants. The 2015 Plan estimated that a total of 34.1 mgd would be wibutary to its Saugus
and Valencia WRPs by the year 2015, which is also the combined site capacity determined

for these two plants.

Thank you for providing the Disuicts an opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR.
Please de not hesitate w0 contact Mr. Sean Christian of my staff at extension 2707 if you have questions

regarding these comments,
Very wuly yours,
Stephen R. Maguin

Sreven W. Flighter
Supervising Engineer
Planning Secrion

€ ADatmirLs nml JotkiagrgimoegApplication D Humr inghisd Dt e TS S 720201 1 Lancenark_Vilnge _Dralt, Enviranmenal impan, Fapan_- 1731010
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Date: Monday, January 15, 2007 4:58 PM
From: jibergamo@adelphia.net -
To: dfierros@planning.lacounty.gov, stae@planning.lacounty.gov K&

. kimberly.rivers@gmail.com, oro1238@acl.com, jibergamo@adetphia. net,
€€ troykefm@yahoo.com, Delfina.Becerra@ventura.org ‘s>

Subject: Landmark Village
Size: 2 KB

The Piru Heighborheod Council unanimeusly and respectfully requests that the
comment pericd for the DEIR/Landmark Village, County Project No. GU-196 be
extended by 60 days. There is so mech material, it is difficult for everyone
concerned to ecces=s the document in hard copy; reading it online limits and
prolonga the process. That and the facst that the docupent was releaged during
the heliday season hampers & thoughtful review and analysis of the projact.

The Piru Neighborhood Covncil, as representativea of the community closest to
the proposed project, bas definite concerns. Thease include water quality, air
guality aod txeffic. There are cohncerns about the amount of water that may be
drawn from the aguifer east of us and the possible migration west of the
perchlorate plume already present in the Santa Clarits water supply. The
"stabilization"/channelization of the Santa Clara River could incresse the flood
flow of the river te¢ damagiog speeds as it enters the Piru area. The tempoTAry
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?

Theré¢ are many other issues, including the egelogical demage that the project

tpf fwebimzil adelphla net/wehedos /do/mail fressage fsend e n=USGv=rr

will bring. Without adeguate time to study theae iseauaes, neither the public
surrounding the project nor the potential residents will be fairly served.

Thank you for your consideratiop ef this important request to extend the comment
period.

Very sincerely,
Janet Bergamo, President
Piru Neighborhosd Counc
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Fierros, Daniel

From: libergamo@adelphia_net

Sent: Monday, January 15, 2007 4.59 PM

To: Fierros, Daniel; Tae, Susan

Ce; kimberly rivers@gmail.com; oro1238@aol corm; jjbergamo@adelphia.net;
troykefm@yahoo.com; Delfina.Becerra@ventura.org

Subject: Landmark Village

Follow Up Flay: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

The Piru Neignbornood Council unanimeusly and respectfally reguests that the comment
period for the DE1R/Landmark Village, Countly Project No. CO0-196 ke extendod by 60 days.
There is 20 much material, it is difficalt for everyone concerned To aceess the documens
in hard copy; reading it ontinc limits and prolongs the process. Thao and the fact Lhal
the document was releascd during the holiday season hampers a thoughtful review and
analysis of the project.

The Piru Nelghborhood Council, 25 representatives of fhe comuunicy closest o the proposocd
projecl, hnas definite concerns. These include water guality, air quality anc traffic.
There are concerns about the amcunt of water thal may be drawn from the acuifer east of us
and the possikle migraticn west ¢f the perchlorate plume already present in tnhe Santa
Clarica water supply. The "stabkilization"/channelizaticn of the Santa Clsra River could
increase the flood flow of the river to damaging speeds as it enters the Pirg area. The
temperary routing of sewage Lo Santa Clarita is a ¢oncern; what ls the route, and whal is
the risk of thne lineg rupturing during 2 flood evenu?

Tnere are many other issues, including the ecological damage that the project will bring.
Without adequate time to study these issues, neither the public surrcunding the project
nor Lne potential residencs will be fairly served.

Thank you [or your consideration of this important request to cxtend the comment perioad.
Very sincerely,

Janct Boraamd, President
Firu Neiganborhood Councll
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE CDMMISSIDN
§15 GAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA ﬁaw

(B8 B53-6251

Faz (£14) 857-5350

Walh 5o srww nehe. oL gox

a-mall: oa_nahc & pacbell.net

Janvary 22, 2007

Mr. Danial Fiamos
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RECIOMAL PLANNING

320 wes!t Temple Street
Los Angeies, CA 90012
- 0 4"3 ‘+

Sent by FAX {o: (213) Ebn-
No. of Pages: 1

_lgnmnn Mnred Use Deuetopmem nf1 444 Homes; Hwy 126 Area north of Sante Clante: Los Anqeles Countv
Calilpmia

Dear Mr. Fiermos:

This is an ADDENDUM TO CUR LETTER OF DECEMBER 28, 2IM8. We have completed a review of the

Technical Appendices 422A and we note in Secion 2.2 in the Ethapgraphle Description (page 7 of 120 pages) thal
the archeeological firm contracted lo the County of Los Angetas, sigtes that the “Tataviam Tribe Is extincL” This
staternent is unacceptable {o the Nalive American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The Commigsion i in frequent
contact with the Tatviam Tribe; its chairperson, Rudy J, Ortega, Sr., recently played an impartant role in getting AR
2641, which deals with issues of Native American human remains, passed in the 2006 Session of the Califomia
Legislature. The Femandefio Tataviam Band of Misskon Indlans Is a organtzed Califomnia Native American tibe and
on the NAHC Thbgl Consultation st pursuant to Government Code Section 85552.3,

¥ you have any questions conceming this ADDENQUM to our letter of December 26, 2808, please da not
heshtate to contact me at (518) 85368251 .

Dave Singieton
Frogram Analyst

Cec Lany Myers, Executive Secretary ~ Mative American Herltage Commission
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION %ﬁ%
215 CAPITOL MALL, ROGM 364 ﬁ;@;{
SACRAHEI'ITD, CA 55314 o
{518} 653-6251

Fax {§16) 657-5380
Web Sfte wevw.nahc.ca.goy
e-mail: d=_nahc @pachell.net

December 26, 2008

Mr. Daniel Fiemos
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT COF REGIONAIL PLANNING

320 West Temple Streat
Los Angeles, CA 50012

Re: SCH#2004021002; CEQA N lice of Completion: drafi Environmental mpact Re DEIR 3 for Landmark
Village Project; No. 00- a0 { AL il i

Califomia

Dear Mr. Fierros:

Tharnk you for the opporiunity 1o comment on the above-referenced document. The Native American
Heritage Commission is the state's Trustee Agency for Native American Cultural Resources. The Caifomia

significance of an historica resource, that includes archeclogical resources. is a ‘significanl effect requiring the

preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per CEQA guidelines § 15084 5(b)(c). o rder to comply with

this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the Project will have an adverse impact on these
resources within the ‘area of pofentiat effect (APEY, and if s0, to mitigate that efiect. To adequately assess the
project-related impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the Tollowing achory:

¥ Contact the appropriate Caiifomia Historic Resources Inforrmiation Center (CHRIS). The recoret search will

determing:;

*  Iapart or the entire APE bhas been previously surveyed for cultural resoyrces.

= Hfany known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE.

" 'f the probability is Iowe, maderate, ar high that coftural resources are locataed in the APE.

*  Ifasurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecarded cultural resources are prese i,

¥ Ifan archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professionzl report deta iing

the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

*  The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be sybrnitted
immediztely to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Netive Ameriszrn human
remains, and assaciated funerary objects shouid be in 3 s parate confidentia! addendum, 2nd not be made
available for pubic disclosure.

*  The final written report should be submitied within 3 months after Werk has been compleled to e appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

v Contact the Native American Hertlage Commission (NAHC) for:

* A Bacred Lands File (S1.F} search of the Project @rea and information on fribal contacts. in the project
vicinity whe may have additiana) cutiural resource infornation. Please provide this office with: the following
citation format to assist with ihe Sacred Lands File search fequest: USGS 7 5-minute guagrangte citation
with name, fownship. range an section; .

. The NAHG advises the use of Mative American Monhors t© ensure proper identification and capa given cultural
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends thal contact be made with Nalive Armerican
Contagts on the attached list to get their input oh potential project impact, particulanty iie contactss of the on the
list.

v Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preciude their subsurface exislence.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provi=ions for the identification ang evaluaticon of
accidentally discovered archeological resources, per Califcormia Erviranmental Quatity Ad (CEQA Y §15064 .5 (f).
n areas of identified archaeoiogical sensitivity, a certified zarchaeologist and g Cuiturally affilated PNative
American, with krowledge in cultural resources, shauld monior all ground-disturbing activities,

*  Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovenad artifacts, in
consultation with culburaify affilisted Native Americans,




¥ Lead agencies should inclsde provisions for discovery of Native American human remains & r unmarked cemeteries
in their rnitigation pians.
¥ CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064 .5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commission if the initia| Study identifies the pres ence or likely presence of Nalve American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreemenis with Native Amencan, identified by the
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains ang any assaciated
grave liens.
¥ Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Rescurces Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) ofthe CEQA
Guidelines mandate procedures to be followed in the event &T an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery.
¥ Lead agengies shauld cansider avoidance, as defined in § 1

resources are discovered during the course of project planning.

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 i y ou have any questions.

70 ol the CEQA Guidelines, wrhen signficant cultural

B

Cc: State Clearinghouse Frogram AT

Attachment List of Native American Contacts



Native American Contacis
Los Angeles County
December 26, 2006

verly Salazar Folkes

31 Shadybrook Drive Chumash
wsand Oaks , CA 91362 Tataviam

5 492-72855 Femandeﬁo
e Lynn Tumamait

- North Pole Ave Chumash

i , GA 93023

1amait@ hotmail.

¥) 646-6214

~ity/fCounty Native American Indian Comm
Andrade, Director

3 West 6th Street, Rm. 403

Angeles . CA 80020

i} 351-5324

) 386-3995 FAX

+1ist is current only as of the date of this document,

fiburtion of this list does not relieve any person of statuto
& Health & Safety Code, Sec. 5097.84 of the Public Re

I} Resources Code,

Ow! Clan

Dr. Kote & Lin A-Lul'Koy Lotah
48825 Sapaque Road
EBradiey , CA 934226

Chumash

(805) 472-9536

Patrick Tumamait

882 EI Camino Corto

Ciai , CA 93023
vanahea2@aol.com

(805) 640-0481
(805) 216-1253 Cell

Chumash

Tehachapi Indian Tripe

Attn: Charlie Cooke

32835 Santiago Road

Acton  CA 9351C
suscOt@interx.net

{661) 269-1422

Kawalisu

ry responsibilitiey as defined in Sec, 0505
scurces Code and Sec. 5097.98 of the

list is only applicabie for contacting local Native Americans with rexegard to cultural resources for the proposed
1#2004021002; CEQA Notice of Campletion; draft Environmental #rmipact Report (DEIR) for The L zndmark
ge Project; Samta Clarita/Hwy 126 Area; Los Angeles County, California.



Native American Contacts
. Los Angeles County
‘ December 26, 2006

anemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians San Fernando Band of Mission indians
lia Dominguez John Valenzuela, Chairpersan
[ N. Virginia Yowlumne P.OG. Box 221838 Fernandefio
vina ,CA 91722 Kitanemuk Newhall .CA 91322 Tataviarm
tsen2u@msn.com
6) 339-6785 (661) 753-9833 Serrano
Office
Vanyume

(760) 949-1604 Fax
Kitanemuk

n Valley Indian Council
old Williams, Chairperson

75 Setimo Creek Road Southern Paiute

iente . GA 93518 .
Kawaiisu

1) 333-5032 Tubatulabal
Koso
Yokuts

ilist is current only as of the date of this dacurnent.

ribution of this list does not refieve any person of statutory responsibilitioy as defined in Sec. 7050,5
'@ Health & Safety Code, Sec. 5097.94 af the Public Resources Code and Sec. 5097.98 ofthe
li Resources Code.

listis oniy applicakle for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the propased
H#2004021002; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental 1rmpact Report ( DEIR} for The Landmark
ge Project; Santa Clarita/Hwy 126 Area: Los Angeles County, California,



Heffernan & Boortz
A Partnership Composed of Law Corparations
26 Corparate Plaza - Suite 100
Newport Beach, California 92660
Telephone {94 9) 640-4300
Facgsimile 1948) 721-1140

e-mail dboortz@hblaw.net

S

—————

January 19, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning
fmpact Analysis Section, Room 1348
220 Waest Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for Landmark Village
Tentative Tract Map No. TRE3108
State Clearinghousa No, 2604021002

Dear Mr. Fierros:

Our firm represents the owner of Travel Village, the recreational vehicle park
situated adjacent to Castaic Creek and the site of the proposed Landmark Village project
(the "Project”). We have been asked by our client to provide you with the following
comments cancerning the above-referenced DEIR:

Based on an initial review of the DEIR, our client has no objection to the Project as
described in the DEIR assuming that the following understandings remain in place:

1. It is our understanding that the development of the Project as described in
the DEIR will not have any impact {whether by velocity or surface level) upon the Trave!
Village property insofar as the flow of water through both Castaic Creek and the Santa

Clarita River are concerned:

2. We also understand that no medifications or improvements will be required
for or made to the Travel Village property as a result of the Project other than those bank
stabilization improvements that will be installed by the County or the Newhall Land and
Farming Company pursuant to the State Route 126 and Commerce Center Drive
interchange project (the "SR 126 Project"}; and

3. Finally. we understand that the development of the Project will not adversely
impact the design or timing of the censtruction of the SR 1286 Project improvements

- Hoffernan & Boortz -
A Partnership Composed of Law Corporations

FAFILES WS DL B RODBE LANDMARK DEIR LTRL.OOC
o1 ara3



Mr. Daniel Fierros Page 2

Department of Regional Planning
January 19, 2007

serving the Trave! Village property including {i) the traffic light and intersection on SR 126
providing diract access to the Travel Village property at its west end, (i} the service road
providing access o the Travel Village property from Henry Mayo Drive, (i the sound
attenuation walls along SR 126 and (iv} the inclusion of lateral connections and related
facilities (e.g., manhole access facilities) for any utility services to be located within the
utility corridor for connection to the Traval Village property.

