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Dear Commissioners and Mr. Glaser:

We would like to begin by expressing our concern over the choice of Impact Sciences to produce

the EIR for this General Plan update.  Impact Sciences is the same firm that prepared all the

environmental documents for the Newhall Land projects along the Santa Clara River, both in the

City of Santa Clarita and for the County, including the environmental documentation for the

Newhall Ranch Project.  During the last ten years, their biological consultants somehow forgot to

disclose the spineflower in the Newhall Ranch area where Newhall Land was later fined for

destroying this rare plant.  They failed to find several rare bird species and amphibian species in

Newhall Ranch and in other projects that were discovered by others later.  In the past, the

biologists have been forced to sign confidentiality agreements with the developer promising not

to disclose to others any of their work for this firm.  (Why would one need such an agreement if

all the surveys and creatures discovered are accurately disclosed in the environmental

document?)

Other impacts are consistently downplayed or obscured.  While it may be that Impact Sciences

does not have complete control over the choice of consultants used for the DEIR, as prime

contractor, they or the County should exercise oversight as to the quality of the material

submitted.  Inaccurate information fails to provide the decision-makers with the facts they need

and discourages the public from participating.

Also, a document that contains some 10,000 pages (including appendices) is so voluminous that

the controversy is “hidden in plain sight”.

We assert that agencies should not be allowed to hire consultants to work on a general plan

update when those consultants are also working for the major developers who have much to

benefit or lose if the plan doesn’t go their way. This is the situation in both the General Plan

Update (OVOV) and CLWA’s proposed consultants for their 2010 Urban Water Management

Plan. At the very least, consultants should be required to disclose any such conflicts.

Two Separate EIR Processes
The Executive Summary describes this project in the following manner:
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“One Valley One Vision (OVOV) is a joint effort between the County of Los Angeles

(County), City of Santa Clarita (City), and Santa Clarita Valley (Valley) residents and

businesses to create a single vision and set of guidelines for the future growth of the Valley

and the preservation of natural resources. Realizing that development within both

jurisdictions can have regional implications, the County and City have jointly endeavored to

prepare planning policies and guidelines to guide future development within the Santa Clarita

Valley.”
1

If this is truly an accurate description, we wonder why the public must be subjected to two

separate processes, one for the City of Santa Clarita and one for the County of Los Angeles, as

well as two extensive detailed and entirely separate EIRs.  Such a duplicative and time-

consuming process is extremely onerous for the public, who must read thousands of pages of

materials, compare them to find differences or conflicts, make two sets of written comments and

attend two sets of public hearings.

Such an onerous and time-consuming public process serves to discourage public participation in

this most important of land use approvals.  It is also unnecessary.  Concurrent hearings on EIRs

and EISs is a common occurrence between the California Dept. of Fish and Game and the Army

Corps of Engineers on issues regarding the river system in the Santa Clarita Valley.  If these two

entities are able to work together to reduce the burden on the public of reviewing two separate

documents certainly the County and the City of Santa Clarita could have accomplished this as

well.

A dual process does not meet the stated objective of this Plan, i.e. “Foster public participation in

the planning process for the Area Plan”
2
. We therefore continue to request that these two

processes be merged, the EIRs combined and all public hearings be held concurrently in order to

allow the general public to be more effectively involved.

Elimination or Obscuring of the Development Monitoring System
County Urban Expansion Areas such as the Santa Clarita Valley are subject to the County’s

Development Monitoring System (DMS). The DMS is a General Plan Amendment (SP 86-173)

that was authorized by the Board of Supervisors on April 21
st
, 1987.

The DMS came into existence as a settlement agreement to resolve public interest litigation

brought by the Center for Law and the Public Interest over the proposed increase in population

projections in the 1987 General Plan.  As a Court ordered Amendment instituted as settlement,

the County cannot ignore it, pretend it doesn’t exist or make it go away.

This litigation was brought on behalf of the public under a situation exactly similar to the one we

have today, i.e., the County was proposing a huge population increase without sufficient

infrastructure to support it.   The population projection will then enable extensive additional

housing approvals because the “Plan” will project inadequate housing for this enormous increase

that is not supported by sufficient infrastructure including schools, fire service, roads, sewers,

water supply and libraries to support this enormous increase.

                                                
1
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2
 Executive Summary, p. ES-2
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Developed with the overview of James Kushner acting as Court referee, the DMS aimed to

address these infrastructure needs.  In an article written by Mr. Kushner, he stated:

“The Los Angeles County Development Monitoring System (DMS) utilizes computer

technology to determine capital facility supply capacity and demand placed upon that

system by each approved and proposed development.  The computer warns decision-

makers when demand exceeds capacity and instructs planners on system capacity

expansion to meet projected demand.”
3

In other words, if there aren’t enough school classrooms to serve the new development, the

project must be downsized, delayed or denied until there are.  This also goes for sewer capacity,

library facilities, water, roads and fire service.  For some reason, sheriff’s services were left out.

SCOPE believes the County should take this opportunity to up date the DMS to include the

sufficiency of sheriff services for new developments.

We are informed that eliminating the Development Monitoring System would make the Area

Wide Plan inconsistent with the General Plan and that the County is not proposing to do this.

However, we cannot find this important part of the General Plan clearly stated in the OVOV

Plan.  It is important for both the decision-makers, planners and the public that this part of the

General Plan be clearly outlined.

Such a failure to disclose the DMS requirement clearly benefits one developer and one project in

particular, i.e., Newhall Land and Development Co. and their Newhall Ranch project. That is

because litigation on the Specific Plan resolved the questions related to compliance with the

DMS by stating that each tract will be evaluated for DMS compliance at the tract map stage.
4

Elimination or failure to disclose the existence of the DMS would therefore not only be

inconsistent and fail to inform decision makers regarding the LA County General Plan, but also

benefit Newhall Land’s continued efforts to entitle tracts under the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

which must be consistent with the Court Order.

Population
The proposed General Plan updates for both the City of Santa Clarita and surrounding County

areas are based on a large projected population increase, over double our current population,

during the next decade.  Such a projection will require densification and subsequent zoning

changes that will increase property values for developers, but could destroy the quality of life in

many neighborhoods.

Such projections are nothing new. We thought it might be interesting to submit into the record a

portion of an editorial by Michael Kotch, a former SCOPE president, written in 1996.

“When the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the Population

Planning Section of the County’s Regional Planning Dept. issue massive growth projections

for our valley – and when county and city decision makers (or others such as school or water

                                                
3
 “Zoning and Planning Law Report”, May 1988

4
 Statement of Decision of Judge Roger Randall, Kern Case 238324-RDR, 2000, Page 32
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boards) accept these projections without scrutiny – the first question should be, “What they

heck are they smoking?”

If SCAG or another agency of government states that there will be 500,000 people in this

valley by 2010, (and not the previous 270,000 predicted in the last plan update) many landuse

decision makers and utility planners scurry to convert this tentative, speculative, unproven

guestimate, into a goal “SCAG has spoken, we must follow blindly”

Suddenly we are considering increased urban landuses and increasing expensive

infrastructure to support the goal. Even if the emperor is on parade without clothes.

A rational and sober analysis on this new “goal” for the Santa Clarita Valley follows:

• We have today about 170,000 people living here in 56,700 dwellings.

• To achieve 500,000 people in this valley by 2010 requires that we, starting today, sell 20

new homes per day.  A local real estate broker reported that 20 new units sold in a

month is more typical. That’s far short of the goal.

• Our growth rate in the “booming 80s” was 5 percent a year.  To achieve 270,000 we

have to grow about 4% per year.  Growth in the Santa Clarita Valley was 2% per year

over the past six years.  Achieving 270,000 is plausible, but will not happen if our

economy stays flat.

• Housing 500,000 requires a 13% growth rate – a rate nearly three times that experienced

in the expansive 80’s.”

Now, almost 15 years after Kotch wrote this analysis, his words ring true. Even with the rapid

growth that occurred prior to the housing downturn, we have not reached even the 270,000

predicted in the last general plan update of 1993, far less the 500,000 that SCAG began pushing

in 1996. Estimates for current population in the SCV are around 252,000 (Draft OVOV Plan,

page 3.19-1). The City of Santa Clarita states that the growth rate between 2000 and 2008 was

just over 17% or slightly over 2% a year
5
, again, not anywhere near the projected growth rate that

would put us over the 500,000 people projected by our new “One Valley One Vision”

So where does this number come from?  SCAG calculates a fairly accurate increase in population

for LA County, but where that population will go is entirely arbitrary.  Regional projections are

determined by what cities push for at the regional level.  The “Northern Subregion” is then

arbitrarily given a population figure based in large part on lobbying efforts by the development

community and the cities.  It is then arbitrarily divided again into growth for the Antelope Valley

and growth for the Santa Clarita Valley.  The projections must be high, because General Plans

will fail to pass legal hurdles if they support growth in excess of SCAG projections.

Whom does such a large projection benefit and who does it hurt?  It benefits developers,

engineering firms, concrete contractors, anyone that would have to supply public services to

support such a large projection.

It hurts the taxpayer who must pay for all that expansion even though the actual people most

likely will not arrive. It will be reflected in tax increases, water and sewer charge increases,

                                                
5
 See the City’s website:

(www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/cd/ed/community_profile/2007deomographics//population.asp#poplation
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moneys spent to expand schools that may in fact be unneeded. It will hurt the environment by

promoting and “visioning” expansion beyond our carrying capacity. Santa Clarita has some of the

worst air pollution in the nation. More cars and more vehicle trips will add to that.  We do not

have enough water for all these people. Traffic levels already at level D, cannot be mitigated in

many areas and will simply fall to unacceptable levels of E and F. And it hurts future generations

because zoning approved based on this huge number precludes changes by future generations to

fit new ideas and new needs.

Obviously someone has made a mistake.  We would not have some 39, 500
6
 approved but

unbuilt units if all that housing were really needed. We would not have several specific plans that

are approved but unbuilt.  We would not have so many vacant commercial buildings.

The County supports this huge population projection based on several goals and policies that will

encourage infill and transit oriented projects. For example, the Plan purposes to address and

mitigate this huge population increase by policies such as:

“Policy CO 3.1.1: On the Land Use Map and through the development review process,

concentrate development into previously developed or urban areas to promote infill

development and prevent sprawl and habitat loss, to the extent feasible.”

These policies and goals are patently absurd.  First, the number of previously approved specific

plans, including Newhall Ranch, North Lake and others, preclude compliance with this policy.

Second, the County has already shown bad faith with its intention to comply with such policies

by granting density upgrades to several developers who appeared at the public hearing and by

approving the 1260 unit Skyline Ranch, an auto-oriented sprawl project on the far eastern fringe

of the Santa Clarita Valley.  Third, weak language throughout the policies and goals such as

“encourage”, “promote” and, as in the example above “to the extent feasible” make the goals and

policies unenforceable.

Recommendations

We believe that this over-stated population projection must be revised downward to conform to

reality and the current state of the economy.  We also urge the County to re-evaluate these

projections based on the REAL census data that will be available later this year. Approvals for

unbuilt tracts and specific plans should be allowed to expire so that new approvals will comply

with updated laws and address existing needs.

Water Supply
The 2005 Urban Water Management Plan is out-dated.  New requirements by the legislature

were imposed by SBX7 updating disclosure requirements and water conservation goals.

The new UWMP for our valley is in process.  The County should work with local water agencies

to ensure that the most up to date information is included in the OVOV document and

incorporate in the plan as a policies and goals all best management practices for water

conservation in its document.

Imported Water Supply

One area of general concern is the continued availability of imported state water supplies from

the Sacramento Delta. State Water was never meant to be a primary source of supply due to its

                                                
6
 DEIR, 3.19-3
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unreliability. The existing Santa Clarita Area Plan encourages “use of imported water to relieve

overdrafted groundwater basins and maintain their safe yield for domestic uses outside of urban

areas.”
7
  This policy is in line with the primary purpose of State Water supply, i.e. to act as a

supplemental water supply to alleviate ground water over draft.  It is also confirmed in the

current draft plan on page 129 which states “CLWA was formed in 1962 for the purpose of contracting

with the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to provide a supplemental supply of imported

water to the water purveyors in the Valley.”

However, for some time Santa Clarita Valley residents have in fact consumed more imported

state water than local ground water due to housing approvals that have out stripped the capacity

of the local aquifers.
8
  The statement found in the Plan on page 130  “Local water retailers

currently pump over 50 percent of the domestic water supply from groundwater aquifers” is

incorrect and does not accurately represent the current situation.

As part of the comprehensive water bill SBX7 (November 2009) the California State Legislature

required the development of flow criteria needed to maintain the Sacramento River Delta

ecosystem. On August 3, 2010, the State Water Board adopted Resolution 2010-0039 approving

the final report
9
 determining new flow criteria for the Delta ecosystem necessary to protect public

trust resources. This information is important to decision makers in Southern California because

the flow criteria indicate more water is needed to support a sustainable Delta fishery.  This means

reduced exports to Southern California.

The DEIR contains an extensive discussion of this report beginning at page 3.13-86. Rather than

summarize the report and include the report in the Appendices, the consultant spends numerous

pages expounding on why, in his opinion, the report’s information is not important. This report,

as well as an accurate summary of the information it contains, should be included in the DEIR

and in the appendices, made available to the decision makers and circulated to all interested

parties to this application. We hereby include it by reference. (see footnote)

Overdraft of the Santa Clara River

Overdraft of the alluvial aquifer has been at issue for many years. While water agencies and other

developers such as Newhall Land and Farming argued that the Santa Clara River was not in a

state of overdraft, downstream users including United Water Conservation District and Ventura

County remain skeptical and concerned.  They withdrew their objections only after a

Memorandum of Understanding
10

 was signed, agreeing to ground water monitoring in which

United Water Conservation District would participate.

The DEIR does not give an accurate view of the full extent of ground water pumping in the

Upper Santa Clara Basin.  For example, the ground water pumping chart on page 3.13-34 leaves

off pumping by Newhall Land and Farming, and other private users as disclosed in the 2009

Water Supply Report in the appendices.  This chart makes it appear that only around 40% of the

alluvial aquifer is currently utilized while in fact, the alluvial aquifer is fully utilized. (See ground

                                                
7
 Santa Clarita Valley Areawide Plan, 1984, page 23 Public Services and Facilities Element, Water Supply 1.2

8
 see 2009 Annual Water Report, page ES-2, Appendix 3.13

9
 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/deltaflow/docs/final_rpt080310.pdf

10
 MOU between the Santa Clarita Water Agencies and United Water Conservation District, August 2001
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water production chart – all users 2009 Annual Water Report
11

). Why is this information not in

the main body of the document? This information should be included.

The local well owners’ association has long complained that private pumping is underestimated

in ground water documents and have expressed concern that the viability of their wells may be

affected by additional pumping
12

.

Further, there is considerable biological evidence that overdraft of the Santa Clara River exists,

particularly in the upper reaches.  The die back of vegetation away from the center of the

streambed in the upper reaches is a prime indication of such overdraft as described in USGS

“Sustainability of Ground Water Resources”, Circular 1186
13

.  No studies exist to evaluate this

impact and it is not discussed in the DEIR.

Also, no study of subsidence or reductions in water quality, both indications of groundwater

overdraft, has ever been conducted for the Upper Santa Clara Basin.

These omissions become even more disturbing upon reading in the EIR/EIS for the Newhall

Land’s Santa Clara River 404 permit (Also produced by Impact Sciences, the same consultant

who wrote this EIR):

“Groundwater quality is a key factor in assessing the Alluvial aquifer as a municipal and

Agricultural water supply. In terms of the aquifer system, there is no convenient long-term

record of water quality, (i.e., water quality data in one or more single wells that spans several

decades and continues to the present). Thus, in order to examine a long-term record of water

quality in the Alluvium, individual records have been integrated from several wells completed

in the same aquifer materials and in close proximity to each other to examine historical trends

in general mineral groundwater quality throughout the basin. Based on these records of

groundwater quality, wells within the Alluvium have experienced historical fluctuations in

general mineral content, as indicated by electrical conductivity (EC), which correlates with

fluctuations of individual constituents that contribute to EC. The historic water quality data

indicates that, on a long-term basis, there has not been a notable trend and, specifically, there

has not been a decline in water quality within the Alluvium.

Specific conductance within the Alluvium exhibits a westward gradient, corresponding with

the direction of groundwater flow in the Alluvium. EC is lowest in the easternmost portion of

the Basin, and highest in the west. Water quality in the Alluvium generally exhibits an inverse

correlation with precipitation and streamflow, with a stronger correlation in the easternmost

portion of the Basin, where groundwater levels fluctuate the most. Wet periods have produced

substantial recharge of higher quality (low EC) water, and dry periods have resulted in

declines in groundwater levels, with a corresponding increase in EC (and individual

contributing constituents) in the deeper parts of the Alluvium.”
14

This information was not included in this DEIR, although these facts were well known to this

DEIR consultant.  Why was it omitted? This statement seems to be saying that everything is fine

                                                
11

 Appendix 3.13
12

 See comment letters, Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Landmark Village from Santa Clarita Valley Well Owners

Association, available in LA County and CLWA files, produced upon request.
13

 Whole document can be viewed at pubs.usgs.gov/circ/circ1186 Relevant section is “Effects of Ground water

Development on Ground water Flow – Streams”, see especially pg. 5 of pdf attachment
14

 DEIR/EIS prepared by Impact Sciences for the Santa Clara River Federal 404 permit and State Fish and Game

Dept. River Alteration permit, released April 2009,  page 4.3-57
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only as long as past precipitation trends continue, but that drought particularly causes a problem

in the eastern portions of the basin.  The discussion continues:

“Similar to the Alluvium, groundwater quality in the Saugus Formation is a key factor

in assessing that aquifer as a municipal and agricultural water supply. As with groundwater

level data, long-term Saugus groundwater quality data is not sufficiently extensive (few

wells) to permit any basinwide analysis or assessment of pumping-related impacts on

quality. As with the Alluvium, EC has been chosen as an indicator of overall water quality,

and records have been combined to produce a long-term depiction of water quality. Water

quality in the Saugus Formation has not historically exhibited the precipitation-related

fluctuations seen in the Alluvium. Based on the historical record over the last 50 years,

groundwater quality in the Saugus has exhibited a slight overall increase in EC. More

recently, several wells within the Saugus Formation have exhibited an additional increase in

EC similar to that seen in the Alluvium.”
15

This section states that both the Saugus Aquifer and the Alluvial Aquifer are exhibiting

some increase in EC indicative of ground water overdraft.  There is no discussion of the well-

established connectivity of the Alluvial and Saugus aquifers.  Since re-charge of the Saugus

aquifer depends at least in part of the alluvial aquifer, re-charge to the Saugus will be reduced by

over-draft of the alluvium.

A further indication of potential problems and misinformation is provided by the two citations

below from Castaic Lake Water Agency’s (CLWA) submittal to the Dept. of Health Services for

permission to put water from the polluted Saugus well filtration process back into the drinking

water system after treatment.

CLWA states at page 7 of the Engineering Report Executive Summary
16

:

“It should also be noted that, per the 2005 Urban Water Master Plan (UWMP), given a

single dry year there would be insufficient capacity from the existing and planned local,

wholesale, and banked supplies to meet future needs of CLWA and the other purveyors

without incorporating the restoration of Saugus 1 and 2.”

and at page 7-20 of its Engineering Report”

“It should also be noted that, as investigated in the UWMP, all alternative purveyors

identified in this assessment are approaching their maximum groundwater withdrawal

capacity and, therefore, may not be able to provide supplemental water to the Agency in

order to meet their expected demand.”

Aquifer Protection

We understand that the identification of ground water re-charge areas will be included in the

County plan. Policies ensuring that permeable pavement and other practices for the catchment of

stormwater for recharge should be included as goals and policies of the plan. The consistent use

of the word “promote” in the Plan policy language is not adequate as planners and

commissioners can easily ignore it.

The existing County Areawide Plan (last updated in 1990) for the Santa Clarita Valley has

several sections that provide goals and policies for aquifer protection as follows:

Page 23

                                                
15

 Ibid., page 4.3-59-60
16

 DPH Policy Memo 97-005 Compliance Report, Dec. 2009, Black and Vetch Engineering, Document attached
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Public Services and Facilities Element

Water Supply

1.1 Develop and use groundwater sources to their safe yield limits, but not to

the extent that degradation of the groundwater basins occurs.

1.2 Use of imported water to relieve overdrafted groundwater basins and

maintain their safe yield for domestic uses outside of urban areas.

Page 24

Flood control Drainage

3.1 Use floodways for recreation where feasible.  Floodway recreational uses should

be limited to those not requiring structures or improvements that could obstruct the

natural flow of floodwater.

Page 25

Environmental Resources Management Element

Natural Resources

1.4 Protect the viability of surface water, since it provides a habitat for fish and other

water-related organisms, as well as being an important environmental component for

land based plants and animals.

Page 26

Managed Resource Production

3.1 Maintain, where feasible, aquifer recharge zones to assure water quality and

quantity.

The DEIR contains no analysis of loss of recharge due to fill and compaction of the flood plains

allowed by the plan. Instead the consultant promotes the absurd hypothesis that urban

development and hardscaping increases ground water recharge.  This concept runs afoul of

hundreds of reports produced by agencies from the US EPA and USGS to the Los Angeles and

San Gabriel Watershed Council.

The new Plan should include similar language to protect the floodplain, natural waterways and

tributaries as well as the Santa Clara River as a means of ensuring the sustainability of our local

water supply.

Recommendations for Plan Goals and Policies regarding water supply

We support the strong goals and policies for water conservation and efficiency in the plan.

However, we believe that the plan must include the four listed policies above found in the 1984

Areawide Plan. Strong language to protect mapped groundwater recharge areas should also be

included so that Santa Clarita communities can move towards Regional water supply reliance as

imported water is impacted by efforts to restore the Delta fisheries and climate change.

Water Quality - WasteWater

Chlorides

Currently the Sanitation Districts 26 and 32 in the Santa Clarita Valley do not comply with the

Clean Water Act Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) effluent standard of 100 ugl of Chloride

as indicated by the chart below supplied at a recent Sanitation District public hearing:

22
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The Santa Clarita Sanitation Districts’ failure to meet the Clean Water TMDL standard for

chloride of 100mg/l in the Santa Clara River is a result in part to the sharp and continuing

increase in the use of imported State Water Project (SWP) water as seen by the chart below,

(from the Sanitation Districts).

Chloride in SCVSD DischargesChloride in SCVSD Discharges

100 mg/L

Chloride Sources During

Drought & Non-Drought Conditions

25
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This problem may be further aggravated by high levels of chlorides found in wells in certain

areas of the Santa Clarita Valley used to supply future development. Overdrafting of the

groundwater aquifers to supply proposed Plan development will also result in a reduction in

water quality as described above under water supply.  This fact is also re-enforced by the chloride

level chart indicating lower chloride levels during periods of high rainfall in the Santa Clarita

Valley as well as increased chloride levels during periods of drought. Thus, there is extensive

evidence that the chloride levels in the effluent of the treatment plant will be substantially

increased by approval of this Plan.

While the Plan itself describes this problem, the DEIR fails to accurately disclose the extent of

the impact from new building.  Thus, the Plan will exacerbate the problem while failing to

provide a goal or policy to address it. Further, there is no proposed funding mechanism to pay for

the needed improvement upgrades to lower the chloride levels or to pay for the fines that will be

imposed if the Sanitation Districts violate the Clean Water Act by not complying with the

established Chloride TMDL.

Recommendations for Plan Goals and Policies regarding Water Quality

• The Plan must include a timeline and funding mechanism to provide compliance with the

Clean Water Act TMDL for Chlorides and other pollutants such as bacteria described in the

Plan.

• Mitigation measures that require chloride elimination for all future sanitation district

connections must be required.

• Funding for upgrades to the Sanitation plants to eliminate chloride from the effluent released

to the Santa Clara River must be included in new connection fees.

Traffic
Under this Plan, traffic will more than double from existing levels to buildout, even with

proposed transit oriented density (see page Table 3.2-6 p. 3.2-26).

The County and City must create a long term funding mechanism to be paid by developers for

these cumulative impacts as described in the EIR (see EIR p.3.2-49, policy C 2.6.1) prior to

approval of this Plan. Such a mechanism would at least provide some assured mitigation for the

expected increases, although it would still not be adequate.  Without such a funding mechanism,

the mitigation will not be forthcoming as required due to lack of funding, thus the mitigation is

really not feasible.

We note that traffic levels will exceed those allowed by the Development Monitoring System

DMS) and the current Area Plan.  We do not believe that it is appropriate to diminish the level of

service to D and state that sometimes E and F will be acceptable. Further, it is inconsistent with

the DMS.  In affect, the County is planning to allow gridlock.  Resolving traffic issues by merely

obscuring the existence of the DMS that is meant to protect the public and analyzing the

infrastructure need as though gridlock is the new norm is not an acceptable or legal mitigation for

diminishing the traffic impacts.

The DEIR fails as an informational document

Table 3.2-4, Existing Level of Service Summary – Arterial Roadways, lists the existing ADT

volume and corresponding V/C ratio and LOS rating of each study segment.
17

 While this report
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is dated 2010, most of the data is dated between 2005 and 2007, making the information in this

report rather out of date given the intensive building in the period prior to 2008.  Key roadway

segments where extensive building has occurred such as the Old Rd. (segments 239-244) were

already at Level D and certainly must have deteriorated even further by this time.  Therefore an

accurate baseline has not been determined for such key areas.

The Plan goes on to say that eleven of the arterial roadway segments at Level F are located within

the City’s Planning Area. “Therefore, no segments within the County’s Planning Area operate at

LOS F.”  First, we don’t know that to be the case since current data for many of the intersections

most likely to reach those levels has not been provided.  Second, if this is truly a joint plan, it

should not matter whether the LOS F’s are in the City or the County, they must be addressed by

this Plan.

Information provided in the following table (3.2-5) is not dated.  Again, out of date information

will indicate a lower traffic level, so the dates that the intersections were surveyed should be

provided.

On reviewing the Austin-Foust report of existing conditions as compared to OVOV Planned

build out, existing conditions are based on year 2004, not 2010 when the Plan was released.
18

 Up

to date information should have been readily available from the City and County planning

departments. Since many changes have occurred since 2004, this makes the comparison

inaccurate.

 It is also impossible to determine which approved but unbuilt projects have been included in the

report.  Are these units already included in the 2004 calculations or not?  This will make a huge

difference in the Plan comparisons, yet the information is not available.

The data is based on zoning for particular areas, but does not indicate whether it was the low

range, mid-range or high range of allowable housing.  This could make a substantial difference in

the calculation of trip ends. This ambiguity could substantially skew the conclusions presented in

the DEIR.  Therefore the DEIR must provide a more detailed description of how this information

is derived.

The DEIR states the trip generation will be increased 121% with the OVOV plan over existing

levels, which is obviously a significant impact.  In an effort to avoid this discussion the document

advises:

“Therefore, the more appropriate approach involves comparing the number of trips that

would be generated under buildout of the current County Area Plan and City General Plan to

the number of trips that would be generated under buildout of the proposed County Area

Plan and City General Plan”.
19

When this comparison is made, future buildout of the OVOV plan results in a 3% increase in trip

ends over the future buildout of the existing plan.  However, according to the consultant, future

vehicle miles traveled will supposedly be less due to the implementation of mitigation. So, in
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 Austin Foust Report, 2010, Appendix 3.2
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spite of the continued low levels of service indicated by the charts provided in the document, the

DEIR now finds “impacts would be less than significant.” (Pg.3.2-57)

It is obvious that the DEIR has reached this conclusion by first using the wrong baseline.  It is

well known that in Save our Peninsula v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001), 87

Cal.App.4
th

 99, 125, the Court of Appeal stated:

 “Section 15125, subdivision (a), now provides: “An EIR must include a description of

the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project , as they exist at the

time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published,

at the time environmental analysis is commenced. …This environmental setting will

normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines

whether an impact is significant.” (Italics added.) Furthermore, the section 15126.2

now provides as follows: “In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the

environment, the lead agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the

existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of

preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time

environmental analysis is commenced” These amendments reflect and clarify a central

concept of CEQA, widely accepted by the courts, that the significance of a project’s

impacts cannot be measured unless the EIR first establishes the actual physical

conditions on the property. (County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water District,

supra, 76 Cal.App.4
th

 at p. 953, 91 Cal.Rptr.2d 66; Environmental Planning &

Information Council v. County of Carmel-by –the-Sea v. Board of Supervisors, supra,

183 CalApp.3d 229, 227 Cal.Rptr. 899.) In other words, baseline determination is the

first rather than the last step in the environmental review process.”

Instead, the DEIR continues to examine the future traffic impacts of the old plan to the future

impacts of the OVOV and concludes that they will be less in spite of an increase in trip ends

from 3,207,093 to 3,288,386 
20

 because of the implementation of policy measures to promote

non-auto oriented transportation, beginning on page 3.2-55.

And secondly, the DEIR concludes that these impacts are less than significant because the

policies listed in the DEIR will provide mitigation that reduces vehicle miles traveled.  However,

very few of the policies are actually mandated. Wording employed in the policies such as

“consider, evaluate, promote, and where feasible” renders them legally unenforceable.

In fact, the County and City have removed bike lanes to re-stripe roadways to three lanes for

additional development. The bus service is difficult to use because of the infrequency of buses,

resulting in long wait times.  Metrolink ridership could easily have been evaluated for current

usage and to analyze whether an increase has occurred over time, thus providing real trip

reduction data.  But no such evaluation exists in the DEIR.

We therefore believe that where the DEIR concludes that the “Implementation of the proposed

Area Plan could result in a potentially significant increase in traffic” on page 3.2-26, while at the

same time reaching the conclusion that impacts from a 121% increase in trip generation under the

OVOV plan “ would be less than significant” (p3.2-57) is patently absurd.

                                                
20

 Austin-Foust, 2010, Table 2-4 Page 2-16, DEIR Appendix 3.2
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Consistency

Table 3.2-11 on page 3.2-51 indicates that peak travel levels of service resulting from either Plan

will result in deterioration of current levels of service that are not acceptable or consistent with

the plan goals and policies.  This is true also for congestion at several intersections and on many

road segments.

Such levels of service are also not consistent with the policies of regional plans with which

OVOV must comply.

Recommendations for Plan Goals and Policies regarding Traffic

• Include an explanation of the Development Monitoring System in the Plan

• Include strong language requiring formation of funding mechanisms for road improvement so

that existing residents do not bear the cost burdens of infrastructure expansion.

• Maintain the LOS C requirements found in the existing City and County Plans.

• Include language that ensures mapped bikeways will not be eliminated by road re-stripping

• Include requirements for feeder transportation to commuter rail and bus stops.

Air Quality
Per our comments on the traffic section, it appears that the wrong baseline is used for traffic

analysis.  This being the case, either the air quality analysis must also be incorrect or the traffic

and air quality sections are not consistent with each other.

The DEIR for the County Area Plan used an air quality model called URBEMIS2007. This is a

2007 model and does not include new regulations, such as SB375 and the new Title 24 Building

Energy Efficiency Standards. If these rules will be included in project level analysis, they should

be included in the modeling.  However, air pollution reductions claimed as a result of efficiencies

gained through these rules cannot be allowed unless binding legal language to ensure their use is

included in the Plan and at the project level.

The DEIR identifies an increase in selected emissions with the buildout of the OVOV plan.  It

than states that some emissions would be reduced through the build out of the plan. Such

reasoning is illogical and confusing, and is the result of using the wrong baseline as described in

the discussion on traffic analysis.

The Santa Clarita Valley is in a non-attainment area for ozone, PM2.5 and PM10 air pollution. In

a rating from marginal to extreme, the SCV was rated severe. Approval of the 2007 Air Quality

Management Plan allowed local entities to request a “bump up” to the Extreme classification.

This “bump-up” applies to ozone only. The category change allowed an extension of time to

comply, but required instituting certain mitigation measures and the attainment of “milestones”.

We do not see the required mitigation measures in the DEIR. Nor is there a discussion of the

milestones that must be reached in order to comply with the 2007 Air Quality Plan.  Without

compliance, Federal funding for road expansion will be denied.

It is ironic to have a Plan Policy Goal CO 7, “clean air to protect human health and support

healthy ecosystems”, while at the same time the County’s member on the Air Board supported

the “bump up” to extreme status for ozone, thus condemning our community to suffer the health

problems resulting from exposure to high ozone levels for an extended period of time to 2024.
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The health effects of this pollutant as described on the EPA air quality website are as follows:

Ozone –“ (a) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals;

(b) Risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense

in animals; (c) Increased mortality risk; (d) Risk to public health implied by altered

connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term

exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically exposed humans;

(e)Vegetation damage; and (f) Property damage.”

The attainment date for PM2.5 is much earlier then the 2024 extended date for the ozone extreme

designation. The PM2.5 plan, due in 2008, is still being processed with the US EPA.

Adverse health effects for particulate pollution as described by the EPA website are as follows:

PM10 “(a) Exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory or

cardiovascular disease; (b) Declines in pulmonary function growth in children; and (c)

Increased risk of premature death from heart or lung diseases in the elderly”.

PM2.5 Same as above.

The 39,000 approved but not built units in the Los Angeles County area plan will be the main

source of this problem. Those units include Newhall Ranch which is the largest urban sprawl

area in the state, a leap-frog project that the County approved in violation of its existing anti-

leap-frogging plan policy.  This Specific Plan also violates the new plan Policy LU 1.1.3:

“Discourage urban sprawl into rural areas by limiting noncontiguous, “leap-frog” development

outside of areas designated for urban use” cited as the means by which air pollution will be

reduced.  How can the new Plan make such a claim when the Supervisors ignored the Plan

in past approvals and so many specific plans and tracts are already approved but not built

that will not meet these goals?

Based on the thresholds of significance identified in Appendix G of the 2005 CEQA Guidelines,

a project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would:

(a) conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

(b) violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air

quality violation;

(c) result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the

project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone

precursors);

(DEIR page 3-3-34)

Therefore, the DEIR correctly concludes: “Potential air quality impacts from implementation of

the proposed General Plan and Area Plan would remain potentially significant after the

implementation of mitigation measures”.

However, the result of this finding of significance is that the Planning Commission and

Supervisors routinely approve projects full well knowing that they will not meet air quality

standards.  Their response is essentially that they cannot do anything about it and the particular

project before them will not make any difference.
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Recommendations

• This Plan may not be approved without legally binding language requiring all feasible

mitigation to reduce air quality impacts.  These mitigation requirements must be spelled out

specifically and binding language such as “shall use” must be employed to avoid evasive

legal maneuvers in the future.  Although, “Black box” future unidentified mitigation is

allowed under the “bump up” to the extreme ozone pollution category in the Air Plan, it is

not be allowed under CEQA.

• Mitigation measures must be identified and enforceable.

• All milestone requirements of the Ozone Reduction Air Plan must be clearly stated. If the

milestones are not met, the mitigation measures must be revised accordingly and the General

Plan should be re-evaluated.

• The Air Plans for PM 10 and PM 2.5 are over due.  This Plan should not be approved until

those Plans are completed and appropriate mitigation is incorporated to reduce particulate

matter pollution.

No air quality trading credits should be allowed for the Santa Clarita Valley.  Such a trade

with Long Beach was already allowed to enable the siting of a polluting power plant in Placerita

Canyon.  Trades such as this only serves to condemn our community to air pollution and health

problems while ensuring that another community receives clean air.  A prohibition against the

use of air quality credits must be a required mitigation measure.

Our valley is experiencing substantially increased asthma rates, particularly in children.  It is no

longer a healthy place for families due to the poor air quality.  A Plan that substantially increases

housing approvals while failing to address air pollution is condemning the current and future

population to expensive and debilitating health problems.

Global Warming and Climate Change

In January 2007, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted the Countywide Energy

and Environmental Policy with guidelines for sustainability and green building design within

County departments. (EIR 3.4 County of Los Angeles Area Plan, page 32). The Policy also

incorporated a sustainable building program into County capital improvement projects and seeks

to integrate energy efficient and sustainable designs into future County building plans. Since

these are obviously a feasible mitigation measure, these same requirements must be included as

mitigation for all commercial and residential projects.

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan proposes to increase the amount of residential units and

then abate this density by the reduction of units and sprawl in rural areas surrounding the City,

i.e., in the County area, in order to meet the objectives of SB 375, the anti –sprawl bill. However,

County approved specific plans such as Newhall Ranch and North Lake would already seem to

preclude compliance with SB375 when the Valley is considered as a whole.

While the concepts behind SB375 may eventually provide some relief from traffic and air

pollution in more urbanized areas, or in areas without housing approvals that already reach far

into the future, it seems an unlikely solution for existing suburbs such as Santa Clarita with its

39,000 units of existing approvals.  Further, without stronger, enforceable goals and policies in
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the County Plan and expiration of existing tract maps, the concept of lower County densities and

higher City densities is not feasible and will only result in higher densities in both areas.

In fact, the DEIR unfortunately admits that this is the case. Under the “Significance of Impact

Mitigation Framework” the County Plan states that “Based on the above quantitative analysis, the

OVOV proposed Area Plan and General Plan could potentially impede or conflict with the

State’s goal of meeting AB32 given the increase in GHG emissions”.
21

It seems that the only way to reduce Green House Gas emissions and clean up our air so people

can live in a healthy and safe environment in the Santa Clarita Valley is to reduce the density in

both the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and the Los Angeles County Area Plan.

Recommendations

Require development of a Climate Action Plan before or concurrently with this General Plan

Update so that its findings and mitigation can be required in the General Plan Goals and Policies

and as mitigation in the EIR.

Biology
Wildlife corridors

Although we continue to assert that the Plan and the EIR require additional mitigation in many

areas, including a revision of the population projections, and additional goals and policies, we

urge the County, after such revisions, to adopt revised version of alternative 2 as the least

environmentally damaging alternative. This alternative would support the wildlife corridors

identified in the South Coast Wildlands Missing Linkages report and proposed SEAs (Significant

Ecological Areas) by a density reduction.

Further, we urge the County especially to revise any areas proposed for development within the

riparian buffer zone of a creek, stream or river and to develop firm policies to protect these areas.

Development within such buffer zones should not be permitted. Preservation of natural

watercourses is vital both to wildlife, wildlife movement and the ground water supply of the

Santa Clarita Valley.

Oaks and Global Warming

Additionally, we believe that the County must analyze and disclose the effects to global warming

on the lose of oaks and oak woodlands in the Santa Clarita Valley.  CEQA now specifically

requires Oak Woodlands to be treated as a significant resource. We have requested cumulative

analysis of the extensive destruction of oaks in the SCV for many years.  Permitted projects have

allowed the destruction of thousands of oaks over the last 20 years.  Though some oaks were

replaced after the approval of the 1988 County Oak Ordinance, many were not replaced or those

replacements have since died.

We believe the extensive lose of these native trees has and will have a large and measurable

effect on the absorption of global warming gases. The effect of this loss on GWG is also required

to be analyzed.  There is no analysis for the lose of oaks or the greenhouse gases that will be

generated by this loss.
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Land use changes in this plan will promote additional oak removals. Continued destruction of the

trees will add to the increase of global warming. While re-planting may at least provide some

mitigation, current requirements do not appear to be sufficient.  This effect should be analyzed

and disclosed in the Plan and the EIR.

Recommendations

• Permitted oak removals should be discouraged.  The County should work with developers to

design projects around the oaks instead of allowing removals.

• When removals are permitted, fees should be increased to ensure monitoring of mitigation

oaks and replacement of oaks that have died during the mitigation period.

• Mitigation oaks should be monitored for a minimum of five years and replaced within that

time if they don’t survive.

Affordable Housing
While areas adequate to meet affordable housing goals have been set aside in Santa Clarita, the

development community has not chosen to build housing sufficient to meet the housing needs of

very low, low and moderate income earners.  Information provided in the City of Santa Clarita’s

Plan under the affordable housing section states that instead, high income housing exceeds

planned requirements by 179% and the requirements for low income housing are meet mostly by

providing senior housing developments and are sadly lacking for other social groups.

Since teachers and other professionals on whom our community depends to provide the very

fabric of our society, require the availability of moderate to low income housing in order to live

in the Santa Clarita Valley close to their jobs, this discrepancy must be addressed.  We believe

that it should be addressed in both City and County areas by requiring inclusionary housing in all

planning approvals.  Inclusionary housing should be promoted and required as mitigation in the

County update.

Conclusion
Since the County and the City Plans will be approved separately, to the extent that one Plan

depends on actions or mitigation required in the other Plan, the Plans are not enforceable.  For

example, should the County agree to a Plan Amendment to increase density in its area, a

circumstance that has occurred innumerable times in the past, there is no requirement, (nor any

way of enforcing such a requirement, if it did exist), that the City Plan concurrently reduce its

density.

Further, existing approved Specific Plans including North Lake and Newhall Ranch preclude any

possibility of reducing sprawl in County areas.  Many of these plans have not yet received tract

map approvals or are having financial problems, so the County could address this issue by

requiring that approvals expire after a certain amount of time.  Currently tract maps are routinely

granted long extensions.

The County is not acting in good faith to reduce density in outlying areas as witnessed by the

recent approval of the auto-oriented 1260 unit Skyline Ranch on the far eastern border of the

Santa Clarita Valley.  This project will not be served by any public transportation and will add to

traffic and air pollution problems in the Santa Clarita Valley.  How will any mitigation measures

in the County Plan prevent such land use approvals in the future?

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

2.0-1493



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

SCOPE Comments on the Santa Clarita Valley General Plan Update (OVOV)                     19

The Plan is unenforceable without the use of stronger legal language in the goals and policies.

The goals and policies should be re-written using language at least as strong as the language in

the current Plan.

We will be providing additional comments as the public process continues.  Thank you for the

opportunity to participate.

Sincerely,

Lynne Plambeck

President

Attachments:

1. USGS Circular 1156, Sustainability of Groundwater Resources, section on “Effects of

Ground water Development on Ground water Flow – Streams”, 1999

2. Castaic LakeWater Agency DPH Policy Memo 97-005 Compliance Report, Black and Vetch

Engineering, Dec. 2009
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Letter No. E1 Letter from SCOPE, February 7, 2011

Response 1

The commenter expressed its concern with the selection of Impact Sciences as the EIR consultant. The

commenter further stated that the EIR consultant failed to disclose spineflower, rare birds, and

amphibian species which were later discovered by others on the Newhall Ranch site.

It should be noted that another consultant, not Impact Sciences, failed to disclose spineflower on the

Newhall Ranch site. The commenter makes other inaccurate statements. For example, the commenter

refers to confidentiality agreements but Impact Sciences has not signed any confidentiality agreements.

Moreover, the comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the

environment in the Revised Draft EIR for the proposed Area Plan. The comment will be included as part

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

Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Response 2

The commenter states that other impacts are downplayed or obscured. The commenter acknowledged

that while Impact Sciences does not have complete control over the Revised Draft EIR, they should

exercise oversight as to the material presented. The commenter further states that the document contains

over 10,000 pages and that the controversy is “hidden in plain sight.” The commenter does not believe

that agencies should hire consultants who are working on projects for major developers, but that if

agencies do so, the consultants should be required to disclose such conflicts.

The commenter provides no examples of any impacts that have been downplayed or obscured.

Consequently, no further response can be provided. That said, it should be noted that the City of Santa

Clarita (City) and the County of Los Angeles (County) hired two consultants to conduct technical reports

for the “One Valley One Vision” (OVOV) joint planning effort. Austin Foust Associates was hired to

conduct a traffic study and report and Mestre Greve & Associates was hired to conduct a noise study and

report. The County reviewed each technical report for accuracy before it was included in the County’s

proposed Area Plan and the County’s Revised Draft EIR. The City also reviewed each technical report for

accuracy before it was included in the City’s proposed General Plan and the City’s Draft EIR.

The comment regarding controversy is hidden in plain sight also provides no examples and only

expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Response 3

The commenter reiterates a portion of the Revised Draft EIR describing the joint nature of the OVOV

planning effort. The commenter then questions the necessity of separate approval processes and separate

EIRs for the County and the City, asserting that the dual processes are onerous.

Although the County and City both participated in the joint OVOV planning effort, the County and the

City are, and will continue to be, separate jurisdictions with separate decision-making bodies. In addition,

the County will be responsible for implementing and enforcing the proposed Area Plan, including the

mitigation measures identified in the County’s EIR, within its jurisdiction. The City will be responsible

for implementing and enforcing its General Plan, including the mitigation measures identified in the

City’s EIR, within its jurisdiction. Moreover, because the two jurisdictions’ documents are exceedingly

similar, implementation and enforcement should be consistent across the jurisdictions. The Land Use

Element of the County’s proposed Area Plan includes several implementation actions that require the

County to closely coordinate with the City to ensure consistent implementation and enforcement after the

updated documents are adopted. Finally, while a portion of the comment restates information contained

in the Revised Draft EIR, the comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of

CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 4

The commenter states that the lack of concurrent hearings contributes to an onerous and time-consuming

process and that if other agencies can work concurrently, so can the County and the City.

Please see Response 3, above.

Response 5

The commenter states that a dual process does not meet one of the County’s objectives for the Revised

Draft EIR, which is to foster public participation in the planning process for the proposed Area Plan. The

commenter requests that the two processes be merged and held concurrently to get more of the public

involved.

Both the County and the City have received significant public input on their respective Plans as well as

on their respective Environmental Impact Reports (see Section 1.0, Introduction, Table 1.0-1, pages 1.0-2

through 1.0-5, of the Revised Draft EIR). Nothing in CEQA requires two separate jurisdictions with

separate decision-making bodies to undertake a single joint public hearing process if those two

jurisdictions decide to engage in a cooperative joint planning effort, such as OVOV, due to their
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adjacency and their overlapping and similar interests. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 6

The commenter is concerned that the proposed Area Plan would eliminate the County’s Development

Monitoring System (DMS) and that although the commenter has been informed that the proposed Area

Plan would not do so, the commenter believes this is not clearly stated in the proposed Area Plan. The

commenter notes that each tract map within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan requires a DMS analysis at

the time of tract map approval.

As the commenter notes, the Board of Supervisors adopted a Countywide General Plan Amendment on

April 21, 1987 that established the DMS and added policies to the Countywide General Plan related to

DMS. This Countywide General Plan Amendment specified that the DMS would apply to several areas

within unincorporated Los Angeles County, including the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The

proposed Area Plan does not include amendments to the policies in the Countywide General Plan related

to the DMS. Those policies will remain in effect until such time that the Countywide General Plan is

updated.

The proposed Area Plan, like the currently adopted Area Plan, is a component of the Countywide

General Plan that provides goals, objectives, and policies that only apply to the unincorporated Santa

Clarita Valley. The goals, objectives, and policies in the Area Plan supplement those in the Countywide

General Plan and do not replace them unless specifically noted in the Area Plan. All development

projects within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley must be consistent with the goals, objectives, and

policies in both the Countywide General Plan and the Area Plan. Therefore, it is not necessary to reiterate

policies in the Countywide General Plan, such as those regarding DMS, in the proposed Area Plan. As

previously noted, the proposed Area Plan does not include amendments to the policies in the

Countywide General Plan related to the DMS and those policies will remain in effect until such time that

the Countywide General Plan is updated.

The proposed Area Plan does not include any amendments to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (Specific

Plan). Each tract map within the Specific Plan must be found consistent with all relevant policies in the

Specific Plan, in the Area Plan, and in the Countywide General Plan at the time of tract map approval.

The proposed Area Plan does not amend any previous court orders regarding the Specific Plan.
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Response 7

The commenter asserts that the growth projections outlined in the proposed Area Plan are overstated and

unrealistic. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included

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

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

That said, the County disagrees with the comment. Please also see Response 8 below.

Response 8

The commenter contends that while the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)

calculates a fairly accurate increase in population for Los Angeles County as a whole, its designation of

the portions of the County where the population will grow is arbitrary. The commenter further contends

that SCAG’s projection of population growth within the Northern Los Angeles County subregion is

driven by lobbying by developers and cities, and that such projection is allegedly intentionally high and

overstated in order to allow jurisdictions to withstand legal scrutiny of their General Plans.

The County and the City used a reasonable method, based on substantial evidence, to develop population

projections for the buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan.

Section 2.0, Project Description, page 2.0-24 and 2.0-25, of the Revised Draft EIR describe how the

population projections were calculated:

“ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

Projections for Population and Households

Based on a detailed analysis of the OVOV Planning Area conducted by traffic analysis

zones, staff from the County and City have determined that population of the Santa

Clarita Valley at full buildout of the uses shown on the land use map of the Area Plan

will be approximately 460,000 to 485,000 residents, comprising 150,000 to 160,000

households. The unincorporated County population would be 237,387. The methodology

used by staff to develop these detailed demographic projections involved the following

steps:

1. Staff prepared projections for each traffic analysis zone (TAZ) contained in the traffic

model. For purposes of traffic modeling, a TAZ is a portion of land within the

planning area in which certain land uses have been designated, the development of

which is expected to generate new vehicle trips to serve future development. Only

undeveloped or underutilized land will be expected to be used for new development

that will generate new vehicle trips. Therefore, each TAZ was analyzed to determine

the percentage of land that was already fully built out, and the amount of land
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available for new development or rebuilding. There are 455 TAZs in the traffic model

for the planning area.

2. Staff compared each TAZ with a current aerial photograph and Planning Department

records to determine the amount of developable land in each one. Land was

considered to be developable if it was vacant or underutilized, privately owned,

designated and zoned for future development, and free of major constraints such as

ridgelines and floodways.

3. For land within each TAZ, staff estimated the projected actual buildout capacity

under the draft Land Use Map, considering parcelization, existing and surrounding

development, access, topography, drainage patterns, infrastructure capacity, and

similar site constraints.

4. Portions of the Planning Area outside of the TAZ had trips designated to the nearest

TAZ.

5. The result of this analysis was an estimated buildout capacity for each TAZ in terms

of dwelling unit number and type; non-residential development potential (including

commercial, business park, retail, and institutional space); public uses, including

government and school facilities, parks and open space; and land devoted to

infrastructure (such as streets and highways, transmission corridors, and flood

control easements).

6. The projections generated from the TAZ analysis represent staff’s best efforts to

achieve a realistic vision of actual buildout potential for the planning area. In

preparing the OVOV land use projections, staff acknowledged that portions of the

planning area are already largely developed, and that the General Plan is not based

on a “clean slate” of vacant, undeveloped land. Existing uses and development

patterns must be recognized in planning for new uses.”

For purposes of a theoretical comparison, the buildout projections derived from the TAZ analysis could

be compared to the “worst case” buildout projections of the County’s Area Plan Land Use Policy Map

and the City’s General Plan Land Use Policy Map. The “worst case” scenario assumes that all existing

uses are subject to demolition, reconstruction, or intensification to achieve the maximum density allowed

by the County Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map or the City General Plan’s Land Use Policy Map. For

example, if an area is designated for residential uses at a maximum density of five dwelling units per acre

and the area is already developed with single-family uses at a density of four dwelling units per acre, the

“worst case scenario” assumes that the existing single-family residential uses would be replaced new

single-family residential uses at a higher density, or that existing units would be subdivided into multi-

family structures to achieve the higher density. Because many areas of the Santa Clarita Valley have been

developed within the last 20 years with structures that have useful life spans of 50 years or longer, City

and County staff determined that it would be unreasonable to assume that all existing development

would be replaced with new development at the highest possible density allowed by the County Area
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Plan’s Land Use Policy Map or the City General Plan’s Land Use Policy Map. For this reason, the “worst

case” scenario was not used as the basis for buildout projections. Instead, the TAZ analysis described

above formed the basis for reasonable buildout projections of land use, dwelling units, population, and

employment.

Additional information regarding population projections for the Santa Clarita Valley is also provided in

Section 3.19, Population and Housing, of the Revised Draft EIR:

“According to [the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG)] Growth

Forecast, the population of the entire unincorporated subregion is expected to grow from

132,797 residents in the year 2005 to 434,773 residents in the year 2035” (Revised Draft

EIR, p. 3.19-3.)

“In 2008, the population of the County’s Planning Area was approximately 75,000

residents. Buildout of the proposed Area Plan Land Use Map would increase the County

Planning Area’s population by 162,387 residents to a total population of approximately

237,387 residents.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.19-5.)

“SCAG projects that the population of the unincorporated North Los Angeles County

subregion, which includes unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley as well as

unincorporated areas of the Antelope Valley, will increase from 132,797 residents in year

2005 to 434,773 residents in year 2035, for a total increase of 301,975 residents (no

population projections from SCAG are presently available for this region after year 2035).

Accordingly, SCAG projects substantial population growth (over 227 percent)

throughout unincorporated North Los Angeles County during the current planning

period. Since buildout of the proposed Area Plan would increase the population of the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley by 162,387 residents by year 2035, and given that the

population of the entire unincorporated North Los Angeles subregion is projected to

increase by 301,976 residents by 2035, implementation of the proposed Area Plan would

account for approximately 54 percent of this growth.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.19-6.)

As indicated by the above excerpts, the level of population growth contemplated by the proposed Area

Plan is generally consistent with SCAG’s regional projections and is required to accommodate long-term

growth trends anticipated in the unincorporated North County subregion, which includes the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley and the unincorporated Antelope Valley. As indicated in the above

excerpts, the population growth projected in the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley represents only 54

percent of the population growth projected by SCAG in the North County subregion. SCAG generates

population growth estimates based on:

“policy direction from the SCAG Community, Economic and Human Development

(CEHD) Policy Committee and working closely with the Plans and Programs Technical

Advisory Committee (P&P TAC), the California Department of Finance (DOF),

subregions, local jurisdictions, CTCs, the public and other major stakeholders, the

Forecasting Section of the Community Development Division is responsible for
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producing socio-economic estimates and projections at multiple geographic levels and in

multiple years.“1

As to the implied criticism of the County’s reliance on SCAG projections, SCAG is the designated

Metropolitan Planning Organization for the area that includes the Santa Clarita Valley and is mandated

by federal and state law to research and draw up plans for, among other things, growth management for

the region. Among SCAG’s obligations is to develop demographic projections for the region. From those

projections, SCAG develops a Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). Each city and county in

SCAG’s planning region must ensure that its Housing Element is consistent with the RHNA and must

identify sufficient appropriately zoned land in the land use element of the General Plan and its

components, including Area and Community Plans, to accommodate the housing growth estimated by

the RHNA. [Revised Draft EIR 3.19-3 to 3.19-4.] As such, SCAG numbers are a guide for local

governments to use in addressing regional issues and satisfying state and federal mandates. Accordingly,

it is reasonable and appropriate for a local jurisdiction such as the County to rely on SCAG projections,

particularly when a local jurisdiction must satisfy state and federal requirements based on those

projections.

The commenter’s statements regarding SCAG population projections only express the opinions of the

commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not

raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 9

The commenter asserts that the allegedly intentionally high and overstated population projection benefits

the development community and hurts taxpayers and the environment because the population projected

exceeds “carrying capacity.”

Please see Response 8, above, regarding the basis for the population projection. The Revised Draft EIR

thoroughly analyzes traffic impacts (see Section 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR) and air quality impacts (see

Section 3.3 of the Revised Draft EIR). The comment does not identify any specific deficit in either analysis,

and thus no further response can be provided or is required.

Response 10

The commenter states that the population projection is overstated, as reflected by believes 39,500 housing

units that have been previously approved but not yet built, un-built Specific Plans, and vacant

commercial properties.

1 http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm
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Please see Response 8, above, for a response regarding the population projection cited in the Revised

Draft EIR. Moreover, the County believes that the factors cited in the comment reflect current economic

conditions and do not provide evidence of an incorrect population projection. The comment only

expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 11

The commenter cites Policy CO 3.1.1 in the proposed Area Plan, which encourages infill and transit-

oriented projects, as an example of a several goals and policies in the proposed Area Plan that the County

uses to support the population projection.

The comment is a prefatory remark to the commenter’s next comment, which is discussed in Response

12, below.

Response 12

The commenter states, while only citing Policy CO 3.1.1, that the policies and goals in the proposed Area

Plan are patently absurd. The commenter also asserts that compliance with Policy CO 3.1.1 and other

policies and goals is precluded by previously approved projects, asserts that recently approved projects

reflect that the County has shown bad faith, and asserts that weak language, such as “encourage,”

“promote,” and “where feasible” make the policies and goals in the proposed Area Plan unenforceable.

The County disagrees with the commenter. First, previously approved projects and recently approved

projects were considered and approved under the currently adopted Countywide General Plan and the

currently adopted Area Plan, as required by state law. Second, the commenter does not identify any

particular policy which it finds to be unenforceable, and thus a more specific response cannot be

provided. However, it should be noted that a very large and significant number of the proposed Area

Plan policies include mandatory language, whereas a number of policies intentionally do not have

mandatory language, as some policies may not be appropriate or feasible in all instances, given the great

diversity of communities (both urban and rural) and development types within the unincorporated Santa

Clarita Valley. The proposed Area Plan policies are worded to mandate or provide direction for specific

implementing ordinances or to provide detailed requirements applicable to individual development

proposals. With regard to Policy CO 3.1.1, it should be noted that the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use

Policy Map concentrates development into previously developed or urban areas to promote infill

development and prevent sprawl and habitat loss (refer to Section 3.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR

for a map showing the locations of the Area Plan’s proposed land use designations). However, as

acknowledged in Policy CO 3.1.1, it is not feasible to prohibit all development outside of previously

developed or urban areas or to prevent any habitat loss, as many of the properties within the
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unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are privately owned and must have some level of development

potential. Although the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map reduces allowable residential

densities in many outlying, rural portions of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, the proposed Area

Plan’s Land Use Policy Map allows some level of development potential, as it is not feasible to prohibit

development in these areas.

In addition, the comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included

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

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Response 13

The commenter contends that the population projections “must be revised downward to conform with

reality and the current state of the economy.” The commenter suggests that the population projections be

revised with United States Census data and that unbuilt tracts and Specific Plans should be allowed to

expire so that new approvals will comply with updated laws and address existing needs.

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter and does not raise an environmental issue,

so no further response is required. However, the commenter is referred to Responses 8 through 12,

above, regarding population projections. As to the comment that previous approvals should be allowed

to expire, expiration of approvals is often determined as a matter of law (see, for example, Chapter 21.38

of Title 21 of the County Code, Chapter 21.40 of Title 21 of the County Code, the relevant sections of the

California Government Code cited by the aforementioned Chapters of Title 21 of the County Code, and

Chapter 22.56 of Title 22 of the County Code) or by the terms of the approval. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan.

Response 14

The comment states that the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) is outdated, that a new

UWMP is in process, and that the County should work with local water agencies to ensure that the most

up to date information is included in its documents. The comment also states that new disclosure

requirements and water conservation goals were imposed as part of Senate Bill (SB) 7X7.

The County is aware that the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) recently adopted the UWMP on June

22, 2011. The 2005 UWMP is an appropriate reference because it was adopted at the time the NOP was

released and was still in effect at the time the Revised Draft EIR was released and circulated. The updated

UWMP was developed in close coordination with the “One Valley One Vision” (OVOV) joint planning
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effort, as its horizon year is further into the future than is required (to match OVOV’s perspective of long-

term buildout) and both the County and City of Santa Clarita participated in the development of the

UWMP. Based on the extensive amount of current information presented in the Revised Draft EIR, the

County considers the water supply analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR to be accurate as written.

Please also see Section 3.13, Water Service, which addresses the effect of various biological opinions and

court decisions on water supply. (See Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-74 to 3.13-79.)

The commenter is generally correct regarding SB 7X-7. However, it is important to note that the

requirements and goals of SB 7X-7 are not required to be implemented as part of an EIR. They are the

responsibility of water suppliers in the state. Section 3.13 of the Revised Draft EIR provides a summary of

SB 7X-7:

“SB 7 – Statewide Water Conservation: SB 7X-7 creates a framework for future planning

and actions by urban and agricultural water suppliers to reduce California’s water use.

For the first time in California’s history, this bill requires the development of agricultural

water management plans and requires urban water agencies to reduce statewide per

capita water consumption 20 percent by 2020. Specifically, this bill:

1. Establishes multiple pathways for urban water suppliers to achieve the statewide

goal of a 20 percent reduction in urban water use. Specifically, urban water suppliers

may:

(a) Set a conservation target of 80 percent of their baseline daily per capita water use;

(b) Utilize performance standards for water use that are specific to indoor, landscape,

and commercial, industrial and institutional uses;

(c) Meet the per capita water use goal for their specific hydrologic region as identified

by DWR and other state agencies in the 20 percent by 2020 Water Conservation Plan;

or

(d) Use an alternate method that is to be developed by DWR before December 31, 2010.

2. Requires urban water suppliers to set an interim urban water use target and meet

that target by December 31, 2015 and meet the overall target by December 31, 2020.

3. Requires DWR to cooperatively work with the California Urban Water Conservation

Council to establish a task force that shall identify best management practices to

assist the commercial, industrial, and institutional sectors in meeting the water

conservation goal.

4. Requires agricultural water suppliers to measure water deliveries and adopt a

pricing structure for water customers based at least in part on quantity delivered,

and, where technically and economically feasible, implement additional measures to

improve efficiency.
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5. Requires agricultural water suppliers to submit Agricultural Water Management

Plans beginning December 31, 2012 and include in those plans information relating to

the water efficiency measures they have undertaken and are planning to undertake.

6. Makes ineligible for state grant funding any urban or agricultural water supplier

who is not in compliance with the requirements of this bill relating to water

conservation and efficient water management.

7. Requires DWR to, in 2013, 2016, and 2021, report to the Legislature on agricultural

efficient water management practices being undertaken and reported in agricultural

water management plans.

8. Requires DWR, the State Water Resources Control Board, and other state agencies to

develop a standardized water information reporting system to streamline water

reporting required under the law.” (See Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-82 to 3.13-83.)

The Revised Draft EIR also includes additional information regarding water conservation practices as

they relate to the Santa Clarita Valley and the proposed Area Plan. As indicated in Section 3.13:

“In 2001, CLWA signed the Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water

Conservation in California (MOU) on behalf of the CLWA service area. By signing the

MOU, CLWA became a member of the California Urban Water Conservation Council

(CUWCC) and pledged to implement all cost-effective Best Management Practices

(BMPs) for water conservation. CLWA has estimated that conservation measures within

the service area can reduce the urban demand water demand by 10 percent. The BMPs

include:

 System Water Audits, Leak Detection and Repair; Public Information Programs; School

Education Programs;

 Wholesale Agency Programs;

 Conservation Pricing;

 Water Conservation Coordinator;

 Water survey programs for single-family residential and multi-family residential customers;

 System water audits, leak detection and repair;

 Metering with commodity rates for all new connections and retrofit of existing connections;

 Large landscape conservation programs and incentives;

 High-efficiency clothes washing machine financial incentive programs;

 Conservation programs for commercial, industrial, and institutional (CII) accounts; and

 Water waste prohibition.
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An additional 10 percent per capita urban demand reduction could also result from the

recently approved SB 7X-7, which requires a 20 percent reduction in per capita urban

demand by 2020.” (see, Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-107 and 108.)

While the proposed Area Plan’s impacts regarding water supply are considered less than significant

within the CLWA service area and the eastern subbasin, the Revised Draft EIR also includes many

mitigation measures, formed from goals and policies within the proposed Area Plan that focus on the

water supply. Please see Revised Draft EIR pages 3.13-145 to 3.13-150. For the area outside the CLWA

service area and eastern Subbasin, even with the mitigation measures presented on Revised Draft EIR

pages 3.13-151 to 3.13-153, unavoidably significant impact would occur in that portion of the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 15

This comment presents the opinion that the State Water Project (SWP) was never meant to be a primary

source of supply due to its unreliability. The comment then includes references to the currently adopted

Los Angeles County Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (adopted in 1984 and subsequently amended). The

comment also includes the statement which suggests that the primary purpose of SWP supply is to act as

a supplemental water supply to “alleviate groundwater overdraft.”

The commenter is correct in that the SWP delivers water supplies to supplement SWP Contractors’ local

and other imported supplies. As indicated by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR),

“In most cases, contractors use SWP water to supplement local or other imported

supplies. Five contractors use Project water primarily for agricultural purposes (mainly

southern San Joaquin Valley); the remaining 24 primarily for municipal purposes.” (See

DWR website at: http://www.water.ca.gov/swp/contractor_intro.cfm)

“The California State Water Project is a water storage and delivery system of reservoirs,

aqueducts, powerplants and pumping plants. Its main purpose is to store water and

distribute it to 29 urban and agricultural water suppliers in Northern California, the San

Francisco Bay Area, the San Joaquin Valley, the Central Coast, and Southern California.

Of the contracted water supply, 70 percent goes to urban users and 30 percent goes to

agricultural users.

The Project makes deliveries to two-thirds of California’s population. It is maintained

and operated by the California Department of Water Resources.

The Project is also operated to improve water quality in the Delta, control Feather River

flood waters, provide recreation, and enhance fish and wildlife.” (See DWR website at:

http://www.water.ca.gov/swp/index.cfm)
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The commenter is incorrect, however, that in the case of the Santa Clarita Valley and the Castaic Lake

Water Agency (CLWA), one of 29 SWP Contractors, that SWP water is used to alleviate groundwater

overdraft. As demonstrated by the substantial amount of information presented in the Revised Draft EIR,

the groundwater basin in the Santa Clarita Valley is not in a state of overdraft. Please see Response 21

below for supporting information.

The commenter also states that Santa Clarita Valley residents have “in fact consumed more imported

state water than local groundwater due to housing approvals that have outstripped the capacity of the

local aquifers.” While the commenter is correct in that the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors now

deliver more imported water than local groundwater, the commenter is incorrect in that water demand in

the Santa Clarita Valley has not “outstripped the capacity of the local aquifers.” For a response to the

claim that demand has outstripped the capacity of the local groundwater basin, please see Response 21

below for information regarding groundwater overdraft.

Response 16

This comment addresses SB7X7 (November 2009) and the description of that bill as presented in the

Revised Draft EIR. The Revised Draft EIR presents a comprehensive summary of SB7X7, including the

State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) effort to develop flow criteria for the Delta, as confirmed

by the comment. Specifically, the Revised Draft EIR, at pages 3.13-86 to 3.13-92, presented a summary of

SWRCB’s report entitled, “Draft Development of Flow Criteria for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta

Ecosystem.” The Revised Draft EIR, at page 3.13-10, also included the draft report as a reference

document, which was incorporated into the Revised Draft EIR.

The comment correctly points out that, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, the SWRCB has adopted

Resolution No. 2010-0039 approving the flow criteria report. The final report identifies the new flow

criteria for the Delta ecosystem that are necessary to protect public trust resources. Consistent with this

resolution, the SWRCB’s Executive Director has submitted the final report to the Delta Stewardship

Council for its information. The final report is electronically available at

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/water_issues/programs/bay_delta/deltaflow/final_rpt.shtml

(last visited February 22, 2011). In addition, as requested in the comment, the final report is found in

Appendix F3.13 of the Revised Final EIR. Lastly, SWRCB’s flow criteria and conclusions from the final

report, at pages 4 through 7, are summarized below:

“Flow Criteria and Conclusions

The numeric criteria determinations in this report must be considered in the following

context:

 The flow criteria in this report do not consider any balancing of public trust resource

protection with public interest needs for water.
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 The State Water Board does not intend that the criteria should supersede requirements for

health and safety such as the need to manage water for flood control.

 There is sufficient scientific information to support the need for increased flows to protect

public trust resources; while there is uncertainty regarding specific numeric criteria, scientific

certainty is not the standard for agency decision making.

The State Water Board has considered the testimony presented during the Board’s

informational proceeding to develop flow criteria and to support the following summary

conclusions. Several of these summary conclusions rely in whole or in part on

conclusions and recommendations made to the State Water Board by the Delta

Environmental Flows Group (DEFG) [footnote omitted] and the University of California

at Davis Delta Solutions Group [footnote omitted].

1. The effects of non-flow changes in the Delta ecosystem, such as nutrient composition,

channelization, habitat, invasive species, and water quality, need to be addressed and

integrated with flow measures.

2. Recent Delta flows are insufficient to support native Delta fishes for today’s habitats.

[Footnote omitted.] Flow modification is one of the immediate actions available

although the links between flows and fish response are often indirect and are not

fully resolved. Flow and physical habitat interact in many ways, but they are not

interchangeable.

3. In order to preserve the attributes of a natural variable system to which native fish

species are adapted, many of the criteria developed by the State Water Board are

crafted as percentages of natural or unimpaired flows. These criteria include:

 75% of unimpaired Delta outflow from January through June;

 75% of unimpaired Sacramento River inflow from November through June; and

 60% of unimpaired San Joaquin River inflow from February through June.

It is not the State Water Board’s intent that these criteria be interpreted as precise flow

requirements for fish under current conditions, but rather they reflect the general timing

and magnitude of flows under the narrow circumstances analyzed in this report. In

comparison, historic flows over the last 18 to 22 years have been:

 approximately 30% in drier years to almost 100% of unimpaired flows in wetter years for

Delta outflows;

 about 50% on average from April through June for Sacramento River inflows; and

 approximately 20% in drier years to almost 50% in wetter years for San Joaquin River

inflows.

4. Other criteria include: increased fall Delta outflow in wet and above normal years;

fall pulse flows on the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers; and flow criteria in the
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Delta to help protect fish from mortality in the central and southern Delta resulting

from operations of the State and federal water export facilities.

5. The report also includes determinations regarding variability and the natural

hydrograph, floodplain activation and other habitat improvements, water quality

and contaminants, cold water pool management, and adaptive management:

 Criteria should reflect the frequency, duration, timing, and rate of change of flows, and not

just volumes or magnitudes. Accordingly, whenever possible, the criteria specified above are

expressed as a percentage of the unimpaired hydrograph.

 Inflows should generally be provided from tributaries to the Delta watershed in proportion

to their contribution to unimpaired flow unless otherwise indicated.

 Studies and demonstration projects for, and implementation of, floodplain restoration,

improved connectivity and passage, and other habitat improvements should proceed to

provide additional protection of public trust uses and potentially allow for the reduction of

flows otherwise needed to protect public trust resources in the Delta.

 The Central Valley and San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Boards should

continue developing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for all listed pollutants and

adopting programs to implement control actions.

 The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board should require additional studies

and incorporate discharge limits and other controls into permits, as appropriate, for the

control of nutrients and ammonia.

 Temperature and water supply modeling and analyses should be conducted to identify

conflicting requirements to achieve both flow and cold water temperature goals.

 A strong science program and a flexible management regime are critical to improving flow

criteria. The State Water Board should work with the Council, the Delta Science Program,

BDCP, the Interagency Ecological Program (IEP), and others to develop the framework for

adaptive management that could be relied upon for the management and regulation of Delta

flows.

 The numeric criteria included in this report are all criteria that are only appropriate for the

current physical system and climate; as other factors change the flow needs advanced in this

report will also change. As physical changes occur to the environment and our

understanding of species needs improves, the long-term flow needs will also change. Actual

flows should be informed by adaptive management.

 Only the underlying principles for the numeric criteria and other measures are advanced as

long-term criteria.

6. Past changes in the Delta may influence migratory cues for some fishes. These cues

are further scrambled by a reverse salinity gradient in the south Delta. It is important

to establish seaward gradients and create more slough networks with natural

channel geometry. Achieving a variable more complex estuary requires establishing
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seasonal gradients in salinity and other water quality variables and diverse habitats

throughout the estuary. These goals in turn encourage policies which establish

internal Delta flows that create a tidally mixed upstream- downstream gradient

(without cross-Delta flows) in water quality. Continued through-Delta conveyance is

likely to continue the need for in-Delta flow requirements and restrictions to protect

fish within the Delta.