Adgitionally, we ask, un'ess that portion of Rerry Mayo Drive between the east end
of the Travel Village property and Commerce Center Drive is to be currently completed to
full-street improvement leve! as part of either the Project or the SR 126 Project, that our
client be given the option to install these street improvements that will not otherwise be
constructed now to facilitate improved emergency access to and from the Travel Village
property. Given the increased danger inherent in the substantial devslopment and
construction activities that will be taking ptace in close proximity to Travel Village during
the next several years, providing additional access for the park’'s tenants, guests and
employees is of critical importance.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments on the DEIR and the
Froject. Please do not hesitate to contact us immediately should you have any questions.

Very truly yours,
[ . 1

" . X

IS ST

_____,re . -
DONALD L. BOORTZ -

2

-

cC Travel Village

- Heffarnan & Boartz -
A Partnership Composed of Law Corparations

FAFILESUWPS 1 \DEBAOBENLANDMARK DEIR TR DOC
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Heal the Bay.

Fax Cover Sheet

To: Mr. Toawie } F:-:‘@‘ v e
Company: g € fy Regiena\ piﬂw"i*g
Phone;

Fax:

From: [rndewy Jﬁmf 3

Phone:

Fax:

Date: /s 2 [oF
Total Pages: cl

Comments:

‘This ransmissio is ineaded for the use of the individual or entity to which i is addressed and niay contain information thar is
privileged, confidential and excmpl from disclosare under applicable faw. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient,
ar employer or agem tesponsible {or delivering the messape o the intended recipient, vou ane hierehy notified that any disseminator.,

distribltion or capying of as Commuitcation 15 stnctly prohidned. ) you have reeeived Uns commurication in eiror. please notify us
immediately by letephone, and return the onginal message Lo us 2@ the sbove address via the US FPestal Service. Thank you,
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January 22, 2007

M. Baniel Fierros

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regicnal Planning
Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348
320 West Temple Strect

Los Angeles, A 90012

Re: Comments on the Landmark Village Draft Environmental Impaci Report,
Cuounty Project No. 40-196

Uear Mr, Fierros:

On behalf of Heal the Bay, we submit the following comments on the Landmark Village
(“"Project”) Draft Environmental Impact Report, County Froject No. 60-196 (“DEIR™), We
appreciate the opportonity to provide these comments.

In general the DEIR does not adequately consider altematives that would enable the project 10
proceed with the least environmental damage and dees accurately describe the environmental
risk 1o decision makers. Therefore, the Los Angeles County Regiona! Planning Commission
should not certify the EIR as written. Our concerns with water quality, hydrolegy, and biclogical
resources itnpacts are described in further detail below.

The Santa Clara River {"River™) is the largest wild river remaining in southern California. It
provides crucial aquatic ecosystem functions in the region, including groundwater recharge and
riparian habitat for endangered and rare species. It is also a significant input to southern
California’s coastal walers at the City of San Buenaventura. Thus, it is imperative thal
developtnent occurring within the Santa Clarita River watershed proceeds in a maaner that
protects and restores the water quality and aguatic ecosystern functions of this important river
system. In 2005, the Santa Clara River was named the “10™ Most Endangered River” in the
Country by the Amenican Rivers organization in part because of the imminent threat of

development.

Qur over-arching concern with this project as cutlined in the DEIR is that it impinges upon the
natural functioning of the River to such an extent that significant, immitigable damage will he

done to water quality and aquatic habitat, Specifically:

e There is an insufficient butfer zone {undeveloped vegetated area) provided hetween
developed areas and the River.

» There are extensive arcas of stream bank alteration, in the form of hardened structures for
stabilization, including buried bank stabilization, which are known to increase
erosion/sedimentation problems and decrease aquatic and riparian habitat_
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¢ The anatyses are fatally flawed and do not accurately present the true impacts of the
proposed development at the project site and downstream to water guality, biological

resources and downstream property OWRETS.
= Sionificant developmem occurs within the 100-year floodplain of the River.

Waler Quality — Section 4.3

Integrated water resources planning should be considered in the project design.

Efforts such as the Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Managemeni Plap 4nd the
City of Los Angeles Integrated Resources Plan highlight the need for integrated water resources
planning in the region. However, the DEIR does not appropriateiy address aspects of integrated
planning for the project. For instance, why is ali of the storm water being directed off-site? Are
there no plans for water reclamation or infiltration” The DEIR should consider intcgrated water
resources planning as a way to address some of (he potential impacts from the project.

Fill and grading projects shoold be appropriately mitigated.

The project requires 5.8 million cubic yardy of (i1l and significant grading activities at the Adobe
Canyon Borrow Site and the Chiquito Canyon Grading Site. DEIR at 39. This is an enormons
amount of cut and hil, yet there are no specific grading restrictions outlined in the DIER. For a
propesed project of this magnitude in proximity to an imporiant waterbody, extra precautions
should be required. For example, there should be no grading within 500 feet of the River or any
tributary or on steep slopes (steeper than 4:13. Also, there should be ne grading activity during
the rainy season (November through April). On many cccasions Heal the Bay staff has
witnessed the disasirous effect of grading. even at ruch smaller projects, when a rainstonm
occurs. For instance, there were disastrous sediment discharges from the much smaller Shea
Homes project in Agora Hilis that were documented by the Regional Water Board and Fish and
Game in 2003/2004. The basic best management practices (“BMPs™) are not sufficient to
prevent massive scdiment inputs to creeks when hilisides are graded and exposed to rainfall.
These restrictions should be specificd in the DEIR.

Pollutant concentrations and loadings should not be directly compared to the existing
agricultural use pollutant concentrations and loadings.

The DEIR compares all polintant concentrations and loadings to the existing conditions with the
agricultural site. This comparison is inappropriate. Pollutant concentrations in the runoff should
be evaluated based on potential impacts to water guality. Various rcaches of the Santa Clara
River are listed on the State’s 303(d) list as impaired by various constituents. Specifically Reach
5 is listed for chloride, high coliform and niirate and nitrite, and 2 TMDL has becn adopted for
Nirggen and Ammonia. Regardless of whether or not the land use remains agricuitural or the
proposed development takes place, the owners must comply with all existing TMDLs or will be
in violation of the Clean Water Act.

Ultinate)y the County and Cily of Sunta Clara will be responsible for meeting TMDLs that oxist

for waterbodies in the project area. Clean-up measures are extremely expensive. These cosis
2
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will likely be passed on to the tax payers. We strongly nrge that any deveiopment not further
impair water quality in 303(d) listed waters. Any costs associated with rnoff from the project
should be placed on the property owners or the developers,

The estimated nutricnt voncentrations may lead to excess algal growth.

The DEIR predicts that average annual nitrate + nilrite concentrations will be 0.5 mg/] and total
phosphorus will be 0.3 mg/l. Data show that these concentrations muty impact the water quality.
For instance, data collected in the Malibu Creek Walershed by Heal the Bay’s Stream Team
between the period of November 1998 and November 2004 show that al gal cover in Malibu
Creck consistently cxceeds 30% when nitrate 1s <0.05 mg/} and phosphate is above 0,15 meg/l,
Lawn care practices in the development may increase the nutdent levels significantly. Thus. the
discharges of nutrients from the development will likely contribute 1o water guality impacts.

BMPs should be maintained and meonitored in perpetuity.

Some of the proposed water quality BMPs will be maintained by homeowner associations. This
does not cnsure ongoing water quality protection because there is no reguiatory oversight of
these associations. All water quality protection measures should be the responsibility of the
developer. Alternatively the homeowners associations should at least be required to sign binding
agrcements with such governinent agencies requiring the homeowners associations to perform
specific maintenance, monitoring and reporting requirerents, depending on the BMP. Without
mantenance, monitering and reporting follow-up. there is no point in using BMPs since there
will be no way of determining whether a given BMP is effective in mitigating water quality

impacts.

The water quality impacts for all drainages in the project area should be evaluated.

The DEIR staies that “[fJour other drainages within or adjaceat to the project site are also
considered ‘waters of the U.S"..." DEIR at 4.2-12. There is little to no mention of these
drainages in the document. Were impacts to these considered in the DEIR and are there
proposals for mitigation measures? This analysis should be included in the DEIR and
appropriate mitigation measures and sethacks should be required,

Water quality impacts from the new wastewater trealment facility should be considered in
the DEIR.

The downstream water quality impacts of increased nutrient and bacteria loading from the
proposed wastewater [reatment plant are not addressed in the DEIR. Will the combination of
pollutants fron wastewater discharges and storm water discharges prevent compliznce with
TMDI.s? Also, where will the sewer lines and water supply lines be placed and how will this
impact aquatic and riparian resources onsite and downstrear? Withoul further details regarding
discharges of wastewater and its impacts to water quality, there is not sufficient information Tor
deeision makers to evaluate impacts of this project. This constituents a fatal flaw in the DEIR.

Appropriate actions should be taken to avoid the spread of exatic species.
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Recent aguatic invertebrate surveys in the Malibu Creek watershed have confirined the presence
of the New Zealand mudsnail, an insidions exotic invasive species that could potentiaily wreak
havoc on the watershed's native organisms, The mudsnail has also been found in Piry Creek in
the Santa Clara River watershed. The DEIR describes various construction activities that will
take place in the River. [n order (e avoid the spread of this exotic species, the developer should
include a strict protocol that will be implemented to prevent its spread. Anyone having contact
with the River due to this project should complete a HACCP (o prevent the spread of the
mudsnail further into (he watershed.

Hydrology — Section 4.2

The Project should avoid any hard armoring of the stream bank.

The DEIR estimates that there will be a 148 acre-ft per year increase in runoff, despite proposed
mitigation measures. DEIR at 4.4-77. (The actual runoff and pollutant loading cstimate would
be greater if the applicant would use more appropriale models and not bulk and burn
calculations.) Small increases in flow can result in massive erosion problems over time. In order
to “mitigate” the impacts of these flows, the DEIR proposes the use of buried cement bank
stabilization, bridge picrs and abutments, nip-rap, and energy dissipaters. Specifically, 18,600
linear feet of buried soif cement and 11 bridge piers are proposed in the project area. DELR
4.2-35. Any of these structures or modifications will affect the hydrology of the stream even if
only in localized areas. Anytime natural processes are altered, there are substantial downsiream

impacts.

The long-term effects of stream hank/bed modifications include increased scouring, mncreased
crosion, and increased downstream deposition of eroded material, which degrades downstream
habitat. As a result native vegetation are often washed out, eliminating the ability for pollutant
removal. Also, eroding stream banks contribute fine sediment to streams. Fine sediments
contribute nulrients, bacteria, and bury important spawning habitat for steelhead trout. Tleal the
Bay's Strearn Team mapped 70 miies of stream in Malibu Creek Watershed between 2001 and
2003, They found that 19.8 (28%) linear stream miles of armoring resuited in 18,7 (27%) linear

miies of eroding stream banks.

The best ways 1o avoid increased erosion/deposition effects are to (1) keep ali structures and
utilitics vutside the 100-year ffoodpluin or the 500 foot riparian buffer of the River {whichever s
greater); (2) use only soft bicengineering technigues to stabilize stream banks, (No armoring of
strean banks). Bioengincering is preferable because it allows the fver to maintain a natural
dynamic balance. It aiso requires less maintcnance over time as there are no conerete or other
hard structures 1o eventually fail and be replaced. Bicengineering also provides natural miparian
habstat that maintains water quality and wildlife habitat;

We strongly recommend that the space between vertical suppor! columns be mcreased to the
maximum exlent possible to provide for less obstruction and less impact on wildlife migration.
Additionally we believe that the bridge height should be increased (0 minimize noise and ligtu
impacts that could deter aguatic and terrestrial wildiife migration. A light-peretrating surfacc
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should also be used to provide light for the orgunisms below, Plant growth below the bridge will
prowvide for migrating wildlife and enhance stabilization.

In sum, the Santa Clara River suppotts numerous endan gered, hreatened and rare aquatic species
thal must be protected from the deleterious erosion and deposition effects of stream bank/bed
modifications. The DEIR fails to analyze the impacts that the project will have to both water
{uahity and habitat quality in the Santa River and other impacted drainages. Without this
information, decision makers can not evaluate the truc impacts of this project, which is a latul
flaw of the DEIR. Therefore, the project must be modified to avoid ail armenng.

The amount of impervious surface should be greatly decreased.,

A key factor in the degradation of stream water guality is the proportion of impervious surfaces
versus pervious surfaces in the watcrshed.! Heal the Bay's State of the Watershed concluded
that “[o]ur imperviousness duta and BMI data indicate a trepd of increasing Imperviousncss
asscciated with decreasing mean Bl scores.” Further, the State of the Walershed Report finds
that there 1s senous degradation to BMI with effective imperious surfaces as low as 5%, Hollis
(19935} states that even “Jow ievels of impervious cover {5 to 10 percent} arc capable of
increasing the peak discharge rate by a factor of 5 to 10 for storms smaller tian the one year

storm,”

While Schueler (1995} comments that “more imperviaus cover directly translates into higher
peak discharge rates, greater runoff volumes, and higher floodplain elevations,™ detention ponds
are most commonly constructed to miligale these effects. ‘The primary goal of stormwater
detention poads is to reduce the peak discharge rate by slowly reieasing water over a longer
peniod of time. Therefore, the total volume of runoff is the same with or without the detention
pond, the only difference is that discharge lasts fora longer amount of time. Thus, the proposed
BMPs will not solve many of the problems created by increased renoff volumes from the

developnient.

Table 4.2-1 provides the percent imperviousness for selecled land uses. These numbers shouid
be reduced. The DEIR should consider alternatives such as increasing lhe density of the housing
or reducing the number of honses so that the % impervious is decreased below 5%. Mainzaining
3% or less effective impervious area will enswre viable mological communities.

The DEIR’s calculations for bulk and burn are misleading,

The DEIR states that “{o]ace developed, the Landmark Village project would reduce post-
development stormwater flows during a capital storm event.” DEIR at 4.2-1. Further, the DEIR
asserts that the project will decrease the total debris volume and burned and bulked renoff.

DEIR at 4.2-4. We completely disagree with this staternent. Using this methodology, the DEIR
conciudes that a undeveloped site will be dirtier and produce more runoll than an developed site.
This assertion 1s ridiculous,

* Center for Watershed Protection, 2003, Impacis of imperviaus cover on aqualic systems. Watershed Prowection
Research Manograph 1, 15% pp. bt weww cwp ore/Nownloads/
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The pre-development pollutant loading analyses used the LA County “hulk and burn” runof?
estimates, which provide unrealistically high flow and pollutant estimates most of the time.
Given the return frequency of major fires in the region, it is extremely unlikely thal most rain
events will generate the equivalent of the amount of water and poltutants estimated in the “bulk
and burn” methed. We understand that this is the siandard calculation used in the LA County
stormwater manual; however. while it may be appropriate for sizing bridges and culverts, it i
entirely inappropnate for caleulating pollutant loads and runoff volumes at a developmenl site.
We feel it is imperative that the project proponent also analyze stormwater fiow and loadin gs
under normal, non-bulk and burncd conditions and we urge the County to require such analyses
for flow and polfutani loadings in this DEIR, in arder to achieve a realistic estimate of pre- and
post-development pollutant Joads to the River. Without such =n analysis, 1l is impossibie for
decision makers to evaluate on-sile and downstream impacts that the project will have on water

guality.
All development should take place out of the floodplain.

The proposed Landmark Village project impinges upon the J00-year floodplain of the River. As
staled in the DEIR, 103.5 acres are within the FEMA floodplain, DEIR at 4.2-29. Therc is
absolutely no reason why housing needs to be placed in the 100-year floodplain, thus
necessiating stream bank stabilization measures (ie. stream bank hardering) 10 then protect
those homes 1n the floodplain. Any development in the Santa Clara River walershed must ocour
well outside the 100-year floodplain or cutside of the 500 foot riparian buffer (whichcver is
greater) and as discussed below must maintain vegetated buffers in order 1o protect the waler
quality and ecosystem functions of the River.

Biota - Section 4.4
A 500 foot riparian buffer should be required for all development activities.

As acknowledged in the DIER, “[tThe river is an important migration and genele dispersion
corrador for many wildlife species, including aquatic taxa, riparian obligate species {resident and
migratory), and larger more terrestrial animals.” DEIR at 4.4-27. Numerous riparian plant
communities have been observed on the project site. For instance, there are documented
popuiations of elderberry scrub, mulefat scrub, southern willow scrub. river wash, freshwater
marsh, alluvial scrub, great basio scrub. and scalebroom scrub. In addition, there are numerous
special-status riparian plant species on-site such as (he late-flowering mariposa lily, Los Angeles
sunflower, southwestern spiny rush, Davidson's bush mallow, California Muhly, mud nema,
spreading navarretia, Gambel's watercress and Senoran rnaiden fern docuimenied in the project
arca. DEIR at4.4-33. In addition, there are numerous animal communitics that inhabit the
riparian corridor. Tables 4.4-5 and 4.4-6 of the DEIR outline the special-status wildlife specics
that were observed on-site or are likely to oceur on-site. Many of these species inhabil the
riparian zone such as the Lawrence's goldfinch, Northern harrier, Arroyo toad, Western
spadefoot toad, and San Bernardine ringneck snake. There are alsc federally hsted agqualic
species present or that may be present at the project site or downstieari,
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Dr. Philip Rundel stated in his written comments on the proposed Ahmanson Ranch Project that
“[r]iparian ecosystems are keystone habitats in Southem California and play a critical role in a
variety of ecosystemn processes... these ecosystems act to buffer hydrologic and erosional cycles,
control and rcgulate biogeachemica) cycles of nitrogen and other key nutrieats, limit fire
movemcnts, and create unigue micraclinates for animal species. Both terrestrial and aguatic
wiidiie depend ou riparian ecosystems with their year-round availability of water, nutrients.
food sources, and organic sediments ... It is nol surprising, therefore, that riparian ecosysiems
are centers of high biodiversity.”? In addition, scientific evidence clearly demonstrates that
buffer zones, or intact areus of natural vegetation, are ¢rucial to the protection of water guality.”

Although the DEIR clairns that an appropriate riparian buffer is being included in the project
design 1o profect these species, the impact analysis in Section 4.4 refutes this assertion. Table
4.4-8 shows the acrcage of each plant community/land use that would ke developed or
temporanly disturbed. A large percentage of the riparian plant communities described sbovs
would be completely destroyed or severcly impacted by the project. For exarnple of the 6.93
acres of scalebroom scrub cuirently on-site, 4.27 acres will be permanently desttoyed and 2.67
acres will be 1emporarily impacted, This means that the entire community will be mmpacted. 1f a
riparian bufler is proposed, how is this riparian community completely impacted?

The DEIR acknowledges that the loss of habitat due to the project would be significant.

“..-[T]he loss of wildlife habitat would adversely affect nunierous cormmon and special-status
wildlife specics, including the silvery legless lizard, rosy boa, San Bemardine rin aneck snake,
ccast horned lizard, coast patch-noscd snake, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, southern rutous-
crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, westermn burrowing owl, San Diepo desert woodrat, pallid
bat, mountain lion. and San Diego black-tziled jackrabbil.” Forther, the document states that this
loss is “unavoidable.” DEIR at 4.4-59 and 60. This claim is completely unfounded, and the buge

impact ta wildlife species 1s vraceeptable.

The developer has ebviousiy not considered reasonable alternatives to lessen this impacl such as
increasing the ripanian buffer, increasing the density of homes, and/or building fewer hones. If
there Iy an appropriate riparian buffer, then the risk 1o these species - many of which are
endangered or special-siatus - is greatly reduced. A minimum 500 foot buffer, as measured from
the outside edge of the riparian canopy (not from the edge of the bank stabilization as proposed
on page 4.4-61.). or a restriction to not build in the floodplain whichever is greater, should be
required for (his project due to its size and the nature of the River. This sizable buffer is

? Letter from Dr. Philip Rundel to Dennis Hawkins, dates April 26, 2002,

? See these references: “National Management Measures to Control Nonpoint Suorce Poliution fram Urban Arcay”
(hup:ifwww.cpa. goviowownps/urbanmmindex.htin|, Tast updated 8/8/2003): Herson-Jones el, al, 1995, cited in the
aforementioned EPA document; Wenger, S. J. & Fowler, 1. {2000) Protecting Stream: and River Corridors, Crenting
Effective Local Riparian Bufter Ontinances. Policy Nores. Public Policy Rescarch Series, Carl Vinson Instilute of
Governments, the University of Georgia. 1013:1-2: Wegner, S. {1999} A Review ol 1the Scientific Literature on
Riparian Buficr Width, Extent and Vegetation. Office of Public Service & Ouireach, Institute of Ecology, University
of Georgia, Basoyal, P.. Teeter, L. 1., Flynn, K. b1, & Gracme L.ockaby, B. (1999}, Retationships betweean
Landscape Characteristics and Nonpoini Source Pollution Tnpurs (o Coasial Dstuaries. Envirormental Managemerns
23(4):539-549. and US EPA (2002) Nationa! Management Measures to Control Nonpoiat Source Pollition From
Urban Areas-Draft. Otfice of Wetlands, Oceans and Warcrsheds. Nonpoint Source Control Branch. Washinglon

D.C.
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necessary for many reasons including that “[a] number of studics have found that even the more
riparian-dependent wildlife species also require adjacent upland hahirats. " and “[aJrroyo toads
have been found in agncuiturul figlds and occur within portions of the site outside of the
proposed ripanan sethack zones.” DEIR at 4.4-60. In general, the purpose of the butter is to
protect the riparian areas from filling, devegetation and encroachment by human development.
Grading, development. and BMPs should not be allowed in the butfer. Also, the fuel
modification zone should not interfere with the buffer zone.

it addition, a mitigation ratio of 2:1 shouild be emploved for disturbance {0 areus of riparian and
vak habitat that can absolutely not be avoided. This ratio will ensure that in the long term, a 1:1
ratio will be established. Further, mitigation must occur on-site. The mitigation proposed is
completcly inadequate and should he dramatically increased.

The EIR should address downsiream species impacis.

The DEIR. addresses species found in the immediate area of the project but fails to addross
potential impacts to those species located downsiream such as steelhead and the red-legged frog.
For example, Table 4.4-7 of the DEIR indicates that wildlife species such as the steelhead
rainbow trout are “not expected on the Project Site.” 1lowever, the steelhead trout is a federally
listed species that is present downstream and thus should be evaluated. The steeihead will likely
be affected by the changing stream flows, iemperatures, and sedimentation rates. Why did the
Newhall Ranch developers apply for a 1998 Incidental Take Permit for steelhead and red legged
frog if the developer did not think downstrearmn impactls would gccur? These species should be

considered as well.

If you have any questions or would like 1o discuss any of (hese comments, piease feel Tree o
contact us at {310} 151-1500. Thank vou for your consideration of these commients.

Sincerely,

LN ol b

Kirsten James Mark Abramson
Staff Scientist Stream Team Manager
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Friends of the Santa Clara River

860 Randy Drive, Newbury Dark, Cafifornia 91326-3036 » (805) 495-4323
January 21, 2087
Mr. Darniel Fierros
Los Angcles County Departmient of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348

320 West Temple St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report - Newhali
Ranch, Landmark Village (County Project No. 00-196)

Dear Mr. Fierros,

Friends of the Santa Clara River submits the following comments on the
subject project.

Areas of Controversy tn he Resnlvad

At a minimum, there are several areas of controversy and issues to he
resotved relative to the Newhall Ranch Project that neither the Specific
Plan nor the DEIR suffictently addresses. Most of these will be
considered in the EIS/EIR now being prepared by the Army Corps of
Engineers and Califormia Department of Fish and Game (see comments
below on EIS/EIR review). These {ssues need to be studied. understood,
and mitigation defired for significant impacts prior to any approval of
Landmark Vilfage. Among these are;

s What is the long-term effect of stormwater runofT on the
vnarmored threespine stickleback and can this species survive
continued floodplain alleration?

= What is the long-term effect of bank protcction on the sedirent
dynamics of the river? '

«  What is the probability of success of riparian restoration and
mitigation {see comments below on mitigation effectiveness)?

= Why can't alternative methods of bank protection be used and
what is the justification for encroachment into the river floodpiain
when there are large areas of undeveloped uplands in the
surrounding areas (sec comments below on floadplain
medifications and the need for larger buffer zones)?

= What arg the cumnlative impacts of multiple large development
projects in the upper Santa Clara River, including Newhall Ranch
and projects within the City of Santa Clarita, an the biolegical
resources of the river corridor?
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Water Qnality

The DEIR comments on hydromadification {page 4.3-113) show once again that there is
no real understanding of the cumulative potential for existing and [uwure dcvc]opment
along the Santa Clara River to cause detrimental hydromedification impects. A larger,
guantitative, regional study is needed. Until that study is completc and the impacts
undersiood, we urge that no further projects, including Landmark Viliage and other

Newhall Ranch Vitlages. be approved.

Biota

Friends 18 submitting a separate comment letter on biota, prepared by David Magney
Environmental Consulting.

We aiso refer to the remarks of Dr. Jonathon Baskin {Reference 4), a recognized expert
on aquatic species and the unarmored threespine stickieback (UTS) in particular. Dr.
Baskin clearly explains his concem that the Newhall Ranch project will “negatively
affect, and perhaps eliminate, the unarmmored threespise stickleback.™

Specifically, he states (Ref 4} “The sensttive biota of the river, including the UTS, arroyvo
toad, icast Bell's vireo, etc., requires a habitat that is produced by a meandering stream.
Meandering streams have a variety of shallow, slow flow habitats, as well as areas of
faster flow, and during flooding overbank habitat is formed. A well-developed riparian
corridor is essential to the birds, but is also impertant to the fish because it providas a
refugium during high flows and tis ecotonal nature increases productivity of the aquatic
habitat. The sensitive aquatic species require good water quality, waler free of sedimants
and chemicai palluiants. The project docurnents do not provide adequate evidence that
these conditions will be maintained if the project is implemented.