7. Restoring environmental variability in the Delta is fundamentally inconsistent with

continuing to move large volumes of water through the Delta for export. The

drinking and agricultural water quality requirements of through-Delta exports, and

perhaps even some current in-Delta uses, are at odds with the water quality and

variability needs of desirable Delta species.

8. The Delta ecosystem is likely to dramatically shift within 50 years due to large scale

levee collapse. Overall, these changes are likely to promote a more variable,

heterogeneous estuary. This changed environment is likely to be better for desirable

estuarine species; at least it is unlikely to be worse.

9. Positive changes in the Delta ecosystem resulting from improved flow or flow

patterns will benefit humans as well as fish and wildlife.

10. In order to prevent further channelization of riparian corridors and infill of wetland

habitats, the Delta Stewardship Council should consider developing a plan to

coordinate land use policy within the Delta between the city, county, state, and

federal governments.

Ecosystems are complex; there are many factors that affect the quality of the habitat that

they provide. These factors combine in ways that can amplify the effect of the factors on

aquatic resources. The habitat value of the Delta ecosystem for favorable species can be

improved by habitat restoration, contaminant and nutrient reduction, changes in

diversions, control of invasive species, and island flooding. Each of these non-flow

factors has the potential to interact with flow to affect available aquatic habitat in Delta

channels.

The State Water Board supports the most efficient use of water that can reasonably be

made. The flow improvements that the State Water Board identifies in this report as

being necessary to protect public trust resources illustrate the importance of addressing

the negative effects of these other stressors that contribute to higher than necessary

demands for water to provide resource protection. Future habitat improvements or

changes in nutrients and contaminants, for example, may change the response of fishes to

flow. Addressing other stressors directly will be necessary to assure protection of public

trust resources and could change the demands for water to provide resource protection

in the future. Uncertainty regarding the effects of habitat improvement and other

stressors on flow demands for resource protection highlights the need for continued

study and adaptive management to respond to changing conditions. The flow criteria

identified in this report highlight the need for the BDCP to develop an integrated set of

solutions, to address ecosystem flow needs, including flow and non-flow measures.

Although flow modification is an action that can be implemented in a relatively short
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time in order to improve the survival of desirable species and protect public trust

resources, public trust resource protection cannot be achieved solely through flows –

habitat restoration also is needed. One cannot substitute for the other; both flow

improvements and habitat restoration are essential to protecting public trust resources.”

The remainder of the comment presents opinions regarding the sustainability of the pumping levels

maintained by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Central Valley Project

(CVP). However, it is beyond the scope of this Revised Draft EIR to speculate about the overall

sustainability of pumping levels maintained by DWR and CVP, particularly where, as here, the pumping

operations and ultimate legal restrictions are not yet finalized at the state level. Nonetheless, the County

appreciates the comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 17

The comment suggests that the groundwater basin is in a state of overdraft, that the downstream water

users, including United Water Conservation District and Ventura County, remain skeptical and

concerned, and that the Revised Draft EIR does not give an accurate view of the full extent of

groundwater pumping in the Upper Santa Clara Basin.

The County disagrees with this comment. First, an extensive amount of information presented in the

Revised Draft EIR supports the conclusion that no state of overdraft exists in the Santa Clarita Valley

(Valley).

This response is based on the information presented in Section 3.13, Water Service, of the Revised Draft

EIR, relevant portions of which are summarized below. It also is based on numerous reports and studies

referenced on pages 3.13-8 through 3.13-12 of the Revised Draft EIR, and shown in date order below:

(a) “Memorandum of Understanding” between the Santa Clara River Valley Upper Basin Water

Purveyors and United Water Conservation District, August 2001;

(b) “2001 Update Report: Hydrogeologic Conditions in the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer

Systems,” July 2002 (Slade Report);

(c) “Groundwater Management Plan - Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin,”

prepared for CLWA by Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, December 2003 (GWMP);

(d) “Effect of Urbanization on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley,” prepared by CH2MHill,

February 2004 (CH2MHill Memorandum);

(e) “Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley: Model Development and

Calibration,” prepared for Upper Basin Water Purveyors (CLWA, CLWA Santa Clarita Water
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Division, Newhall County Water District and Valencia Water Company) by CH2M HILL April 2004

(2004 Flow Model);

(f) 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, prepared for Castaic Lake Water Agency, CLWA Santa Clarita

Water Division, Newhall County Water District, Valencia Water Company, Los Angeles County

Waterworks District No. 36, prepared by Black & Veatch, Nancy Clemm, Kennedy Jenks Consultants,

Jeff Lambert, Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Richard Slade and Associates, November 2005 (UWMP);

(g) “Analysis of Groundwater Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin,”

August 2005 (2005 Basin Yield Report);

(h) Santa Clarita Valley Water Reports (2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009 Water Reports); and

(i) 2009 Basin Yield Update.

The Revised Draft EIR thoroughly described and assessed the existing groundwater conditions in the

Valley based on the above-referenced reports. Specifically, the Valley’s Groundwater Management Plan is

discussed on pages 3.13-27 through 3.13-28; the 2009 Basin Yield Update is described on pages 3.13-29

through 3.13-31; and, the available groundwater supplies are addressed on pages 3.13-31 through 3.13-54.

The Revised Draft EIR also analyzed impacts on groundwater supplies, levels, and recharge for the

proposed Area Plan (see Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-124 to 3.13-138).

A substantial amount of information was presented in the Revised Draft EIR concerning the Valley’s

groundwater basin, groundwater levels (based on well data), groundwater pumping volumes, and the

sustainability of the Valley’s groundwater resources based on the CLWA/Purveyor groundwater

operating plan, including the 2009 Valley Water Report presented in Revised Draft EIR Appendix 3.13

(see Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-29 to 3.13-50). Based on that information, the Revised Draft EIR

confirmed the findings in several reports that the Santa Clara River East Subbasin (Basin), comprised of

both the Alluvium (also referred to as the Alluvial aquifer) and the Saugus Formation, is not in an

overdraft condition, or projected to become overdrafted:

“[G]roundwater supplies were evaluated in the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin Yield

Report, and the 2009 Basin Yield Update. This evaluation resulted in the following

findings: (a) Both the Alluvial aquifer and the Saugus Formation are reasonable and

sustainable sources of local water supplies at the yields stated in the 2005 UWMP over

the next 25 years; (b) The yields are not overstated and will not deplete or “dry-up” the

groundwater basin; and (c) There is no need to reduce the yields for purposes of

planning, as shown in the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report, and the 2009 Basin

Yield Update (see Appendix 3.13 for the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report, and

the 2009 Basin Yield Update). In addition, the 2005 UWMP, 2005 Basin Yield Report, and

2009 Basin Yield Update determined that neither the Alluvial aquifer nor the Saugus

Formation is in an overdraft condition, or projected to become overdrafted. As a result,

none of the physical effects normally associated with an overdrafted basin (e.g.,

subsidence, reduction in water quality) would occur.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.13-125.)
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Based on the information included in the Revised Draft EIR, it has been determined that the Valley’s

groundwater supplies are both available and reliable, and that the history of groundwater levels in the

Alluvium and the Saugus Formation shows no signs of water-level related overdraft (i.e., no long-term

trend toward decreasing water levels and storage). Consequently, pumping from the Alluvium and the

Saugus Formation has been, and continues to be, sustainable, and well within the operational yield of the

aquifers on a long-term average basis.

The comment’s statement that downstream water users, including United Water Conservation District

and Ventura County, remain “skeptical and concerned” is a mischaracterization of the facts and

represents the opinion of the commenter. No communication from either agency has been provided in

response to the Revised Draft EIR, nor has the commenter provided any specific information in support

of its opinion. Furthermore, the agencies referenced in this comment have been cooperating with the

Valley water purveyors for a number of years to monitor the condition of the Valley’s groundwater basin.

In addition, the MOU requires monitoring of the groundwater basin to identify overdraft conditions

should they occur. As indicated in the Revised Draft EIR on pages 3.13-27 and 3.13-28,

“[A] local Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) process among CLWA, the

purveyors, and United Water Conservation District (UWCD) in neighboring Ventura

County had produced the beginning of local groundwater management, now embodied

in the GWMP. In 2001, those agencies prepared and executed the MOU (see Appendix

3.13 [MOU]). The MOU is a collaborative and integrated approach to several of the

aspects of water resource management included in the GWMP. UWCD manages surface

water and groundwater resources in seven groundwater basins, all located in Ventura

County, downstream of the Basin. As a result of the MOU, the cooperating agencies have

undertaken the following measures: (1) Integrated their database management efforts;

(2) Developed and utilized a numerical groundwater flow model for analysis of

groundwater basin yield and containment of groundwater contamination; and

(3) Continued to monitor and report on the status of Basin conditions, as well as on

geologic and hydrologic aspects of the overall stream-aquifer system.”

With respect to the comment’s contention that the Revised Draft EIR does not give an accurate view of

the full extent of groundwater pumping in the Basin, the comment refers to Revised Draft EIR

Table 3.13 3 (Historical Groundwater Production by the Retail Water Purveyors), found on Revised Draft

EIR page 3.13-34, as an example that supports the commenter’s contention and states that this table omits

the pumping by Newhall Land and Farming and other private users. The County disagrees with this

comment and believes that the Revised Draft EIR does indeed provide an accurate accounting of

groundwater pumping in the Basin, including groundwater use by private groundwater users in the

Basin. Contrary to what the commenter suggests, the referenced table is not intended to provide a listing

of all pumping in the Basin. As its title indicates, this table is intended to provide historical groundwater

production (pumping) by the retail water purveyors, and not other private groundwater users.
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Groundwater pumping characteristics of the Basin including private groundwater users are described

elsewhere in the Revised Draft EIR:

“Based on a combination of historical operating experience and recent groundwater

modeling analysis, the Alluvial aquifer can supply groundwater on a long-term

sustainable basis in the overall range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy, with a probable reduction in

dry years to a range of 30,000 to 35,000 afy. Both of those ranges include about 15,000 afy

of Alluvial pumping for current agricultural water uses and an estimated pumping of up

to about 500 afy by small private pumpers. The dry year reduction is a result of practical

constraints in the eastern part of the Basin, where lowered groundwater levels in dry

periods have the effect of reducing pumping capacities in that shallower portion of the

aquifer. (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.13-35; emphasis added.)

Background. Total pumping from the Alluvium in 2009 was about 39,986 af, a decrease of

1,730 af from the preceding year. Total Alluvium pumping was at the upper end of the

groundwater operating plan range. Of the total Alluvial pumping in 2009, about 24,396 af

(61 percent) was for municipal water supply, and the balance, about 15,590 af (39

percent), was for agriculture and other smaller uses, including individual domestic uses.

In a longer-term context, there has been a change in municipal/agricultural pumping

distribution since SWP deliveries began in 1980, toward a higher fraction for municipal

water supply (from about 50 percent to more than 65 percent of Alluvial pumpage),

which reflects the general land use changes in the area. Ultimately, on a long-term

average basis since the beginning of imported water deliveries from the SWP, total

Alluvial pumping has been about 32,000 afy, which is at the lower end of the range of

operational yield of the Alluvium. That average has been higher over the last decade,

about 38,500 afy, which remains within the range of operational yield of the Alluvium.

The overall historic record of Alluvial pumping is illustrated in Figure 3-2 of the 2009

Water Report (May 2010).” (Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-35 to -36; emphasis added.)

As indicated above, the Revised Draft EIR states that the total pumping in the Basin in 2009 was 39,986

acre-feet, including 15,590 acre-feet for agriculture and other smaller uses, including individual domestic

uses. (See also the 2009 Valley Water Report presented in Revised Draft EIR Appendix 3.13 for additional

responsive information.) Based on this information from the main body of the Revised Draft EIR and the

many technical reports referenced in the Revised Draft EIR and included in Revised Draft EIR

Appendix 3.13, an accurate representation of groundwater pumping in the Basin is provided. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 18

The comment refers to complaints from the local well owners’ association regarding groundwater

pumping estimates.
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Despite these complaints, the information presented in Section 3.13, Water Service, of the Revised Draft

EIR regarding private (local) wells is accurate. For additional responsive information, please refer to

Response 17 above, and the latest annual Santa Clarita Valley Water Report (April 2009), which is found

in Appendix 3.13 of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 19

This comment states, “considerable biological evidence of overdraft in the Santa Clara River exists.” The

comment further states that vegetation die back indicates that overdraft exists in the groundwater basin,

and that no studies exist to evaluate these alleged indicators. The comment does not provide any

evidence in support of these claims. However, as analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR (and summarized

above in Response 17), no overdraft of the groundwater basin has occurred or would occur in the future

under the Santa Clarita Valley’s water purveyors’ groundwater operating plan. There is no reason to

believe that further study of vegetation die back would alter this conclusion. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan.

Response 20

The comment states that no study of subsidence, another indication of groundwater overdraft, has been

completed in the Basin, contends that the Revised Draft EIR should have included information regarding

electrical conductivity (EC) as it relates to groundwater overdraft of the Basin, and states that there is no

discussion about the connectivity of the Alluvial Aquifer and the Saugus Formation.

As analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR (and summarized below), however, no overdraft of the

groundwater basin has occurred or would occur in the future under the Santa Clarita Valley’s water

purveyors’ groundwater operating plan. There is no reason to believe that further study of subsidence

would alter this conclusion.

Regarding the EC issues, on the topic of groundwater overdraft, some have suggested that information

presented in the 2009 Water Report indicates that both the Saugus Aquifer and the Alluvial Aquifer are

exhibiting some increase in EC that is indicative of groundwater overdraft. It is important to understand

that in the 2009 Water Report, EC data are used to determine if local groundwater is suitable as a source

of drinking water and not to determine if the basin is in a state of overdraft; EC data are used to indicate

general trends in the dissolved concentrations of naturally occurring anions and cations. As discussed in

a widely used and cited textbook (Freeze, R.A. and J.A. Cherry, Groundwater, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1979), EC

is commonly used as a surrogate measure of the concentration of these total dissolved solids (TDS) and is

nothing more than a measure of the ability of a substance (such as water) to conduct an electrical current
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(Freeze and Cherry, p. 139). Freeze and Cherry (on p. 84) discuss EC and the nature of dissolved anions

and cations in groundwater as follows:

“As a result of chemical and biochemical interactions between groundwater and the

geological materials through which it flows, and to a lesser extent because of

contributions from the atmosphere and surface-water bodies, groundwater contains a

wide variety of dissolved inorganic chemical constituents in various concentrations. …

Groundwater can be viewed as an electrolyte solution because nearly all its major and

minor dissolved constituents are present in ionic form.”

Freeze and Cherry present their discussion of the use of EC in groundwater studies in a broader

discussion of how EC is one parameter that can be measured in the field and which provides a good

indicator of water quality. EC is commonly used in the hydrogeologic profession to evaluate water

quality and is therefore discussed in many references and studies that discuss groundwater quality.

Another reference on this subject is a publication entitled, Groundwater Quality and Groundwater Pollution

(2003), prepared by the University of California, Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, which

was prepared in partnership with the Natural Resources Conservation Service and discusses EC as

follows:2

“With more ions in the water, the water’s electrical conductivity (EC) increases. By

measuring the water’s electrical conductivity, we can indirectly determine its TDS

concentration. At a high TDS concentration, water becomes saline. Water with a TDS

above 500 mg/l is not recommended for use as drinking water (EPA secondary drinking

water guidelines). Water with a TDS above 1,500 to 2,600 mg/l (EC greater than 2.25 to 4

mmho/cm) is generally considered problematic for irrigation use on crops with low or

medium salt tolerance.”

Notwithstanding that EC is used to address water quality and not the sustainability of the groundwater

basin, some have suggested that EC in the Alluvium is rising, and that such a rise is indicative of basin

overdraft. The evidence does not support this suggestion. The 2009 Water Report presented in

Appendix F3.13 provides data indicating stable EC levels in the basin, not rising levels (see 2009 Water

Report, Section 3.5 Water Quality, and Figures III-11, 12, and 13). Trends in groundwater levels are the

primary data used to conduct evaluations of groundwater basin sustainability, and such trends were

used in the creation of the extensive groundwater modeling conducted to determine if the groundwater

pumping plan for the basin will negatively impact groundwater levels in the Santa Clarita Valley and

downstream of the Valley. As discussed above, neither groundwater level data, groundwater modeling

conducted in the Santa Clarita Valley, nor the multiple detailed studies and annual reports prepared and

2 See Regents of the University of California, Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2003. Groundwater

Quality and Groundwater Pollution, Publication 8084. 2003.
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referenced in this Revised Draft EIR support the position that the local groundwater basin is in a state of

overdraft.

Based on this information, neither groundwater level data, groundwater modeling conducted in the

Santa Clarita Valley, nor the multiple detailed studies and annual reports prepared and referenced in this

Revised Draft EIR support the position that the local groundwater basin is in a state of overdraft.

Regarding the claim that the Revised Draft EIR presents no information regarding the relationship

between the Alluvial Aquifer and the Saugus Formation, please see Revised Draft EIR Section 3.13, Water

Service. This comment also opines that recharge of the Saugus Formation will be reduced by alleged

overdraft of the Alluvial Aquifer. No evidence supporting this opinion was provided by the commenter.

As indicated in Section 3.13, no evidence is known to exist indicating that overdraft has ever occurred or

is presently occurring in the Basin. Nonetheless, a response to this opinion is provided below.

The Revised Draft EIR specifically addresses the proposed Area Plan’s potential impact on groundwater

recharge. As provided in the Revised Draft EIR, pages 3.13-131 and 3.13-132:

“Groundwater Recharge Impacts.

Within CLWA Service Area

Supplying water to the County’s proposed Plan buildout would not interfere

substantially with groundwater recharge, because the best available evidence shows that

no adverse impacts to the recharge of the Basin have occurred due to the existing or

projected use of local groundwater supplies, consistent with the CLWA/purveyor

groundwater operating plan for the Basin (see Appendix 3.13 [2005 Basin Yield Report]).

In addition, based on the memorandum prepared by CH2MHill (Effect of Urbanization

on Aquifer Recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, February 22, 2004; Appendix 3.13), no

significant cumulative impacts would occur to the groundwater basin with respect to

aquifer recharge. This is because urbanization in the Santa Clarita Valley has been

accompanied by long-term stability in pumping and groundwater levels, and the

addition of imported SWP water to the valley, which together have not reduced recharge

to groundwater, nor depleted the amount of groundwater in storage within the local

groundwater basin. This finding is supported by the 2009 Basin Yield Update, which

modeled infiltration from irrigation (from urban and agricultural lands), precipitation,

and streamflows (stormwater and WRP discharges). The future operating plan for the

basin has been evaluated in the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin Yield Report and the 2009

Basin Yield Update, and none of the documents call for attempts to artificially recharge

the basin.

Based on the information presented, no significant groundwater recharge impacts

(including cumulative impacts) would result from Plan buildout within the CLWA

service area and East Subbasin.
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Outside CLWA Service Area

Based on related information presented above for the East Subbasin and the Acton Valley

Groundwater Basin, it is expected that the portion of the Planning Area east of the East

Subbasin is recharged from deep percolation of precipitation on valley floors and runoff

in the Santa Clara River and its tributaries. The area could also be recharged by

subsurface inflow, deep percolation of irrigation returns and returns from private

subsurface sewage disposal systems. Outflow or discharge from the alluvium and terrace

deposits occurs by water well extractions, subsurface outflow to the downstream East

Subbasin to the west, subsurface outflow, depending on water levels, to the permeable or

fractured portions of the Vasquez Formation and older crystalline or metamorphic rocks

that underlie the alluvium and/or terrace deposits; and evapotranspiration in areas of

phreatophytes that grow in the downstream reaches of the main river valley where rising

water is known to occur. Given the rural character of land uses existing and proposed in

this area under the OVOV Plan, and the relatively larger amount of open land area

capable of retaining runoff infiltration characteristics, buildout of the Plan in this area

would not expect to obstruct or limit groundwater recharge to an extent that significant

recharge impacts (including cumulative impacts) would result.”

Based on the information presented in the Revised Draft EIR and Appendix 3.13, evidence indicates that

no overdraft is occurring in the Basin. Therefore, no impacts to recharge are occurring as a result of

groundwater use in the Santa Clarita Valley. Based on this information and as concluded in the Revised

Draft EIR, the proposed Area Plan’s impact on groundwater recharge would not be significant.

The comments regarding subsidence, EC, and connectivity of the Alluvial Aquifer and the Saugus

Formation relating to alleged overdraft of the Basin will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 21

This comment appears to suggest that, without treated water from the Saugus Formation, the Santa

Clarita Valley water purveyors would not have an adequate supply of water in the future during a single-

dry year.

However, without more specific information regarding the use of “polluted” water from the Saugus

Formation and how that relates to the potential impacts of the proposed Area Plan, a more specific

response is not possible or required. Nonetheless, Section 3.13 of the Revised Draft EIR prepared by the

County presents information supporting the conclusion that adequate supplies, including groundwater,

imported SWP and non-SWP water, and recycled water, are available to meet the needs of the proposed

Area Plan’s buildout. The Revised Draft EIR presents an analysis of cumulative water supply vs. water

demand in the Planning Area under two cumulative scenarios for projected average/normal years, single-

dry years and multiple dry years (i.e., buildout within and buildout outside the CLWA service area) (see
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Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-116 to 3.13-125). The Revised Draft EIR also presents a substantial amount of

information regarding the topic of perchlorate in the local groundwater (see Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.13-

31 to 3.13-52 and 3.13-144 to 3.13-150). The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 22

The comment states that the proposed Area Plan should include goals and policies ensuring that

permeable pavement and other practices for the catchment of stormwater for recharge. The comment also

includes several goals and policies from the currently adopted Los Angeles County Santa Clarita Valley

Area Plan (adopted in 1984 and subsequently amended)related to aquifer protection. The comment states

that the proposed Area Plan should also include the referenced goals and policies.

The proposed Area Plan already includes goals and policies pertaining to recharge. These goals and

policies are cited in the Revised Draft EIR, and then the Revised Draft EIR presents an evaluation of the

effectiveness of these goals and policies (see Revised Draft EIR pages 3.13-132 to 3.13-138). As indicated in

the Revised Draft EIR and as summarized in Response 17 above, no significant recharge impacts would

be created as a result of Area Plan buildout. In the effectiveness evaluation, the Revised Draft EIR states,

“Effectiveness of Proposed Area Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies

The above Area Plan goals, objectives, and policies promote groundwater recharge in the

Planning Area. Examples of measure that can be taken to enhance groundwater recharge

related policies include: promoting the use of permeable paving materials to allow

infiltration of surface water into the water table (Policy LU 7.3.1), maintaining

stormwater runoff on site by directing drainage into rain gardens, natural landscaped

swales, rain barrels, permeable areas, and use of drainage areas as design elements

(Policy LU 7.3.2), and seeking methods to decrease impermeable site area in order to

reduce stormwater runoff and increase groundwater infiltration, including use of shared

parking and other means as appropriate (Policy LU 7.3.3). Other design-related policies

include: where detention and retention basins or ponds are required, seek methods to

integrate these areas into the landscaping design of the site as amenity areas, such as a

network of small ephemeral swales treated with attractive planting (Policy CO 4.3.5) and

discouraging the use of mounded turf and lawn areas which drain onto adjacent

sidewalks and parking lots, replacing these areas with landscape designs that retain

runoff and allow infiltration (Policy CO 4.3.6).

These policies in conjunction with oversight by the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors

for controlled pumping of groundwater in the East Subbasin and by the County outside

the Subbasin would ensure that impacts relating to groundwater recharge are less than

significant.” (see, Revised Draft EIR pages 3.13-137 to -138)
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Goal 4 of the proposed Area Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element contains several objectives and

policies that address the preservation of groundwater. These include, but are not limited to, the

following:

Goal CO 4: An adequate supply of clean water to meet the needs of present and future

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems;

Policy CO 4.2.4: Identify and protect areas with substantial potential for groundwater recharge,

and promote recharge of groundwater basins throughout the watershed; and

Objective CO 4.3: Limit disruption of natural hydrology by reducing impervious cover, increasing

on-site infiltration, and managing stormwater runoff at the source.

Again note the definitive language included in Goal CO 4 and Objective CO 4.3. Also, note that

Policy CO 4.2.4 requires the identification of areas with substantial potential for groundwater recharge.

Although the proposed Area Plan does not have precisely the same language in some cases as the

commenter SCOPE identifies, there are goals, objectives, and policies that are essentially the same. They

are detailed as follows, with the commenter’s proposed language or policies set forth in italics followed

by goals and policies in the proposed Area Plan set forth in regular type:

Water Supply

1.1 Develop and use groundwater sources to their safe yield limits, but not to the extent that degradation of the

groundwater basins occurs.

1.2 Use of imported water to relieve overdrafted groundwater basins and maintain their safe yield for domestic uses

outside of urban areas.

Goal CO 4: And adequate supply of clean water to meet the needs of present and future

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems;

Policy CO 4.2: Work with water providers and other agencies to identify and implement

programs to increase water supplies to meet the needs of future growth;

Policy CO 4.2.4: Identify and protect areas with substantial potential for groundwater recharge,

and promote recharge of groundwater basins throughout the watershed; and

Policy CO 4.2.6: Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a sufficient and

sustainable water supply prior to approval.
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Note the definitive language, particularly in Policy CO 4.2.6.

Flood control Drainage

3.1 Use floodways for recreation where feasible. Floodway recreational uses should be limited to those not requiring

structures or improvements that could obstruct the natural flow of floodwater.

Policy CO 9.1.7: Establish appropriate segments of the Santa Clara River as a recreational focal

point, encouraging a beneficial mix of passive and active recreational uses with

natural ecosystems by providing buffers for sensitive habitats; and

Policy CO 9.2.7: Explore joint use opportunities to combine trail systems with utility easements,

flood control facilities, open spaces or other uses where available.

Although Policy CO 9.2.7 includes the language “where available,” this is appropriate because these

types of opportunities may not exist in all areas.

Environmental Resources Management Element

Natural Resources

1.4 Protect the viability of surface water, since it provides a habitat for fish and other water-related organisms, as

well as being an important environmental component for land based plants and animals.

Policy CO 3.2.1: Protect wetlands from development impacts, with the goal of achieving no net loss (or

functional reduction) of jurisdictional wetlands within the planning area.

Managed Resource Production

3.1 Maintain, where feasible, aquifer recharge zones to assure water quality and quantity.

Goal CO 4: An adequate supply of clean water to meet the needs of present and future

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems;

Policy CO 4.2: Work with water providers and other agencies to identify and implement

programs to increase water supplies to meet the needs of future growth;

Policy CO 4.2.4: Identify and protect areas with substantial potential for groundwater recharge,

and promote recharge of groundwater basins throughout the watershed; and

Policy CO 4.2.6: Require that all new development proposals demonstrate a sufficient and

sustainable water supply prior to approval.
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Again, no significant impacts relating to groundwater recharge are expected with buildout of the

proposed Area Plan. Because the comment does not address any specifics of the water supply analysis

presented in the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required. The County appreciates the

comments and suggestions and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, it should be noted that, at the direction of the Regional

Planning Commission, County staff added an Exhibit CO-10 and the following additional policies to the

proposed Area Plan:

Policy LU 7.3.6: Support emerging methods and technologies for the on-site capture, treatment,

and infiltration of stormwater and greywater, and amend the County Code to

allow these methods and technologies when they are proven to be safe and

feasible.

Policy CO 4.1.9: Support the development of additional facilities to store or bank stormwater,

particularly on lands located outside the groundwater recharge areas that are

depicted on Exhibit CO-10.

Policy CO 4.1.10: Support emerging methods and technologies for the on-site capture, treatment,

and infiltration of stormwater and greywater, and amend the County Code to

allow these methods and technologies when they are proven to be safe and

feasible.

Policy CO 4.2.7: Develop and use groundwater sources to their safe yield limits, but not to the

extent that degradation of the groundwater basins occurs.

Policy CO 4.3.8: Protect the viability of surface water, since it provides a habitat for fish and other

water-related organisms, as well as being an important environmental

component for land based plants and animals.

Response 23

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR does not analyze the loss of groundwater recharge

attributable to fill and compaction of the floodplain, and contends that the County, through the Revised

Draft EIR, promotes the “absurd hypothesis” that urban development and hardscaping increases

groundwater recharge.

This comment is incorrect. Please see Response 22, above, for responsive information, including the

factual basis for the conclusion reached in the Revised Draft EIR regarding the proposed Area Plan’s

impact on groundwater recharge. While no significant impacts relating to water supplies within the

2.0-1522



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

CLWA service area are expected, the comment and suggestions for the proposed Area Plan will be

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

proposed Area Plan.

Response 24

The comment indicates the commenter’s support of strong goals and policies for water conservation and

efficiency. The commenter again states that the four policies listed in its comment no. 22 must be included

in the proposed Area Plan.

As noted in the Revised Draft EIR impact analysis, many goals and policies are included in the proposed

Area Plan that focus on water conservation and the efficient use of water. The Revised Draft EIR also

includes an analysis of water supply impacts potentially caused by constraints, such as habitat and

species restoration in the Delta and climate change (see Revised Draft EIR pages 3.13-31, 3.13-53, 3.13-54,

and 3.13-71 to 3.13-75). As indicated, even with such constraints on regional supplies, an adequate supply

of water exists to meet the long-term needs of the portion of the Santa Clarita Valley within the CLWA

service area and eastern Subbasin. However, in areas outside the CLWA service area and the East

Subbasin, local groundwater supplies may not be adequate to meet the needs of all existing residents due

to the apparent overreliance on the groundwater deposits as evidenced by declining water levels and dry

wells. Consequently, local supplies would not be able to meet the needs of buildout in this area and

impacts would be significant after mitigation. Because the comment does not address the water supply

analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required. The County appreciates the

comments and suggestions and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 25

The comment states that the County Sanitation Districts have failed to meet the Santa Clara River

chloride total maximum daily load (TMDL) standard of 100 mg/L, mainly as a result of the increase in use

of State Water Project (SWP) water. The comment then states that the “problem” may be further

aggravated by high levels of chlorides found in “certain areas of the Santa Clarita Valley used to supply

future development.” However, the comment does not indicate which “areas of the Santa Clarita Valley”

are being referred to. As this comment presents the opinion of the commenter and does not raise any

specific issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR, no further

response is required or can be provided. The County appreciates the comments and they will be made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

The comment also states, “overdrafting of the groundwater aquifers to supply the proposed Plan

development will also result in a reduction in water quality.” This comment represents the opinion of the
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commenter, and no evidence is known that substantiates the claim that the groundwater basin is in a

state of overdraft. Consequently, the claim that water quality will be affected by overdraft is

unsupported. For additional information regarding the topic of groundwater overdraft in the Santa

Clarita Valley, please see Responses 17 to 19, above. This comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR. Hence, no further response is

required or can be provided. The County appreciates the comments and they will be made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Lastly, this comment states, “there is extensive evidence that the chloride levels in the effluent of the

treatment plant will be substantially increased by approval of this Plan.” The County respectfully

disagrees with this statement. In fact, no evidence is presented in this comment supporting the opinion

that approval of the proposed Area Plan will substantially increase chloride levels in effluent from the

treatment plant. This comment presents the opinion of the commenter and does not raise any specific

issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR. Hence, no further

response is required or can be provided. The County appreciates the comments and they will be made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Notwithstanding the lack of specific comments on the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, it is important

to note that chloride levels in the Santa Clara River and in nearby groundwater basins for the Upper

Santa Clara River watershed have been the subject of a long-term regional review effort as part of the

adoption of Chloride TMDLs. This regional effort culminated in the Regional Water Quality Control

Board, Los Angeles Region’s (RWQCB) adoption of a revised Chloride TMDL as an amendment to the

Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan). The following discussion is

presented to provide the reader and decision makers with additional information on this topic.

The Chloride TMDL is described in the RWQCB staff report (dated November 24, 2008), the RWQCB

Resolution, the Basin Plan Amendments, and other pertinent documents, which are available on the

RWQCB’s website, located at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/basin_plan_

amendments/technical_documents/bpa_69_2008-012_td.shtml (last accessed March 15, 2011), and

incorporated by reference.

These regional efforts, which are consistent with the Chloride TMDL, have focused on the completion of

studies to address chloride impairment in the Santa Clara River and nearby groundwater basins in the

Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The studies led to a stakeholder-developed plan for complying with

the Chloride TMDL. The stakeholder plan, called the “Alternative Water Resources Management Plan”

(AWRM), considers the results of key TMDL studies on the chloride sensitivity of crops and aquatic life

and the interaction of groundwater and surface water in the Upper Santa Clara River to fashion a plan
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that provides: (a) reductions in chloride loads from current levels; (b) enhancement of water supplies for

recycling and downstream uses; (c) restoration of groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara

River; and (d) consideration of critical conditions such as a sustained drought.

In connection with this regional effort, the RWQCB acted as the lead agency for evaluating the

environmental effects of the reconsideration of the Chloride TMDL, adoption of conditional site-specific

objectives (SSOs) for chloride in river reaches and groundwater basins in the Upper Santa Clara River

watershed, and other interim wasteload allocations (sulfate and total dissolved solids). The result of this

effort led to RWQCB’s completion and approval of the “Substitute Environmental Document for the

Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Reconsideration and Conditional Site Specific Objectives,”

which was prepared under the CEQA requirements for a certified regulatory program. RWQCB’s

environmental documentation was based on the revised Chloride TMDL that was considered and

approved by the RWQCB and that is implemented through an amendment to the Basin Plan. This

environmental documentation is available on RWQCB’s website, found at http://www.waterboards.

ca.gov/losangeles/board_decisions/basin_plan_amendments/technical_documents/bpa_69_2008-

012_td.shtml (last accessed March 15, 2011), and incorporated by reference.

Environmental Conditions

High levels of chloride in Santa Clara River Reaches 3, 5 and 6 have caused listings for impairment under

section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. Irrigation of salt sensitive crops such as avocados and

strawberries with water containing elevated levels of chloride potentially results in reduced crop yields.

Chloride TMDLs have been developed and adopted into the Basin Plan.

Regulatory Background and History

Chloride TMDL and AWRM

The RWQCB first adopted a TMDL for chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River (USCR) in October 2002

(Resolution No. 2002-018). On May 6, 2004, the RWQCB amended the Upper Santa Clara River Chloride

TMDL to revise the interim wasteload allocations (WLAs) and implementation schedule (Resolution 04-

004). The amended TMDL was approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Office of

Administrative Law, and the USEPA, and became effective on May 4, 2005.

At the time the TMDL was adopted and approved, there were key scientific uncertainties regarding the

sensitivity of crops to chloride and the complex interactions between surface water and groundwater in

the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The TMDL recognized the possibility of revised chloride water

quality objectives (WQO) and included mandatory reconsiderations by the RWQCB to consider Site
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Specific Objectives (SSO). The TMDL required the County Sanitation Districts to implement special

studies and actions to reduce chloride loadings from the Saugus and Valencia WRPs. The TMDL included

the following special studies to be considered by the RWQCB:

1. Literature Review and Evaluation (LRE) - review agronomic literature to determine a chloride

threshold for salt sensitive crops.

2. Extended Study Alternatives (ESA) - identify agricultural studies, including schedules and costs, to

refine the chloride threshold.

3. Endangered Species Protection (ESP) - review available literature to determine chloride sensitivities

of endangered species in the Upper Santa Clara River.

4. Groundwater and Surface Water Interaction Study (GSWI) - determine chloride transport and fate

from surface waters to groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River.

5. Conceptual Compliance Measures - identify potential chloride control measures and costs based on

different hypothetical WQO and final WLA scenarios.