“The installation of buried and other bank stabilization will destroy the riparian
vegetation upon which some species (birds, insects and others) depend. Revegetation at
best takes many years 10 produce the mature plant community that suppart these
organisms, and recent studies show that revegetation efforts, even if they succeed in
restoring some of the ecosystem structure, fail to restore ecosystem functions. One
reason for this failure is that the root systems of willows, mule fat and other vegetation
hold the soil in place, and these roat systems take many years, perhaps hendreds of years,
to devetop. Even when the above ground vegetation is flattened or removed by floods,
the roots resprout rapidly. The proposed bank stabilization will destroy this root system
for many miles of riverbank area. Revegetation cannot replace it, and the soil will be
much more vulnerable to erosion. This will, in turn, destroy the remaining vegetation
and what ever had developed, and greatly increase sediment in the river. This sediment is
particularly harmful to grave] spawning fishes such as the Santa Ana sucker, and the
southem steelhead, which inhabit the river further downstream, and to the bottem resting
UTS. Sediment smothers the eggs and nests of the UTS. Additional downstream impacts
of sediment and other water quality parameters are inadequately addressed. Furthermore
revegetation, even if successful, will tend to become uniform if the dynamic nature of the
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river is impaired. The diversity of organisms associated with the riparian is maintained
bv the dynamic nature of the stream, which periodically disrupts patches of riparian
habitat so that the corridor is a mosaic of habitats in various stages of ecological
succession. Disruption of the disturbance regime will significantly reduce the
bicdiversity, including sensitive species such as the least Bell's vireo.”

Adeguacy of Mitisatign

Recent studies have shown that wetlands mitigation is not werking. A recent report
(Reference 1: Ambrose, et.al., UCLA, August, 2006) studied {29 wetlands mitigation
prajects and found that “despite relativety high permit compliance, the vast majority of
mitigation siles were not optimally functioning wetlands.. .In comparison to reference
sites, only 19% of the mitigation files were classified as optimal, with just over half sub-
optimal and approximately one-quarter marginal to poor.” (Reference 1, page itl). Given
the high reliance placed on wetlands mitigation to offset project impacts, we must
conclude that wetlands loss, in general, is not being adequately mitigated in projects such
as Landmark Village. Thus, we urge that a thorough review of preject mitigation be
carried out along with the establishment of sulficienty high mitigation ratios and
adequate monitoring 1o cnsure there is no net loss of wetlands in the project area.

Need for Larger Buffer Zones

The Santa Clara is the last major natural river remaining in Southern California, a region
has already lost all but 3-5% of its pre-settiement riparian woodtands. The Newhall
Ranch Environmental Impact Report states: "The Santa Clara River is a regionally
significant biological resource. fts valne is derived from the inherent value of the Aparian
habitats and associated species, from its function as a regional wildlife corridor, and
because it is a natural river for most of its course”.

The niver's riparian eorridor can properly be considered an ecological reserve, as pex its
designation by Los Angeles County as SEA#2Y. Reference 2 ("Buffer Zones for
Ecological Reserves in California: Replacing Guesswork with Science” by Kellv and
Rotenberry) considers needed width, or buffer, for ecolopical reserves such as SEA 23,
Here is a key quote from Reference 2 (page 87): "Buffer design needs to be regarded as a
key component of any integrated management strategy for sensitive species”. In
designing buffers, the UC Riverside scientists consider what processes are operating gt
the reserve boundary and to what extent those external forces are likely to penetrate the
boundary and resuft in negative effects. Several potential forces are listed, including: (3)
introduction of alien predators (particularly domestic cats and dogs), (2) increased
nighttime illumination, (3) trespass, including pedestrian, equestrian, and off-road
vehicles, (4) introduction of wildlife competitors, (5) pothition, and (6) disease
transmisston from domestic animals to wildlife. The paper illustrates the problem with an
exarnple of a wildlife reserve in Orange County. This reserve, which is up to a mife wide
in places, is discussed by the authaors as likely having no inierior area immune from
certain edge effects such as far-ranging pes, even af g mile in width. This reserve is
much wider than the buffer allowed beiween the river trail {top of buried bank protection}
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and the riparian vegetated zone in Landmark Village, which varies from zcro to about
300 feet. Moreover, the EIR dees not reference any studies concerning urban edge effects

0N riparian species.

A study by Stanford's Dcpartment of Biological Smdies (Reference 3: Rotienborn,
Stephen C., “Predicting impacts of urbanization on riparian bird communities) shows that
the placement of urban uses in the vitinity of riparian zones has substantial impacts on
riparian bird communities ow!f fo a distance of 1500 feer. Landmark Village setbacks
range from zero to abowt 300 feet and thus fail to buffer the scnsitive riparian resources of
tie project area. The Stanford paper's concluding paragraph contatns the following
statement: "The single most irportant stepr that can be iaken ro conserve ripariagn
communities in the face of urbanization is to minimize development in and along
Sfloodpiains by maintaining broad buffers of undeveloped land berween developed areas

and riparian habitats. "

Floodplain modifications

Landmark Village, as proposed, will result in 4 loss of aver 85 acres of river floodplain.
The Les Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board has recormmended that Newhall
Ranch avoid development in the floodplain and Friends agrees with that
recommendation. The purpose of floodplains is to store floodwaters. Usurping the
floodplain of a river can have serious immediate and long-term repercussions on the
hydrology of the river and on channel morphology, both upstream and downstream (see
comments above under Water Quality). Long-term impacts could include structural flood
control meassres of unknown magnitude which could be required in the future due to the
curnujative effects of artificial reduction of the existing floodplain. The floodplzin
avpidance allemative would prevent these impacts and, if the project {s eventually
approved, this alternative or a lesser damaging envirenmental alternative, should be
adopted. (See remarks above on hydromodification).

Iraffic/Access
Friends wili submit a separate coyunent letter on traffic impacts.

New Alfernatives Needed

The proposed Landmark Village project includes construction of the Long Canyon bridge
and an extensive section of bured bank protzction downstream of the project for use in
future phases of Newhall Ranch. These future phases will require scparate EIRs and the
extent to which they will be approved remains undetermined at this time, Beoth the bridge
construction and the downstream section of bank stabilization will have significant
impacts on ripazian flora and fauna, and neither is aclually needed for the great majority
of the housing and commercial development within Landmark Village. A project
alternative should therefore be developed that omits these parts of the project so that the
impacts can be isolated and understood and a better determination made as to whether
approval as part of the Landmark Village phase is warranted.
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A second alternative should be developed which provides a minimum 500-foot boffer

zone between the urban edae {top of the buned bank protection) and the riparian zone.
Such an alternative would at least go part way towards reducing the urban edpe effects
discussed above under “Need for Larger Buifer Zones™.

Comualarive Tmpacis

The unprecedented prowth in the Santa Clara River watershed over the {ast few decades
has caused an array of cumulative impacts to flora and fauna of the River corridor.
Encroachment by development into the River floodplain and terrace lands has resulted in
habitat loss and fragmentation and will inevitably be followed by a decline in species and
loss of biological diversity, These cumulative impacts are not adequately addressed the
DEIR. Inits 1998 “Biological Opinion for the Valencia Company’s Clean Water Act
Section 404 Authorization for Portions of the Santa Clara River, Los Angeles County,
Califormia”, the U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service (p. 33) states that “The potential increase
in urbanization could result in alterations to the Santa Clara River through increasing the
poilutant load rcaching the river through runoff, human activity in the river, and
introduction of addittonal exotic predators, all of which could adversely affect the
unarmored threespine stickleback, southwestern willow flycatcher, and least Bell's
virea.” Almost ten years later, the truth of this statement is evident as numbers of
massive projects continue to impact the river. The DEIR must completely reexamine
cumulative impacts of Santa Clara watershed projects and evaluate the effectiveness of
mitigation for these impacts (see comrnents above under Water Quality).

EIS/EITR Review Dlocument

We note with some puzzlement that the Landmark Village approval process is proceeding
in advance of a major environmental review document that will impact the entire
Newball Ranch projecl. We refer to the EIS/EIR now being prepared by the California
Departrent of Fish and Game and the Army Corps of Engineers that will govern the
needed 1603 Swrearn Alteration Agreement and Corps 404 permit. This docwment, along
with its associated public hearings and a Sinalizing process, could affect large sections of
the project over which these two agencies have jurisdiction and could well result in major
alterations. We therefore submit that project approval by Los Angeles County Regional
Planning should be delayed until after such changes have been clarified and any
associated sliemabives evaluated. Sequencing projeci-level review after completion of
the EIS/EIR could avoid needless staff rime and expense if subsiantial changes are

required in the project,

Conclusion

No approval for Landmark Village should be forthcoming until the DEIR. is revised to
account for the impacts discussed above. Curnulative impacts, in particular must be
analyzed. understoed and mitigated. If approval is granted, Friends recommends that the
floodplain avoidance alternative, or an alternative less biclogically damaging, be adopted.
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Thank you for vour consideration of these comments.

Sincertely,

ﬁmﬁy@(

Ron Bottorft, Chair

Referchces

1. Ambrose, . F. et. al. Ar Evaluation of Compensatory Mitigation Projects Permitied
{nder the Clean Warter Act Section 401 by the Los Angeles Regional Ouality Confrel
Board, 1991-2002. Department of Environmental Health Sciences, University of
Califomia, Los Angeles, December 2004.

2.Kelly, Patrick J, and Rotenberry, John T., Byffer Zones for Ecological Reserves in
California: Replacing Guesswork with Science, in “Interface Between Ecology and Eand
Development in California”. Southemn California Academy of Sciences Sympositm

Proceedings: 1993,

3.Rottenborn, Stephen C., Predicting the impacts of urbanizaiion on riparian bird
communifies. In Biological Conservation, v. 88, n.3, June, 1999, pages 289-299,

4.Personal email communicaton, jonathan Baskin, Ph.D. 1o Ron Bottorff, February 28,
2003,
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Pianning Division

county of ventura —

Jenuary 18, 2007

Danie! Fierres
Department of Regional Planning
Los Angeles County

320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 80012

FAX# 2138260434

Subject: Newhall Ranch Landmark Viliage Project (phase of total spesific plan). ¢
Project Ne. 00-196 P plan), County

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document.
Altached are the comments that we have received resulting from intra-county review of

the subject document,

Your proposed responises to thesa comments should be sent directly to the commenter,
with a copy to Chuck Anthony, Ventura County Planning Division, L#1740, 800 §.
Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 93003

If you have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the
appropriate respondent. Overall questions may be directed to Chuck Anthony at

(805) 854-3683.

Sincerely,

Sl

Kim Rodriguez ¥
County Planning Director

G \Phriring Dhvison¥utside Environmmidal Documents\Response Leftersi06-060 LA Counly Respanse Gover Leltsr

Attachment
County RMA Reference Number 08-060

800 South Vidoria Avenue, L #1740, Venturs, CA 93008-1740 (805) B54-2481 FAX (B0S) 654
2RMNQ
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division
MEMORANDEOM

DATE: December 13, 2006

TO: Resource Management Agency, Planning Division
Attention; Carl Morehouse

FROM: Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Review of Document (6-060
Newhall Ranch Landmark Village Project (Phase of Total Specific Plan).
The project 1s iocated n the northwest portion of the unincorporated area of the Los
Angetes County within the Santa Clarita Valley Planning Corridor south of SR 126
near the intersection of Chaquro Canyen Road, north of Samta Clara River and west
of I-5.
Applicant:  The Newhall Ranch and Farming Company
Lead Agency. County of Los Angeles

The Public Works Agency ~ Transportstion Department has reviewed the DEIR for Newhall Ranch
Landmark Village Project located in the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County within the Santa
Clarita Valley Planning Corridor. The project proposes to construct 1,444 residential dwelling units,
over 1,000,000 SF of mixed use/commercial uses, 2 nine-acre elementary School and a six-acre
park/recreational facility.

The trip generation from this project is estimated to be 41,900 ADT. This project is only the first
Phase of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Page ES-96 of the DEIR states that the 2020 buildout of
the entire Newhall Ranch Specific Plan would contribute to a potential significant impact at the
intersection of Center Street and SR 126. The following measures are listed to mitigate the impacts
on County Roadways and intersections:

Mitigation LV 4.7-23 listed on Page ES-111 of the DEIR identified no improvements at Main Street.
The following improvements were identified at the intersection of SR 126 and Center Street.

1. Restripe Center Street Southbound approach resudting i right and Jeft tum lanes.
2. Add a westbound right tum deceleration lane to SR 126 (Telegraph Road).
3. Install Traffic Signal when warranted.

Restriping Center Street resulting in right and left turn lanes appears te be in conflict with the
improvements idemtified in the Piru Area Plan DEIR. The mitigation measure listed iy the Piru Area
Plan EIR 15 to construct a raised channehser island 1o prohibit left turn movements from Center Street

o SR 126,

The Transpestation Department will require the applicant for the Newhall Ranch Project to contribute
a pro rate share towards the cost of the improvement identified in the Piru Area Plan in addition to
the mitigation measure measures identified in the DEIR for the Project.
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The applicant shall contribute 2 project pro rata share for the following improvemenis at the
intersection of SR 126 with Center Street and Main Street:

1. Improvements at SR 126 and Main Street as identified in the Piru Area Plan EIR for signal
modifications with new signal phasing, mast arms, signal heads, westbound right-turn lane,
eastbound left-turn lane, and lengthening the southbound feft-turn iane at an estimased cost of
$395,000. The project share at 9% (Page 4.7-92 reference 13) wilt amount 1o $35 550

2. Improvements at SR 126 and Main Street as identified in the Piru Area Plan EIR for
pedestrian crosswalk, pedestrian signal heads and pushbuttons, and wheelchair remps at an
estimated cost of $150,000. The project share at 9% will amount to $13,5060

3. Improvements at SR 126 and Center Street as identified in the subject EIR and the Piru Area
Plan EIR for the construction of westbound right-turn deceleration lane on SR 126 is
estimated at $100,000. The project share at 9% will amount to $9,000.