6. Site Specific Objectives and Antidegradation Analysis - consider a site-specific objective for chloride

based on the results of the agricultural chloride threshold study and the GSWI.

The TMDL special studies were conducted in a facilitated process in which stakeholders participated in

scoping and reviewing the studies. This process resulted in an alternative TMDL implementation plan

that addresses chloride impairment of surface waters and degradation of groundwater. The alternative

plan, the AWRM, was first set forth by the Upper Basin water purveyors and United Water Conservation

District (UWCD), the management agency for groundwater resources in the Ventura County portions of

the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The AWRM program increases chloride WQOs in certain

groundwater basins and reaches of the USCR watershed, decreases the chloride objectives in the eastern

Piru Basin, and results in an overall reduction in chloride loading as well as water supply benefits.3

The AWRM program, which is described in detail in the GSWI Task 2B-2 Report,4 consists of advanced

treatment for a portion of the recycled water from the Valencia WRP; construction of a well field in the

eastern Piru basin to pump out higher chloride groundwater; discharging the blended pumped

groundwater and advanced treated recycled water to Reach 4A at the western end of the Piru Basin at a

chloride concentration not to exceed 95 mg/L; and conveyance of supplemental water and advanced

treated recycled water to the Santa Clara River.

3 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), 2008. Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL
Reconsideration, Conditional Site Specific Objectives for Chloride, and Interim Wasteload Allocations for Sulfate

and Total Dissolved Solids Staff Report. November 24, 2008.

4 Geomatrix, 2008. Draft Task 2b-2 Report – Assessment of Alternatives for Compliance Options Using the

Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Model Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Collaborative Process.
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A GSWI model was developed to assess the linkage between chloride sources and in-stream water

quality, and to quantify the assimilative capacity of Santa Clara River Reaches 4A, 4B, 5, and 6 and the

groundwater basins underlying those reaches.5 GSWI was then used to predict the effects of WRP

discharges on chloride loading to surface water and groundwater under a variety of future hydrology,

land use, and water use assumptions, including future discharges from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan

projects, in order to determine appropriate WLAs and load allocations. The GSWI model was used to

assess the ability of the AWRM to achieve compliance with proposed conditional SSOs under future

water use scenarios within the USCR watershed. The model was based on design capacities at Valencia

WRP and Saugus WRP of 27.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and 6.5 mgd, for a total system design

capacity of 34.1 mgd by year 2027.6 The model predicted that the AWRM could achieve proposed

conditional SSOs for chloride under both drought and non-drought conditions.7

The watershed chloride reduction plan will be implemented through NPDES permits for the Valencia

WRP and a new NPDES permit for the discharge of blended pumped groundwater and advanced treated

recycled water into Reach 4A. The staff report referenced in the response, RWQCB 2008, is found in

Appendix F3.13 of the Revised Final EIR (see “Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Reconsideration

and Conditional Site Specific Objectives for Chloride and Interim Wasteload Allocations for Sulfate and

Total Dissolved Solids Staff Report,” California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles

Region, November 24, 2008).

Basin Plan Objective and Interim SSO

Revised Chloride TMDL Resolution No R4-2008-012, which was approved by the RWQCB on December

11, 2008, established numeric targets that are equivalent to conditional SSOs. The conditional SSOs are

based on the technical studies regarding chloride levels, which protect salt sensitive crops and

endangered and threatened species, chloride source identification, and the magnitude of assimilative

capacity in the upper reaches of the Santa Clara River and underlying groundwater basin. The

conditional chloride SSO of 150 mg/L (based on a 12-month rolling average) supersedes the previous

water quality objective of 100 mg/L for Santa Clara River Reaches 5 and 6. This SSO is conditional in that

it applies only when chloride load reductions and/or chloride export projects are in operation by the

County Sanitation Districts. The County Sanitation Districts have had a salt reduction program in place

for several years, in particular a self-regenerating water softeners (SRWS) removal and rebate program

5 http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm

6 http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm

7 See Regents of the University of California, Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2003. Groundwater

Quality and Groundwater Pollution, Publication 8084. 2003.
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that has resulted in the reduction of chloride loading. If the conditions of the SSO are not met, WLAs shall

be based on the existing Basin Plan water quality objectives for chloride of 100 mg/L.

The following language has been added to Chapter 3, Water Quality Objectives, of the Basin Plan, under

“Mineral Quality” after Table 3-8:

Table 3-8a

Conditional Site Specific Objectives for Santa Clara River Surface Waters

WATERSHED/STREAM REACH

Santa Clara River Watershed Chloride (mg/L)

Between Bouquet Canyon Road Bridge and West Pier Highway 99 150 (12-month average)

Between West Pier Highway 99 and Blue Cut gaging station 150 (12-month average)

Between Blue Cut gaging station and confluence of Piru Creek 117/130a (3-month average)b

a. The conditional site specific objective of 130 mg/L applies only if the following conditions and implementation requirements are met:

1 Water supply chloride concentrations measured in Castaic Lake are 80 mg/L.

2. The Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (SCVSD) shall provide supplemental water to salt-sensitive agricultural uses that are

irrigated with surface water during periods when Reach 4B (between Blue Cut gaging station and confluence of Piru Creek) surface water

exceeds 117 mg/L.

3. By May 4, 2020, the 10-year cumulative net chloride loading above 117 mg/L (CNCl117)i to Reach 4B of the Santa Clara River (SCR),

calculated annually, from the SCVSD Water Reclamation Plants (WRPs) shall be zero or less.
i CNCl117 = Cl(Above 117) – Cl(Below 117) – Cl(Export Ews)

Where:

Cl(Above 117) = [WRP Cl Load1/Reach 4B Cl Load2] * [Reach 4B Cl Load>1173]

Cl(Below 117) = [WRP Cl Load1/Reach 4B Cl Load2] * [Reach 4B Cl Load≤1174]

Cl(Export EWs) = Cl Load Removed by Extraction Wells
1 WRP Cl Load is determined as the monthly average chloride (Cl) concentration multiplied by the monthly average flow measured at the

Valencia WRP.
2 Reach 4B Cl Load is determined as the monthly average Cl concentration at SCVSD Receiving Water Station RF multiplied by the

monthly average flow measured at USGS Gauging Station 11109000 (Las Brisas Bridge).
3 Reach 4B Cl Load>117 means the calculated Cl load to Reach 4B when monthly average Cl concentration in Reach 4B is above 117 mg/L.
4 Reach 4B Cl Load≤117 means the calculated Cl load to Reach 4B when monthly average Cl concentration in Reach 4B is below or equal to

117 mg/L.

4. The chief engineer of the SCVSD signs under penalty of perjury and submits to the Regional Board a letter documenting the fulfillment of

conditions 1, 2, and 3.

b. The averaging period for the critical condition SSO of 130 mg/L may be reconsidered based on results of chloride trend monitoring after the

alternative water resources management (AWRM) system is applied.

The conditional site specific objectives for chloride in the surface water between the Bouquet Canyon

Road bridge and West Pier Highway 99, between West Pier Highway 99 and the Blue Cut gaging station,

and between the Blue Cut gaging station and the confluence of Piru Creek shall apply and supersede the

existing water quality objectives in Table 3-8 only when chloride load reductions and/or chloride export

projects are in operation by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District according to the implementation

section in Table 7-6.1 of Chapter 7 of the Basin Plan. The following table has been added to the Basin Plan

after Table 3-10.
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Table 3-10a

Conditional Site Specific Objectives for Selected Constituents in Regional Groundwaters

DWR Basin No. BASIN Chloride (mg/L)

4-4 Ventura Central

Lower area east of Piru Creek1

150

(rolling 12-month average)

4-4.07 Eastern Santa Clara

Santa Clara—Bouquet & San
Francisquito Canyons

Castaic Valley

150 (rolling 12-month average)

150 (rolling 12-month average)

1. This objective only applies to the San Pedro formation. Existing objective of 200 mg/L applies to shallow alluvium layer above San Pedro

formation.

The conditional site specific objectives for chloride in the groundwater in Santa Clara Bouquet and San

Francisquito Canyons, Castaic Valley, and the lower area east of Piru Creek (San Pedro Formation) apply

and supersede the existing regional groundwater quality objectives only when chloride load reductions

and/or chloride export projects are in operation by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District according

to the implementation section in Table 7-6.1 of Chapter 7 of the Basin Plan.

Valencia WRP NPDES Conditions and Operating Criteria

The County Sanitation Districts are currently discharging wastewater from the Valencia WRP pursuant to

Order No. R4-2009-0074 and NPDES Permit No. CA0054216.8 The Valencia WRP treatment system

consists of comminution, screening, grit removal, primary sedimentation, flow equalization, activated

sludge aeration with nitrogen removal, secondary sedimentation, dual-media pressure filtration,

chlorination, and dechlorination (sodium bisulfite). The Valencia WRP has a current design capacity of

21.6 mgd and serves an estimated population of 162,661.9

The Valencia WRP is part of the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District’s regional system, known as the

Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System, which also includes the Saugus Water Reclamation Plant

(Saugus WRP). The regional system allows biosolids, solids, and excess influent flows from the Saugus

WRP to be diverted to the Valencia WRP for treatment and disposal. The Valencia WRP currently

8 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2009. Order No. R4-2009-0074 (NPDES No. CA0054216),

Waste Discharge Requirements for the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, Valencia

Water Reclamation Plant Discharge to Santa Clara River.

9 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2009. Fact Sheet for Order No. R4-2009-0074 (NPDES No.

CA0054216), Waste Discharge Requirements for the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles

County, Valencia Water Reclamation Plant Discharge to Santa Clara River.
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receives wastewater from the City of Santa Clarita and the unincorporated areas within the Santa Clarita

Valley. The wastewater is a mixture of domestic and industrial wastewater that is pre-treated.

The Valencia WRP’s treatment system has recently been upgraded with respect to nitrogen removal, in

order to comply with the Nutrient TMDL for the Santa Clara River Watershed. In addition, the plant’s

phased design capacity expansion, from 17 mgd to 21.6 mgd, was completed in May 2005. As part of its

effort to comply with the Chloride TMDL, the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District is considering

conversion to ultraviolet (UV) disinfecting technology, in order to help achieve compliance with the

TMDL by avoiding the addition of chloride, but a design schedule has not yet been established.10

Consistent with the Santa Clara River Watershed Chloride TMDL, the chloride interim limit in the

Valencia WRP NPDES Permit is equal to the sum of the State Water Project treated water supply chloride

concentration plus 134 mg/L, expressed as a 12-month rolling average, not to exceed a daily maximum of

230 mg/L. The interim period extends between July 24, 2009 and May 10, 201411 (the permit expiration

date). Compliance with the interim limit is measured at Monitoring Location EFF-00112 and EFF-002.13

This interim effluent limitation applies in lieu of the final effluent limitation until the final effluent

limitation becomes operative.

The Revised Chloride TMDL Resolution No R4-2008-012, which was approved by the RWQCB on

December 11, 2008, provides a 10-year schedule to attain compliance with the SSOs for chloride. The

SSOs are conditioned on full and ongoing implementation of the AWRM program. If the AWRM system

is not built and operated, the water quality objectives for chloride revert back to the current levels in the

Basin Plan, which are 100 mg/L. Implementation actions to achieve SSOs in Reaches 4B, 5, and 6 and the

TMDL must also result in compliance with downstream water quality objectives for chloride. Interim

WLAs for chloride shall remain in effect for no more than 10 years after the effective date of the TMDL.

However, the final conditional Waste Load Allocations for chloride in Reaches 4B, 5, and 6 shall apply by

May 5, 2015. Resolution No. R4-2008-012 is awaiting approval from the State Water Board, OAL, and

USEPA.

10 See Regents of the University of California, Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, 2003. Groundwater

Quality and Groundwater Pollution, Publication 8084. 2003.
11 Should the NPDES permit be administratively extended beyond the May 10, 2014 expiration date, then the

chloride compliance date will also be administratively extended, but not beyond the compliance date established
in the Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL.

12 The effluent sampling station shall be located downstream of any in plant return flows and after the final

disinfection process, where representative samples of the effluent can be obtained. Under normal conditions,
treated effluent is discharged through Discharge Point 001. Latitude 34°25’ 49.6” and Longitude - 118°35’33.37”

13 The effluent sampling station shall be located downstream of any in plant return flows and after the final

disinfection process, where representative samples of the effluent can be obtained. Under normal conditions,
treated effluent is discharged through Discharge Point 002. Latitude 34°25’ 48.27” and Longitude - 118°35’31.95”
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Existing Chloride Concentration at Valencia WRP

The County Sanitation Districts completed a detailed and comprehensive study of the sources of chloride

loading in the Santa Clarita Valley.14 Subsequently, the RWQCB and County Sanitation Districts staff

analyzed chloride sources in the Upper Santa Clara River watershed.15 These analyses utilized mass

balance techniques to identify and quantify chloride loads from imported water and residential,

commercial, industrial, and WRP sources.

These reports found that the chloride in Valencia WRP effluent is comprised of two main sources:

chloride present in the potable water supply and chloride added by residents, businesses, and institutions

in the Valencia WRP service area. Potable water in the Santa Clarita Valley is derived from two sources:

imported water delivered under the State Water Project and local groundwater. The chloride

concentration in these two sources varies depending on a number of factors, most notably rainfall

patterns. The chloride concentrations of Santa Clarita Valley water supplies that include State Water

Project water are variable and, during times of extended dry weather or drought, exceed the 100 mg/L

Basin Plan objective for the Santa Clara River.

The chloride load added by users can be further divided into two parts: brine discharge from SRWS and

all other loads added by users. Excluding the imported and local groundwater chloride loads that exist in

the Santa Clarita Valley water supply, non-SRWS sources of chloride include: residential, commercial,

industrial, infiltration, and wastewater disinfection. The two largest sources of chloride in the WRP

effluent are the water supply and SRWS, which have historically comprised between 37 percent to

45 percent and between 26 percent to 33 percent of the chloride in the WRP effluent, respectively. Based

on the County Sanitation District’s 2002 chloride source study, once this water is delivered to homes and

businesses for interior use, the use of SRWS adds an additional 78 mg/L of chloride concentration to the

water supply before it is disposed of in the sewer for treatment, demonstrating that source controls are a

significant means for improving water quality in the Santa Clara River. Based upon the results of the 2002

study, the County Sanitation Districts adopted an ordinance prohibiting the installation and use of new

self-regenerating water softeners in 2003 and Automatic Softener Rebate Programs in 2005 (Phase I) and

2007 (Phase II).

14 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System Chloride Source Report,

October 2002. The year 2001 was used as a basis for the study.

15 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQB), 2008. Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL

Reconsideration, Conditional Site Specific Objectives for Chloride, and Interim Wasteload Allocations for Sulfate
and Total Dissolved Solids Staff Report. November 24, 2008.
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Other residential sources of chloride include human waste, laundering, other cleaning activities, and

swimming pool filter backwash; this loading adds approximately 31 mg/L of chloride.16 The combined

chloride load from commercial, industrial and hauled non-industrial waste represents 4 to 7 percent of

the overall chloride concentration in the Valencia WRP’s effluent (adding about 12 mg/L chloride.)17

Disinfection practices at the Valencia WRP contribute about 12 mg/L, representing approximately 4 to 9

percent of the total effluent chloride concentration.18

Response 26

The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR fails to accurately disclose the extent of impact from

new building.

The commenter is incorrect. The existing water quality conditions in the Santa Clarita Valley are

addressed in Revised Draft EIR Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, beginning on page 3.12-16,

and in Revised Draft EIR Section 3.13, Water Service, pages 3.13-53 through 3.13-66, and page 3.13-93. The

proposed Area Plan’s impacts relating to the potential to create or contribute runoff water which would

provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff are addressed beginning on Revised Draft EIR

page 3.12-26 (Impact Analysis). Revised Draft EIR Section 3.13, Water Service, addresses perchlorate

impacts to water supply beginning on page 3.13-139.

The proposed Area Plan proposes several goals, objectives, and policies, intended to reduce water quality

impacts as a result of new development:

Goal CO 4: An adequate supply of clean water to meet the needs of present and future

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems.

Objective CO 4.3: Limit disruption of natural hydrology by reducing impervious cover,

increasing on-site infiltration, and managing stormwater runoff at the

source.

Policy CO 4.3.1: On undeveloped sites proposed for development, promote on-

site stormwater infiltration through design techniques such as

pervious paving, draining runoff into bioswales or properly

16 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System Chloride Source Report,

October 2002.

17 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System Chloride Source Report,

October 2002.

18 Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System Chloride Source Report,

October 2002.
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designed landscaped areas, preservation of natural soils and

vegetation, and limiting impervious surfaces.

Policy CO 4.3.2: On previously developed sites proposed for major alteration,

provide stormwater management improvements to restore

natural infiltration, as required by the reviewing authority.

Policy CO 4.3.3: Provide flexibility for design standards for street width,

sidewalk width, parking, and other impervious surfaces when it

can be shown that such reductions will not have negative

impacts and will provide the benefits of stormwater retention,

groundwater infiltration, reduction of heat islands, enhancement

of habitat and biodiversity, saving of significant trees or planting

of new trees, or other environmental benefit.

Policy CO 4.3.4: Encourage and promote the use of new materials and technology

for improved stormwater management, such as pervious paving,

green roofs, rain gardens, and vegetated swales.

Policy CO 4.3.5: Where detention and retention basins or ponds are required,

seek methods to integrate these areas into the landscaping

design of the site as amenity areas, such as a network of small

ephemeral swales treated with attractive planting.

Policy CO 4.3.6: Discourage the use of mounded turf and lawn areas which drain

onto adjacent sidewalks and parking lots, replacing these areas

with landscape designs that retain runoff and allow infiltration.

Policy CO 4.3.7: Reduce the amount of pollutants entering the Santa Clara River

and its tributaries by capturing and treating stormwater runoff

at the source, to the extent possible.

Objective CO 4.4: Promote measures to enhance water quality by addressing sources of

water pollution.

Policy CO 4.4.2: Support the cooperative efforts of property owners and

appropriate agencies to eliminate perchlorate contamination on

the Whittaker-Bermite property and eliminate the use of any
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industrial chemicals or wastes in a manner that threatens

groundwater quality.

Policy CO 4.4.3: Discourage the use of chemical fertilizers, herbicides and

pesticides in landscaping to reduce water pollution by

substances hazardous to human health and natural ecosystems.

Goal LU 7: Environmentally responsible development through site planning, building

design, waste reduction, and responsible stewardship of resources.

Objective LU 7.3: Protect surface and ground water quality through design of

development sites and drainage improvements.

Policy LU 7.3.2: Maintain stormwater runoff on site by directing drainage into

rain gardens, natural landscaped swales, rain barrels, permeable

areas, and use of drainage areas as design elements, where

feasible and reasonable.

Policy LU 7.3.3: Seek methods to decrease impermeable site area where

reasonable and feasible, in order to reduce stormwater runoff

and increase groundwater infiltration, including use of shared

parking and other means as appropriate.

Goal CO.1: A balance between the social and economic needs of Santa Clarita Valley

residents and protection of the natural environment, so that these needs can be

met in the present and in the future.

Objective CO 1.4: Minimize the long-term impacts posed by harmful chemical and

biological materials on environmental systems.

Policy CO 1.4.1: In cooperation with other appropriate agencies, identify

pollution sources and adopt strategies to reduce emissions into

air and water bodies.

Policy CO 1.4.2: In cooperation with other appropriate agencies, abate or

remediate known areas of contamination, and limit the effects of

any such areas on public health.
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Goal CO 4: An adequate supply of clean water to meet the needs of present and future

residents and businesses, balanced with the needs of natural ecosystems.

Objective CO 4.4: Promote measures to enhance water quality by addressing sources of

water pollution.

Policy CO 4.4.2: Support the cooperative efforts of property owners and

appropriate agencies to eliminate perchlorate contamination on

the Whittaker-Bermite property and eliminate the use of any

industrial chemicals or wastes in a manner that threatens

groundwater quality.

Goal S 4: Protection of public safety and property from hazardous materials.

Objective S 4.1: Identify sites that are contaminated with chemicals and other hazardous

materials, and promote clean-up efforts.

Policy S 4.1.2: Coordinate with other agencies to address contamination of soil

and groundwater from hazardous materials on various sites, and

require that contamination be cleaned up to the satisfaction of

the County and other responsible agencies prior to issuance of

any permits for new development.

Objective CO 1.5: Manage urban development and human-built systems to minimize harm

to ecosystems, watersheds, and other natural systems, such as urban

runoff treatment trains that infiltrate, treat and remove direct

connections to impervious areas.

The Revised Draft EIR also presents policies present in the proposed Area Plan as mitigation measures.

The commenter is concerned that there are no proposed funding mechanisms to pay for the needed

infrastructure upgrades to lower the chloride levels or to pay for the fines if chloride levels are not

reduced. The Revised Draft EIR is not the forum for addressing such costs. The funding of these services

is not under the jurisdiction of County of Los Angeles, and the provision for funding of mitigation

measures does not itself create the prospect of a physical change to the environment. Therefore, it is not a

potentially significant effect on the environment requiring analysis under CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code, Section

21060.5.) Consequently, this information is not required and no further response is provided.
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The combination of moderately low and constant chloride concentration in water supply, banning of

SRWS within the Santa Clarita Valley, and the use of recycled water from Valencia WRP within the Santa

Clarita Valley will result in wastewater with stable chloride concentrations, which, in turn, will lower the

overall chloride budget for the Valencia WRP, particularly in succeeding dry years or drought conditions,

as well as lowering overall discharge from the Valencia WRP to the Santa Clara River through the use of

recycled water. Both of these conditions - stable chloride concentrations in wastewater and use of

recycled water - should result in a more efficient and less costly operation for the Valencia WRP. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 27

The commenter suggests the following goals and policies regarding water quality: the proposed Area

Plan should include a timeline and funding mechanisms to provide compliance with the Clean Water Act

TMDL for chlorides; the proposed Area Plan should include mitigation measures that require chloride

elimination for all future sanitation district connections; and the proposed Area Plan should include

funding for upgrades to the sanitation plants to eliminate chloride from the effluent released to the Santa

Clara River by including such funding in new connection fees. The comment raises issues that address

the proposed Area Plan and not the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 28

The comment suggests that mitigation measures that require chloride elimination for all future sanitation

district connections must be required. The comment raises issues that address the proposed Area Plan

and not the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 29

The commenter suggested that funding for upgrades to the Sanitation plants to eliminate chlorides from

the effluent released to the Santa Clara River must be included in new connection fees. The comment

raises issues that address the proposed Area Plan and not the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Response 30

The commenter states that traffic will more than double from existing levels to buildout. The comment

restates information contained in the Revised Draft EIR and does not raise an environmental issue within

the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 31

The commenter stated that the County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita must create a funding

mechanism to address cumulative impacts described in the Revised Draft EIR prior to adoption of the

proposed Area Plan by the Board of Supervisors. The commenter states that without a funding

mechanism, mitigation will not be forthcoming as required due to lack of funding, and consequently the

mitigation measure is not feasible.

There are, however, relevant policies within the proposed Area Plan that address funding and phasing of

new transportation improvements, as noted on page 3.2-55:

“Another objective of the proposed Area Plan is to ensure that funding and phasing of

new transportation improvements as growth occurs in the County’s Planning Area. The

County would require that new development would construct or provide its fair share of

the cost of transportation improvements, and that required improvements or in-lieu

contributions are in place to support the development prior to occupancy (Policy C 2.6.1).

The County would also consider implementation of a joint City/County transportation

management system impact fee to better address traffic impacts that cannot be mitigated

(Policy C 2.6.2). The County would work with other local, regional, state and federal

agencies in identifying funding alternatives for the Santa Clarita Valley’s transportation

systems (Policy C 2.6.3). These policies would help maintain a functional and adequate

transportation system throughout the Santa Clarita Valley.”

No further response is required.

Response 32

The commenter stated that they do not believe diminishing the Level of Service (LOS) to D and

sometimes E and F is acceptable and that projected traffic levels exceed those required by the currently

adopted Area Plan and by the Development Monitoring System (DMS) in the Countywide General Plan.

The LOS standards are not changed by the proposed Area Plan. Rather, as is stated in Revised Draft EIR

Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, page 3.2-25, the County’s adopted thresholds of significance

would be applied to individual development projects as buildout of the unincorporated Santa Clarita

Valley occurs. Moreover, as stated on the aforementioned page, “Los Angeles County does not specify an
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acceptable LOS for the purpose of long-range planning. However, in conformance with the Los Angeles

County CMP [Congestion Management Plan], the maximum acceptable level of service on arterial roads

(i.e., major, secondary, and limited secondary highways) within the OVOV Planning Area is LOS E.”

With respect to the DMS, the commenter is also referred to Response 6, above.

Response 33

The commenter voiced concern that traffic counts in Table 3.2-4 (Existing Level of Service Summary) in

the Revised Draft EIR were out of date, thereby misrepresenting baseline information. In the Santa Clarita

Valley (Valley), traffic volumes have historically increased by 1 to 2 percent per year. With the start of the

recession in 2007/2008, this historical growth rate has dropped to almost zero. 2010 traffic volumes are

only a few percent higher than 2005 and 2006 traffic volumes. Given that traffic volumes in the Valley

have not increased significantly in the past five years, the use data from between 2005 and 2007 does not

affect the analysis or conclusions in the traffic study and associated Revised Draft EIR. Furthermore, the

data used reflected the most recently available data at the time that the Notice of Preparation was

released, so the data appropriately reflects baseline conditions.

Response 34

The commenter is concerned that the Revised Draft EIR has differentiated between the Level of Service of

arterial segments and intersections within the City and the Level of Service of arterial segments and

intersections within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The commenter also notes that not all

arterial intersections were included in the traffic study. The traffic study conducted for the joint OVOV

planning effort considered the most significant arterial intersections within the Santa Clarita Valley, and

therefore, the most needful of analysis and possible improvement measures. The list of arterial

intersections was not intended to include every arterial intersection in the Valley. The conclusions of the

traffic study are still valid.

The commenter cites a statement in the Revised Draft EIR regarding existing traffic conditions,

specifically “(t)herefore, no segments within the County’s Planning Area operate at LOS F” (Section 3.2,

Transportation and Circulation, p. 3.2-10). The commenter states that this may not be the case, as current

data may not be provided, and the commenter states that it should not matter whether these segments

are within City jurisdiction or County jurisdiction if “this is truly a joint plan.”

The commenter is incorrect in that appropriate baseline traffic data is provided in the Revised Draft EIR

(see Response 31, above). The commenter is also incorrect in that “One Valley One Vision” (OVOV) is a

joint effort to update two separate plans, the City’s General Plan and the County’s Santa Clarita Valley

Area Plan, which is a component of the Countywide General Plan that provides additional goals,

objectives, and policies for the unincorporated areas within the Santa Clarita Valley (see Response 3,
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above). Accordingly, the Revised Draft EIR is only concerned with arterial segments and intersections

within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley because that is the area under County jurisdiction and

covered by the proposed Area Plan. Information on arterial segments and intersections within the City is

provided for informational purposes only and in recognition of the fact that the City and County hired

Austin Foust Associates to conduct a Valley-wide traffic study and report as a component of the OVOV

planning effort.

Response 35

The commenter stated that the information provided in Table 3.2-5 of the Revised Draft EIR is not dated

and out of date information will indicate a lower traffic level. Consequently, the commenter states that

the dates of traffic counts should be provided. The table provides the year of the counts. Please also see

Response 33 above regarding historical traffic growth and impacts of the recession.

Response 36

The commenter questioned the data used for existing conditions in the traffic study. The commenter

states that existing conditions are based on 2004 data, not 2010 data, and the commenter notes that the

County’s Revised Draft Area Plan and Revised Draft EIR were released in 2010.

Existing conditions for the purpose of arterial and intersection analysis is based on traffic volume data

collected between 2005 and 2010. The data used reflected the most recently available data at the time that

the Notice of Preparation was released, so the data appropriately reflects baseline conditions. See

Response 33 above regarding historical traffic growth and impacts of the recession. 2004 is the year that

the traffic model was most recently validated, and the 2004 model information is used for the purpose of

comparison to buildout of the City’s currently adopted General Plan and the County’s currently adopted

Area Plan and of comparison to buildout of the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s proposed

Area Plan (both of which were developed through the OVOV joint planning effort) but not for the

purpose of existing conditions analysis.

Revised Draft EIR, Table 3.2-6, Trip Generation – Existing vs. OVOV Buildout compares the number of

trips generated by existing (2004) land uses to that generated by future (buildout of the City’s proposed

General Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan, which were both developed through the OVOV joint

planning effort) land uses in the Santa Clarita Valley based on six generalized land use categories. As

shown in the table, buildout of the future land uses would result in an approximately 121 percent

increase in valley-wide trip ends1 over existing trip ends. A comparison of traffic forecasts based on the

City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan (the proposed land uses along with

the proposed highway network) to existing conditions also is provided in Table 3.2-8. Table 3.2-10, ICU

and LOS Summary for Principal Intersections – Existing Conditions vs. OVOV Buildout Conditions (With
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Highway Plan Roadways), identifies the LOS ratings at principal intersections in the study area under

existing conditions and proposed City General Plan and County Area Highway Plans.

Response 37

The commenter stated that it was impossible to determine if unbuilt projects have been included in the

report and inquired if they have been included in the 2004 calculations. Approved, but unbuilt projects

are not included in the 2004 traffic model data. Only developments and projects that were actually on the

ground and occupied in 2004 are included in the 2004 traffic model data.

Response 38

The commenter questioned the density range for zoning data and whether it was calculated at a low, mid

or high range. The commenter believed that this could skew the conclusions in the Revised Draft EIR.

Section 2.0, Project Description, pages 2.0-24 and 2.0-25, of the Revised Draft EIR explain the assumptions

and methodology used for population projections at buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and

the City’s proposed Area Plan, which were both developed as part of the joint “One Valley One Vision”

(OVOV) planning effort:

“Analysis assumptions and methodology

Projections for Population and Households

Based on a detailed analysis of the OVOV Planning Area conducted by traffic analysis

zones, staff from the County and City have determined that population of the Santa

Clarita Valley at full buildout of the uses shown on the land use map of the Area Plan

will be approximately 460,000 to 485,000 residents, comprising 150,000 to 160,000

households. The unincorporated County population would be 237,387. The methodology

used by staff to develop these detailed demographic projections involved the following

steps:

1. Staff prepared projections for each traffic analysis zone (TAZ) contained in the traffic

model. For purposes of traffic modeling, a TAZ is a portion of land within the

planning area in which certain land uses have been designated, the development of

which is expected to generate new vehicle trips to serve future development. Only

undeveloped or underutilized land will be expected to be used for new development

that will generate new vehicle trips. Therefore, each TAZ was analyzed to determine

the percentage of land that was already fully built out, and the amount of land

available for new development or rebuilding. There are 455 TAZs in the traffic model

for the planning area.

2. Staff compared each TAZ with a current aerial photograph and Planning Department

records to determine the amount of developable land in each one. Land was

considered to be developable if it was vacant or underutilized, privately owned,
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designated and zoned for future development, and free of major constraints such as

ridgelines and floodways.

3. For land within each TAZ, staff estimated the projected actual buildout capacity

under the draft Land Use Map, considering parcelization, existing and surrounding

development, access, topography, drainage patterns, infrastructure capacity, and

similar site constraints.

4. Portions of the Planning Area outside of the TAZ had trips designated to the nearest

TAZ.

5. The result of this analysis was an estimated buildout capacity for each TAZ in terms

of dwelling unit number and type; non-residential development potential (including

commercial, business park, retail, and institutional space); public uses, including

government and school facilities, parks and open space; and land devoted to

infrastructure (such as streets and highways, transmission corridors, and flood

control easements).

6. The projections generated from the TAZ analysis represent staff’s best efforts to

achieve a realistic vision of actual buildout potential for the planning area. In

preparing the OVOV land use projections, staff acknowledged that portions of the

planning area are already largely developed, and that the General Plan is not based

on a “clean slate” of vacant, undeveloped land. Existing uses and development

patterns must be recognized in planning for new uses.”

For purposes of a theoretical comparison, the buildout projections derived from the TAZ analysis could

be compared to the “worst case” buildout projections of the County’s Area Plan Land Use Policy Map

and the City’s General Plan Land Use Policy Map. The “worst case” scenario assumes that all existing

uses are subject to demolition, reconstruction, or intensification to achieve the maximum density allowed

by the County Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map or the City General Plan’s Land Use Policy Map. For

example, if an area is designated for residential uses at a maximum density of five dwelling units per acre

and the area is already developed with single-family uses at a density of four dwelling units per acre, the

“worst case scenario” assumes that the existing single-family residential uses would be replaced new

single-family residential uses at a higher density, or that existing units would be subdivided into multi-

family structures to achieve the higher density. Because many areas of the Santa Clarita Valley have been

developed within the last 20 years with structures that have useful life spans of 50 years or longer, City

and County staff determined that it would be unreasonable to assume that all existing development

would be replaced with new development at the highest possible density allowed by the County Area

Plan’s Land Use Policy Map or the City General Plan’s Land Use Policy Map. For this reason, the “worst

case” scenario was not used as the basis for buildout projections. Instead, the TAZ analysis described

above formed the basis for reasonable buildout projections of land use, dwelling units, population, and

employment.
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With regard to the commenter’s question as to whether “the density range for zoning data” was

calculated at a “low, mid, or high range” within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley under which the

County has jurisdiction, it should first be noted that the aforementioned TAZ analysis was based on the

Land Use Policy Map in the County’s proposed Area Plan, not existing or proposed zoning designations.

This is appropriate because the proposed land use designations on the Land Use Policy Map dictate

maximum allowable densities, not existing or proposed zoning designations. As mentioned in the

previous paragraph, the County chose not to assume a “worst case” scenario in which all existing

development would be replaced with new development at the highest possible density allowed by the

proposed Land Use Policy Map. Many areas of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, such as

Stevenson Ranch, were developed within the last 20 years with structures that have useful life spans of 50

years or longer. Therefore, as described above, if a portion of Stevenson Ranch or another similar area

were developed at a density of four dwelling units per acre but was designated on the proposed Land

Use Policy Map as Residential 5 (H5), with a maximum allowable density of five dwelling units per acre,

the County did not assume that the existing development having a density of four dwelling units per acre

would be replaced with new development at the highest possible density allowed by the proposed Land

Use Policy Map, which in this case would be five dwelling units per acre (“high range” in the

commenter’s parlance). In vacant areas of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, the aforementioned

TAZ analysis generally assumed full buildout at the maximum allowable density on the proposed Land

Use Policy Map (“high range” in the commenter’s parlance) and generally approximated the “worst case”

scenario mentioned in the previous paragraph. This is appropriate because these areas are vacant and

could theoretically be developed at the maximum allowable density. This is also appropriate because the

maximum allowable density in these areas, especially in outlying, rural areas such as portions of Agua

Dulce and Castaic, would be significantly reduced by the proposed Land Use Policy Map. Land use

designations in these areas, such as Rural Land 10 (RL10), with a maximum allowable density of one

dwelling unit per 10 acres, and Rural Land 20 (RL20), with a maximum allowable density of one dwelling

unit per 20 acres, have maximum allowable densities that are generally far less than the maximum

allowable densities prescribed by the currently adopted Area Plan and are often less than the mid-point

allowable densities prescribed by the currently adopted Area Plan. However, as noted above, the TAZ

analysis considered “parcelization, surrounding development, access, topography, drainage patterns,

infrastructure capacity, and similar site constraints,” so in some instances, the TAZ analysis did not

always approximate a “worse case” scenario (buildout under highest possible allowable density) for

vacant areas of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. This is appropriate given that the goal of the

TAZ analysis was to derive reasonable buildout projections for all areas, including vacant areas where the

aforementioned site constraints are present.
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Response 39

The commenter discusses conclusions made in the Revised Draft EIR concerning trip generation and

vehicle miles traveled. The comment restates information contained in the Revised Draft EIR and does

not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

This comment is discussed further is Response 40 below.

Response 40

The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR has used the incorrect baseline in evaluating traffic

impacts and concluding that those impacts are less than significant. The commenter is incorrect. An

analysis of baseline “on the ground” conditions compared to buildout of the City’s proposed General

Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan (both of which were developed pursuant to the OVOV joint

planning effort) can be found in Table 3.2-6, Trip Generation – Existing vs. OVOV Buildout, in Table

3.2-8, ADT V/C and LOS – Existing Conditions vs. OVOV Buildout Conditions (With Highway Plan

Roadways), and in Table 3.2-10, ICU And LOS Summary for Principal Intersections – Existing Conditions

vs OVOV Buildout Conditions (With Highway Plan Roadways), in the Revised Draft EIR. The “Plan to

Plan” analysis of traffic conditions at buildout of the City’s currently adopted General Plan and the

County’s currently adopted Area Plan to traffic conditions at buildout of the City’s proposed General

Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan was provided to assist the public by providing information

requested during the scoping process for the Revised Draft EIR. During the scoping process, County staff

received many comments that requested information regarding the necessity of why an update to the

Area Plan was necessary. The Plan to Plan analysis provides this requested information.

Response 41

The commenter states that the Revised Draft EIR compares traffic impacts at buildout of the currently

adopted Area Plan to traffic impacts at buildout of the proposed Area Plan and that the Revised Draft EIR

concludes that impacts will be reduced with implementation of policy measures to promote alternative

modes of transportation. With regard to the first part of the comment, please see Response 40 above,

which states that the Revised Draft EIR used the proper baseline for analysis. The second part of the

comment restates information concerning implementation of policies and mitigation of impacts contained

in the Revised Draft EIR and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the second part of the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Response 42

The commenter states that the EIR examines the impacts of the old plan to the new plan and that very

few of the policies are actually mandated given their verbiage. Please see Responses 40 and 12 above.

Response 43

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR should have evaluated the previous removal of bike lanes

by the City and County and should have evaluated bus service usage and Metrolink ridership to

determine if there has been an increase in bus service usage and Metrolink ridership over time.

A program-level EIR, such as the Revised Draft EIR, analyzes and discusses impacts on a broader scale

than would a project-level EIR for a specific development project. As discussed in Revised Draft EIR

Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1.0-7: “This program EIR evaluates the broad-scale impacts of the County’s

proposed Area Plan. The Area Plan will be a component of the County’s General Plan. The Area Plan EIR,

addressing the potential impacts of the County’s goals, objectives, and policies for the unincorporated

portions of the Valley can be thought of as a ‘first tier’ document. It evaluates the large-scale impacts on

the environment that can be expected to result from the adoption of the Area Plan, but does not

necessarily address the site-specific impacts that may be caused by each of the individual development

projects that will follow and be implemented in the Area Plan. CEQA requires each of those subsequent

development projects to be evaluated for their particular site-specific impacts. These site-specific analyses

are typically encompassed in second-tier documents, such as project EIRs, focused EIRs, and mitigated

negative declarations on individual development projects subject to the Area Plan, which typically

evaluate the impacts of a single activity undertaken to implement the overall plan. The Program EIR can

be incorporated by reference into subsequent documents to focus on new or site-specific impacts.”

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 44

The commenter believes that the conclusions regarding roadway operations, trip generation and impacts

being less than significant are “patently absurd.” The traffic study prepared for the project and Section

3.2, Transportation and Circulation provide numerical analysis of the impacts regarding roadway

operations, trip generation and impacts. The commenter provides no factual information indicating that

conclusions made in the traffic study and Revised Draft EIR are incorrect. Based upon the findings in the

traffic study and Section 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR are based upon fact and supportive evidence and

documentation.
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That said, the comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter and provides no evidence to

support its conclusion. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 45

The commenter states that the levels of service (LOS) identified for roadways within Table 3.2-11 of the

Revised Draft EIR are neither acceptable nor consistent with goals and policies in the proposed Area Plan.

Additionally, the commenter states that such levels of service are not consistent with the policies of

regional plans. An analysis of the Proposed Area Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies is contained in

Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, pg. 3.2-54 through 3.2-57 of the Revised Draft EIR. The

Revised Draft EIR does not conclude that the levels of service identified for roadways are inconsistent

with goals and policies in the proposed Area Plan. Furthermore, Section 3.1, Land Use, discusses the

proposed Area Plan’s consistency with regional plans, (i.e. the goals and policies of the SCAG Regional

Transportation Plan and the SCAG Compass/Growth Visioning Principals). The Revised Draft EIR does

not conclude that the proposed Area Plan is inconsistent with the policies of regional plans. No further

response is required.

The comment also states that Table 3.2-11 indicates that levels of service from either Plan will result in

deteriorated levels of service and this is not consistent with the policies of regional plans. Section 3.2,

Transportation and Circulation page 3.2-50 and 51 outline a contrary conclusion from the commenter as

follows: “As shown in Table 3.2-11, incorporation of the proposed Highway Plan roadway improvements

would reduce the number of intersections operating at LOS F to two intersections (Intersection No. 5, The

Old Road & Pico Canyon, and Intersection No. 17, Sierra Highway & Newhall) under buildout of the

existing County Area Plan and City General Plan, and would eliminate LOS F ratings from all

intersections under buildout of the proposed County Area Plan and City General Plan.”

The LOS standards are not changed by the proposed Area Plan. Rather, as is stated in Revised Draft EIR

Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, page 3.2-25, the County’s adopted thresholds of significance

would be applied to individual development projects as buildout of the unincorporated Santa Clarita

Valley occurs. Moreover, as stated on the aforementioned page, “Los Angeles County does not specify an

acceptable LOS for the purpose of long-range planning. However, in conformance with the Los Angeles

County CMP [Congestion Management Plan], the maximum acceptable level of service on arterial roads

(i.e., major, secondary, and limited secondary highways) within the OVOV Planning Area is LOS E.”

Response 46

The commenter suggests that an explanation of the Development Monitoring System (DMS) in the

Countywide General Plan be included in the proposed Area Plan. Please see Response 6 above.
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Response 47

The commenter believes that verbiage regarding funding mechanisms for road improvements should be

included in the proposed Area Plan. Please see Response 31 above.

Response 48

The commenter requests that LOS C requirements in the City’s currently adopted General Plan and the

County’s proposed Area Plan be maintained in the County’s proposed Area Plan. Please see Response 33

above with regard to the County’s LOS standards. Please see the City of Santa Clarita Draft OVOV EIR

for a discussion regarding the LOS standards applicable to the City.

Response 49

The commenter suggests that the proposed Area Plan include language to ensure it protects mapped

bikeways from re-striping as well as requirements for feeder transportation to commuter rail and bus

stops.

Policy C 1.2.4 In the proposed Area Plan states: “Consider location, availability, and

accessibility of transit in evaluating new development plans.” While this policy

does not specifically require feeder transportation to commuter rail and bus

stops, it addresses the need for new development plans to consider transit access.

In addition, it should be noted that Santa Clarita Transit currently provides bus

service to the three Metrolink stations within the Santa Clarita Valley, to the

Chatsworth Metrolink Station, and to the North Hollywood terminus of the

Metro Red Line and the Metro Orange Line. California law requires that all land

use approvals be consistent with the General Plan (Da Vita v. County of Napa

(1995) 9 Cal.4th 763, 772). To be consistent, a project, considering all its aspects,

must further the objectives and policies of the General Plan and not obstruct their

attainment. The proposed Area Plan is a component of the County’s General

Plan that provides additional goals, objectives, and policies that only apply to

unincorporated areas within the Santa Clarita Valley. Accordingly, proposed

future development projects will be reviewed for consistency with the proposed

Area Plan’s policies. Thus, it is the policies themselves (with which development

projects must be consistent), among other things, that will lead to

implementation of the Area Plan’s goals, objectives, and policies.

Response 50

The comment states that the wrong baseline is used for traffic analysis and therefore there is an

inconsistency between the traffic and air quality sections of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment also
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states that the Revised Draft EIR air quality analysis used the URBEMIS2007 model to quantify emissions

but that this model does not include new regulations, such as SB 375 and new Title 24 Building Energy

Efficiency Standards. The comment also states that the discussion in the Revised Draft EIR regarding why

some emissions would be reduced is confusing.

The air quality analysis utilized the data from the traffic analysis for baseline conditions. In the Santa

Clarita Valley, traffic volumes have historically increased by 1 to 2 percent per year. With the start of the

recession in 2007/2008, this historical growth rate has dropped to almost zero. 2010 traffic volumes,

therefore, are only a few percent higher than 2005 and 2006 traffic volumes. Given that traffic volumes in

the Valley have not increased significantly in the past five years, the use of the older data from between

2005 and 2007 does not affect the analysis or conclusions in the traffic study and associated Revised Draft

EIR. Furthermore, the data used reflected the most recently available data at the time that the Notice of

Preparation was released, so the data appropriately reflects baseline conditions.

The URBEMIS2007 model is an approved air quality that is recommended for use by the South Coast Air

Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The model does not specifically incorporate emission

reductions from new regulations such as SB 375 and the new Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency

Standards. However, a discussion of the effect of these regulations on air quality and greenhouse gas

impacts can be provided regardless of whether or not they have been incorporated into the

URBEMIS2007 model. Furthermore, there is no air quality model that currently incorporates emission

reductions from SB 375 because regional plans to comply with SB 375 have yet to be adopted and are not

expected until 2012.

SB 375 required CARB to set regional greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets for California’s

Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs). SB 375 requires the MPOs to adopt, as part of their

regional transportation plan (RTP), a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that demonstrates how

the region will meet its target for reducing GHG emissions through integrated land use, housing and

transportation planning. For SCAG’s region, CARB adopted per capita GHG reduction targets of 8

percent by 2020 and 13 percent by 2035, relative to the 2005 per capita levels for the same region. These

targets apply to the SCAG region as a whole, and not to individual subregions or cities.

SCAG will develop its SCS as an element of its 2012 RTP. The draft 2012 RTP, including the SCS element,

is currently scheduled for public release in late 2011 (November/December). To date, SCAG has identified

possible strategies for reducing the per capita VMT and GHG emissions from the land use and

transportation sectors. These strategies include mixing land uses (i.e., housing, retail, jobs); focusing new

growth near transit; increasing housing densities within employment areas; and prioritizing infill

development. While the bulk of the SB 375 reductions are expected to be achieved through VMT

2.0-1547



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

reductions, SCAG also is pursuing other non-VMT strategies that would result in vehicles emitting fewer

GHGs per mile driven. These strategies include operational improvements to relieve roadway

“bottlenecks;” speed limit reductions; and traffic signal coordination.19 Details regarding these and other

strategies are expected to be included in the draft 2012 RTP.

To date, SCAG has taken a collaborative approach with local and subregional stakeholders and

jurisdictions. During the initial target setting process, SCAG collaborated with jurisdictions to develop

growth forecasts and identified the local level of commitment to various GHG-reducing land use and

transportation strategies. SCAG is currently holding workshops with local and subregional stakeholders

and jurisdictions to seek commitments on specific strategy elements to be included in the draft 2012 RTP.

The County is committed to participating in the preparation of the SCS and coordinating with SCAG.

SCAG has not yet adopted its SCS, however, and CEQA does not require that the proposed Area Plan’s

consistency with SCAG’s ultimate SCS be assessed; such an evaluation would be speculative. (See, e.g.,

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.) Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) provides:

“Neither a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy

regulates the use of land … Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be

interpreted as superseding the exercise of land use authority of cities and counties within

the region … Nothing in this section shall require a city’s or county’s land use policies

and regulations, including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional

transportation plan or an alternative planning strategy.”

In any event, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would guide future development in the area

that would reduce VMT (for example, see Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.2-55 to 3.2-57.

Regarding the commenter’s confusion as to why some emissions would be reduced, emissions of NOX

and CO are expected to decline in the future, even with an increase in vehicle miles traveled, due to

newer automobile combustion emission standards and fleet turnover (i.e., older more polluting

automobiles being replaced by new models that meet more stringent emission standards), as discussed in

the Revised Draft EIR. Refer to Response 66 for additional details regarding SB 375. In addition,

Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR includes a discussion of the new Title 24

Building Energy Efficiency Standards (pages 3.4-16 through 3.4-17 and 3.4-83 through 3.4-84) and SB 375

(pages 3.4-28 through 3.4-29 and 3.4-84).

19 Southern California Association of Governments, “SB 375 Regional Implementation Process, Presentations,

North Los Angeles County,” http://www.scag.ca.gov/sb375/pdfs/ts/SB375TargetSetting_NorthLA.pdf.
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Response 51

The comment states that the Santa Clarita Valley is in a non-attainment area for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10 air

pollution, and the approval of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) allowed an extension of

time to comply with federal and state standards. This extension required instituting certain mitigation

measures and attainment of “milestones,” which were not included in the Revised Draft EIR.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency responsible for

implementing mitigation measures to meet the referenced milestones. In its 2007 AQMP, SCAQMD has

put together a list of possible approaches for long-term control measures to reduce ozone and criteria

pollutant emissions, which include extensive retirement of high-emitting vehicles and accelerated

penetration of Partial Zero Emissions Vehicles (PZEVs) and Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs), expanded

modernization and retrofit of heavy-duty trucks and buses, expanded inspection and maintenance

programs, advanced near-zero and zero-emitting cargo transportation technologies, expanded

modernization and retrofit of off-road equipment, more stringent gasoline and diesel specifications and

extensive use of diesel alternatives, more stringent emission standards and programs for new and

existing ocean-going vessels and harbor craft, advanced near-zero and zero emitting cargo transportation

technologies, accelerated replacement and retrofit of high-emitting engines, more stringent emission

standards for jet aircraft (engine standards, clean fuels, retrofit controls), ultralow-volatile organic

compound (VOC) formulations and reactivity-based controls, accelerated use of renewable energy and

development of hydrogen technology and infrastructure, and AB 32 implementation which would

include criteria pollutant reduction technologies. These measures are long-term control measures that

have not yet been fully developed. In addition, these measures would generally be adopted and

implemented by the state or SCAQMD and not the County. Therefore, the Revised Draft EIR does not

provide a detailed analysis of these measures because they are not yet fully developed.

Response 52

The comment criticizes the County representative on the SCAQMD Board for supporting the “bump-up”

to extreme status for ozone because the “bump-up” exposes the public to high ozone levels for an

extended period of time to 2024.

The comment is not directed at the Revised Draft EIR nor is the comment directed at impacts of the

proposed Area Plan. Accordingly, no further response is required. That said, however, the “bump-up” to

extreme status was proposed because the magnitude of additional reductions required for attainment

was not achievable through existing pollution control approaches. By requesting a “bump-up,” the

SCAQMD would be able to adopt additional emission reduction measures required under the extreme

nonattainment status that would otherwise not be required under the lesser status. The SCAQMD in its
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2007 AQMP has put together a list of possible approaches for long-term control measures to reduce ozone

and criteria pollutant emissions, which include extensive retirement of high-emitting vehicles and

accelerated penetration of PZAVs and ZEVs, expanded modernization and retrofit of heavy-duty trucks

and buses, expanded inspection and maintenance program, advanced near-zero and zero-emitting cargo

transportation technologies, expanded modernization and retrofit of off-road equipment, more stringent

gasoline and diesel specifications and extensive use of diesel alternatives, more stringent emission

standards and programs for new and existing ocean-going vessels and harbor craft, advanced near-zero

and zero emitting cargo transportation technologies, accelerated replacement and retrofit of high-

emitting engines, more stringent emission standards for jet aircraft (engine standards, clean fuels, retrofit

controls), ultralow-VOC formulations and reactivity-based controls, accelerated use of renewable energy

and development of hydrogen technology and infrastructure, and AB 32 implementation criteria

pollutant reduction technologies.

The aforementioned measures would be implemented by the SCAQMD, not by the County. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 53

The comment states that the attainment date for PM2.5 is much earlier than the 2024 extended date for the

ozone extreme designation and that the PM2.5 plan, due in 2008, is still being processed with the EPA.

The comment does not raise an issue with the Revised Draft EIR or the proposed Area Plan. Accordingly,

no further response is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 54

The comment quotes from the EPA website, setting forth the adverse health effects for particulate

pollution as described by the EPA website.

The comment does not raise an issue with the Revised Draft EIR or the proposed Area Plan. Accordingly,

no further response is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 55

The commenter states that the 39,000 previously approved but un-built dwelling units within the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, which is covered by the proposed Area Plan, including the

approved but un-built dwelling units within the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (Specific Plan) will be the
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main source of the nonattainment status of the Valley with respect to PM2.5 and PM10. The commenter

further states that the Specific Plan violates Policy LU 1.1.3 in the proposed Area Plan: “Discourage urban

sprawl into rural areas by limiting noncontiguous, “leap-frog” development outside of areas designated

for urban use” and the commenter states that Policy LU 1.1.3 is cited as the means by which air pollution

will be reduced.

First, the commenter is incorrect in that the Revised Draft EIR states that there are 33,500 previously

approved but un-built dwelling units within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, which is covered

by the proposed Area Plan, including the approved but un-built dwelling units within the Specific Plan

(see Revised Draft EIR Section 3.19, Population and Housing, page 3.19-2). Second, it should be noted that

the Specific Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors (Board) on May 27, 2003. When the Board

adopted the Specific Plan in 2003, the Board found it consistent with the currently adopted Area Plan.

The adopted Specific Plan guides future development within the Specific Plan area, and the proposed

Area Plan Land Use Policy Map acknowledges this by applying a “Specific Plan” land use designation to

this area and deferring to the adopted Specific Plan within this area. The proposed Area Plan does not

modify the adopted Specific Plan. It should be noted that the adopted Specific Plan is contiguous to other

areas designated for urban use, as those areas have been designated as Major Commercial (CM),

Industrial Office (IO), and Residential 5 (H5) on the proposed Area Plan Land Use Policy Map.

Accordingly, the County disagrees that the Specific Plan reflects leapfrog development. Third, the other

approved but un-built dwelling units within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley were also found to

be consistent with the currently adopted Area Plan at the time of approval. In either case, previous

approvals are not subject to the proposed Area Plan. Expiration of approvals is often determined as a

matter of law (see, for example, Chapter 21.38 of Title 21 of the County Code, Chapter 21.40 of Title 21 of

the County Code, the relevant sections of the California Government Code cited by the aforementioned

Chapters of Title 21 of the County Code, and Chapter 22.56 of Title 22 of the County Code) or by the

terms of the approval. (Please refer to Figure 2.0-4, Proposed Land Use Policy Map, in the Revised Draft

EIR).

Response 56

The comment describes three of the criteria for assessing air quality impacts under CEQA from Appendix

G of the State CEQA Guidelines and cites to the Revised Draft EIR.

The comment does not raise an issue with the Revised Draft EIR or the proposed Area Plan. Accordingly,

no further response is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project. In addition, the impact analysis

for each of the thresholds set forth in the comment is discussed under the Impact Analysis subsection in
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Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Revised Draft EIR. Please refer to that subsection for information

concerning the impact analysis.

Response 57

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR made the following correct conclusion: “Potential air

quality impacts from implementation of the proposed General Plan and Area Plan would remain

potentially significant after the implementation of mitigation measures.”

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that conclusion or the analysis in the Revised

Draft EIR that lead to that conclusion. Therefore, a more specific response cannot be provided nor is

required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 58

The comment states that the County’s Regional Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors

routinely approve development projects with the knowledge that such projects will not meet air quality

standards.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis in the Revised Draft EIR or the

proposed Area Plan. Therefore, a more specific response cannot be provided nor is required. However,

the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 59

The comment recommends using legally binding language requiring all feasible mitigation to reduce air

quality impacts. Additionally, the comment states that although “black box” future unidentified

mitigation is allowed under the “bump up” to the extreme ozone pollution category in the Air Plan, it is

not allowed under CEQA.

Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Revised Draft EIR includes mitigation measures 3.3-1 through 3.3-9, which

use legally binding language such as “shall use.” These mitigation measures are provided as follows:

Construction

3.3-1 Prior to implementing project approval, applicants shall develop a Construction Traffic

Emission Management Plan to minimize emissions from vehicles including, but not

limited to, scheduling truck deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic conditions,

consolidating truck deliveries, and prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes.
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3.3-2 Prior to grading permit issuance, applicants shall develop a Construction Emission

Management Plan to minimize construction-related emissions. The Construction

Emission Management Plan shall require the use of Best Available Control Measures, as

specified in Table 1 of SCAQMD’s Rule 403. If potentially significant impacts are

identified after the implementation of the SCAQMD recommended Best Available

Control Measures, the Construction Emission Management Plan shall include the

following additional elements:

 Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne

dust from leaving the site. When wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour the operators

shall increase watering frequency.

 Active sites shall be watered at least three times daily during dry weather.

 Increase watering frequency during construction or use non-toxic chemical

stabilizers if it would provide higher control efficiencies.

 Suspend grading and excavation activities during windy periods (i.e., surface winds

in excess of 25 miles per hour).

 Suspend the use of all construction equipment during first-stage smog alerts.

 Application of non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers or apply water to form and

maintain a crust on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within construction

projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days).

 Application of non-toxic binders to exposed areas after cut and fill operations and

hydroseeded areas.

 Cover or application of water or non-toxic chemical suppressants to form and

maintain a crust on inactive storage piles.

 Planting of vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible and where

feasible.

 Operate street sweepers that comply with SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1 on roads

adjacent to the construction site so as to minimize dust emissions. Paved parking and

staging areas shall be swept daily.

 Scheduling truck deliveries to avoid peak hour traffic conditions, consolidating truck

deliveries, and prohibiting truck idling in excess of 5 minutes.

 Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour or less.

 Pave or apply gravel on roads used to access the construction sites when possible.
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 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow to off-peak hours (e.g.,

between 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM, and between 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM).

 Use of diesel-powered construction equipment shall use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel.

 Use electric welders to avoid emissions from gas or diesel welders when such

equipment is commercially available.

 Use electricity or alternate fuels for on-site mobile equipment instead of diesel

equipment when such equipment is commercially available.

 Use on-site electricity or alternative fuels rather than diesel-powered or gasoline-

powered generators when such equipment is commercially available.

 Maintain construction equipment by conducting regular tune-ups according to the

manufacturers’ recommendations.

 Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment when not in use or reducing the

time of idling to 5 minutes as a maximum.

 Limit, to the extent feasible, the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or

the amount of equipment in use.

 Retrofit large off-road construction equipment that will be operating for significant

periods. Retrofit technologies such as particulate traps, selective catalytic reduction,

oxidation catalysts, air enhancement technologies, etc., shall be evaluated. These

technologies will be required if they are certified by CARB and/or the US EPA, and

are commercially available and can feasibly be retrofitted onto construction

equipment.

 The project applicant shall require all on-site construction equipment to meet US

EPA Tier 4 or higher emissions standards according to the following:

 April 2010 through December 31, 2011: All off-road diesel-powered construction

equipment greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet Tier 2 off-road emissions

standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT

devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall

achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level

2 or Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined

by CARB regulations.

 January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered construction

equipment greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet Tier 3 off-road emissions

standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with the BACT

devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the contractor shall

achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level

3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB

regulations.
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 Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater

than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where available. In addition, all

construction equipment shall be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any

emissions control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions

that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control

strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. A copy of each

unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentations, and CARB, SCAQMD, or

ICAPCD operating permit shall be provided at the time of mobilization of each

applicable unit of equipment.

 Designate personnel to monitor dust control measures to ensure effectiveness in

minimizing fugitive dust emissions.

 An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that

identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call

and receive information about the construction project or to report complaints

regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be

rectified within 24 hours of their receipt.

 The contractor shall utilize low-VOC content coatings and solvents that are

consistent with applicable SCAQMD and ICAPCD rules and regulations.

 Consideration shall be given to use of other transportation methods to deliver

materials to the construction sites (for example, trains or conveyors) if it would result

in a reduction of criteria pollutant emissions.

3.3-3 Prior to implementing project approval, applicants shall be required to conduct an LST

analysis.

Operation

3.3-4 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit building plans to the

County Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division to demonstrate that

all residential buildings are designed to achieve energy efficiency in accordance with the

requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building

Program and other applicable state and County standards.

3.3-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit building plans to the

County Department of Public Works, Building and Safety Division to demonstrate that

all commercial buildings shall be designed to achieve energy efficiency in accordance

with the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green

Building Program and other applicable state and County standards.
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3.3-6 Prior to final building inspection, the applicant shall provide preferential parking spaces

for carpools and vanpools at major commercial and office locations. The spaces shall be

clearly identified on plot plans and may not be pooled in one location.

3.3-7 New residential developments shall allow only natural gas-fired hearths and shall

prohibit the installation of wood-burning hearths and wood-burning stoves.

3.3-8 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 500 feet from the closest right of way of Interstate 5 and State Route 14 shall be

required to conduct a health risk assessment.

3.3-9 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within the screening level distances of potential sources of odors, or new sources of odors

located within the screening level distances of existing or reasonably foreseeable sensitive

uses, as defined by the SCAQMD, shall be required to conduct an odors assessment.

Moreover, the Revised Draft EIR for the proposed Area Plan does not provide an analysis of the

SCAQMD control measures and regulations that are, or will be, adopted pursuant to the “bump up” to

the extreme ozone nonattainment classification requested in the SCAQMD’s 2007 Air Quality

Management Plan. Information regarding the “bump up” in the Revised Draft EIR is provided establish

the region’s air quality regulatory setting. The Revised Draft EIR’s determination of significance under

CEQA was not based on future regulations that will or may be adopted by the SCAQMD under the

extreme nonattainment designation.

Section 3.3, Air Quality revisions, in Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, of the Revised Final EIR

includes additional mitigation measures 3.3-10 through 3.3-14, which were recommended by the

SCAQMD and use legally binding language such as “shall use.” These mitigation measures are provided

as follows:

3.3-10: Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks per

day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units [TRUs] per day, or

where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per week) shall be required to conduct a

health risk assessment.

3.3-11: Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater shall be required to conduct a health risk assessment.
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3.3-12: Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation shall be required to conduct a health risk

assessment.

3.3-13: Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million

gallons per year or greater) shall be required to conduct a health risk assessment.

3.3-14: Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

immediately downwind of petroleum refineries shall be required to conduct a health risk

assessment.

Response 60

The comment states that mitigation measures must be identified and enforceable. The Revised Draft EIR

Section 3.3, Air Quality includes mitigation measures 3.3-1 through 3.3-9, which use legally binding

language such as “shall use.” Please refer to Response 59, above, for a listing of the measures. These

measures will be enforced through a mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). Additional

mitigation measures recommended by the SCAQMD is included in 3.3, Air Quality revisions in Section

4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages. Please refer to Response 59, above, for a listing of the measures.

Response 61

The comment states that all milestone requirements of the Ozone Reduction Air Plan (Air Plan) must be

clearly stated, and if the Air Plan’s milestones are not met, the mitigation measures in the Revised Draft

EIR must be revised accordingly and the proposed Area Plan should be re-evaluated.

The SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to control air pollutant emissions from sources within its

jurisdiction. These rules and regulations, which are designed to assist the region in meeting the ambient

air quality standards, are implemented by the SCAQMD and are subject to periodic updates, changes,

and revisions. Facilities subject to the SCAQMD rules and regulations, including facilities within the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, are required to comply with all applicable measures. As noted in

Section 3.3, Air Quality of the Revised Draft EIR, future development projects within the unincorporated

Santa Clarita Valley would be subject to SCAQMD rules and regulations to reduce specific emissions and

to mitigate potential air quality impacts. This would include any rules or regulations adopted pursuant to

the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan and the “bump up” to the extreme nonattainment ozone

designation.
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Response 62

The comment states that the Air Plans for PM10 and PM2.5 are overdue, and the proposed Area Plan

should not be approved until those Air Plans are completed and appropriate mitigation is incorporated to

reduce particulate matter pollution.

The U.S. EPA is not required to adopt the PM10 and PM2.5 Air Plans prior to adoption of the proposed

Area Plan by the Board of Supervisors, nor is the Board of Supervisors required to postpone adoption of

the proposed Area Plan until such time that the U.S. EPA adopts the PM10 and PM2.5 Air Plans. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis in the Revised Draft EIR and, therefore,

a more specific response cannot be provided nor is required. However, the comment will be included as

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

Area Plan.

Response 63

The comment states that no air quality trading credits should be allowed for the Santa Clarita Valley and

that a prohibition on such credits must be a required mitigation measure in the Revised Draft EIR.

The SCAQMD adopted the Regional Clean Air Incentives Market (RECLAIM) in October 1993. RECLAIM

is a federally approved regional cap and trade program created to reduce urban air pollution. RECLAIM

was adopted through a public process, and public workshops to design the program began in October

1990. Advisory and steering committees included representatives from government agencies, public

health organizations, and research and financial organizations, and associated working groups included

industries, environmental groups, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the U.S. EPA. Three

years later, on October 15, 1993, the RECLAIM program was adopted, with implementation beginning on

January 1, 1994. The U.S. EPA approved the RECLAIM program through the California State

Implementation Plan (SIP). Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 2001, facilities that are admitted to RECLAIM

may not opt out. Accordingly, the County cannot prohibit such credits.

Response 64

The comment states that the Santa Clarita Valley is experiencing substantially increased asthma rates,

particularly in children, and that the current and future population would be condemned to expensive

and debilitating health problems if the proposed Area Plan is adopted, as the proposed Area Plan may

lead to an increase in housing units.

As the discussion below demonstrates, research does not show that an increase in housing units will lead

to an increased number of asthma cases. In general, children tend to inhale and retain larger quantities of

pollutants per unit body weight than adults. Studies have correlated long-term particulate matter
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exposures to health impacts such as bronchitis, exacerbation of asthma, and reductions in lung function.

The evidence suggested children who spent more time outdoors or who had preexisting respiratory

conditions (i.e., asthma) were found to have increased odds of bronchitis and decreased lung function

from particulate matter exposure. Several of the studies indicated adverse health impacts at ambient

particulate matter concentrations that were below the previous annual PM10 standard. However, the

studies could not clearly and conclusively attribute the impacts among the multiple pollutants present in

the ambient air (e.g., ozone, VOCs, NO2, PM10, etc.). Ultimately, CARB lowered the annual PM10 standard

from 30 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) to 20 µg/m3, which assumed a greater likelihood of health

impacts from PM10 and provided a margin of safety. However, since the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB)

currently exceeds this standard, the region has not fully realized the added health benefit of this lower

standard.

PM10 is the particulate component of air pollution that can enter the lungs, deposit in the airways, and

also penetrate into the periphery of the lungs. PM10 can decrease the growth and development of lung

function in school-aged children, and also increases the risk of cardiac disease, heart attacks, and

mortality in adults.

According to CARB, “air pollution plays a well-documented role in asthma attacks, however, the role air

pollution plays in initiating asthma is still under investigation and may involve a very complex set of

interactions between indoor and outdoor environmental conditions and genetic susceptibility.”20 CARB

has funded the Children’s Health Study at the University of Southern California, which found that

children who participated in several sports and lived in communities with high ozone levels were more

likely to develop asthma than the same active children living in areas with less ozone pollution.21 The

major findings of the Children’s Health Study are as follows:

 Children exposed to higher levels of particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, acid vapor, and elemental

carbon, had significantly lower lung function at age 18, an age when the lungs are nearly mature and

lung function deficits are unlikely to be reversed.

 Children that were exposed to current levels of air pollution had significantly reduced lung growth

and development when exposed to higher levels of acid vapor, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and

particulate matter, which is made up of very small particles that can be breathed deeply into the

lungs.

 Children living in high ozone communities who actively participated in several sports were more

likely to develop asthma than children in these communities not participating in sports.

20 California Air Resources Board, “Asthma and Air Pollution,” http://www.arb.ca.gov/

research/asthma/asthma.htm. 2010.

21 California Air Resources Board, “The Children’s Health Study,” http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/chs/chs.htm.

2010.
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 Children living in communities with higher concentrations of nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter,

and acid vapor had lungs that both developed and grew more slowly and were less able to move air

through them. This decreased lung development may have permanent adverse effects in adulthood.

 Children who moved away from study communities had increased lung development if the new

communities had lower particulate matter levels, and had decreased lung development if the new

communities had higher particulate matter levels.

 Days with higher ozone levels resulted in significantly higher school absences due to respiratory

illness. Children with asthma who were exposed to higher concentrations of particulate matter were

much more likely to develop bronchitis.

In another CARB-funded study, researchers at the University of California, Irvine found a positive

association between some volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and symptoms in asthmatic children.22

The findings of this study are as follows:

 Ambient VOCs (benzene, ethylbenzene, tetrachloroethylene and m,p-xylene) showed associations

with symptoms.

 Criteria pollutants, including ambient ozone, NO2, SO2, and PM10 showed significant associations

with asthma symptoms.

 Organic carbon and elemental carbon also showed significant associations with symptoms.

 An association was seen between bothersome asthma symptoms and both breath and ambient

concentrations of benzene.

 Personal exposures and indoor concentrations were correlated for most VOCs.

 Breath VOC concentrations did not correlate with outdoor VOC concentrations (except for benzene

and m,p-xylene).

Additional CARB studies are underway and will focus on the role of particulate matter pollution on

asthma. The results of these studies are still pending.

Studies also indicated a linear relationship between adverse health impacts and short-term 24-hour

average particulate matter exposures. Again, there was no threshold at which no impacts would occur.

However, the studies indicated a greater uncertainty regarding the health impacts at lower ambient

short-term particulate matter concentrations and that longer-term exposures have a greater effect on

more serious adverse health impacts, such as childhood bronchitis. The uncertainties were attributable to

errors in measurement, impacts from other pollutants, chemical reactions in the atmosphere from various

compounds, weather, and socio-economic factors. Thus, CARB retained the existing 24-hour PM10

22 California Air Resources Board, “Huntington Park Asthma Study,” http://www.arb.ca.gov/

research/delfino/delfino.htm. 2004.

2.0-1560



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

standard of 50 µg/m3 to acknowledge the short-term exposure uncertainties. In conjunction with the

lower annual standard, the overall magnitude and number of short-term peaks would be expected to

decline. Thus, according to CARB, the standards together provided a margin of safety for both short-term

and long term particulate matter exposure while still allowing for periodic and seasonal “peaks” that

often occur due to wintertime fireplace wood burning or other periodic events.

Epidemiological studies suggest that asthma symptoms can be worsened by increases in the levels of

PM10. Epidemiological evidence at present indicates that PM10 increases do not raise the chances of initial

sensitisation and induction of disease. PM10 is a complex mixture of particle types and has many

components, and there is no general agreement regarding which component(s) could lead to

exacerbations of asthma. However, pro-inflammatory effects of transition metals, hydrocarbons, ultrafine

particles and endotoxin, all present to varying degrees in PM10, could be important.