4. Tmprovements at SR 126 and Center Street as identified in the Piru Area Plan EIR to
construct a raised channelizer island at an estimated cost of $50,000. The project share at 9%

will amount to $4,500,

The project pro rata shares to mitigate the impacts on SR 126 corridor will amount to $52,550, Prior
to the issuance of the first building permit within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, the applicant
shall enter into an agreement with the County of Ventura to deposit 362,550 in a Trust Fund towards

these improvements,

In addition, prior to the issuance of the first building permit within the Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan, the applicant shall post bond therr pro rata share towards the cost of design and construction of
a Traffic Signal at the imtersection of SR 126 anxd Center Street, The estimated cost of construction of
a Traffic Signal projected to 15 years is estimated to be $600,000. The Traffic Signal will be
constructed when the intersection meets warrant, If the Traffic Signal does not meet warrant at the
end buildout of the Newhal! Ranch Specific Plan, the deposit will be retorned to the applicant,

The cumulative impacts that result from the incremental impact of traffic generated by this project,
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable prabable future
projects, may be individuaily minor, but collectively stgnificant over a period of time. The EIR. should
be revised to address the cumulative impact of this project on County local roads and the Regional
Road Network. To mitigate the cumulative impact of traffic, the EIR should include & condition for
payment of the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF). The fee is due prior to the issuance of the
farst building permit for the project.

Based on the fee schedule established in accordance with County Ordinance Code 8601-0 et seq. for
the Piru area and the information provided in the DEIR, the TIMF due to the County is:

1000 ADT* x $14.99/ADT = §$14, 990

* Newhall Ranch Traffic Analysis estimated that the Specific Ptan would contribute 1000 ADT in
the Piru area.
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The above estimated fee may be subject to adjustment at the lime of deposit, due 1o provisions in the
Traffic Jmpact Mitigation Ordinance aliowing the fee to be adjusted for inflation based on the
Engineering News Record (ENR) construction cost index. The above is an estimate only based on
information provided in the draft environmental document. If the project cumnlative impacts are not
mitigated by payment of a traffic mitigation fee, current General Plan policy will require County
oppasition to this project.

Qur review is limited to the impacts this project may have on Ventura County’s Regional Road
Network.

Please call me at 654-2080 if you have questions.

FATRANSPORLmDeviNon, Comryd06-D60 Newhall Loa Angrlos doc:



JAN-21-2007 B7:13 FROM:AMA PLANNING DEPT 8US 654 Z5@9 TO: 8121368584934 P51

Ventura County

Watershed Protection District
Groundwater Section

N MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 18, 2007

T Car! Morehouse, RMA - Planning Division

FROM: Tharesz Stevens, WPD ~ Water & Environmental Resources Division
CC: Paul Callaway, WPD ~ Planning & Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: RMA 06-060, Draft EiR - Newhall Ranch Landmark Village

Project Description

The project consists of 418 lots o include a maximum of 1,444 residential units, a maximum of 1,353,000
squara feet of non-residential mixed-used space, an elementary schocl, a community park, a fire station,
three private recreational facilities, open space end river trait uses. The project proposes io develop the
292 B-acre Landmark Village tract map site located within the b{mndary of the Newhall Ranch Specifi

Plan in westem Los Angeles County, north of the Santa Clara River, South and north of Highway 128,
east of the Ventura County line and west of Interstate 5. The cument land uses of the site sre agricuttural

operations.

Additiona! off-site project-reletad components on 750.9-acres of land include the following.

A cut and fill grading operation, which includes fitl imported to the tract map site from a 215-acre bomow
site (Adobe Canyon bormow sita), grading to accommodate roadway improvements to SR-126, and debyis
basins for stormwater flows coflected by the tract map’s storm drainage system on approximately 120-
acres of land, located diractly nerth of SR-126 within Chiquito Canyon (Chiquite Canyon grading site);

A 225 5-acre utitity corridor, which would run paraliel to SR-125, from the western boundary of the tract
map site t0 the approved Newhall Ranch Wastewater Reclamation Plant {WRP) near the Los Angslas
County/Ventura County line, from the eastem boundary of the tract map site to the Oid Roadnterstate 5
{I-5), and then south to the existing Valencia WRP, which would extend municipal services t and from

the tract map site.

Several portable water tanks, reclaimed water tanks, construction of the Long Canyon Road Bridge, bank
stabitization and storm drainage improvements.

Comments

Saction 4.3 Water Quality
Page 4.3-18 indicatas “... Compliance with SUSMP requirements is used as one method o evaluate the

significanca of project developmert impacts”.  This stalement is followed by a series of Best
Management Practices (BMPs). The BMPs appear to be sugpested options rather than requirements n
the way they are written. For example, several of the BMPs indicate the applicant "must® or “needs” to
implement a particular BMP rather than stating the applicart *shall” implement a BMP. Please mevise the
EiR to reflect that BMPs are required mitigation measures for water quality impacts.
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Projedd Reviow -~ RMA 058-D80

Page 4.3-20 indicates that the 0.2 inch per hour intensity rainfall was used to calculate runoff and
therefore designs for fiow-based BMPs. Please clerify in the EIR the duration of this intensity of rainfall.

The hourly rainfall intensity for LA County was also used as the standard for calculating runoff.  We
recommend recalculation using the hourly rainfall intensity for the Santa Clara River watershed, and not
just LA County or the LA County portion of this watershed.

Page 4.3-20 discusses hydro-modification. The EIR discusses protection of the Santa Clara River.
Please revise the EIR and mitigation measures 1o require the applicant to datain alt runaff generated by
the development on site to pre-project conditions in order fo protect the Sante Ciara River and all

tributaries thereto.

Paga 4.3-29. Why does the flow date included in the anaiysis stop with 19697 Please reviss the EIR o
address this question.

Page 4.3-30(b) indicates there will be no discharge to tributaries in the post-development condition. if
thare will be no future discharge to these tributaries, this is permanent and potentially adverse change in
their hydrologic condition and aquatic habitats.  Piease revise the EIR %o address these impacts and
include additional mitigation measuras if impacts are determined to be potentially significant

Fage 4.-3-50. The EIR indicates that °... Project related improvements to borrow sites would not result in
infroduction of impervious surfaces or any changes in drainage or hydrology characteristics " and that
*...all water quality impacts will be limitéd to the construction phase®. The mass grading associated with
this project will result in sedimentation downstream of the graded area. While the EIR concludes that
impacts would be limited to the construction phase, this conclusion is not supported in the EIR. Please
revise the EIR and explain how graded areas will be stabilized and the timing of such stabilization work,
Additonai measufes to stabilize the site shouid be added 10 the EIR as required mitigation measures.

Pages 4.3-56 and 4.3-57 describe several previously adopteg hydro-modification control measures, The
documant also indicates that bank stabilization in the form of buried soil cement is proposed. This is
hydro-modificaion and appears to be inconsistert with the adopled hydro-rnodification adopted
measures described in the EIR and existing poticy. Please revise the EIR and explain how a buried soit
cement levee is consistent with adopted measures and the Los Angeles Regional Board's Hydro-

modification policy {adopied on January 27, 2005),

The references to the length of the buried soil cement are not cear. Tha EiIR identifies varniously 18,600
iinear feet and 17,400 linear feet *...plus additonal...". Please revise the EIR to clearly explain ihe entire
extent (langth} of burked soil cament.

Piease revise the EIR and explain the hydrauiic effects of the Turf Reinforcement Mat. 1s it hydraulically
equivalent to rock stope protection of buried soif cement?

Table 4.3-12. Please revise the EIR so that “will” statements should be ravised to *shall” to make these
conditions required and enforceable.

Page 4.3-102. Wit the burted soil cement be covered with soil and planted? What is the temporary
impact feotprint for constructing this bank stabilization? Wilk the temporary impacts extend into the river
peyond the permanent impact footprint? i so, how far? Please revise the EIR to answar these
questions. Further, if the buried soil cement will be maintained by the Los Angsles County Public Works
Department and/or re-planted by the applicant after high flows erode the soil and piants away, please
revise the EIR and descnbe how cumulative impacts on the river as a result of such mamtenance and/or
re-planting wiil ba avoided, minimized, and mitigated over the long term.
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Project Review — RMA 08-080

What other phases of the preject and the larger Newhall land development include hydro-medificatian in
the form of bark stabilizaton? Please revise the EIR and explain potential future hydro-modification in
the cumulative impact analysis. Please add additional mitigation measures to address potentially
significant future impacts associated with additional bank stabilization.

The statement that "...reset events buffer impervicusness...” oversimplifies the broader issue of the
impact of urban devetopment and increased impervious surfaces on water quality, biological resources,
aesthetics, and sediment transport processes. What evidence is there to support this conclusion?
Please revise the EiR to provide an example and a meaningful discussion of the cumulative impact of
this deveiopment on the Santa Clara River and its tributaries so that the public and decisionmakers can
make an informed decision on the project,

KIWCAEmironmerta! SasvineolE R Reviews'Wewhall Landmark Yikage EiRDOC
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VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum
TO: Chuck Anthony, Planning DATE: January 17, 2007
FROM: Alicia Stratton X7

SUBJECT: Request for Review of Draft Envitonmental hnpact Report for Newhal
Ranch Landmark Village Project (Phase of Total Specific Plan), County of
Los Angeles (Reference No. 06-060)

Air Pollution Controi District staff has reviewed the subject projeet, which iy 2 proposal
to develop the 292.6-acre Landmark Village tract map site, located in the first phase of
the Riverwood Village within the boundary of the approved Newhail Ranch Specific
Plan. The land uses proposed as part of the Landmark Village tract map site arc
eensistent with the approved Specific Plan. Propused development is for construction of
1,444 residential dwelling units (308 single family units, 1,136 wulti-family uniis),
1,033,000 s5q. . of mixed use/commercial uses, a ninc-acre elementary school, a i 6-acre
cormunuuity park, public and private recreational facitities, trails and road improvements.

Section 4.9 of the drafl environmental impact report addresscs air quality issues related to
the project. We concur with the findings of the air quadity discussion and recommend
that all air quality mitigation measures described on Pages 4.9-68 through 4.9-82 he

implemented as described,

If you have any questwns, please call me at 645-1426,
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Ventura County

Watershed Protection District
Groundwater Section

MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 17, 2007
TO: Chuck Anthony, RMA - Planning Division
FROM: David Panare, WPD - Groundwater Section

SUBJECT: RMA 06-060, Draft EIR - Newhall Ranch Landmark Village

Project Description

The project consisls of 418 lots 1o includa a maximum of 1,444 residential units, a maximum of 1,363,000
square test of non-residential mixed-used space, an slementary school, a community park, a fire staticn,
three private recreational facilities, opan space and river trail uses.  The project proposes 1o develop the
292.6-acre Landmark Vilage ract map site located within the boundary of the Newhalt Ranch Specific
Pian in western Los Angeles County, north of the Santa Slara River, South and north of Highway 128,
east of the Ventura County line and west of Interstate 5. The current land uses of the site are agricuitura

operaticns.

Additional off-site project-related companents on 756.9-acres of land include the foliowing:

A cut and till grading operation, which includes fill importad 10 the tract map site from a 218-acre borrow
site (Adobe Canyon borow site), grading 10 accommodaie roadway improvemerits to SR-126, and debris
basins for stormwater fiows coliected by the tract map’s storm drainage system an approximately 120-
acres of land, focated directly north of SR-126 within Chiquito Canyan {Chiquito Canyon grading site);

226.5-acre utility corridor, which would run paralfel to SR-126, from the western boundary of the tract
map site to the approved Newhall Ranch Wastewater Reclamation Plant (WRP} near the Los Angsles
County/Ventura County line, from the eastern boundary of the tract map sité te 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;

Waler tanks or storage reservairs lor potable and reclaimed water, construction of the Long Canyon
Road Bridge, bank stabilization and stormn drainage improvements are included in proposed plans.

Comments

The Landmark Vilage Draft EIR Section 4.3 — Water Quality states that cumulative impacls on
groundwater quality from the proposed project and future urban development in the Santa Clara
Watershed are addressed through compliance with the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit
and Standard Urban Stermwater Mitigation Plan requirements, Construction General Permit
requirements, General Dewatering Permit requirements, and benchmark Basin Plan groundwater guality
ohjactives, which are intended to be protective of beneficial uses of the groundwater, Project compliance
with the regquirements designed to protect bensficial uses, cumulative groundwater quality impacts are
mitigaied to a level that is less than significant.
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Project Review - RMA 08-060

The groundwater recharge discussion contained within the water quality section of the DEIR surnmanzes
that urbanization has been accompanied by long-tem stability in pumping and groundwatar levels, plus
the addition of State Water Project water 1o the Santa Clara River Valley. Togsther these factors have
not reduced recharge 1o groundwater and nol depleted the amount of groundwater that is in storage
within the valley. Based on additional information provided within the groundwater recharge discussion,
the cumulative impact on groundwater recharge is considered less than significant,

The Landmark Village Draft EIR Section 4.10 — Water Service reports no additional mitigation measures
beyond those identified in the Newhall Ranch Spacific Plan Program EIR are required or necessary,
because the Landmark Village project does not result in any significant water-related impacts after
implementation of the mitigation measures. The Landmark Village Draft EIR volumes on water supply
assessment regarding groundwater management plans, state water project defiverability reports, ete. is
an adequate review and a through account of water service for the proposed project,

The Landmark Village Draft EIR Section 4,11 — Wastewater Disposal mitigation measures reguires that
the project applicant implement the applicable miligation measures from the Adopted Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan as they relate to the Landmark Village project. Mitigation Measure Nos. 4,12-1 through
4.12.7 were adopted by Los Angeles County in connection with its approval of the Newhalf Ranch
Specific Plan. These applicable mitigation measures will be implemenied, or bave been impiemsnted
already, to mitigate the potentially significant wastewater disposal impacts asscciated with the proposed

project.

Additional phases of this project will be examined at appropriale intervais.

DF:g!

F-iwmistarchivedt AMA 05-DB0.doc



JAN-21-20887 B7:15 FROM:RMA PLANNING DEFT 885 654 2589 TO:B1213626PR434 Pol1-1g

Agriceltural Commissioner
Office of W. Esrl McPhail

AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER
F.O. Box 839, Santa Paula, CA 2308]
215 East Santa Barbara Streut
Telephone: (803)¥33-3165
{803) 647-5093 ]
FAX; (B03) 525-8922

ClhicT Depuiy
David Bustmer

January 12, 2007

Daniel Fierros

Los Angeles County

Depaniment of Regionai Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Newhail Ranch, Landmark Village Project (RMA Ref # 06-060)

Dear Mr. Fierros:

Thank you for the oppartunity to cormment on the Initial Study and Dra®t EIR for the
above project. The comment deadline is January 18, 2007.

The project description (abbreviated) is: Develop the 252 6-acre Landmark Village
track map site, located in the first pnase of the Riverwood Village within the boundary of
the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Construction includes 1,444 residentiat
dwellings, up to 1,033,000 sg ft of mixed-use/commercial uses, a 9-acre elementary
school, @ 16-acre Community park, a fire statement, public and private recreational
facilities, trails, and road improvements, as well as related off-site support actjvities and
construction, including construction of the Long Canyon Road Bridge, bank stabilization

and storm drainage improvements.

With respect to the conversion of farmiand, no part of the project is within Ventura
County; and therefore, the Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner's Office has no

comment on this topic.

With respect to conflicts with existing zoning for agriculture within Ventura County, the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan abuts farmiand within Ventura County. Mowever, no part
of the Landmark Village tract map site {residential, school, or commercial uses) is within
the development setback from the Los Angeles County/Ventura County iine that was
approved in the specific plan EIR. Storm drainage improvements for Landmari Village
(debris basing) along the Santa Clara River appear to be within ¢lose proximity to
Ventura County, but as they are considered non-human-intensive uses, they do not
require extended setbacks from Ventura County farmland.

With respect to other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
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David Fierros, Los Angeles County, Regional Flanning [RMA Ref # 06-050]
January 12, 2007
Page 2

nature, could result in the conversion of farmland downstream or downwind in Ventura
County, the Ventura County Initial Study Assessment Guidelines (2000 Ed.), {"Initial
Study Guidelines”) state that any use that will decrease the quality of ground water
available for agriculture to a level greater than 1200 mg/L total dissolved selids (TDS) is
considered to have a significant impact. Any use that will cause a net decrease in the
availability of water for agricuiture is considered to have a significart project and
cumulative impact. This includes uses that may increase the net utilization of ground
water in an over drafted basin or in & basin in hydrologic continuity with a basin in over

draft.

Further, the Initial Study Guidelines also provide that any project that will cause a 10
percent or greater increase in dust on agncultural parcels in Ventura Counly is
considered to have a significant impact. The temporary construction of drainage
improvements within one-half mile of farmland in Ventura Gounty is likely to cause an
increase in dust of over 10 percent, uniess disturbed areas are watered and
construction is halted during periods of high winds.

If you have any guestions about these comments, please contact me at the telephone
number or emaii address balow.

Thank you.

e (Gl

Rita Graham

Agricuttural Land Use Planner
(805) 933-8415
rita.graham@ventura.org

¢¢: Chuck Anthony, Ventura County Planning Division

~— Serving Ventura Counry since {395 —



I'TO BE RETYPED ON DISTRICT LETTERHEAD)]
By Facsimile and First-Class Mail
January 22, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros
Department of Regional Planning
Room 1346

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re:  County Project No. 00-196-(5)
Vesting Tentative Tract Map. No. 53108
Geperal, Local and Specific Plan Amendment Case Nos. 00-196-(5)

Dear Mr. Fierros:

This Ietter constitutes the Castaic Union School District’s (“School District™) comments
to the Draft Environmental Impact Report associated with the above-referenced project
The School District appreciates the epportunity to comment upon this matter.

THE PROJECT

In 1997, the Newhall Land and Farming Company {“NLF") was the owner of land within
the County, and partially within the School District’s boundaries, that NLF proposed for
development into a new community known as Newhall Ranch. The entire developed was
proposed to include approximately 24,000 residential units as well as commercial and
industrial facilities. Total buiid out of the development was anticipated over 30 years.

The portion of the Newhall Ranch development that is within the School District’s
boundaries was known as Riverwood, consisting of approximately 2,333 acres. NLF’s
development plans for Riverwood include 2,338 single family and 1,686 multi-family
dwelling units. Riverwood is further divided into several project areas, including, but not
limited to, Landmark Village. The Landmark Village project area consists of 292.2 acres
that NLF proposes to develop into 1,444 residential units (308 single family and 1,136
multi-family) with an anticipated residential population of 3,684. The Landmark Village
project area also contemplates the inclusion of 1,033,000 square feet of
commercial/mixed use space, a 9-acre elementary school site, a 16-acre community park,
three private recreational facilities, open space and river trails, and supporting roadway,

drainage and infrastructure improvements.

By the above-referenced application, NLF is seeking approval of the Landmark Viliage
portion (“the Project”) of the Riverwood development. The proposed 9-acre school site
is included among the iots for which NLF seeks approval within the Landmark Village

Vesting Tentative Tract Map. No. 53108.



THE 1997 FUNDING AGREEMENT

The School District and NLF entered into a “School Facilities Funding Agreement” dated
November 20, 1997 (*Funding Agreement”). The intent of the parties was to reach
agreement as to the manner in which the Newhall Ranch project’s impact on the School
District would be mitigated. In relevant summary, the Funding Agreement provides:

NLF will provide a school site appropriate for an elementary (K-5) school
designed to house 837 students on traditional single, track, 9 month

schedule.

The school site will be 10 acres, or 7 acres with 2 5 acre adjoining park.

The school site 1s subject to consent of the District and the California
Department of Education (“CDE™,

The School District will construct the school on the school site in
compliance with State requirements and specifications, including the then
current Statc School Buiiding Lease-Purchase Program Applicant

Hangdbook.

NLF will advance funds to the Schoel District for construction of the
school in response to District draw requests.

NLF’s per student contribution to construction costs will be V4 of the total
costs per student. If state funds are not available for the construction, then
NLF will be responsibie for the full costs per student.

NLF will provide funding to the School District to lease emergency
relocatable classrooms to house up to 420 students generated by
Riverweod until the completion of the school.

If Riverwood generates more than i,260 K-5 students, then NLF will
provide another elementary school site,

There have been 1o significant amendments or medifications to the terrms of the Funding
Agreement since 11s original execution.

SUMMARY OF DRAFT EIR AND SCHOOL DISTRICT IMPACTS

NLF submitted the draft EIR presently under consideration in November 2006. The
Draft EIR provides that the Project would generate 336 new elementary, 93 middle and
161 high school students at complete build out. (Draft EIR, 4.15.1.) With regard to
mitigating the impact of the students generated by the Project, the draft EIR states:



On November 20, 1997, the Castaic District entered into a school
facilities/funding agreement with Newhail to ensure that development within
the Riverwood Village of the Specific Plan, either individually or
cumulatively with other projects within District’s boundaries, would have no
adverse impacts on the District’s ability to provide adequate educational
opporiunities to every student m the District. In particular, the Financing
Schedule and Financing Pian contained in the agreement guarantees to the
Castaic District that there will be adequate school facilities available to house
every student within the Specific Plan's Riverwood Village. The agreement
states that the funds and land to be provided to the Castaic District by
Newhall constitute the entire extent of Newhall’s obligation to provide school
facilities for the Specific Plan’s Riverwood Village. {Draft EIR, 4.15-5.)

The draft EIR then restates the terms of the Funding Agreement with regard to the school
site size and construction requirements. For example, the draft EIR provides that the
school will be designed for a capacity of 837 students, based on traditional, single track,
nine-month schedule school program. [t states that the school will be constructed in
accordance with the requirements of the specifications contained in the Education Code
and the Applicant Handbook for State School Building Lease-Purchase Program as they

exist at the time of construction.

The draft EIR acknowledges that the Project’s “cumulative impacts on the School District
would be significant™ but concludes that “compliance with the funding agreement would
reduce the cumulative impacts to below a level of significance.”

AREAS OF CONCERN

The Schoel District has three (3) areas of concern with regard to the draft EIR and
proposed mitigation measures outlined in the EIR and the Funding Agreement: (1) the
size of the proposed school site; (2} the location of the proposed school site; and {3) the
measures available to address interim student housing needs pending completion of the

proposed elementary scheol.
1. Site Size.

As outlined above, the Funding Agreement contempiates NLF providing a [0-acre site or,
in the aiternative, a 7-acre site with an adjoining S-acre park. The Funding Agreement,
however, also provides that the school site shall meet Education Code requirements and
be subject to School District and California Department of Education approval.

With regard to the size of a traditional track, K-5 elementary school designed to house

750 students, the current proposed site is below the California Department of Education
recommended minimum acreage. The District and NLF are in discussions to determine
what measures, including any modification of the Funding Agreement, are necessary to

obtain CDE site approval.



2. Site Loeation

The current proposed school site is abutted by California Highway route 126 to the north,
Califomia Code of Regulations, Title 5, section 14010{e) states, “The site shall not be
adjacent to a road or freeway that any site-related traffic and sound level studies have
determined will have safety problems or sound levels which adversely affect the

educational program.”

In addition to noise concerns, the site’s proximity to Highway 126 raises potentially
significant hazardous materials, air quality and other student safety issues. For example,
in 2003, subsequent to the execution of the Funding Agreement, the Legislature required
school districts to consider and evaluate the impact of freeways and other busy traffic
corridors within one-{ourth of a mile of a proposed school site that “might reasonably be
anticipated to emit hazardous air emissions, or to handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
meaterials, substances or waste.” (See Education Code section 17213.)

The cuitent proposed scheol site is well within one-fourth of a mile of the Highway 126.
Maoreover, the growth and expansion of the entire valley area and the cumulative impact
of that expansion on the traffic flows along Highway 126 may impact the mitigation
measures required to make the site suitable for school purposes.

3 Interim Student Housing

The Funding Agreement contemplates that construction of the new elementary school
will not begin unul the Riverwood project has reached a certain level of development.
Specifically, the Funding Agreement states, *“District shall provide NLF with written
notice (“District Notice™) for the New Elementary School when District reasonably
determines that at least 420 Riverwod Students are estimated to exist within the next 30
months of the District Notice and that the New Elementary School is reasonably required
to house Riverwood Students.” NLF would then begin to provide construction funds in
response to draw applications from the School District.

Unti? the completion of the new elementary school, the Funding Agreement provides for
NLF to fund the lease of emergency relocatable buildings to house up to 420 Riverwood
students. In addition to this refocatable building option, the School District contemplated
using excess capacity in other School District schools to house such students. One of the
alternative schools the School District contemplating using was scheduied for completion
in 2007. However, the School District’s facilities needs and plans have changed, and as a
result, the Scheol District no longer has plans to construct the alternative school. As a
result, the School District is still exploning options for interim housing for Riverwood
students consistent with School District facility, class size, and transportation targets and

procedures.

Finally, the School District notes that the California Depariment of Education has
performed a preliminary evaluation of the current proposed site, The evaiuation noted
the size and location concermns discussed above. The report concluded that the School



District could proceed with further evaluation of the site. However, the report was
inconclusive as te whether the site would receive CDE approval and as to exactly what
mitigation measures may need to be taken to make the site suitable.

CONCLUSION

The School District believes that the Funding Agreement is a positive and substantial step
in the joint effort with NLF to mitigate the Project’s impacts on the School District. It
provides a workable framework for the School District and NLF to move forward.
However, as discussed above, several issues remain with regard to the practical
irmplementation of the Funding Agreement to ensure the Project’s impacts are adequately

and appropriately addressed.

The School District looks forward to continuing its positive partnership with NLF to
resolve these remaining issues. Nevertheless, the School District believes there is

important work still 10 be done in this regard.

The School District once again thanks the County for the opporturtity to comment upon
this matter and hopes that these comments are helpful in the County’s evaluation of the

Project.

if you should have any questicns regarding these comments or desire further information
from the School District, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Jaime Garcia

¢c: Glenn Adamick, The Newhall Land and Farming Company
be: Trevin E. Sims

50066559
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ETATE QF CALIFORNIA--BIISINT S8, TRANEPORTATION AND HOUSING ACENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE QOF PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION AND REGIONAL PLANNING
H/CEQA BRANCH, M3 16

104 SOUTH MAIN STREET

LOZ ANGELES, CA 80012

PHONE (218) 897-3747
FAX  (213)887-1337 Flex your power!

Be energy efficient!

January 22, 2007

Mr. Danie] Fierros

County of Los Angeles,
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 94012
Re: Landmark Village (formerly River Village)

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 53108

Draft Environinental Impact Report

IGR/CEQA No. 061 131/EA, SCH#2004021 002
Vie. LA/126/0.0-5.00, LA-005-PM R53.9

Dear Mr. Fierros:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the
Landmark Village development project. Landmark Village is the first subdivision tract map
development of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The Landmark Village Tract Map proposes
construction of {444 residential dwelling units, 1.033 million square feet of mixed-
use/commercial uses, an elementary school, and recreational facilities. We have reviewed
document and have the following comments:

State Route 126
The traffic analysis determined the proposed development would result in significant

iransportation impacts to the following mtersections at Statc highway 126 (SR-126). Tong
Canyon Road-Chiquito Canyon Road, Walcott Way, and Commerce Center Drive. We note that
mitigation measures arc recemmended to reduce the impacts at all of these intersections to a
level less than significant. Project related transportation impacts to the SR-126/1-5 Interchange
have been mitigated to a less than significant level by the recently completed widening
recenstruction of the SR-126 bridge over-crossing. Planned improvements to the Commerce
Center Drive mierchange and widening of SR-126 from I-5 to Commerce Center Drive are
projected to be completed by 2008. To aveid significant transportation impacts, we reguest
completion of planned improvements prior to or concurrently with build-out of Landmark
Village. If not, significant transportation impacts would be expacted ar these locations, and they
would need to be addressed in this environmental impact report.