Many studies have demonstrated that acute increases in PM10 result in a greater use of asthma

medication, more consultations of physicians, and increased hospital admissions for asthma. A recent

review describes an average 2 percent increase in hospitalizations and related health care visits, and an

approximate 3 percent increase in asthma symptoms for each 10 μg/m3 rise in PM10 as the average.23

The criteria pollutant emissions in the SCAB have demonstrated a downward trend since 1976, the first

year in which data regarding ambient ozone concentrations is available (ambient PM10 concentrations are

available starting in 1989).24 In 2003, the City of Santa Clarita population was estimated at 162,655,

according to the California Department of Finance. In 2003, according to air pollutant monitoring data

from the SCAQMD, the maximum 1-hour ambient ozone concentration was 0.194 µg/m3 and the

maximum 8-hour ambient ozone concentration was 0.153 µg/m3. During this same year, the maximum

24-hour State ambient PM10 concentration was 72 parts per million (ppm). In 2008, the City of Santa

Clarita population was estimated at 177,045. In 2008, the maximum 1-hour ambient ozone concentration

was 0.160 µg/m3 and the maximum 8-hour ambient ozone concentration was 0.131 µg/m3. During this

same year, the maximum 24-hour ambient PM10 concentration was 91 ppm. There was a spike in ambient

PM10 concentrations in 2007; however, the following years’ ambient PM10 emissions continued the

declining trend. While the population information above is provided for the City, growth trends are

generally similar in the unincorporated portion of the Santa Clarita Valley. Most recently in 2010,

maximum ozone concentrations in the SCAB were even lower. For the first time since 1976, there were no

23 Dockery, D.W., Pope, C.A. III. 1994, Annu Rev Public Health. 15:107-132.

24 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Historical Data by Year,” http://www.aqmd.gov/

smog/historicaldata.htm. 2011.
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days in 2010 in which the SCAQMD issued a health advisory or a Stage 1 episode smog alert anywhere in

the SCAB.25

In November 2004, the SCAQMD prepared a subregional analysis for the Santa Clarita Valley, which

includes areas within the City of Santa Clarita and areas within unincorporated Los Angeles County.26

(Appendix F3.3) The subregional analysis indicated that the Santa Clarita Valley’s air quality is more

greatly influenced by pollutant emissions transported into the Valley from areas to the south than by

pollutant emissions generated in the Valley itself. The overwhelming contribution of pollution transport

to the Santa Clarita Valley comes from the San Fernando Valley and metropolitan Los Angeles. The major

daytime wind vectors are from the south and upwind emission source areas. Additionally, field studies

have confirmed the prevalent transport route through the Newhall Pass by tracing the northward

movement of inert tracer gases released in the Metropolitan Los Angeles areas. As an example, the City of

Santa Clarita is a relatively small contributor to the total emissions of the key pollutants in both Los

Angeles County and the South Coast Air Basin as a whole. The report indicates that across the board, the

emissions are typically less than 3 percent of the County total and 2 percent of the South Coast Air Basin

total.

As indicated by the data, ozone and PM10 ambient pollutant concentrations have shown a long-term

declining trend despite the increase in population between 2003 and 2008 (although City population

figures are cited here, they are representative of population growth within the entire Santa Clarita Valley,

including the unincorporated areas under County jurisdiction). In addition, the SCAQMD has concluded

the overwhelming contribution of pollution transport to the Santa Clarita Valley comes from the San

Fernando Valley and metropolitan Los Angeles. Given the information presented above, population

growth or an increase in housing units in the Santa Clarita Valley is not necessarily and indicator of

increased air pollutant levels. Even so, asthma cases may continue to rise. However, there is no general

agreement regarding which pollutants or component(s) of pollutants lead to exacerbations of asthma.

Studies by CARB are underway and will focus on the role of particulate matter pollution on asthma. The

results of these studies are still pending.

Response 65

The comment cites the Countywide Energy and Environmental Policy, adopted by the Board of

Supervisors in January 2007, with guidelines for sustainability and green building design within County

25 South Coast Air Basin, “Historic Ozone Air Quality Trends: Ozone, 1976-2010,” http://www.aqmd.gov/

smog/o3trend.html. 2011.

26 South Coast Air Basin, Santa Clarita Subregional Analysis, (2004).
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departments, and states that the County should require energy efficient and sustainable designs as

mitigation for all commercial and residential projects.

Although the commenter cites the Countywide Energy and Environmental Policy, adopted by the Board

of Supervisors in January 2007, the commenter does not cite the County’s Green Building Program (the

commenter is referred to the County’s Green Building Program Web Site, which is available on the

Internet at http://planning.lacounty.gov/green). The Green Building Program consists of three ordinances

that were adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November 18, 2008: (1) Green Building (Ordinance No.

2008-0065); (2) Low-Impact Development (Ordinance No. 2008-0063); and, (3) Drought Tolerant

Landscaping (Ordinance No. 2008-0064). These ordinances, which have been incorporated into Titles 12,

21 and 22 of the Los Angeles County Code, became applicable in unincorporated portions of Los Angeles

County on January 1, 2009, and require a variety of green design practices for new residential and non-

residential projects (the commenter is also referred to the Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.4-32 to 3.4-33

[summarizing the primary attributes of the Green Building Program].) The proposed Area Plan contains

policies that ensure compliance with the County’s Green Building Program. Representative policies that

were included in Section 3.3, Air Quality and/or Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft

EIR include: Policy CO 8.1.3: Implement the ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

Policy CO 8.3.1: Evaluate development proposals for consistency with the ordinances developed

through the County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.3.2: Promote construction of energy efficient buildings through the certification

requirements of the ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

The proposed Area Plan is required to conform to the County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards.

In accordance with the County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards, “all new County buildings

(greater than 10,000 square feet) under the County’s Capital Project Program shall be Leadership in

Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) Certified at the Silver Level” (see County of Los Angeles, “Green

Buildings,” http://green.lacounty.gov/green_buildings.asp). In addition, the County of Los Angeles Green

Building Standard requires that new projects meet the following green building standards listed in

Table 2, County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards for New Projects:
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Table 3

County of Los Angeles Green Building Standards for New Projects

Project Description

Building Permit Application

Filed on or after January 1, 2009

and before January 1, 2010

Building Permit Application

Filed on or After January 1, 2010

Residential projects containing < 5 dwelling

units

County Green Building Standards County Green Building Standards

Residential projects containing > 5 dwelling

units

County Green Building Standards County Green Building Standards

and GreenPoint Rated or California
Green Builder or LEED Certified

Hotels/motels, lodging houses, nonresidential
and mixed-use building with a gross floor area

of < 10,000 square feet

County Green Building Standards County Green Building Standards

Hotels/motels, lodging houses, nonresidential

and mixed-use buildings and first-time tenant
improvements with a gross floor area of >
10,000 square feet and < 25,000 square feet

County Green Building Standards County Green Building Standards

and LEED Certified

Hotels/motels, lodging houses, non-residential
and mixed-use buildings and first-time tenant

improvements with a gross floor area of >
25,000 square feet

County Green Building Standards County Green Building Standards
and LEED Silver

New high-rise building > 75 feet in height County Green Building Standards County Green Building Standards

and LEED Silver

Source: County of Los Angeles, “Green Buildings,” http://green.lacounty.gov/green_buildings.asp. 2011.

The County Green Building Standards require that all projects consume at least 15 percent less energy

than allowed under the 2005 Update to the California Energy Efficiency Standards. The standards also

require projects include water and resource conservation measures (see County of Los Angeles, “Green

Buildings,” http://green.lacounty.gov/green_buildings.asp). Additional requirements must be met in

order to achieve LEED Certification, LEED Silver, GreenPoint Rated, and/or California Green Builder

standards. As provided above, the proposed Area Plan accounts for the comment’s recommendation.

Therefore, no changes to the proposed Area Plan or Revised Draft EIR are required.

Other representative policies that pertain to sustainability and green building design, drought tolerant

landscaping, and low-impact development, which were included in Section 3.4, Global Climate Change,

of the Revised Draft EIR, are provided below:

Policy CO 1.5.1: Promote the use of environmentally responsible building design and efficiency

standards in new development, and provide examples of these standards in

public facilities, pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program.
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Policy CO 1.5.7: Consider the principles of environmental sustainability, trip reduction,

walkability, stormwater management, and energy conservation at the site,

neighborhood, district, city, and regional level, in land use decisions.

Policy CO 3.1.5: Promote the use of site-appropriate native or adapted plant materials, and

prohibit use of invasive or noxious plant species in landscape designs.

Policy CO 3.1.7: Limit the use of turf-grass on development sites and promote the use of native or

adapted plantings to promote biodiversity and natural habitat.

Policy CO 3.1.11: Promote use of pervious materials or porous concrete on sidewalks to allow for

planted area infiltration, allow oxygen to reach tree roots (preventing sidewalk

lift-up from roots seeking oxygen), and mitigate tree-sidewalk conflicts, in order

to maintain a healthy mature urban forest.

Policy CO 4.1.3: Require low water use landscaping in new residential subdivisions and other

private development projects, including a reduction in the amount of turf-grass.

Policy CO 4.3.4: Encourage and promote the use of new materials and technology for improved

stormwater management, such as pervious paving, green roofs, rain gardens,

and vegetated swales.

Policy CO 8.2.1: Ensure that all new County buildings, and all major renovations and additions,

meet adopted green building standards, with a goal of achieving the LEED

(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Silver rating or above, or

equivalent where appropriate.

Response 66

The comment states that while the City’s proposed General Plan would increase the amount of residential

units within the City and the County’s proposed Area Plan would decrease the amount of residential

units within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and the North

Lake Specific Plan, which were previously adopted by the Board of Supervisors for areas within the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, would already seem to preclude compliance with SB 375 when the

Santa Clarita Valley is considered as a whole.

The Revised Draft EIR provides a discussion of SB 375 on pages 3.4-28 and 3.4-29 of Section 3.4, Global

Warming and Climate Change. As stated on these pages, SB 375 required the California Air Resources

Board (CARB) to set regional greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets for California’s Metropolitan
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Planning Organizations (MPOs). SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt,

as part of their regional transportation plan (RTP), a “sustainable communities strategy” (SCS) that

demonstrates how the region will meet its target for reducing GHG emissions through integrated land

use, housing, and transportation planning. The Southern California of Governments (SCAG) is the MPO

for several Southern California counties, including Los Angeles County, where the Santa Clarita Valley is

located. For SCAG’s region, CARB adopted per capita GHG reduction targets of 8 percent by 2020 and 13

percent by 2035, relative to the 2005 per capita levels for the same region. These targets apply to the

SCAG region as a whole, and not to individual subregions or cities.

SCAG will develop its SCS as an element of its 2012 RTP. The draft 2012 RTP, including the SCS element,

is currently scheduled for public release in late 2011 (November/December). To date, SCAG has identified

possible strategies for reducing the per capita VMT and GHG emissions from the land use and

transportation sectors. These strategies include mixing land uses (i.e., housing, retail, jobs); focusing new

growth near transit; increasing housing densities within employment areas; and prioritizing infill

development. While the bulk of the SB 375 reductions are expected to be achieved through VMT

reductions, SCAG also is pursuing other non-VMT strategies that would result in vehicles emitting fewer

GHGs per mile driven. These strategies include operational improvements to relieve roadway

“bottlenecks;” speed limit reductions; and traffic signal coordination.27 Details regarding these and other

strategies are expected to be included in the draft 2012 RTP.

To date, SCAG has taken a collaborative approach with local and subregional stakeholders and

jurisdictions. During the initial target setting process, SCAG collaborated with jurisdictions to develop

growth forecasts and identified the local level of commitment to various GHG-reducing land use and

transportation strategies. SCAG currently is holding workshops with local and subregional stakeholders

and jurisdictions to seek commitments on specific strategy elements to be included in the draft 2012 RTP.

The County is committed to participating in the preparation of the SCS and coordinating with SCAG.

SCAG has not yet adopted its SCS, however, CEQA does not require that the proposed Area Plan’s

consistency with SCAG’s ultimate SCS be assessed; such an evaluation would be speculative. (See e.g.,

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.) Government Code section 65080(b)(2)(K) provides:

“Neither a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy

regulates the use of land … Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be

interpreted as superseding the exercise of land use authority of cities and counties within

the region … Nothing in this section shall require a city’s or county’s land use policies

27 Southern California Association of Governments, “SB 375 Regional Implementation Process, Presentations,

North Los Angeles County,” http://www.scag.ca.gov/sb375/pdfs/ts/SB375TargetSetting_NorthLA.pdf.
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and regulations, including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional

transportation plan or an alternative planning strategy.”

Moreover, the proposed Area Plan contains goals, policies, and objectives that contain specific measures

or targets that the lead agency has adopted that will reduce vehicle miles traveled associated with

development that would occur under the proposed Area Plan. In particular, Section 3.3, Air Quality, of

the Revised Draft EIR lists Goal CO 8, Objective CO 8.1 specifically requires the County to comply with

state law, including AB 32, SB 375, and implementing regulations to reach targeted reductions of GHG

emissions. The policies under Objective 8.1 would require the County to reduce motor vehicle GHG

emissions using a variety of strategies, such as a Countywide Climate Action Plan, the Countywide

General Plan Update, and participation in the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Plan, which

would also reduce associated criteria pollutant emissions. The policies are as follows:

At the direction of County staff, Policy CO 8.1.1 has been revised in the Revised Final EIR as follows, with

deletions shown in strikeout and additions in double-underline:

Policy CO 8.1.1: Create and adopt a Climate Action Plan (CAP) for all of the County’s

unincorporated areas within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s

General Plan Update, which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, including those within the Santa Clarita Valley. The CAP shall be prepared

and submitted for consideration and adoption by the Board of Supervisors as an

amendment to the County’s newly adopted General Plan to ensure that it

receives public and agency input and environmental review pursuant to the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) prior to Board action. The CAP

shall include the following components and criteria:

a. Plans and programs to reduce GHG emissions to levels that generally are

consistent with specific targets for reduction of the County’s current and

projected 2020 GHG emissions inventory, and which are reasonably

attributable to land uses within the County’s unincorporated areas

(including both existing and future development) and its internal

government operations. State mandated targets, including enforceable

reduction measures; Targets shall be generally consistent with reduction

targets in Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (Health & Saf. Code, §38500 et seq.), or other

applicable local or regional enactments addressing GHG emissions,

including applicable California Air Resources Board regulations adopted

pursuant to AB 32.

(i) The CAP may establish goals beyond 2020, which are generally

consistent with the applicable laws and regulations referenced in this

policy and based on current science.
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(ii) The CAP shall include specific and general tools and strategies to reduce

the County’s current and projected 2020 GHG inventory and to meet the

CAP’s target for GHG reductions by 2020.

(iii) The CAP shall consider GHG reduction strategies, including but not

limited to:

(a). Measures to improve energy efficiency in existing and future

development;

(b). Increased use of renewable energy, including distributed systems for

residential, commercial and industrial buildings, as well as utility-

scale renewable energy generation and transmission facilities;

(c). Water conservation and efficiency measures for existing and future

development, including water recycling;

(d). Solid waste measures, including reduction of waste generation,

diversion of waste for reuse, recycling, methane capture, and

potential waste to energy efforts;

(e). Land use, and transportation measures, including promotion of

transit and transit-oriented development, alternatives to vehicle

travel including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, alternative

fuel vehicle infrastructure, and other measures; and

(f). Urban forestry or other means of improving carbon sequestration.

The CAP will also consider the effect of federal, state, and regional

actions to reduce GHG emissions within the County in addition to local

actions that the County can take. The CAP shall establish a schedule of

implementation actions.

(iv) From to time, but at least every five years, the County shall review the

CAP’s land use and development reduction strategies for residential,

municipal, and commercial buildings, and update the requirements to

ensure that they help achieve the GHG reduction targets specified in the

CAP.

b. Mechanisms to ensure regular review of progress towards the emission

reduction targets established by the CAP Climate Action Plan;

c. Procedures for reporting on the progress of the CAP to officials and the

public;

d. Procedures for revising the plan CAP, as needed, to meet GHG emissions

reduction targets, including environmental review of any revisions, pursuant

to CEQA, as necessary; and
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e. Allocation of funding and staffing for Plan CAP implementation.

After adoption of the Climate Action Plan for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, which will occur within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s

General Plan Update, which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, including those within the Santa Clarita Valley, amend this the Santa

Clarita Valley Area Plan if necessary to ensure consistency with the adopted

Climate Action Plan.

Policy CO 8.1.2: Participate in the preparation of a regional Sustainable Communities Strategy

(SCS) Plan to meet regional targets for greenhouse gas emission reductions, as

required by SB 375.

The proposed Area Plan policies cited above require the County to develop a Countywide Climate Action

Plan for all unincorporated areas within the County, including those in the Santa Clarita Valley, that will

achieve state-mandated greenhouse gas targets and to participate in the preparation of a regional

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Plan to meet regional targets for greenhouse gas emission

reductions, as required by SB 375. The City’s proposed General Plan has similar policies that require the

City to develop a Climate Action Plan for its jurisdiction and to also participate in the preparation of a

regional SCS Plan to meet regional targets for greenhouse gas emission reductions, as required by SB 375.

The City and the County are both collaborating with the Southern California Association of Governments

(SCAG), which is the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) responsible for implementing SB 375

within Los Angeles County and other portions of Southern California through a regional SCS Plan.

Lastly, in addition to the aforementioned policies, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would

guide future development in the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley in a manner that would reduce

VMT, thereby helping meet SB 375 goals. (See, for example, Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.2-55 to 3.2-57.) The

following are further examples of policies included in the Revised Draft EIR that would reduce VMT:

Policy LU 1.1.3: Discourage urban sprawl into rural areas by limiting non-contiguous, “leap-

frog” development outside of areas designated for urban use.

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of underutilized sites within and adjacent

to developed urban areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing

infrastructure and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of vacant

sites for higher density and mixed use, where appropriate.
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Policy LU 3.2.1: Require provision of adequate walkways in urban residential neighborhoods

that provide safe and accessible connections to destinations such as schools,

parks, and neighborhood commercial centers.

Policy LU 5.2.1: Designate higher-density residential uses in areas served by public transit and a

full range of support services.

According to the California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) guidance for

quantifying project-level GHG reductions, projects that are located in suburban centers would reduce

VMT by 10 percent compared to the statewide average.28 Compact infill development would reduce

VMT by 30 percent compared to the statewide average.29 The proposed Area Plan policies, such as the

examples provided above, would guide future development such that projects would be concentrated at

infill locations and close to suburban and urban centers and transit locations. As a result, as future

development projects are proposed, the proposed Area Plan’s policies would guide these developments

towards reductions in VMT consistent with CAPCOA guidance and SB 375. According to information

from SCAG, it is recognized that the proposed Area Plan, developed through the joint “One Valley One

Vision” (OVOV) planning effort with the City, creates more transit-oriented development, enhances the

jobs/housing balance, and reduces Valley-wide GHG emissions.30 That being said, as noted in

Response 12, above, it is not feasible to prohibit all development outside of previously developed or

urban areas as many of the properties within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are privately

owned and must have some level of development potential. Although the proposed Area Plan’s Land

Use Policy Map reduces allowable residential densities in many outlying, rural portions of the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map allows some level of

development potential, as it is not feasible to prohibit development in these areas.

Response 67

The comment states that while implementation of SB 375 may eventually provide some relief from traffic

and air pollution in more urbanized areas or in areas without housing units that were previously

approved but not yet built, it seems unlikely that implementation of SB 375 will reduce traffic and air

pollution in the Santa Clarita Valley, which has 39,000 housing units that were previously approved by

the City and County but not yet built. The comment also states the concept of higher densities within the

28 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, (2010)

159-160.

29 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, (2010)

159-160.

30 Southern California Association of Governments, “SB 375 Regional Implementation Process, Presentations,

North Los Angeles County,” http://www.scag.ca.gov/sb375/pdfs/ts/SB375TargetSetting_NorthLA.pdf.
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City of Santa Clarita and lower densities within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley is not feasible

without stronger, more enforceable goals and policies in the City’s proposed General Plan and the

County’s proposed Area Plan and the expiration of previously approved tract maps that have not yet

been recorded., Otherwise, higher densities will occur within both jurisdictions.

The County respectfully disagrees with the comment’s conclusion. The proposed Area Plan contains

policies that would promote higher density development in appropriate areas and lower density in

others. Representative policies that were included in Section 3.3, Air Quality and/or Section 3.4, Global

Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR are shown below:

Policy LU 1.1.3: Discourage urban sprawl into rural areas by limiting non-contiguous, “leap-

frog” development outside of areas designated for urban use.

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of underutilized sites within and adjacent

to developed urban areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing

infrastructure and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of vacant

sites for higher density and mixed use, where appropriate.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the specific plan process to plan for cohesive, vibrant,

pedestrian-oriented communities with mixed uses, access to public transit, and

opportunities for living and working within the same community.

Policy LU 2.1.2: On the Land Use Map, integrate land use designations in a manner that

promotes healthy, walkable communities, by providing an appropriate mix of

residential and service uses in proximity to one another.

Policy LU 2.3.2: Either vertical or horizontal integration of uses shall be allowed in a mixed use

development, with an emphasis on tying together the uses with appropriate

pedestrian linkages.

Policy LU 2.3.5: Mixed use developments shall be designed to create a pedestrian-scale

environment through appropriate street and sidewalk widths, block lengths,

relationship of buildings to streets, and use of public spaces.

Policy LU 3.1.3: Promote opportunities for live-work units to accommodate residents with home-

based businesses.

Policy LU 3.1.7: Promote development of housing for students attending local colleges, in

consideration of access to campuses to the extent practicable.
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Policy LU 3.2.1: Require provision of adequate walkways in urban residential neighborhoods

that provide safe and accessible connections to destinations such as schools,

parks, and neighborhood commercial centers.

Policy LU 3.2.2: In planning residential neighborhoods, include pedestrian linkages, landscaped

parkways with sidewalks, and separated trails for pedestrians and bicycles,

where appropriate and feasible.

Policy LU 5.2.1: Designate higher-density residential uses in areas served by public transit and a

full range of support services.

In addition, the proposed Area Plan specifies high-density residential land use designations that allow up

to 30 dwelling units per acre, as set forth in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR:

“H30 – Residential 30 (UR5 – Urban Residential 5)

The Residential 30 designation provides for medium to high density apartment and

condominium complexes in areas easily accessible to transportation, employment, retail,

and other urban services. Allowable uses in this designation include multiple family

dwellings at a minimum density of 18 dwelling units per 1 acre and a maximum density

of 30 dwelling units per 1 acre. Specific allowable uses and development standards shall

be determined by the underlying zoning designation. Supportive commercial and

institutional uses serving the local area, such as stores, restaurants, personal services,

limited medical services, and retail sale of specialty goods for neighborhood residents,

may be allowed in a proposed development project within this designation without a

Plan Amendment, but may require a zone change and/or other approvals. Live-work

units may also be allowed, subject to the requirements of the underlying zoning

designation.”(Revised Draft EIR, p. 2.0-37; see also Revised Draft EIR, 3.1-21 and Revised

Draft EIR, Figure 3.1-2, Proposed Land Use Policy Map.)

These proposed land use designations would generally be located near the City of Santa Clarita, near

commercial land uses, and along major transportation corridors. Refer to Section 3.1, Land Use, of the

Revised Draft EIR for a map showing the locations of the proposed Area Plan land use designations.

In addition, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would incentivize infill development.

Representative policies, not discussed above, that were included in Section 3.1, Land Use, Section 3.3, Air

Quality, and/or Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR are shown below:

Policy LU 1.1.2: On the Land Use Map, concentrate urban development within flatter portions of

the Santa Clarita Valley floor in areas with limited environmental constraints and

served with infrastructure.
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Policy LU 4.3.5: Support efforts by the City of Santa Clarita to coordinate with property owners

and environmental agencies, and provide assistance as appropriate, to promote

clean-up and redevelopment of the Whittaker Bermite property as a business and

employment center.

Policy C 1.2.6: Provide flexible standards for parking and roadway design in transit-oriented

development areas to promote transit use, where appropriate.

Policy C 4.1.6: Provide incentives to promote transit-oriented development near rail stations.

Policy C 5.4.1: Establish transit impact fee rates that are based on the actual impacts of new

development on the transit system, and regularly monitor and adjust these fees

as needed to ensure adequate mitigation.

Policy C 5.4.2: Evaluate the feasibility of establishing a joint City/County transit impact fee to

equitably distribute the capital costs of transit system expansion to meet the

needs of new development in both County and City areas of the Valley.

Policy C 5.4.3: Seek funding for transit system expansion and improvement from all available

sources, including local, state, and federal programs and grants.

As provided above, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would promote infill development by

concentrating urban land use development areas in the flatter portions of the Santa Clarita Valley,

integrating vertical and horizontal developments, providing flexible standards for parking and roadway

design in transit-oriented development areas, providing incentives to promote transit oriented

development near rail stations, supporting efforts by the City of Santa Clarita to provide assistance for

the redevelopment of the Whittaker Bermite property, establishing transit impact fee rates that are based

on the actual impacts of new development on the transit system, and seeking funding for transit system

expansion and improvement from all available sources. Also, of note, CEQA contains streamlining

provisions for transit-oriented projects, which often are infill in nature. (See Public Resources Code

sections 21155-21155.3.) Thus, existing law also often acts as an incentive to infill development.

All of the policies identified above promote decreased density in most areas of the unincorporated Santa

Clarita Valley and increased density in or near already urbanized areas.

Response 68

The comment restates a conclusion from the Revised Draft EIR.
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The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the conclusion or the analysis that lead to the

restated conclusion. Therefore, a more specific response cannot be provided nor is required. However,

the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 69

The comment states that the only way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to clean up the air is to

reduce allowable densities in both the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s proposed Area

Plan. As discussed in Response 64, historical population data from the State of California and air quality

data from the SCAQMD indicates that pollution levels in the Santa Clarita Valley show a long term

reduction trend while population in the City of Santa Clarita (and the surrounding unincorporated areas)

has increased over the same period. The criteria pollutant emissions in the SCAB have demonstrated a

downward trend since 1976, the first year in which data regarding ambient ozone concentrations is

available (ambient PM10 concentrations are available starting in 1989).31 In 2003, the City of Santa Clarita

population was estimated at 162,655, according to the California Department of Finance. In 2003,

according to air pollutant monitoring data from the SCAQMD, the maximum 1-hour ambient ozone

concentration was 0.194 µg/m3 and the maximum 8-hour ambient ozone concentration was 0.153 µg/m3.

During this same year, the maximum 24-hour State ambient PM10 concentration was 72 parts per million

(ppm). In 2008, the City of Santa Clarita population was estimated at 177,045. In 2008, the maximum 1-

hour ambient ozone concentration was 0.160 µg/m3 and the maximum 8-hour ambient ozone

concentration was 0.131 µg/m3. During this same year, the maximum 24-hour ambient PM10 concentration

was 91 ppm. There was a spike in ambient PM10 concentrations in 2007; however, the following years’

ambient PM10 emissions continued the declining trend. While the population information above is

provided for the City, growth trends are generally similar in the unincorporated portion of the Santa

Clarita Valley. Most recently in 2010, maximum ozone concentrations in the SCAB were even lower. For

the first time since 1976, there were no days in 2010 in which the SCAQMD issued a health advisory or a

Stage 1 episode smog alert anywhere in the SCAB.32 Therefore, as indicated by the data, allowable

density is not necessarily an indicator of a region’s air pollutant levels and that growth in population for a

region does not necessarily indicate increased air pollutant levels in the same region.

31 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Historical Data by Year,” http://www.aqmd.gov/

smog/historicaldata.htm. 2011.

32 South Coast Air Basin, “Historic Ozone Air Quality Trends: Ozone, 1976-2010,” http://www.aqmd.gov/

smog/o3trend.html. 2011.
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Response 70

The comment recommends that a Climate Action Plan be developed before or concurrently with this

proposed Area Plan so that its findings and mitigation measures can be incorporated into the proposed

Area Plan’s goals and policies and into the mitigation measures identified in the Revised Draft EIR. The

proposed Area Plan contains policies that would require the County to develop a Countywide Climate

Action Plan within 18 months of the adoption date of the Countywide General Plan Update and to

comply with its obligations under SB 375. The policies are as follows:

At the direction of County staff, Policy CO 8.1.1 has been revised in the Revised Final EIR as follows, with

deletions shown in strikeout and additions in double-underline:

Policy CO 8.1.1: Create and adopt a Climate Action Plan (CAP) for all of the County’s

unincorporated areas within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s

General Plan Update, which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, including those within the Santa Clarita Valley. The CAP shall be prepared

and submitted for consideration and adoption by the Board of Supervisors as an

amendment to the County’s newly adopted General Plan to ensure that it

receives public and agency input and environmental review pursuant to the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) prior to Board action. The CAP

shall include the following components and criteria:

a. Plans and programs to reduce GHG emissions to levels that generally are

consistent with specific targets for reduction of the County’s current and

projected 2020 GHG emissions inventory, and which are reasonably

attributable to land uses within the County’s unincorporated areas

(including both existing and future development) and its internal

government operations. State mandated targets, including enforceable

reduction measures; Targets shall be generally consistent with reduction

targets in Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (Health & Saf. Code, §38500 et seq.), or other

applicable local or regional enactments addressing GHG emissions,

including applicable California Air Resources Board regulations adopted

pursuant to AB 32.

(i) The CAP may establish goals beyond 2020, which are generally

consistent with the applicable laws and regulations referenced in this

policy and based on current science.
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(ii) The CAP shall include specific and general tools and strategies to reduce

the County’s current and projected 2020 GHG inventory and to meet the

CAP’s target for GHG reductions by 2020.

(iii) The CAP shall consider GHG reduction strategies, including but not

limited to:

(a) Measures to improve energy efficiency in existing and future

development;

(b) Increased use of renewable energy, including distributed systems for

residential, commercial and industrial buildings, as well as utility-

scale renewable energy generation and transmission facilities;

(c) Water conservation and efficiency measures for existing and future

development, including water recycling;

(d) Solid waste measures, including reduction of waste generation,

diversion of waste for reuse, recycling, methane capture, and

potential waste to energy efforts;

(e) Land use, and transportation measures, including promotion of

transit and transit-oriented development, alternatives to vehicle

travel including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, alternative

fuel vehicle infrastructure, and other measures; and

(f) Urban forestry or other means of improving carbon sequestration.

The CAP will also consider the effect of federal, state, and regional

actions to reduce GHG emissions within the County in addition to local

actions that the County can take. The CAP shall establish a schedule of

implementation actions.

(iv) From to time, but at least every five years, the County shall review the

CAP’s land use and development reduction strategies for residential,

municipal, and commercial buildings, and update the requirements to

ensure that they help achieve the GHG reduction targets specified in the

CAP.

2.0-1576



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

b. Mechanisms to ensure regular review of progress towards the emission

reduction targets established by the CAP Climate Action Plan;

c. Procedures for reporting on the progress of the CAP to officials and the

public;

d. Procedures for revising the plan CAP, as needed, to meet GHG emissions

reduction targets, including environmental review of any revisions, pursuant

to CEQA, as necessary; and

e. Allocation of funding and staffing for Plan CAP implementation.

After adoption of the Climate Action Plan for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, which will occur within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s

General Plan Update, which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, including those within the Santa Clarita Valley, amend this the Santa

Clarita Valley Area Plan if necessary to ensure consistency with the adopted

Climate Action Plan.

Policy CO 8.1.2: Participate in the preparation of a regional Sustainable Communities

Strategy (SCS) Plan to meet regional targets for greenhouse gas emission

reductions, as required by SB 375.

The policies cited above requires that the County develop a Countywide Climate Action Plan that will

achieve State-mandated greenhouse gas targets and participate in the preparation of a regional

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Plan to meet regional targets for greenhouse gas emission

reductions, as required by SB 375. Refer to additional information regarding SB 375 provided in

Response 66 above.

Response 71

The commenter states that the proposed Area Plan and Revised Draft EIR generally require additional

mitigation in many areas, including a revision of the population projections and additional goals and

policies.

See Response 8, above, regarding the population projections. As to other mitigation measures, the

comment is not specific. Accordingly, no specific or further response can be provided or is required.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.
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Response 72

The commenter urges the County after revisions to the document to adopt a revised version of

Alternative 2 which supports wildlife corridors and proposed Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) by

density reduction.

The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

That said, as explained in the Revised Draft EIR, Alternative 2 is superior to the proposed Area Plan from

an environmental perspective. (Revised Draft EIR, p. 6.0-44.) However, Section 6.0 further found that

Alternative 2 does not satisfy all of the project objectives. (Revised Draft EIR, pp. 6.0-31 and 6.0-44.) “For

example, because this alternative would result in a reduced population and a decrease in the number of

housing units, it would be less effective at achieving goals 14, 17, and 29 when compared to the proposed

[Area Plan].” Revised Draft EIR, p. 6.0-44.)

For background purposes, Alternative 2 would result in less buildable area than the proposed Area Plan:

“[A] total of 597 dwelling units would be allowed on the 5,967.5 acres within the boundary of the

proposed Preservation Corridor under Alternative 2, instead of a total of 2,761 dwelling units under the

proposed Area Plan.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.) In other words, Alternative 2 would provide 2,164

fewer dwelling units than the proposed Area Plan and accommodate 7,055 less residents than the

proposed Area Plan. (Revised Draft EIR, p. 6.0-31.) This difference is not inconsequential given the

County’s need to accommodate long-term growth projections within its jurisdictional areas. (See

Response 8, for additional information on those growth projections.)

As indicated above, this overall reduction in total dwelling units and resident population is inconsistent

with the following objectives of the proposed Area Plan:

14. Valley communities shall contain a mix of uses that support the basic needs of

residents—places to live, shop, recreate, meet/socialize, and enjoy the environmental

setting—that are appropriate and consistent with their community character.

Regionally oriented uses that serve residents of the entire Valley or export goods and

services may be concentrated in key business centers rather than uniformly dispersed

throughout the Valley communities.

17. The Valley is committed to providing affordable work force housing to meet the

needs of individuals employed in the Santa Clarita Valley.

29. Public infrastructure shall be improved, maintained, and expanded as needed to

meet the needs of projected population and employment growth and contribute to

the Valley’s quality of life. (Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2.0-10 to -12.)
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Response 73

The commenter suggests that the County revise any areas proposed for development within the riparian

buffer zone of a creek, stream or river, wildlife corridors and groundwater supply and to develop firm

policies to protect these areas.

Revised Draft EIR Section 3.7 Biological Resources, page 3.7-53 provides an analysis of how proposed

policies will protect sensitive biological areas:

“The concentration of development in previously disturbed areas, and the requirements

that natural areas be adequately buffered from development, and that natural site

elements be preserved (Policies CO 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.1.6) will act to discourage

sprawling development patterns, thereby reducing human encroachment into special-

status species habitats. Proper documentation of biological resources, disclosure of the

potential impacts of development (Policy CO 3.1.3) and public education on the

biological attributes of the Valley (Policies CO 3.7.1 and CO 3.7.2) will encourage

informed decision making and project planning. Protection of wetlands and woodlands,

state and federal-listed species habitats, and habitats within SEAs and along the Santa

Clara River and its tributaries (Policies CO 3.2.1 through 3.2.4, and CO 3.3.1) will also

help to preserve habitats required by a large suite of special status species.”

Response 74

The commenter states that the County must analyze and disclose the effects of global warming on the loss

of oaks and oak woodlands within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley.

At this time, it is unknown how many oaks may be removed during buildout of the proposed Area Plan,

and the effects of global warming on the loss of oaks and oak woodlands would be better evaluated

through a project-level environmental analysis related to a specific development project that includes

oaks and oak woodlands on site, as opposed to a program-level environmental analysis related to a

proposed Area Plan, Tree impacts on global warming are discussed in Section 3.4, Global Climate

Change, page 3.4-48 of the Revised Draft EIR and are addressed through Objective LU 6.1 in the

proposed Area Plan, which states “Maintain the natural beauty of the Santa Clarita Valley’s hillsides,

significant ridgelines, canyons, oak woodlands, rivers, and streams.” Additionally, as outlined on page

3.4-48, “… the policies contained within the Area Plan that Goals C 2, CO 3, CO 4, and CO 8 and the

following proposed objectives and policies (Objective C 2.2, Policy C 2.2.6; Objective CO 3.1, Policy CO

3.1.11; Objective CO 3.4, Policy CO 3.4.2; Objective CO 8.3; Policy CO 8.3.7) would promote carbon

sequestration through the planning of urban trees, maintaining a healthy mature urban forest, and

protecting existing trees through forest management. Terrestrial carbon sequestration reduces global

warming by slowing down the buildup of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Trees remove (sequester)

CO2 from the atmosphere during photosynthesis to form carbohydrates that are used in plant
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structure/function and return oxygen back to the atmosphere as a byproduct. Trees, therefore, act as a

carbon sink by removing the carbon and storing it as cellulose in their trunk, branches, leaves and roots

while releasing oxygen back into the air.”