Project Initiation Docoment (PIR)

Typically, the Department (Caltrans) designs transportation mprovements to a 20-year horizon,
not to 2010 as the study has done. To implement the proposed mitigation measures, a
Project Initistion Document (PID) that includes an slternative analysis will be needed and
further analysis will be necessary,

"Caltrgns improves mobility aeross California®
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Feasibility Study Report

A Feasibility Study Report was prepared by the project’s consultant with Caltrans oversight to
determine future roadway improvements on Statc Route 126, The Feasibility Study includes the
following recommendations for improvements to SR-126:

* Widening of SR-126 to four-lanes in each direction from Commerce Center Drive to Long
Canyon Road.

= New at-grade, signalized intersection at Walcoit Way
New at-grade, signalized intersection at Long Canyon Road/Chiguito Canyon Road

We note that at buildout of Phase Three (3) of Landmark Village (2010), a third through lane
would be required at the Walcott Way and Long Canyon Road intersections. Although the
Feasibility Study Report references the widening of SR-126, the Draft EIR does not mention the
SR-126 widening. The EIR needs to explicitly state that the project (Newhal! Ranch Specific
Ptan) applicant will fund widening of SR-126 from I-5 to Long Canyon Road.

Transportation/Traffic Mitigation Plan

We recommend that Transportation/Traffic Mitigation Plan be prepared detailing all project
related mitigation measures {or all phases of the project, including improvements to SR-126 and
to Interstate 5. It needs to state that the applicant (Newhall Land and Farm) will be tesponsible
for fully funding traffic mitigation to SR-126 including the widening of mainline through lanes,
timely with development. We acknowledge that the applicant may seek other sources of
fanding. Section SP 4.8-7 of the document states: “ Construction or funding of any required
facilitics shall not preclude the applicant’s ability to seck state, federal, or local funding for these
Facilities.” However, if the project’s efforts 1o secure state, federal or local funding are
unsuccessful, the developer is still responsible to fund the improvements. The mitigation plan
needs to be consistent with the feasibility study report, and link improvements identified in the
teasibility study report with future subdivision maps or phasez of Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
The Transpottation/Mitigation Plan needs to deseribe the “triggers” for initiation of specific
mitigation measures, tied to both the project phases and the number of units built.

Rescrving Ripht-of-Way
We acknowledge the statement on page 4.7-22, that the development project would construct

temporary intersections with SR-126, which wonld be consistent with the project’s planned
potential future grade-separaied crossings for Long Canyon Road and Walcott Way., We
recommend that enough right-of-way be reserved for potential futurc grade-separated
interchanges. The final design for both new access intersections will be determined by a Project
Initiation Report that includes an altemative analysis. The pending decision to change highway
designation from conventional highway to expressway may alse influence the final intersection
design and the number of access points as wall.

Capiured Vehicle Trips

As stated in our previous comment letter, we request for further clarification as to the assumption
of unusuaily high percentage of captured vehicle wips, 30%. It is conceivable that higher
captured trips could be achieved in multi-use development, when it includss affordable housing
and retail uses. We remind you that school and office uses will zlso attract vehicic trips from
outside the deveiopment ag well,

“Codtrans improves mobidity eoross California™
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Interstate-5
Regarding transportation impacts o Interstate-5, the traffic/access report does not indicate

significant impacts as a result of the buildout of Landmark Village. However, through mitigation
measures LV-47-21 (as shown in the document), the project applicant has committed to
participate in capacity augmentation improvements on a fair-share basis for Interstate 5.

Contingency Mitigation Plan

The 2030 cumulative impact analysis for Interstate-5 shown on Table 4.7-30 assumes the
addition of a High Occupancy Lanc (HOV} in area, Tt is true that over the vears various studies
have recommended the additien of HOV lancs, and truck lanes in the area; however, its
construction and completion prior to the buildout of Newhall Ranch is not certain. Tf capacity
augmentation improvements such as HOV lanes, truck lanes, or mixed-flow lanes are not built
prier to buildout of Newhali Ranch, significant transportation impacts would occur as a result.
We request that alternate traffic mitigation measures and/or a contingency plan based on a no-

HOV/truck lanes scenario by 2030 be prepared.

Lnhanced Transit Usage & Other Smart-Growth Strategies

We encourage the implementation of Smart-Growth Strategies such as: bikeways, pedestrian
walkways, erthanced transit usage, and increased Jobs/Housing Balance,

"The document describes the foilowing transit related mitigation measures:

* Landmark Village reserves 8 acres of land in a 35-foot wide strip along the south side of
State Route-126 as a future rail corridor right of way.

= Constnction of Park-and-Ride lot.

= Community design will inclugk bus stop areas for future public bus services,

In the spisit of partnership, we Jook forward to continuing to work closely with the County and
the project applicant regarding the transportation-related aspects of the project. If you have any
questions regarding our comments and recommendations, you may call me at (213) 867-3747 or
Elmer Alvarez, the IGR Coordinator, at (213) 897-6696, and refer to record number 060133/EA.

Sincerely,

CHERYL J. POWELL
JGR/CEQA Program Manager
Caltrans, District 7

ce:  Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse
Barry Witler, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

“Caltranz imprrves mebility acrpss Califersia”
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County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Playming
Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348
320 West Temple Strect

Los Angeles, CA, 53012

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EN’V]ROMNTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
LANDMARK VILLAGE PROJECT, COUNTY PROJECT NQ. 00-196, SCH NO.
2004021002

Dear Mr, Fierros:

Thark you for the opportunity & comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Landimnark Village project.

The Landmark Village project site is Jecated in unincorporated Los Angeles County, within the
Santz Clarita Valley, and within the Santa Clarz River watershed. The Landmark Village project
site ies within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Contro] Board
(Regional Board). The Regional Board is charged with protecting the surface and groundwater
quality in the Santa Clara River watershed. Please address the following comments on the water
quality section (Chapter 4.3) of the DEIR:

@ The DEIR discusses the environmental impacts of wrban runoff from the Landmark Village
project site; however the impacts of wastewater (from the quality and quantity perspective),
generated by residential and comunercial uses, were not addressed. Reach 5 of the Santa
Clara River is listed on the 2002 Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List for chloride,
coliform, and nitrate-nitrogen plus nitrite-nitregen, and is on the proposed 2006 CWA
Section 303(d) List for chloride and coliform. Wastewater discharges from the Los Angeles
County Samstation Districts’ Saugus and Valencia Water Reclamation Plants have been
identified as the pnmary source of chioride in the Sante Clara River by the Upper Santa Clara
River (USCR) Chloride TMDL. Similarly, wastewater generated from the Landmarlk Village
project site may have a potentially significant impact on the Santa Clara River if the treated
wastewater is discharged to the USCR. Regional Board staff believes that the impacts of
wastewater discharges, gencrated by the Landmiark Village project, 1o the upper Santa Clara

California Environmental Protection Agency
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River should be addressed by the DEIR. If the impacts of wastewater have been discussed in
other documents, the DEIR should reference those documents.

o The DEIR should inciude 2 detailed immpact analysis of urban pesticides. The DEIR presents
very limited pesticide monitoring data. The current Landmark Village project site 15 largely
open space with limited agricultural use and thereby limited pesticide applications. Urban
pesticide applications (hat would be expected as part of the proposed project are likely to
have greater pesticide applications at the site than current prastice. Detailed information on
pesticides monitoring and impact analysis is necessary to quantity the impacts of pesticides

application,

The potential impacts of actively used urban pesticides is not sufficiently discussed in the
DEIR. The DEJR discusses mainly on chloropyrifos and diazinon. Chlorpyrifos and

' diazinon have been banned by the USEPA for most urban applications, although some public
health uses such as fire ant eradicaiton and mosquito control have been continued; howeaver,
other active pesticides that are allowed for urban applications may have potentially
significant impacts. In addition to discussing the impacts from the allfowable uses of
chlorpynifos and diazinon, please discuss impacts from other pesticides that may be utilized

in these areas.

The DEIR sbould more adequately discuss the incremental steps nceded to significantly
reduce the project’s stormwater nunoff and accomplish the hydrologic goals (i.e., site
drainage) of the project. As presented, the annual volume of stormwater manoff fom the site
will increase from 183 acre-feet per year to 331 acre-feet per year; this is an 81 percent
increase in annual stormwater runoff, Increased stormwater runoff not only ¢contributes more
pollutants, but can cause significant hydromodification downstremm which can cause further
water quality impacts and habitat loss. Reduction of stormwater tunoff may primarily be
achieved through best management practices (BMPs) such as an increase in open spaces, and
an increase in drainage flow pathway within the project area.

u The DEIR should describe the process of how the required principles of development will
achieve the hydrologic goals through use of special exceptions, zoming or subdivision
ordinances. Esseatially, most development projects currently planned do not incorporate
Low Impact Development (LID) strategies on site planning because these LID techniques
require special exceptions and/or ordinances. Primarily, the LID approach is a site drainage
approach designed to mimic the natural drainage prior to development.

@ The DEIR should describe the procedures the developer will follow to achieve special
exceptions (or code modifications) for zoning and subdivision ordinances to better protect the
area’s water resources. Model development techniques include: shorter or narrower streets,
fewer and smaller cul-de-sacs, smaller parking iots, permeable pavement, increased storm

California Environmental Protection Agency
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water BMPs, more communify apen spaces, flexible sidewalk standards, increased vegetared
hiffers and other similar measures,

o The DEIR should discuss in the development site-preparation plan and/or negative impact
declaration, the 750-acre off-sile grading area. In unusual .circumstances or complex
excavation and grading operations, the off-site prading may impact (extent of the pre- and
post-grading operations) water quality and guantity of the project area due to clearing and
grubbing, construction of access roads, by-passes, and controls and protection of existing
natural drainages and slope stabilization.

The DEIR should discuss cumulative impacts from hydromodification of the Landmark
Viliage project in relationship to other projects in the Santa Clara River watershed. The total
miles of bydromodification from all the projects of the Specific Plan need to be assessed.
Each hydromodication shalf be subject to 401 certification requirements.

If you have any questions, please contact Regional Board staff Dr, Yanjie Chu at (213) 576-6681
or Carlos D, Santos at (213) 620-2093.

Sincerely,

Deborah J. Smith
Chief Deputy Executive Officer

California Envirenmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Recvelrsl Paner
TOTAL. P.@3



< California Regional Water Quality Control Board

' v Los Angeles Region

320W. 4ih Sarcet, Suite 200, Los Angeles, Califormia 90013
Phons (2133 576-6600 FAX(213) 576-6640 - Internet Address: tp:ffwws waterbeards. ca gov/losan getes Arnold Schwarsenegger
Covernor

Linda 5. Adams
CallkPA Secretary

January 22, 2007

Mr. Daniel Fierros

County of Los Angcles

Department of Regional Planning
impact Analysis Section, Room 1348
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA, 90012

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
LANDMARK VILLAGE PROJECT, COUNTY PROJECT NO. 00-196, SCH NO.

2004021002

Dcar Mr. Fietros:

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment en the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Landmark Village project.

The Landmark Village project site is located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, within the
Santa Clarita Valley, and within the Santa Clara River watershed. The Landmark Village project
site ies within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Regional Board). The Regional Board is charged with protecting the surface and groundwater
quality in the Santa Clara River watershed. Please address the following comments on the waler

guaiity section {(Chapter 4.3) of the DEIR:

0 The DEIR discusses the envirommental impacts of urban runoff from the Landmark Village
project site; however the impacts of wastewater (from the quality and quantity perspective),
generated by residential and commercial uses, were not addressed, Reach 5 of the Santa
Clara River is lisied on the 2002 Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List for chloride,
coliform, and nitrate-nitrogen plus nitrite-nitrogen, and is on the proposed 2006 CWA
Section 303(d) List for chloride and coliform. Wastewater discharges from thc Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts’ Saugus and Valencia Water Reclumation Plants have been
identified as the primary source of chioride in the Santa Clara River by the Upper Santa Clara
River (USCR) Chloride TMDL. Similarly, wastewater generated from the Landmark Village
project site may have a potentiaily significant impact on the Santa Clara River if the treated
wastewater is discharged to the USCR. Regional Board staff believes that the impacts of
wastewater discharges, generated by the Landmark Village project, to the upper Santa Clara

California Environmental Protection Agency
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River should be addressed by the DEIR. If the impacts of wastewater have been discussed in
other documents, the DEIR should reference those documents.

a The DEIR should include a detailed impact analysis of urban pesticides. The DEIR presents
very limited pesticide monitoring data. The current Landmark Village project site 1s largely
open space with limited agricultural use and thereby limited pesticide applications. Urban
pesticide applications that would be expected as part of the proposed project are likely to
have greater pesticide applications at the site than current practice. Detailed in formaticn on
pesticides menitoring and impact analysis is necessary to quantity the impacts of pesticides

application.

0 The potential impacts of actively used urban pesticides is not sufficiently discussed in the
DEIR. The DEIR discusses mainly on chloropyrifos and diazinon. Chlorpyrifos and
diazinon have been banncd by the USEPA for most urban applications, although some public
health uses such as fite ant eradicaiton and mosquiio control have been continued; however,
other active pesticides that are allowed for urban applications may have potentially
significant impacts. In addition to discussing the impacts from the allowable uses of
chlorpyrifos and diazinon, please discuss impacis from other pesticides that may be utilized

in these areas.