Please see Revised Draft EIR Pages, Section 3.5, Agricultural Resources, in the Revised Final EIR for a

discussion of oak woodlands. Specifically, Section 3.5, Agricultural Resources highlights the following

policies, which serve to protect and preserve oak woodlands:

Policy CO 3.2.2: Ensure that development is located and designed to protect oak, sycamore, and

other significant indigenous woodlands. (Guiding Principle #9)

Policy CO 3.5.2: Where appropriate, promote planting of trees that are native or climactically

appropriate to the surrounding environment, emphasizing oaks, sycamores,

maple, walnut, and other native species in order to enhance habitat, and

discouraging the use of introduced species such as eucalyptus, pepper trees, and

palms except as ornamental landscape features.

Policy CO 3.5.3: Pursuant to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, protect heritage oak trees

that, due to their size and condition, are deemed to have exceptional value to the

community.

Response 75

The commenter states that oak woodlands need to be treated as a significant resource. The commenter

noted the loss of oak trees in the Santa Clarita Valley. Please see Revised Draft EIR Pages, Section 3.5,

Agricultural Resources, page 3.5-18a in the Revised Final EIR for a discussion of oak woodlands and

Response 74 above.

Response 76

The commenter states that the impact of the loss of oak trees must be addressed in relationship to

greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter states that continued destruction will lead to an increase of

global warming. The comment states that the current requirements for replanting do not appear to be

sufficient.

Please see Response 74 above.

The comment regarding current re-planting efforts not being sufficient may be true with regard to current

efforts; however, the Area Plan provides Policies meant to specifically address terrestrial carbon

sequestration. Please see Response 74 above regarding the policies included in the Area Plan that address
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terrestrial carbon sequestration. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the

comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 77

The commenter suggests that permitted oak removals should be discouraged. The commenter further

stated that the County should work with developers to design around the oaks instead of allowing

removals.

The County of Los Angeles currently has an oak tree ordinance, which was discussed in Section 3.7,

Biological Resources, page 3.7-49 as follows:

“Los Angeles County implements an Oak Tree Ordinance that applies to all

unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, and requires that a person shall not cut,

destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage, or encroach into the protected zone of any tree

of the oak tree genus without first obtaining a permit. This applies generally to trees that

are 25 inches or more in circumference (8 inches in diameter) on any lot or parcel of land

within the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County, or (b) any tree that has been

provided as a replacement tree unless an oak tree permit is first obtained. “Damage,”

includes any act causing or tending to cause injury to the root system or other parts of a

tree, including, but not limited to, burning, application of toxic substances, operation of

equipment or machinery, or by paving, changing the natural grade, trenching or

excavating within the protected zone of an oak tree. Walnut, sycamore, and Joshua trees

are also regulated by ordinance in Los Angeles County.

In addition to the County’s ordinance, the City of Santa Clarita’s Oak Tree Preservation

ordinance (Section 17.17.090 C of the Uniform Development Code) requires the

preservation of all healthy oak trees, including scrub oaks, within the City, unless

compelling reasons justify the cutting, pruning, encroachment, and/or removal of such

trees. Additionally, the Ordinance states that no person shall cut, prune, remove,

relocate, endanger, damage, or encroach into the protected zone of any oak on any public

or private property within the City except in accordance with the conditions of a valid

oak tree permit issued by the City. This generally applies to trees that are 6 inches or

more in circumference (2 inches in diameter).”

The proposed Area Plan does not propose an amendment to the Oak Tree Ordinance and as such, current

methods are in place to protect oak trees.

Response 78

The commenter suggests that when oak tree removals are allowed, fees should be increased to ensure

monitoring of mitigation.

2.0-1581



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Please see Response 77 above. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 79

The commenter suggests that mitigation oaks should be monitored for a minimum of 5 years and

replaced if they do not survive.

Please see Response 77 above. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 80

The commenter suggested that inclusionary housing should be required in all planning approvals. The

comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. No further response is required because the comment does not raise

an environmental issue. However, it should be noted that the Housing Element of the Countywide

General Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 5, 2008 and certified by the State

Department of Housing and Community Development on November 6, 2008, includes an Inclusionary

Housing Program as an implementation measure (please refer to Program 10, pg. 11-12). The adopted

Housing Element is available on the Internet:

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/housing_20090126-housing-element.pdf

The Inclusionary Housing Program in the adopted Housing Element of the Countywide General Plan is

responsive to the commenter’s request.

Response 81

The commenter states the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan are

unenforceable because each Plan will be administered separately and each Plan depends on actions or

mitigation measures within the other Plan. The commenter suggests that if the County’s Board of

Supervisors subsequently adopts a County Area Plan Amendment that would increase density within the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, the City Council should agree to the adoption of a City General Plan

Amendment that would reduce density within the City’s jurisdiction Although the County and City both

participated in the joint OVOV planning effort, the County and the City are, and will continue to be,

separate jurisdictions with separate decision-making bodies. In addition, the County will be responsible
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for implementing and enforcing the proposed Area Plan, including the mitigation measures identified in

the County’s EIR, within its jurisdiction. The City will be responsible for implementing and enforcing its

General Plan, including the mitigation measures identified in the City’s EIR, within its jurisdiction.

Moreover, because the two jurisdictions’ documents are exceedingly similar, implementation and

enforcement should be consistent across the jurisdictions. The Land Use Element of the County’s

proposed Area Plan includes several implementation actions that require the County to closely

coordinate with the City to ensure consistent implementation and enforcement after the updated

documents are adopted.

The portion of the comment that suggests if the County’s Board of Supervisors subsequently adopts an

County Area Plan Amendment that would increase density within the unincorporated Santa Clarita

Valley, the City Council should agree to the adoption of a City General Plan Amendment that would

reduce density within the City’s jurisdiction are the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 82

The commenter suggests that the North Lake and Newhall Ranch Specific Plans “preclude any possibility

of reducing sprawl in County areas,” and in light of the fact that these Specific Plans have not received

final map approval, the County could address this issue by requiring that approvals expire after a certain

period of time. The commenter stated that currently, tract maps are granted long extensions.

As set forth in Response 66 above, the County disagrees that previous approvals “preclude any

possibility of reducing sprawl in County areas” or would otherwise inhibit the implementation of the

proposed Area Plan or SB 375. In addition, extensions of tract and parcel maps are made pursuant to

consideration set forth under the Subdivision Map Act, and some extensions are statutorily required. The

County will continue to assess extension requests as required by the dictates of County Code and the

California State Government Code.

Furthermore, on July 15, 2011, the Governor signed AB 208, which extends, by 24 months, the expiration

of any approved tentative map or vesting tentative map that has not expired as of July 15, 2011 and will

expire prior to January 1, 2014. This bill will be codified as Government Code Section 66452.23. AB 208

was adopted as emergency legislation and takes effect immediately.

This extension is in addition to the earlier one-year and two-year extensions provided in 2008 and 2009,

as well as certain other extensions under the Subdivision Map Act. As with the earlier bills, AB 208 also
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extends, for 24 months, any state agency approvals that pertain to a development project subject to a

tentative map.

In granting these extensions, the Legislature recognized the current economic climate and the need for

developers to retain development rights on their properties.

Response 83

The commenter states that the County is not acting in good faith to reduce density as is witnessed by the

Regional Planning Commission’s approval of the Skyline Ranch development project, which would have

traffic and air pollution impacts. The commenter asks how mitigation measures in the County’s proposed

Area Plan would prevent such land use approvals in the future.

If the proposed Area Plan is adopted by the Board of Supervisors, all discretionary projects will be

reviewed for consistency with the applicable goals, objectives and policies in the proposed Area Plan as

well as the Mitigation Monitoring Program in the County’s Final EIR for the proposed Area Plan. It

should be noted that the Skyline Ranch development project did not require an amendment to the

currently adopted Area Plan Land Use Policy Map and that the Regional Planning Commission found the

Skyline Ranch development project to be consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the

currently adopted Area Plan. The County is required to review subdivision proposals under existing laws

pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (see, e.g., Section 66474.2 of the California Government Code, a part

of the Subdivision Map Act).

Response 84

The commenter states that the proposed Area Plan is unenforceable without the use of stronger language

and should be rewritten with language at least as strong in the currently adopted Area Plan. Please see

Response 12 above.

Response 85

The comment indicates that the commenter will provide additional comments as the public process

continues. The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not

address or question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.
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Letter No. E2 Letter from the Sierra Club, February 21, 2011

Response 1

The comment states that the proposed Area Plan’s increases to population density will have shocking

long-term consequences when economic, environmental and societal pressures of the times are

considered. The comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included

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

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

The comment also states that the proposed Area Plan will substantially degrade the quality of the

environment in northern Los Angeles County. The Revised Draft EIR addresses all impacts associated

with implementation of the proposed Area Plan. Furthermore, the comment states that while the

proposed Area Plan has some good information, it is flawed because it lacks the follow-through required

to put the great ideas into action. The commenter does not identify any particular policy which it finds to

be unenforceable, and thus a more specific response cannot be provided. However, it should be noted

that a very large and significant number of the proposed Area Plan policies include mandatory language,

whereas a number of policies intentionally do not have mandatory language, as some policies may not be

appropriate or feasible in all instances, given the great diversity of communities (both urban and rural)

and development types within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The proposed Area Plan policies

are worded to mandate or provide direction for specific implementing ordinances or to provide detailed

requirements applicable to individual development proposals.

Response 2

The commenter states that the proposed Area Plan would eliminate the County’s Development

Monitoring System (DMS). The commenter notes that each tract map within the Newhall Ranch Specific

Plan requires a DMS analysis at the time of tract map approval.

The proposed Area Plan would not eliminate DMS. As the commenter notes, the Board of Supervisors

adopted a Countywide General Plan Amendment on April 21, 1987, that established the DMS and added

policies to the Countywide General Plan related to DMS. This Countywide General Plan Amendment

specified that the DMS would apply to several areas within unincorporated Los Angeles County,

including the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The proposed Area Plan does not include

amendments to the policies in the Countywide General Plan related to the DMS. Those policies will

remain in effect until such time that the Countywide General Plan is updated.

The proposed Area Plan, like the currently adopted Area Plan, is a component of the Countywide

General Plan that provides goals, objectives, and policies that only apply to the unincorporated Santa
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Clarita Valley. The goals, objectives, and policies in the Area Plan supplement those in the Countywide

General Plan and do not replace them unless specifically noted in the Area Plan. All development

projects within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley must be consistent with the goals, objectives, and

policies in both the Countywide General Plan and the Area Plan. Therefore, it is not necessary to reiterate

policies in the Countywide General Plan, such as those regarding DMS, in the proposed Area Plan. As

previously noted, the proposed Area Plan does not include amendments to the policies in the

Countywide General Plan related to the DMS and those policies will remain in effect until such time that

the Countywide General Plan is updated.

The proposed Area Plan does not include any amendments to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (Specific

Plan). Each tract map within the Specific Plan must be found consistent with all relevant policies in the

Specific Plan, in the Area Plan, and in the Countywide General Plan at the time of tract map approval.

The proposed Area Plan does not amend any previous court orders regarding the Specific Plan.

Response 3

The commenter stated that there is no need for additional homes in the Santa Clarita Valley due to

vacancy rates and the commenter stated that people should be moving into urbanized areas. The

commenter notes that schools have been impacted as a result of the poor economy and the commenter

states that the proposed increase in density and a lack of a Development Monitoring System (DMS) does

not improve the situation. Please see Response 3, above, regarding DMS and the fact that the proposed

Area Plan will not eliminate the DMS. Nonetheless, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would

incentivize infill development. Representative policies, not discussed above, that were included in Section

3.1, Land Use, Section 3.3, Air Quality, and/or Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft

EIR are shown below:

Policy LU 1.1.2: On the Land Use Map, concentrate urban development within flatter portions of

the Santa Clarita Valley floor in areas with limited environmental constraints and

served with infrastructure.

Policy LU 4.3.5: Support efforts by the City of Santa Clarita to coordinate with property owners

and environmental agencies, and provide assistance as appropriate, to promote

clean up and redevelopment of the Whittaker Bermite property as a business and

employment center.

Policy C 1.2.6: Provide flexible standards for parking and roadway design in transit-oriented

development areas to promote transit use, where appropriate.
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Policy C 4.1.6: Provide incentives to promote transit-oriented development near rail stations.

Policy C 5.4.1: Establish transit impact fee rates that are based on the actual impacts of new

development on the transit system, and regularly monitor and adjust these fees

as needed to ensure adequate mitigation.

Policy C 5.4.2: Evaluate the feasibility of establishing a joint City/County transit impact fee to

equitably distribute the capital costs of transit system expansion to meet the

needs of new development in both County and City areas of the Valley.

Policy C 5.4.3: Seek funding for transit system expansion and improvement from all available

sources, including local, state, and federal programs and grants.

As provided above, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would promote infill development by

concentrating urban land use development areas in the flatter portions of the Santa Clarita Valley,

integrating vertical and horizontal developments, providing flexible standards for parking and roadway

design in transit-oriented development areas, providing incentives to promote transit oriented

development near rail stations, supporting efforts by the City of Santa Clarita to provide assistance for

the redevelopment of the Whittaker Bermite property, establishing transit impact fee rates that are based

on the actual impacts of new development on the transit system, and seeking funding for transit system

expansion and improvement from all available sources. Also, of note, CEQA contains streamlining

provisions for transit-oriented projects, which often are infill in nature. (See Public Resources Code

sections 21155-21155.3.) Thus, existing law also often acts as an incentive to infill development.

All of the policies identified above promote decreased density in most areas of the unincorporated Santa

Clarita Valley and increased density in or near already urbanized areas. The comment regarding the

economy impacting schools is not an environmental issue. However, potential impacts of the proposed

Area Plan to schools are addressed in Section 3.15, Public Services of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment

only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 4

The commenter states that the increased density will impact wildlife movement corridors and will create

wildlife pockets. It should be noted that the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map concentrates

development into previously developed or urban areas to promote infill development and prevent

sprawl and habitat loss (refer to Section 3.1, Land Use, of the Revised Draft EIR for a map showing the

2.0-1594



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

locations of the Area Plan’s proposed land use designations). However, as acknowledged in Policy CO

3.1.1, it is not feasible to prohibit all development outside of previously developed or urban areas or to

prevent any habitat loss, as many of the properties within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are

privately owned and must have some level of development potential. Discussion of habitat connectivity

begins on page 3.7-44 in Section 3.7, Biological Resources of the Revised Draft EIR and includes

discussion of the South Coast Wildlands San Gabriel-Castaic Connection. Discussion of potential impacts

to wildlife movement corridors begins on page 3.7-62 in Section 3.7, Biological Resources of the Revised

Draft EIR and concludes that the proposed Area Plan would potentially impact habitat linkages. This

impact would be potentially significant in the event that avoidance of impacts to habitat linkages arising

from future development is considered infeasible, as these linkages provide viable opportunities for the

exchange of individuals and genetic information among populations in the core habitat areas of the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 5

The commenter states the proposed Area Plan could be stronger in reference to limiting encroachment on

floodplain areas, especially those within the Santa Clara River watershed. Discussion of potential impacts

to the Santa Clara River begins on page 3.7-52 in Section 3.7, Biological Resources, of the Revised Draft

EIR. The proposed Area Plan would preserve as open space within the Santa Clara River corridor and its

major tributaries to accommodate storm water flows and protect critical plant and animal species. The

proposed Area Plan would also ensure that development on properties adjacent to, but outside of the

defined primary river corridor, will be located and designed to protect the river’s water quality, plants,

and animal habitats. Protection of sensitive wetland and woodland habitats, state and federal-listed

species habitats, and habitats within SEAs and along the Santa Clara River and its tributaries will also

help to protect wetland habitats within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley (Please refer to Policies

CO 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3, and 3.2.4, 3.3.1 in the proposed Area Plan).

Response 6

The commenter states that the proposed Area Plan says that it will address developments within the City

of Santa Clarita (City) to prevent sprawl but includes the Vista Canyon development project. The

comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue. However, it should be noted that while the County’s proposed Area Plan “includes”

the Vista Canyon development project to the extent that the project site is currently located within the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, the proposed Area Plan did not approve the Vista Canyon

development project. The City was the lead agency for the project, as the project site is proposed for
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annexation into the City, and the City Council, not the Board of Supervisors, approved the project.

Although the County’s proposed Area Plan was developed as part of the OVOV joint planning effort

with the City, the County and the City are, and will continue to be, separate jurisdictions with separate

decision-making bodies.

Response 7

The commenter states that the Vista Canyon project is the exact opposite of what should be allowed in the

community. Please see Response 6, above. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 8

The commenter notes that the Whitaker Bermite site is mentioned in the proposed Area Plan and there

should be no development on the land due to the presence of the San Gabriel Fault and ongoing clean-up

efforts. The commenter states that the land should be set-aside as parkland. The comment expresses the

opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. No further response is required

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, it should be noted that while the

proposed Area Plan mentions the Whitaker Bermite site, the site is not located in the unincorporated

Santa Clarita Valley. Instead, it is located within the City, so the City would be the lead agency in

reviewing and/or approving any future development project on the site. Although the County’s proposed

Area Plan was developed as part of the OVOV joint planning effort with the City, the County and the

City are, and will continue to be, separate jurisdictions with separate decision-making bodies.

Response 9

The commenter noted that there is a lack of identification of blue line streams in the proposed Area Plan.

Issues related to blue line streams and their identification are discussed in the Conservation and Open

Space Element of the proposed Area Plan, as follows:

“Streams

Topographical maps prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) show several types

of water courses and drainage areas with different symbols and these symbols have

changed somewhat over time. Perennial streams (in which water typically runs

year-round) and intermittent streams (in which water runs for only part of the year) are

both shown with blue lines on most USGS maps, although some maps show intermittent

streams with a brown dotted line or with a different line width from perennial streams.
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Wide wash areas are shown with a brown dot pattern. These symbols are used to

delineate various topographic features, based on field observation or aerial photos.

However, USGS does not claim legal authority for the classification of streams, and the

stream classification used on the maps is a somewhat subjective process based on the

observations and judgment of personnel in the field, during a limited period of time.

Although USGS topographical maps are meant to be as accurate as possible in providing

the public with information about topography and other mapped features, USGS does

not perform scientific measurements to determine stream classifications.

This is an important point because of some confusion about the term “blue-line streams”

as it has been used in legislation and in general discussion of stream characteristics. The

term is sometimes used to refer to “jurisdictional waters,” meaning areas that are under

the jurisdiction of state and federal agencies (waters of the United States). However,

jurisdictional waters can include more streams than are shown on USGS maps;

conversely, streams that are shown on topographical maps may no longer flow in the

same location on the ground as what was shown on the map. As development has

occurred in many areas, streams may have been diverted or channelized for flood control

purposes, and drainage patterns may have changed. Topographical maps are updated

periodically, but may not reflect all changes to stream courses. Therefore, topographical

maps cannot be depended on as a final authority for delineating possible streams,

riparian areas, or wetlands.

For this reason, the Area Plan does not use USGS topographical map information on blue

line streams as a basis for planning or land use decisions. The most recent information

available to the City and County on streambed locations are the Federal Insurance Rate

Maps from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) mapping program for

flood control hazard areas. These maps were most recently updated in 2008, and the

information from these maps has been included in the Safety Element as shown on

Figure S-4, Floodplains.

It is not feasible to map all jurisdictional waters for the Area Plan, because each stream

must be mapped individually by a trained specialist. Also, because streams change

course over time, jurisdictional waters surveys are valid for only five years. However, the

Conservation and Open Space Element contains policies to protect the Santa Clara River

and its tributaries, as well as other riparian areas, from the adverse impacts of

development. Development proposals that affect jurisdictional waters may also require

permits from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of Fish and

Game, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.”

Accordingly, no further response is required.
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Response 10

The comment states that fossil resources should be housed at the Los Angeles County Museum of History

with a donation for supporting the storage of materials. Revised Draft EIR, Section 3.8 Cultural

Resources, provides for fossil finds as follows:

3.8-4 Prior to grading, as part of an inspection testing program, a Los Angeles County Natural

History Museum-approved inspector is to be on site to salvage scientifically significant

fossil remains. The duration of these inspections depends on the potential for the

discovery of fossils, the rate of excavation, and the abundance of fossils. Geological

formations (like the Saugus Formation) with a high potential will initially require

full-time monitoring during grading activities. Geologic formations (like the Quaternary

terrace deposits) with a moderate potential will initially require half-time monitoring. If

fossil production is lower than expected, the duration of monitoring efforts should be

reduced. Should the excavations yield significant paleontological resources, excavation is

to be stopped or redirected until the extent of the find is established and the resources are

salvaged. A report of the inspection testing program shall include an itemized inventory

of the fossils, pertinent geologic and stratigraphic data, field notes of the collectors and

include recommendations for future monitoring efforts in the County’s Planning Area.

Prior to grading, an agreement shall be reached with a suitable public, non-profit

scientific repository, such as the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History or

similar institution, regarding acceptance of fossil collections.

Response 11

The commenter states that language within the proposed Area Plan promotes and encourages action and

this verbiage should be stronger. The commenter states that all new developments should be required to

have green-building, xeriscape, solar paneling etc. The County currently requires green building

development standards. The Green Building Program consists of three ordinances that were adopted by

the County’s Board of Supervisors on November 18, 2008: (1) Green Building (Ordinance No. 2008-0065);

(2) Low-Impact Development (Ordinance No. 2008-0063); and, (3) Drought Tolerant Landscaping

(Ordinance No. 2008-0064). These ordinances, which have been incorporated into Titles 12, 21 and 22 of

the Los Angeles County Code, became applicable in unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County on

January 1, 2009, and require a variety of green design practices for new residential and non-residential

projects. (See also Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.4-32 to -33 [summarizing the primary attributes of the Green

Building Program].) Compliance with the County’s Green Building Program is required by various

policies in the proposed Area Plan, including:

Policy CO 8.1.3 Implement the ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.
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Policy CO 8.3.1 Evaluate development proposals for consistency with the ordinances developed

through the County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.3.2 Promote construction of energy efficient buildings through the certification

requirements of the ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

Response 12

The commenter reiterates conclusions from the Revised Draft EIR concerning reduced traffic impacts as a

result of the Cross Valley Connector. The commenter states that the present traffic levels do not reflect

buildout conditions. The commenter states that the Final EIR for the Riverpark development project

within the City of Santa Clarita shows that traffic impacts would be worse after buildout conditions are

reached, even with the Cross Valley Connector.

The comment regarding traffic conditions and the Cross Valley Connector restates information contained

in the Revised Draft EIR and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

The Final EIR for the Riverpark development project was certified by the City Council, not the Board of

Supervisors, as that project is located within the City. Nonetheless, the comment addresses general

subject areas concerning traffic, which received extensive analysis in the Revised Draft EIR for the

County’s proposed Area Plan. The Cross Valley Connector and Riverpark project were taken into

consideration in the OVOV Traffic Study. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that

analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 13

The comment states that nothing mitigates an increase of 121 percent traffic trips. Mitigation measures

3.2-1 through 3.2-3 serve to mitigate potential traffic impacts to a level of less than significant, as do the

policies in the proposed Area Plan Circulation Element. The traffic report commissioned for the joint

OVOV planning effort, which analyzed buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and buildout of the

City’s proposed General Plan, provides data on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) under 2004 conditions and

at buildout of the OVOV Planning Area, which includes the City and the unincorporated portions of the

Santa Clarita Valley (refer to Table 2-5 in the traffic report, provided in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft
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EIR). According to the traffic report, the total VMT was estimated at 13,428,000 miles under year 2004

conditions and 21,532,000 miles at buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed

General Plan. The total estimated population for the OVOV Planning Area is 252,000 under year 2008

conditions and 460,000 to 485,000 at buildout of the proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General

Plan. These numbers indicate that the rate of growth in VMT is approximately 60 percent while the rate of

growth in population is approximately 83 percent. On a per capita basis, this results in per capita VMT of

53.3 miles per capita and 46.8 miles per capita, respectively, which indicates that the County’s proposed

Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan would reduce per capita VMT by approximately 12

percent. While the VMT data and the population data for existing conditions are taken from different

years (but in each case, using the most recent data available at the time the Notice of Preparation was

issued), the calculation actually results in a conservative calculation comparison. The 2008 VMT would be

higher than 13,428,000, which would result in an increase in the per capita VMT calculation under

existing conditions. Therefore, while total VMT would increase under the buildout conditions of the

County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan, per capita VMT would be expected

to decrease by at least 12 percent. Therefore, while the rate of growth in trips would exceed the rate of

growth in population, the length of the trips would decrease due to an a higher proportion of residents

commuting within the Santa Clarita Valley as opposed to commuting to destinations outside of the Santa

Clarita Valley.

The commenter concludes that the proposed Area Plan does nothing for the community. The comment

only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 14

The commenter states that there is a long list of the proposed Area Plan’s goals and objectives in the

Revised Draft EIR but there is no evidence that the proposed Area Plan’s goals and objectives would have

any impact on traffic. The commenter believes that there is no demonstration that there is any

improvement to be gained by any of the proposed mitigation measures in the Revised Draft EIR. The

comment addresses general subject areas regarding traffic, which received extensive analysis in Section

3.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR, which concludes that because of

implementation of policies and recommended mitigation measures, impacts would be less than

significant. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more

specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.
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Response 15

The commenter states that traffic I-5 and SR-14 and other arterials will not get better by widening or

expanding other arterials in the Santa Clarita Valley. The commenter further states that there is no

accounting of the doubling of truck traffic on I-5 by 2020, which will further impact traffic and contribute

to air quality impacts. The OVOV traffic analysis used the same I-5 forecasts (which includes all

trips-including trucks) used by Caltrans. The comment addresses general subject areas regarding traffic,

which received extensive analysis in the Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, and Section 3.3 Air

Quality, in the Revised Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis

and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan.

Response 16

The commenter believes that the assumptions in the Santa Clarita Valley Combined Traffic Model

(SCVCTM) are most likely a rosy scenario and consequently all of the LOS values represent a “best case”

scenario. The commenter believes that the only way to address traffic impacts is to further reduce density.

Please see Response 11 above, with respect to the proposed Area Plan and reduced densities.

Additionally, the LOS values used in the OVOV Traffic Study are the traffic figures taken from field

studies. The LOS figures have not been extrapolated or manipulated. The comment only expresses the

opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 17

The commenter noted that urban sprawl and development have contributed to poor air quality in the

Santa Clarita Valley that can affect the very young whose bodies are still developing. Please see Response

64 to Letter E1, SCOPE. The comment restates information contained in the Revised Draft EIR. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 18

The commenter reiterated AQMD guidelines regarding residential development along roadways.

Revised Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-8 requires that prior to implementing project approval, tract

maps and other sensitive uses located within 500 feet from the closest right of way of Interstate 5 and

State Route 14 shall be required to conduct a health risk assessment.
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Response 19

The commenter states that the long-term effects from additional traffic on local roads and freeways are

causing global climate change and suggest that further discussion of global warming should appear in

this document. A complete and thorough discussion of global warming is found in Section 3.4, Global

Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 20

The commenter concludes that with additional growth and future construction, construction emissions

will increase and significant unavoidable impacts will continue. Consequently, the commenter

recommends that the proposed Area Plan further reduce growth within the unincorporated Santa Clarita

Valley. The comment addresses general subject areas concerning air quality, which received extensive

analysis in the Revised Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Air Quality. The comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 21

The commenter states that they concur with the Attorney General’s concern regarding the lack of

information regarding the impacts of global warming in the initial Draft EIR for the County’s proposed

Area Plan. The commenter concludes that the proposed Area Plan inadequately addresses the topic of

global warming. It should be noted that the commenter refers to concerns regarding the initial Draft EIR

that was circulated in September 2009, not the Revised Draft EIR that was re-circulated in November

2010. The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in Section 3.4,

Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue

regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required.

However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers

prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 22

This comment states that a letter from the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) dated October 28, 2009,

prepared in response to the initial Draft EIR for the County’s proposed Area Plan, “requested that the EIR

be delayed until after the Department of Water Resources issues a final State Water Reliability Report.” It

should be noted that the commenter refers to a CLWA letter regarding the initial Draft EIR that was

circulated in September 2009, not the Revised Draft EIR that was re-circulated in November 2010.

First, the CLWA comment letter did not request that the initial Draft EIR for the County’s proposed Area

Plan be delayed as stated in this comment. Second, the CLWA letter did not request that the County
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await completion of a “final” State Water Project (SWP) Delivery Reliability Report prior to issuing a

Final EIR. In fact, CLWA’s letter states it is “supportive” of the County’s efforts to update the Area Plan, a

component of “One Valley One Vision” (OVOV), a joint planning effort with the City of Santa Clarita.

CLWA’s letter also states that conclusions about water supplies “should be drawn from a future estimate

of overall water supplies prepared using an updated Reliability Report for the SWP supply component.

The updated Reliability Report is anticipated by year end 2009.”

In short, CLWA wanted the County to rely on the best available information from the California

Department of Water Resources (DWR) in its Revised Final EIR, and CLWA pointed out that it expected

to receive DWR’s updated estimates of the SWP’s delivery reliability by year-end 2009. Since CLWA

issued its October 28, 2009 letter, DWR has issued the updated “State Water Project Delivery Reliability

Report” (2009). DWR released this updated report in January 2010. While the 2009 State Water Project

Delivery Reliability Report was issued in draft form in January 2010, it nonetheless represents DWR’s

update to the prior 2007 report, and it contains DWR’s updated estimate of the current (2009) and future

(2029) water delivery reliability of the SWP. Importantly, the Revised Draft EIR was not issued and re-

circulated until November 2010, after DWR released its updated report in January 2010. The Revised

Draft EIR also provided the most up-to-date information available at that time, based on DWR’s updated

report. As stated in the Revised Draft EIR:

“In an effort to assess the impacts of various conditions on SWP supply reliability, DWR

released the Draft State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report, December 2009 (2009 DWR

Delivery Reliability Report). A copy of this report is incorporated into this EIR by

reference and is available for public review on California’s website at,

http://baydeltaoffice.water.ca.gov. The report is an update to the State Water Project

Delivery Reliability Report, 2007 issued as final in 2008. The report assists SWP Contractors

in assessing the reliability of the SWP component of their overall supplies. The DWR

computer-based reliability projections have been applied to CLWA’s maximum Table A

Amount yields in tabular form in Tables 3.13-11 through 3.13-14, later in this

document.33 The results show that adequate water supplies are available to meet the

potable and non-potable demands of the proposed General Plan and proposed Area Plan

buildout in the Basin without resulting in significant environmental impacts to the Santa

Clara River, the local Basin, or downstream users in Ventura County.” (Revised Draft

EIR, Section 3.13, Water Service, pages 3.13-4 and 3.13-5.)

The Revised Draft EIR stated that it used or relied upon numerous technical reports and other

documents, including DWR’s draft 2009 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report (Revised Draft

EIR, p. 3.13-11). It also incorporated by reference the information presented in DWR’s 2009 report.

(Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.13-4).

33 Subsection CLWA Imported Water Supplies and Facilities of this Section include CLWA’s SWP and non-SWP

imported supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley (see Tables 3.13-11 through 3.13-14).
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In assessing the projected average/normal year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year water supplies

and demands, the Revised Draft EIR also used DWR’s draft 2009 State Water Project Delivery Reliability

Report to calculate the amount of CLWA’s available SWP Table A supply. (See Revised Draft EIR, Table

3.13-13, footnote 1; Table 3.13-14, footnote 1; and Table 3.13-15; footnote 2.) Based on the above, the

Revised Draft EIR used the best available information from DWR in estimating CLWA’s available SWP

supplies. Again, it should be noted that the commenter refers to a CLWA letter regarding the initial Draft

EIR that was circulated in September 2009, not the Revised Draft EIR that was re-circulated in November

2010.

Response 23

The commenter reiterates comments regarding the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (Specific Plan), which is

located within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley and is therefore located within the proposed Area

Plan. The commenter states that the Valencia Water Company has no adjudicated rights to groundwater

or water extraction from the Santa Clara River. Additionally, the commenter states that Newhall Land

and Farming has no “wheeling” rights for its Kern County Nickel Water Transfer.

The Specific Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors (Board) on May 27, 2003. When the Board

adopted the Specific Plan in 2003, the Board found it consistent with the currently adopted Area Plan.

The adopted Specific Plan guides future development within the Specific Plan area, and the proposed

Area Plan Land Use Policy Map acknowledges this by applying a “Specific Plan” land use designation to

this area and deferring to the adopted Specific Plan within this area. The proposed Area Plan does not

modify the adopted Specific Plan.

A Final EIR was prepared for the Specific Plan, which was certified by the Board when the Board adopted

the Specific Plan on May 27, 2003. The Final EIR for the Specific Plan demonstrated that the Specific Plan

would have its own source of water, which would be sufficient to serve the Specific Plan at buildout.

While the Specific Plan is discussed in the proposed Area Plan and the Revised Draft EIR for the

proposed Area Plan, issues related to water supply and rights are not discussed, as those issues were

thoroughly evaluated and discussed in the Specific Plan, which was adopted by the Board on May 27,

2003, and the Final EIR for the Specific Plan, which the Board certified on the same date. Therefore, no

further response is required. However, it should again be noted that the proposed Area Plan does not

modify the adopted Specific Plan.

Response 24

The commenter stated that it is unfair to the public that a water supply shortage could have occurred if

there was not a downturn in the economy and all entitled housing was built. Please see Section 3.13,

Water Service, in the Revised Draft EIR, which concludes that there is enough water service for buildout
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conditions within the CLWA Service Area and East Subbasin. Additionally, impacts associated with the

adequacy of water supplies outside the CLWA service area and East Subbasin would be unavoidably

significant after the implementation of mitigation measures.

Response 25

The commenter states that the Saugus Aquifer is supposed to be the drought back-up source for water in

the Santa Clarita Valley, and the potential lack of water source due to the perchlorate contamination is a

substantial problem. Section 3.13, Water Service, pages 3.13-139 through 3.13-144 of the Revised Draft EIR

discusses the impacts of perchlorate on the groundwater supply, perchlorate impacted water purveyor

wells, and restoration of perchlorate impacted water supply, both inside and outside the CLWA Service

Area. The Revised Draft EIR concluded, “Impacts on water resources within the CLWA service area and

East Subbasin, including impacts associated with the adequacy of water supplies, groundwater recharge,

and perchlorate contamination would be less than significant and no additional mitigation measures are

required.”

Response 26

The commenter believes that green building standards have been sufficiently addressed in the proposed

Area Plan. The commenter believes that the document is lacking in terms of some significant changes in

the way that the City and County operates on a daily basis. The commenter believes that green building

standards should not be optional and instead should be mandatory for all new developments. The

commenter is directed to Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, Table 3.4-9, in the Revised Draft EIR. Please

also see Response 11 above. Consistency with 2006 Climate Action Team Report outlines how policies

within the proposed Area Plan are consistent with adopted Global Climate Change policies. Nonetheless,

the comment only expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
http://dpwlacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 9 1802-1460

IN FEPLY PLEASE
REFERTO FILE LD-1

TO: Paul McCarthy
Impact Analysis Section
Department of Regional Planning

h Glaser

FROM: Stev Burger
Land Development Division
Department of Public Works

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
ONE VALLEY ONE VISION (OVOV)
PROJECT NO. R2007-01 226
ENV200900080, ZC200900009

As requested, we reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for
Project No. R2007-01226, OVOV. The County is preparing a comprehensive update to
its Area Plan and an associated Environmental Impact Report for the proposed
Planning Area. Development within the County and City shall be consistent with
OVOV's Vision and Guiding Principles, which are intended to sustain and enhance
environmental resources, economic vitality, and the social well being of its residents.