0 The DEIR should morc adequately discuss the incremental steps needed to sigmificantly
reduce the project’s stormwater runoff and accomplish the hydrologic goals (i.c., site
drainage) of the project. As presented, the annual volume of stormwater runoff from the site
will increase from 183 acre-feet per year to 331 acre-feet per year; this is an 81 percent
increase in annual stormwater runoff. Increased stormwater runoff not enly contnibutes more
pollutants, but can cause significant hydromodification downstream which can cause further
water quality impacts and habitat loss. Reduction of stormwater runofl may primarily be
achieved through best management practices (BMPs) such as an increase in open spaces, and
an increase in drainage flow pathway within the project arca.

o The DEIR should describe the process of how the required principles of development will
achieve the hydrologic goals through use of special exceptions, zoning or subdivision
ordinances. Essentially, most development projects currently planned do not incorporate
Low Impact Development (LID) strategies on site planning because these LID techniques
require special cxceptions and/or ordinances. Primarily, the LID approach is a site drainage
approach designed to mimic the natural drainage prior to development.

o The DEIR should describe the procedures the developer will follow to achieve special
exceptions (or code modifications) for zoning and subdivision ordinances to better protect the
area’s water resources. Model development techniques include: shorter or narrower streets,
fewer and smaller cul-de-sacs, smaller parking lots, permeable pavement, increased storm

California Environmental Protection Agency
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water BMPs, more community open spaces, {lexible sidewalk standards, increased vegetated
buffers and other similar measures.

u The DEIR should discuss in the development site-preparation plan and/or negative impact
declaration, the 750-acre off-site grading area. In unusual circumstances or complex
excavation and grading operations, the off-sitc grading may impact (extent of the pre- and
post-grading operations) water quality and quantity of the project arez due to clearing and
grubbing, construction of access roads, by-passcs, and controls and protection of existing
naturai drainages and siope stabilization.

o The DEIR should discuss cumulative impacts from hydromodification of the Landmark
Village project in relationship to other projects in the Santa Clara River watershed. The total
miles of hydromodification from all the projects of the Specific Plan need to be assessed.
Each hydromodication shall be subject to 401 certification requirements.

If you have any questions, please contact Regional Board staff Dr. Yanjie Chu at (213} 576-6681
or Carlos D. Santos at (213) 620-2093.

Sincerely,

Deborah J. Smith
Chief Deputy Execative Officer

California Environmental Protection Agency

ﬁ Recycled Faper ]
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Tae, Susan

Subject: FW: Newhall Ranch will be a great place to live, work and play

From: Ruiz, Rosie
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2007 3:03 FM

To: Tae, Susan
Subject: FW: Newhall Ranch will be a great place to live, work and play

|

Rosie 0. Ruiz

Cornmission Secretary
Department af Regional Planning
{213) 974-6409

rruiz@planning. lacaunty. gov

The information contained in this electronic mail transmission is confidential and intended to be sent only to the
stated recipient of the transmission. It is protected fram unauthorized use or dissemination by the attorney-client
privilege and/or work product doctrine. If you are not the intended recipient or the intended recipient’s agent, please
take natice that any review, use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.
You are also asked to notify us immediately by telephone and to delete this e-mail and any attachments from your
system and destroy any and all copies made.

————— Original Message-----

From: jillmhughes1978@yahoo.com [mailto:jillmhughes1978&@vahoo. com)
Sent: Menday, January 22, 2007 1:16 PM

To: Ruiz, Rosie

Cc: fifthdistrict@bos.co.la.ca.us

Subject: Newhall Ranch will be a great place to live, work and play

Dear Chair Esther L. Yaladez and members of the Planning Commission:

! look forward to the opportunity o purchase a home in the new masterplanned hometown of Newhall Ranch by
Newhall Land, and | am writing to show my support for the plan.

From the information | have reviewed, the plan would offer a variety of much-needed new homes - from condominiums
to traditional single-family homes to large estates. In addition, Newhall Ranch would include community features | am
locking for; such as neighborhood parks. new schools, nature trails and nearby shops. And with mare than 19,000 new

jobs, many Newthall Ranch residents would enjoy the luxury of working close to home.

Please recommend approval for Landmark ¥illage and the subsequent villages of Newhall Ranch.

Sincerely,

Jitll Hughes
Valencia

CC
Los Angeles County Supervisor Mike Antonovich
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Tae, Susan

From: Jeaneile Yoshurg [jeanette@saveballona.org]
Sent:  Wednasday, January 24, 2007 10:57 AM
To: Tae, Susan: Fierrns, Daniel; ‘Lisa Fimiani'; paulherzog@riseup.net

Subject: Landmark Village, Draft £IR

January 24, 2007

Daniel Fierres

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records {13th Floor}

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Telephone: {213) 974-6411
Fax: {213} 626-0434
TOD: {213) 617-2292

Daniel Fierros emaii: dfierros@planning.lacounty.gov

RE: Project No. 00-186 / Tract Map No. 53108 / Landmark Village, Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Fierros,

| have been working to Green Up and Restore Water Function to the Ballona Watershed. | know from
experience, we never appreciate what we have untii we lose it.

As an owner of property in Santa Clarita since the 1980's, | am frequently out there. | marvel at the
natural parts of the Santa Clara River and watch with horror as concrete begins to find its way into this
natural watershed. Nature does a much better job of cleaning urban runoff than mechanical solutions.
Please respect that. Look with fresh eyes, as your department receives comments regarding the

Landmark Village Draft EIR.

There are obvious challenges -- air quality, water, traffic, and energy, which must be overcome, but the
most overriding challenge of all is whether we can save the last free-flowing river in Southern California
from being destroyed in one of the last truly wild areas of Les Angeles County.

This is a tremendous opportunity for ait of us to save the upper Santa Clara River, it's ficodplain,
tributaries, and upland habitat -- which links to other wild areas in the state.

| am not against housing development, | understand the need to provide housing for our growing
population -- however -- not at the detriment of this wonderful state resource.

Please reconsider the EIR and make recommendations that it be revised fo include the proper studies to
determine what areas are most critical to birds and wildlife. My greatest concern is that this project is
being rushed through without acceptable scientific research, which has been strongly recommended by

many non-profit organizations.

1724 2007
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Sincerely,

Jeanette Vosburg, Ballona Network
4124 East Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90066

| 2420007
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Tae, Susan

From: Randi Parent [rparent@HealTheBay.ory]
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 1:57 PM
To: Tae, Susan, dfierros@planningiacounty.gov

RE: Project No. 00-196 / Tract Map No. 53108 / Landmark Village, Draft EIR

Dear Ms, Tae and Mr. Fiarros,

| am writing with the hope that you will be willing to look over comments regarding the landmark Village
Draft EIR with fresh eyes and an open mind, and with a determination that saving the wilderness of the
upper Santa Clara River is of the utmost importance.

There are obvicus challenges - air quality, water, traffic, and energy, which must be overcome, but the
most averriding challenge of all is whether we can save the last free-flowing river in Southern California
from being destroyed in one of the Iast truly wild areas of Los Angeles County.

This is a tremendous opportunity for all of us to save the upper Santa Clara River, its floodplain,
tributaries, and upland habitat -- which links to other wild areas in the state.

| am not against housing development; | understand the need to provide housing for our growing
population -- however -- not at the expense of this wonderful state resgurce.

Please reconsider the EIR and make recommendations that it be revised to include the proper siudies to
determine what areas are most critical to birds and wildlife. My greatest concern is that this project is
being rushed through without acceptable scientific research, which has been strongly recommended by

many non-profit crganizations.

Sincerely,

Randi Parent

Community Qutreach Coordinator
Santa Monica Fler Aquarium

1600 Ocean Front Walk

Santa Monica, CA gogor
110-303-0149, eXi. 1035

1:24:2007



Tae, Susan

From; Susan Suntree [ssuntree@verizon net]

Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2007 419 PM

To: Tae, Susan

Subject: RE: Project No. 00-186 / Tract Map No. 53108 / Landmark Village,Draft EIR

January 24, 2007

Daniel Fierros

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Hall of Records {13th Floor)

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Telephone: (213) 974-6411
Fax: {213} 626-0424
TDD: (213) 617-2292

Danfel Fierres email: dfferros@planning.lacounty, gov <mailto:dfierros@planning.lacounty.gov>

RE: Project No. 00-196 / Tract Map No, 53108 / Landmark Village, Draft £EIR

Dear #r. Fierros,

| arm writing on behalf of an area that | hope you witl be willing to look at with fresh eyes, as your department receives
comments regarding the Landmark Village Draft EIR.

There are cbvious challenges -- air quality, water, traffic, and energy, which must be overcome, but the most
overriding challenge of all is whether we can save the last free-flowing river in Southern California from being

destroyed in one of the last truly wild areas of Los Angeles County,

This is a tremendous apportunity for all of us to save the upper Santa Clara River, it's floodplain, tributaries, and
upland habitat -- which links to other wild areas in the state.

| am nat against housing development, F understand the need to provide housing for our growing population -- however
-- not at the detriment of this wonderful state resgurce.

Flzase recansider the EIR and make recommendations that it be revised to include the proper studies to determing
what areas are most critical to birds and wildlife. My greatest concern is that this project is being rushed through
without acceptable scientific research, which has been strongly recommended by many non-profit erganizations.

Sinceraly,

Susan Suntree
1223 11th Street
Santa Monica

CA 90401
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Taylor, Gloria

From: Tae, Susan

Sent: Thursday, Januwary 25, 2007 1.38 PM

To: Taylar, Glaria

Subject: F¥WW: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No. 00-196-(5)/Attention Ms. Susan Tae

please print for our package!

Thanks,

Susie Taes, AICP

Land Divisions Section
{213) 974-6433

Please note new e-mail address: stae@planning.lacounty.gov

From: margeoteiser [mailto:margoteiser@ojai.net]
Sent: Thursday, Januvary 25, 2007 1:35 PM

To: Taeg, 5usan
Subject: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No. 00-196-({5)/Attention Ms. Susan Tae

Re: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No. 00-186-(5

Dear Ms.Tae,

Please do not approve the project before the EIS on the Santa Clara River has been
released/completed because this may change the project configuration.

It is important to recognize that the Santa Clara River and its biology is a treasure with value
far beyond the monetary profits imagined by those who would destroy it. People all aver the
country and the world are now recognizing and preserving remaining natural, open land for us
in the present and as a legacy for future generations. To accommodate the many others who
oppose building in Significant Ecclogical Area 23, please extend the comment period to at
least 120 days,

It is clear that such a massive, project is sure to create major traffic and air pollution problems.
In this day and age, with 56 many alternatives increasingly available, it is necessary that such
huge additions to global warming and pollution be addressed and mitigation proposed before
the project could even be considered for approval. Ancther obvious way the planners
demgnstrate a disregard for protecting the environment is by proposing to needlessly destroy
at least sixty-seven oak threes which produce oxygen and provide habitat and do not poilute.

The general public deserves good service by it's governmenial agencies. Please let the so
calied deveiopers know that urban sprawl is no longer acceptable and make all efforts to
postpone decisions on this project until all evidence has been submitted and evaluated. If you
have not already done s0, | urge you to visit the area yourself to see why so many are urging
protection of this significant place. Please contact Lynne Plambeck
(lynneplambeck@accessdless. net) who has been {eading informative walks by the river and its

surroundings.

1/25/2007
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Very sincerely yours,
Margot Eiser

Co-Founder
Save Montebello HIlls Sierra Club Task Force

Montebello, California
323 728 7066

1/25/2007



Ms.Susan Tae
Los Angeles County Regionaat Planning Dept
320 W. Temple St
Los Angeles, CAL 90013
SUBJECT: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No. 00-196-(5)

We urge you to oppose this Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No 00-196-(5).
This project is a bad idea. Not only will it destroy pristine wildlife and farming areas and
the Santa Clara River, but also it will create terrible traffic jams and more air poliution
problems.

Please do the following:

1. Extend the comment period to 120 days.

2. An EIS study on the Santa Clara River needs to be completed and then released
before any project can be done. This study must be presented to the public s¢ we
can comment on your direction.

3. Oppose any building in significant ecological areas as well as opposing
destroying 67 oaks.

4. Globat warming must be addressed and mitigated before any project can be
approved. The impacts on global warming arc importan!.

We urge you to say No to the Landmark Vitlage Project No 00-196-(5).

Thank you,
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Ms.Susan Tae i
I.os Angeles County Regional Planning Dept .
320 W. Temple St

L.os Angeles. CAL 90013

SUBJECT: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No. G0-196-(5)

We urge you to oppoese this Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No 00-196-(5).
This project is a bad idea. Not only will it destroy pristine wildlife and farming areas and
the Santa Clara River, but aiso it will create terribie traffic jams and more atr pollution
problems.

Please do the foilowing:

1. Extend the comment period te 120 days.

2. An EIS study on the Santa Clara River needs to be completed and then released
before any project can be done. This study must be presented te the pubtic so we
can comment on your direction.

3. Oppose any building in significant ecological arcas as well as opposing
destroying 67 caks.

4. Global warming must be addressed and mitigated before any project can be
approved. The impacts on global warming are important.

We urge you to say No to the Landmark Village Project No 03-196-(5).

Thark you. _ o -



Ms.Susan Tae

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Dept

320 W. Temple St

Los Angeles, CAL 90013

SUBJFECT: Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No. 00-196-(5)

We urge you to oppose this Newhall Ranch, Landmark Village Project No 00-196-(5).
This project is a bad idea. Not only will it destroy pristine wildlite and farming areas and
the Santa Clara River, but also it will create terrible traffic jams and more air poliution
problems.

Please do the following:

1. Extend the comment period to 120 days.

2. An EIS study on the Santa Clara River needs to be completed and then released
before any project can be done. This study must be presented to the public so we
can comment on your direction.

3. Oppose zny building in significani ecolegical areas as well as opposing
destroying 67 caks.

4. Global warming must be addressed and mitigated before any project can be
approved. The impacts on global warming are important.

We urge you to say No to the Landmark Village Project No 00-196-(3).

Thank vou,
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