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

Services-Traffic/Access

Appendix 3.2, Chapter 3.0, Section 3.1:

1. Subsection 3.1.1 (page 3-1), Major Arterial Highway (Lines 3 and 4).

"Unsignalized minor street and driveway access may be allowed but
signalized access is preferred and left-turn restrictions should be placed at
unsignalized access locations."

1

2

Letter No. E3
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Replace the word "should" with "may" since we have many unsignalized
access points (with stop controls with no left-turn restrictions except for sight
distance concern) in this area.

2. Subsection 3.1.2 (page 3-1), Secondary Arterial Highway (Lines 3 and 4)

"Left-turn restriction will generally be placed at minor unsignalized driveways
(e.g., median breaks will typically only be provided at intersections)."

This statement is inconsistent with the fact that secondary highways utilizes
two-way, left-turn lanes as a means of allowing full access for commercial
driveways and many unsignalized minor cross streets along the roadway do
not have or need left-turn restriction unless there are sight distance and traffic
conflict concerns.

3. Subsection 3.1.3 (page 3-2), Limited Secondary Highway (Line 1)

"This classification applies to two-lane roadways generally without medians or
bike lanes."

This is also inconsistent with our practice. We have used painted medians as
a means of left-turn lane transitions. Also bike lanes can be installed along
this type of roadway sometimes for the purpose of bikeways gap closure.

4. Subsection 3.1.5 (page 3-2), Collector Streets (Line 3)

"Typically no median is provided and on street parking is allowed..."

Collector streets sometimes do require medians for intermittent access and
also as means for left-turn lane transitions. There is no mention of bike lanes
here. This type of roadway does accommodate bike lanes for bikeways gap
closure.

5. Section 3.2 Roadway Dimensions (page 3-3, Line 2 to Line 4)

While the maximum value represents a desirable standard, variations in-right-
of-way width ......

Please add "and the need for auxiliary lanes for right-turn and left-turn
purposes" to the sentence.

2

3

4

5

6
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6. Table 3-1 (page 3-4)

6.1 Typical configuration for a Major highway calls for a 14-feet raised
median or 12-foot painted median. The painted median should be
14 feet not 12 feet. Also, not all the side streets need to be signalized.
It should be based on warrants.

6.2 Same corrections for Secondary highway typical configuration except
for the allowable use of 12-feet raised median.

6.3 In the typical configuration for a Limited Secondary, please correct the
reference to "no bike lane" based on earlier comments above for this
classification.

6.4 In general, please modify your typical roadway cross-sections on
pages 3-6 though 3-9 accordingly and also to reflect the fact that the
County prefers the use of 12 foot travelled lanes next to the curb
(parkway or median) in addition to the width of the PCC gutter
(shoulder) consistent with Caltrans design guidelines.

If you have any questions regarding the traffic/access comment Nos. 1 thru 6.4,
please contact Sam Richards (626) 458-4921 or srich dpw.lacounty.gov .

Chapter 3.2 Transportation and Circulation

7. Page 3.2-30, Impact Analysis—The Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
states a Level of Service (LOS) F is considered unacceptable on arterial
roads within the OVOV Planning Area. However, the EIR identifies
five roadway segments that will have a LOS F after buildout of the proposed
OVOV land uses. Therefore, an acknowledgement should be added that the
five segments have unacceptable, but unavoidable, levels of congestion and
any related environmental finding may need to consider a Statement of
Overriding Considerations.

8. Page 3.2-48, Policy C 2.6.2—We recommend completing the feasibility study
to establish a City/County Intelligent Transportation Management System
impact fee prior to including it as an area plan policy. The County is unaware
of any current study which has determined that this type of improvement
adequately mitigates a project's impact to roadways and intersections.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
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9. Page 3.2-64, Policy C 5.4.1—We recommend establishing a milestone date
of completion for the feasibility study of a City/County transit impact fee (see
Policy C 5.4.2). The feasibility study should describe the methods for
assessing a project's impact on transit systems including the establishment of
significance thresholds.

10. Page 3.2-66, Policy 6.1.2—We recommend deleting this policy in its entirety.
Class 2 bike lanes cannot be readily implemented within the right of way of
numerous roadways without resulting in a significant impact to vehicular traffic
and buses.

Below are additional policies we recommend for inclusion in the OVOV Plan.

11. We recommend the design of circulation plans for proposed schools take into
account any conflicts during drop-off/pick-up hours with morning and
afternoon peak-hour traffic congestion in the surrounding area. This includes
a careful review of a school's location to ensure that bicycle and pedestrian
access are encouraged, and if vehicles are anticipated to be used for drop-
off/pick-up that the queuing created does not conflict with overall circulation.

12. We recommend the design plans for traffic signal modifications or new
installations include the upgrade of poles for future left-turn phasing when
warranted and the installation of a time base unit for future coordination.

13. We recommend the design plans for all future signal installations include the
provision of communications system linking the signal to either the City's or
County's traffic control system.

14. We recommend the promotion of the County's Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program that addresses cut-through traffic through
neighborhood streets. The information is available on Public Works' website
at http ://d pw. lacounty.g0viTNUNTMP/Page 01 .cfm.

If you have any questions regarding traffic comment Nos. 7 thru 11, please contact
at Jacques M. Gilbert at (626) 300-4721 orjgilbert@dpw.lacounty.gov .

14
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Services—Sewaqe Disposal

Public Works' Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District is responsible for the
maintenance of the local sewers within the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
Santa Clarita area. Therefore, the proposed sewer system within the project area
will be required to comply with Public Works' sewer design and construction
standards. We will also require the entire development, upon completion, be
annexed to the Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District.

If you have any questions regarding sewage disposal comment, please contact
James Hilovsky at (626) 300-3363 or ihilovskv dpw.lacounty.gov .

Hazards-Flood/Water Quality

The last paragraph on page 3.12-4, states that Los Angeles County Flood Control
District provide routine street sweeping service in unincorporated area.  This
statement is incorrect and should state that street sweeping is provided by
Public Works' Road Maintenance Division.

If you have any questions regarding flood/water quality comment, please contact
Chien-Hao Chen at (818) 896-0594 or chichen dpw.lacounty.gov .

If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact
Toan Duong at (626) 458-4945 or tduong(dpw.lacounty.gov .

JY:ca
P:\ldpub\CEQA\CDM-TD\DRP - Project R2007-01 226_One Valley One Vision_RDEIR.docx
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Letter No. E3 Letter from County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works,

February 9, 2011

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The commenter requests that a statement in Section 3.1.1 of Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-

Wide Traffic Study) of the Revised Draft EIR be changed from “Unsignalized minor street and driveway

access may be allowed but signalized access is preferred and left-turn restrictions should be placed at

unsignalized access locations” (emphasis added) to “Unsignalized minor street and driveway access may

be allowed but signalized access is preferred and left-turn restrictions may be placed at unsignalized

access locations” (emphasis added). The commenter requests this change because the County has many

unsignalized access points (with stop controls with no left-turn restrictions except for sight distance

concern) in this area.

Although the aforementioned statement in Section 3.1.1 of Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR

recommends that left-turn restrictions be placed at unsignalized access locations, it does require that left-

turn restrictions be placed at all unsignalized access locations, as evidenced by use of the word “should”

instead of “shall.” Therefore, when deemed necessary, the County may continue to maintain

unsignalized access locations without left-turn restrictions, as requested by the commenter.

Response 3

The commenter states that a statement in Section 3.1.2 of Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-

Wide Traffic Study) of the Revised Draft EIR is inconsistent with the fact that secondary highways utilize

two-way, left-turn lanes as a means of allowing full access for commercial driveways and many

unsignalized minor cross streets along the roadway do not have or need left-turn restrictions unless there

are sight distance and traffic conflict concerns.

The aforementioned statement in Section 3.1.2 of Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR states, “Left-turn

restriction will generally be placed at minor unsignalized driveways (e.g. median breaks will typically

only be provided at intersections)” (emphasis added). Given the general nature of this language, when

deemed necessary, the County may continue to utilize two-way, left-turn lanes as a means of allowing

full access for commercial driveways, as requested by the commenter. Given the general nature of this

language, when deemed necessary, the County may also continue to have many unsignalized minor cross

streets along the roadway that do not have left-turn restrictions, as requested by the commenter.
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Response 4

The commenter states that a statement in Section 3.1.3 of Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-

Wide Traffic Study) of the Revised Draft EIR is inconsistent with County practice, as the County has used

painted medians as a means of left-turn lane transitions, and as bike lanes can be installed along this type

of roadway sometimes for the purpose of bikeways gap closure.

The aforementioned statement in Section 3.1.3 of Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR states, “This

classification applies to two-lane roadways generally without medians or bike lanes” (emphasis added).

Given the general nature of this language, when deemed necessary, the County may continue to use

painted medians as a means of left-turn lane transitions, as requested by the commenter. Given the

general nature of this language, when deemed necessary, the County may also continue to install bike

lanes along this type of roadway sometimes for the purpose of bikeways gap closure, as requested by the

commenter.

Response 5

The commenter states that a statement in Section 3.1.5 of Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-

Wide Traffic Study) of the Revised Draft EIR is inconsistent with County practice, as collector streets

sometimes do require medians for intermittent access and also as means for left-turn transitions. The

commenter also states that there is no mention of bike lanes here and that this type of roadway does

accommodate bike lanes for bikeways gap closure.

The aforementioned statement in Section 3.1.5 of Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR states “Typically

no median is provided and on street parking is allowed…” (emphasis added). Given the general nature

of this language, when deemed necessary, the County may continue to require medians on collector

streets for intermittent access and also as means for left-turn transitions, as requested by the commenter.

Although this language does not mention bike lanes, it does not preclude the County from

accommodating bike lanes on collector streets for bikeways gap closure when deemed necessary, as

requested by the commenter.

Response 6

The commenter requests that “and the need for auxiliary lanes for right-turn and left-turn purposes” be

added to the following statement in Section 3.2 of Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-Wide

Traffic Study) of the Revised Draft EIR: “While the maximum value represents a desirable standard,

variations in right-of-way width…”

The aforementioned statement in Section 3.2 of Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR is preceded by the

following statement: “The preceding discussion on roadway classifications included general ranges for
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right-of-way (ROW) and pavement width” (emphasis added). Given the general nature of this language

and the language that follows it, when deemed necessary, the County may continue to allow variations in

general ranges for right-of-way pavement width for any number of reasons, including the need for

auxiliary lanes for right-turn and left-turn purposes, as requested by the commenter.

Response 7

In reference to Table 3.1 in Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-Wide Traffic Study) of the

Revised Draft EIR, the commenter states that the typical configuration for a Major Highway calls for a

14-foot raised median or a 12-foot painted median. The commenter also states that the painted median

should be 14 feet, not 12 feet, and that not all the side streets need to be signalized, as such a

determination should be based on warrants.

Table 3.1 in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR provides the typical right-of-way width and typical

configuration for roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The typical right-of-way

width and typical configuration for roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are

consistent with the City of Santa Clarita’s typical width and typical configuration for similar roadways, as

required by the proposed Area Plan, and may deviate from the County’s typical width and typical

configuration for roadways outside the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. That being said, given the

general nature of Table 3.1, as evidenced by use of the term “typical,” when deemed necessary the

County may deviate from the typical width and typical configuration for roadways within the Santa

Clarita Valley, as requested by the commenter.

Response 8

In reference to Table 3.1 in Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-Wide Traffic Study) of the

Revised Draft EIR, the commenter requests corrections to the typical configuration for a Secondary

Highway that are similar to the statements made in Comment 7, except for the allowable use of a 12-foot

raised median.

Table 3.1 in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR provides the typical right-of-way width and typical

configuration for roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The typical right-of-way

width and typical configuration for roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are

consistent with the City of Santa Clarita’s typical width and typical configuration for similar roadways, as

required by the proposed Area Plan, and may deviate from the County’s typical width and typical

configuration for roadways outside the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. That being said, given the

general nature of Table 3.1, as evidenced by use of the term “typical,” when deemed necessary the

County may deviate from the typical width and typical configuration for roadways within the Santa

Clarita Valley, as requested by the commenter.
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Response 9

In reference to Table 3.1 in Appendix 3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-Wide Traffic Study) of the

Revised Draft EIR, the commenter requests that the statement of “no bike lane” be corrected in relation to

the typical configuration for a Limited Secondary Highway.

Table 3.1 in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR provides the typical right-of-way width and typical

configuration for roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. The typical right-of-way

width and typical configuration for roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are

consistent with the City of Santa Clarita’s typical width and typical configuration for similar roadways, as

required by the proposed Area Plan, and may deviate from the County’s typical width and typical

configuration for roadways outside the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley. That being said, given the

general nature of Table 3.1, as evidenced by use of the term “typical,” when deemed necessary the

County may deviate from the typical width and typical configuration for roadways within the Santa

Clarita Valley, as requested by the commenter. The commenter is also referred to Response 4, above.

Response 10

The commenter requests that the typical roadway cross-sections on pages 3-6 through 3-9 in Appendix

3.2 (One Valley One Vision Valley-Wide Traffic Study) of the Revised Draft EIR be modified in

accordance with Comments 7 through 9 and also to reflect that the County prefers the use of 12-foot

travelled lanes next to the curb (parkway or median) in addition to the width of the PCC gutter

(shoulder) consistent with Caltrans guidelines.

The typical roadway cross-sections on pages 3-6 through 3-9 in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR

provide the typical right-of-way width and typical configuration for roadways within the unincorporated

Santa Clarita Valley. The typical right-of-way width and typical configuration for roadways within the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are consistent with the City of Santa Clarita’s typical width and

typical configuration for similar roadways, as required by the proposed Area Plan, and may deviate from

the County’s typical width and typical configuration for roadways outside the unincorporated Santa

Clarita Valley. The commenter is referred to Response 7 through Response 9, above.

Response 11

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 12

The commenter states that page 3.2-30 of the Revised Draft EIR states that a Level of Service (LOS) F is

considered unacceptable on arterial roads within the OVOV Planning Area but that the Revised Draft EIR
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identifies five roadway segments that will have a LOS F after build out of the proposed OVOV land uses.

The commenter requests that an acknowledgement be added that the five segments have unacceptable,

but unavoidable, levels of congestion and that any related environmental findings may need to consider a

Statement of Overriding Considerations.

Page 3.2-30 of the Revised Draft EIR does not state that a LOS F is considered unacceptable on arterial

roads within the OVOV Planning Area. However, page 3.2-26 of the Revised Draft EIR states, in part “Los

Angeles County does not specify an acceptable LOS for the purpose of long-range planning. However, in

conformance with the Los Angeles County CMP, the maximum acceptable level of service on arterial

roads (i.e., major, secondary, and limited secondary highways) within the OVOV Planning Area is

LOS E.” Table 3.2-8 in the Revised Draft EIR, ADT V/C and LOS – Existing Conditions vs. OVOV

Buildout Conditions (With Highway Plan Roadways), identifies three roadway segments that are forecast

to operate at LOS F at buildout of the land uses and Highway Plans in the City’s proposed General Plan

and the County’s proposed Area Plan, which were both developed through the joint “One Valley One

Vision” planning effort. The three roadway segments that are forecast to operate at LOS F are located in

the City of Santa Clarita, not the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, and are therefore not relevant to the

Revised Draft EIR, which evaluates environmental impacts within the unincorporated Santa Clarita

Valley. Accordingly, it is not necessary for the Revised Draft EIR to be revised as requested by the

commenter.

Response 13

In reference to Policy C-2.6.2 in the proposed Area Plan, the commenter recommends completing the

feasibility study to establish a City/County Intelligent Transportation Management System impact fee

prior to including it as a policy in the proposed Area Plan. The commenter states that it is unaware of any

current study which has determined that this type of improvement adequately mitigates a project’s

impact to roadways and intersections.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. Policy C-2.6.2 in the proposed Area Plan states

“Evaluate the feasibility of establishing a joint City/County Intelligent Transportation Management

System (ITMS) impact fee for new development that is unable to otherwise mitigate its impacts to the

roadway system through implementation of the adopted Highway Plan.” Policy C-2.6.2 does not institute

a joint City/County Intelligent Transportation Management System fee; it only commits the County to
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evaluating the feasibility of establishing such a fee. Such a fee would only be instituted after the feasibility

study is completed and such a fee is found to be feasible, as requested by the commenter.

Response 14

In reference to Policy C-5.4.1 in the proposed Area Plan, the commenter recommends establishing a

milestone date of completion for the feasibility study of a City/County transit impact fee. The commenter

states that the feasibility study should describe the methods for assessing a project’s impact on transit

systems including the establishment of significance thresholds.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 15

The commenter recommends the deletion of Policy C-6.1.2 in the proposed Area Plan because Class 2

bike lanes cannot be readily implemented within the right of way of numerous roadways without

resulting in a significant impact to vehicular traffic and buses.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. Policy C-6.1.2 in the proposed Area Plan states, “For

long-distance riders and those who bicycle to work or services, provide striped Class 2 bike lanes within

the right-of-way, with adequate delineation and signage, where feasible and appropriate” (emphasis

added). Policy C-6.1.2 does not require a striped Class 2 bike lane within the right-of-way of all roadways

within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley; it only requires that a Class 2 bike lane within the right-

of-way of roadways within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley where feasible and appropriate. As

indicated by the commenter, a Class 2 bike lane within the right-of-way of roadways may not be feasible

and appropriate in all instances.

Response 16

The commenter recommends an additional policy in the proposed Area Plan. The additional policy

would require that the design of circulation plans for proposed schools take into account any conflicts

during drop-off/pick-up hours with morning and afternoon peak-hour traffic congestion in the
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surrounding area, including a careful review of a school’s location to ensure that bicycle and pedestrian

access are encouraged, and if vehicles are anticipated to be used for drop-off/pick-up that the queuing

created does not conflict with overall circulation.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 17

The commenter recommends an additional policy in the proposed Area Plan. The additional policy

would require that the design plans for traffic signal modifications or new installations include the

upgrade of poles for future left-turn phasing when warranted and the installation of a time base until for

future coordination.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 18

The commenter recommends an additional policy in the proposed Area Plan. The additional policy

would require that the design plans for all future signal installations include the provision of a

communications system linking the signal to either the City’s or County’s traffic control system.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 19

The commenter recommends an additional policy in the proposed Area Plan. The additional policy

would promote the County’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program that addresses cut-through

traffic through neighborhood streets.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
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available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 20

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 21

The commenter states that Public Works’ Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District is responsible for the

maintenance of the local sewers within the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated Santa Clarita area.

The commenter states that the proposed sewer system within the project area will be required to comply

with Public Works’ sewer design and construction standards. The commenter states that Public Works

will also require the entire development, upon completion, to be annexed to the Consolidated Sewer

Maintenance District.

The portion comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental

issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 22

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 23

The commenter states that the last paragraph on page 3.12-4 of the Revised Draft EIR is incorrect in that it

should state that street sweeping is provided by Public Works’ Road Maintenance Division.

The requested correction to Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3.12-4 of the Revised Draft

EIR has been made. Please see the portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,”

for the actual text revision.

Response 24

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.
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Letter No. E4 Letter from County of Los Angeles Fire Department, February 1, 2011

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to all comments that follow. No further response is required.

This comment is also an introduction to the Planning Division’s comments that follow. No further

response is required.

Response 2

The requested correction concerning the year (2009) utilized for the median response time to Executive

Summary Table ES-1, page ES-54 of the Revised Draft EIR has been made. Please see the portion of the

Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 3

The requested correction concerning the year utilized (2009) for the median response time to Section 3.15,

Public Services - Fire Protection, page 3.15-3 of the Revised Draft EIR has been made. Please see the

portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 4

The requested correction concerning the year utilized (2009) for the median response time to Section 3.15,

Public Services – Emergency Services and Wildland Fire Protection, page 3.15-32 of the Revised Draft EIR

has been made. Please see the portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for

the actual text revision.

Response 5

The requested correction concerning existing conditions volume of calls information in Section 3.15,

Public Services – Fire Protection, page 3.15-34 of the Revised Draft EIR has been made. Please see the

portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 6

The requested correction concerning fire service funding information in Section 3.15, Public Services –

Fire Protection, page 3.15-37 of the Revised Draft EIR has been made. Please see the portion of the

Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 7

The requested correction concerning the impact analysis information in Section 3.15, Public Services –

Fire Protection, page 3.15-45 of the Revised Draft EIR has been made. Please see the portion of the

Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.
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Response 8

The requested correction concerning the impact analysis information in Section 3.15, Public Services –

Fire Protection, page 3.15-46 of the Revised Draft EIR has been made. Please see the portion of the

Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 9

The comment provides information concerning the land development unit that does not raise an

environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 10

The comment provides factual and legal background information only regarding the responsibilities of

the Forestry Division of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, and does not raise an environmental

issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 11

The comment states that the Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the proposed

project, which does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 12

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.
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Letter No. E5 Letter from Jennifer Kilpatrick, February 22, 2011

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The commenter stated that the Whitaker Bermite site is far from being remediated and the commenter

was concerned that the Highway Plan referenced in Los Angeles County’s (County’s) proposed Area

Plan and in the City of Santa Clarita’s (City’s) proposed General Plan shows several proposed arterials

that will cross the Whitaker Bermite site, including an extension of Via Princessa, Santa Clarita Parkway,

and an extension of Magic Mountain Parkway. The commenter stated that these proposed arterials

cannot be constructed “in the near future” due to ongoing remediation at the Whitaker Bermite site.

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. No

further response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, it

should be noted that Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR states, “This Area Plan, as it

may be amended from time to time, is intended to serve as a long-term blueprint for development over

the next approximately 20-year planning period, except where specific policies address other target dates

as set forth in the plan” (Revised Draft EIR, pg. 2.0-1). Although the opinion of the commenter is that the

aforementioned proposed arterials cannot be constructed “in the near future,” the proposed Area Plan

looks at an approximately 20-year long planning period, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description of

the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 3

The comment states that in accordance with the Porta Bella Specific Plan (Specific Plan), adopted by the

Santa Clarita City Council, roadways must be designed by the Whitaker Bermite property owner.

The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an environmental issue within

the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. No further response is required

because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, it should be noted that the

Specific Plan was adopted by the Santa Clarita City Council, not the Board of Supervisors, as the Specific

Plan pertains to parcels within the City’s jurisdiction. Therefore, implementation of the Specific Plan will

be administered by the City, not by the County.
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Response 4

The commenter stated that the Whitaker Bermite site is not yet remediated, that it will not be remediated

“for at least 5 years or more,” and neither the City nor the County should be including proposed arterials

on the Whitaker Bermite site in the Highway Plan referenced in the County’s proposed Area Plan and in

the City’s proposed General Plan, which were both developed pursuant to the joint “One Valley One

Vision” (OVOV) planning process. The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed Area Plan. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue. However, it should be noted that Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Revised

Draft EIR states “This Area Plan, as it may be amended from time to time, is intended to serve as a

long-term blueprint for development over the next approximately 20-year planning period, except where

specific policies address other target dates as set forth in the plan” (Revised Draft EIR, pg. 2.0-1).

Although the opinion of the commenter is that the aforementioned proposed arterials cannot be

constructed “for at least 5 years or more,” the proposed Area Plan looks at an approximately 20-year long

planning period, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description of the Revised Draft EIR. The City and

County decided that proposed arterials on the Whitaker Bermite site should be included in buildout

conditions for the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan to gain an accurate

perspective of roadway conditions. As mentioned in above and in Response 2, above, buildout

conditions are likely 15 to 20 years in the future.

Response 5

The commenter states that SCOPE and all other participants reserve the right to challenge the factual

assumptions in the traffic model used to prepare the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s

proposed Area Plan, as well as the resulting Level of Service determinations. The comment raises legal

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 6

The commenter noted that information was forthcoming with regard to the status of the remediation

efforts on the Whitaker Bermite site. The comment raises issues that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

2.0-1728



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Response 7

The commenter suggested that the traffic model be re-run without the proposed arterials on the Whitaker

Bermite site. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as

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

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required. That said, the roadways were analyzed in the SCVTM because they are included in the County

and City’s Circulation Element. To not analyze them in the traffic analysis would not meet the intent of

CEQA analysis.
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Letter No. E6 Letter from Jennifer Kilpatrick, February 22, 2011

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 2

The commenter stated that the Whitaker Bermite site is far from being remediated and the commenter

was concerned that the Highway Plan referenced in Los Angeles County’s (County’s) proposed Area

Plan and in the City of Santa Clarita’s (City’s) proposed General Plan shows several proposed arterials

that will cross the Whitaker Bermite site, including an extension of Via Princessa, Santa Clarita Parkway,

and an extension of Magic Mountain Parkway. The commenter stated that these proposed arterials

cannot be constructed “in the near future” due to ongoing remediation at the Whitaker Bermite site.

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. No

further response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, it

should be noted that Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR states “This Area Plan, as it

may be amended from time to time, is intended to serve as a long-term blueprint for development over

the next approximately 20-year planning period, except where specific policies address other target dates

as set forth in the plan” (Revised Draft EIR, pg. 2.0-1). Although the opinion of the commenter is that the

aforementioned proposed arterials cannot be constructed “in the near future,” the proposed Area Plan

looks at an approximately 20-year long planning period, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description of

the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 3

The commenter stated that the Whitaker Bermite site is very far from being remediated and the

commenter was concerned that the Highway Plan referenced in the County’s proposed Area Plan and in

the City’s proposed General Plan shows several proposed arterials that will cross the Whitaker Bermite

site, which the commenter previously listed. The commenter stated that these proposed arterials cannot

be constructed “in the near future” due to ongoing remediation at the Whitaker Bermite site.

The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. No

further response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. However, it

should be noted that Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Revised Draft EIR states, “This Area Plan, as it
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may be amended from time to time, is intended to serve as a long-term blueprint for development over

the next approximately 20-year planning period, except where specific policies address other target dates

as set forth in the plan” (Revised Draft EIR, pg. 2.0-1). Although the opinion of the commenter is that the

aforementioned proposed arterials cannot be constructed “in the near future,” the proposed Area Plan

looks at an approximately 20-year long planning period, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description of

the Revised Draft EIR.

Response 4

The commenter stated that the Whitaker Bermite site is not yet remediated, that it will not be remediated

“for at least 5 years or more,” and neither the City nor the County should be including proposed arterials

on the Whitaker Bermite site in the Highway Plan referenced in the County’s proposed Area Plan and in

the City’s proposed General Plan, which were both developed pursuant to the joint “One Valley One

Vision” (OVOV) planning process. The comment expresses the opinion of the commenter. The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed Area Plan. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue. However, it should be noted that Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Revised

Draft EIR states “This Area Plan, as it may be amended from time to time, is intended to serve as a

long-term blueprint for development over the next approximately 20-year planning period, except where

specific policies address other target dates as set forth in the plan” (Revised Draft EIR, pg. 2.0-1).

Although the opinion of the commenter is that the aforementioned proposed arterials cannot be

constructed “for at least 5 years or more,” the proposed Area Plan looks at an approximately 20-year long

planning period, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description of the Revised Draft EIR. The City and

County decided that proposed arterials on the Whitaker Bermite site should be included in buildout

conditions for the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan to gain an accurate

perspective of roadway conditions. As mentioned in above and in Response 3, above, buildout

conditions are likely 15 to 20 years in the future.

Response 5

The commenter states that SCOPE and all other participants reserve the right to challenge the factual

assumptions in the traffic model used to prepare the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s

proposed Area Plan, as well as the resulting Level of Service determinations. The comment raises legal

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Response 6

The commenter suggested that the traffic model be re-run without the proposed arterials on the Whitaker

Bermite site. The comment expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as

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

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required. That said, the roadways were analyzed in the SCVTM because they are included in the County

and City’s Circulation Element. To not analyze them in the traffic analysis would not meet the intent of

CEQA analysis.
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Castaic Area Town Council P.O. Box 325 Castaic, CA 91310 0325 (661) 295 1156

February 28, 2011

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Attn: Mitch Glaser
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Glaser:

At the February 16th regular meeting of the Castaic Area Town Council, the Town Council received a
presentation from Mr. Matt Benveniste of Sikand Engineering on behalf of the property owner Donald
Clem who was also present. At the end of Mr. Benveniste’s presentation, he requested the Town
Council support a residential designation of H2 for AMB 3271 005 025 under the proposed One Valley
One Vision area plan.

The Town Council voted in favor of a designation change from RL2 to H2 and agreed to send a letter to
Regional Planning accordingly.

Please contact me directly with any questions at (661) 205 9245.

Sincerely,

Scott A. Wardle
President
Castaic Area Town Council

Cc: Rosalind Wayman

1

Letter No. E7
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Letter No. E7 Letter from Castaic Area Town Council, February 28, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that the Castaic Area Town Council supports Mr. Henry Urick’s request for a

change in the proposed Area Plan’s land use designation for Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 2865-018-033 and 

2865-018-034, as well as a change in the proposed Area Plan’s accompanying zoning designation for the 

aforementioned parcels. Specifically, Mr. Urick’s request is a change from the proposed land use

designation of Rural Land 2 (RL2) to a land use designation of Rural Land 1 (RL1) and also a change from

the proposed zoning designation of Heavy Agricultural, 2 acre minimum lot size (A-2-2) to a zoning 

designation of Heavy Agricultural, 1 acre minimum lot size (A-2-1). The commenter states that Mr.

Urick’s request includes clustering and a waiver from the Hasley Canyon Sub-Area of the Castaic Area

Community Standards District (CSD) relating to lot size and zoning. The commenter also states that the

Castaic Area Town Council felt Mr. Urick’s request was consistent with the surrounding areas.

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes that do

not appear to any physical effect on the environment, as well as economic, social, or political issues that

do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part

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

Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.
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Castaic Area Town Council

Castaic Area Town Council P.O. Box 325 Castaic, CA 91310 0325 (661) 295 1156

February 28, 2011

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Attn: Mitch Glaser
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Glaser:

At the February 16th regular meeting of the Castaic Area Town Council, the Town Council received a
presentation from Mr. Henry Urick. At the end of Mr. Urick’s presentation, he requested the Town
Council support a zoning change as part of OVOV for parcels 2865 018 033 and 2865 018 034 from A2
2/RL 2 to A2 1/RL1 with clustering and a waiver from the Hasley Canyon CSD relating to lot size and
zoning.

The Town Council felt Mr. Urick’s request was consistent with the surrounding areas and subsequently
voted unanimously (9 0) in favor of the above changes and agreed to send a letter to Regional Planning
as such.

Please contact me directly with any questions at (661) 205 9245.

Sincerely,

Scott A. Wardle
President
Castaic Area Town Council

Cc: Rosalind Wayman

1

Letter No. E8
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Letter No. E8 Letter from Castaic Area Town Council, February 28, 2011

Response 1

The comment states that the Castaic Area Town Council supports Mr. Matt Beneviste and Mr. Donald

Clem’s request for a change in the proposed Area Plan’s land use designation for Assessor’s Parcel

Number 3271-005-025. Specifically, Mr. Beneviste and Mr. Clem’s request is a change from the proposed 

land use designation of Rural Land 2 (RL2) to a land use designation of Residential 2 (H2).

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to any physical effect on

the environment, as well as economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical

effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Castaic Area Town Council P.O. Box 325 Castaic, CA 91310 0325 (661) 295 1156

March 7, 2011

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
Attn: Mitch Glaser
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan/Charlie Canyon

Dear Mr. Glaser:

On September 22, 2009, the Castaic Area Town Council sent you a letter requesting a zoning
designation of RL2 for Charlie Canyon as it related to One Valley One Vision. Please see the attached
exhibits to clarify the area the Council was referring to as Charlie Canyon.

Please contact me directly with any questions at (661) 205 9245.

Sincerely,

Scott A. Wardle
President
Castaic Area Town Council

Cc: Rosalind Wayman

Letter No. E9

1
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Letter No. E9 Letter from Castaic Area Town Council, March 7, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that the Castaic Area Town Council previously submitted a letter requesting a land

use designation of Rural Land 2 (RL2) for the Charlie Canyon area on the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use

Policy Map. The commenter also states that exhibits are attached to clarify the area that the Castaic Area

Town Council was referring to as Charlie Canyon.

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to any physical effect on

the environment, as well as economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical

effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the

decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does

not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS
2601 OCEAN PARK BOULEVARD

SUITE 205
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90405

www.cbcearthlaw.com

E-MAIL: 
ACM@CBCEARTHLAW.COM

March 9, 2011 

Via Email (rruiz@planning.lacounty.gov) and U.S. Mail 

Regional Planning Commission 
County of Los Angeles 
320 W. Temple Street, Room 1350 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re:  Proposed Changes to Designation of Sloan Canyon Road in One 
Valley One Vision Plan    

Honorable Commissioners: 

 This firm represents Citizens for Castaic, a community organization consisting of 
nearly 100 community members residing throughout the Castaic area dedicated to the 
sensible development for the community of Castaic and protection of its rural lifestyle.  
Citizens for Castaic strongly opposes the proposed removal of Limited Secondary 
Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road between Hillcrest Parkway and Quail Valley 
Road included in the proposed revisions to the One Valley One Vision Plan (OVOV).  
We believe the removal of the designation would lead to increased greenhouse gas 
emission and would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contravention of the objectives of 
the OVOV.

I. Sloan Canyon Road Would Provided Needed North-South Connection. 

Sloan Canyon Road, including the area between Hillcrest Parkway and Quail 
Valley Road, has been designated as a Limited Secondary Highway since the 1960s.  The 
community has relied on this designation for years and property owners along Sloan 
Canyon Road have contributed funds to the Bridge and Thoroughfare District based on 
the designation.  Property owners along the length of Sloan Canyon Road have already 
provide all of the required easements to the County to allow Sloan Canyon Road to be 
developed to Limited Secondary Highway standards.  The eventual development of Sloan 
Canyon Road to Limited Secondary Highway standards, through the use of Bridge and 
Thoroughfare District funds, would provide the additional north-south connection needed 
by the community in this high fire area that is prone to flooding.  In addition to times of 
fire evacuation, this additional connection is also required for days when the I-5 is shut 

1
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Letter No. E10
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down due to snow, which creates a traffic jam along Parker Road. 

There are no alternative circulation routes currently designated as Limited 
Secondary Highway.  The only other north-south road in the area is Romero Canyon 
Road, located on the outskirts of Castaic development, and it is a private street in several 
areas where easements have not been provided to the County.  The improvement of 
Romero Canyon Road for use as a north-south connector could push development to the 
outskirts of Castaic, leading to urban sprawl.  Sloan Canyon Road is highly preferable as 
a north-south connection not only because easements for its entire length already have 
been provided, but also because it is centrally located.  Sloan Canyon Road would provide 
a direct connection between the highest concentration of residential development in 
Castaic, which is located along Hillcrest Parkway-a designated Secondary Highway, and 
Castaic’s commercial center.  Use of Sloan Canyon Road as the north-south connector for 
the area would allow for shortened commute times for and vehicle miles traveled by 
residents, in particular in accessing the Castaic Area High School, proposed for 
development in Romero Canyon.  Shorter commute times and fewer vehicle miles travel 
can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions.   

II. Interagency Engineering Commission Recommendation Lacks Foundational 
Support.

The Interagency Engineering Commission (IEC) recommended the retention of 
Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation between Quail Valley 
Road and Mandolin Canyon Road, with a realignment of the northerly section of this road 
to provide direct access to the residential development that will be constructed pursuant to 
Tract 46443.  This realignment would require the County to obtain the dedication of 
additional right-of-way.  The IEC also recommended the removal of the designation 
between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest Parkway.  This would result in the removal 
of the designation from the middle of Sloan Canyon Road, while the Limited Secondary 
Highway designation would remain south of Hillcrest Parkway and north of Mandolin 
Canyon.  The IEC’s proposal to remove the designation between Mandolin Canyon Road 
and Hillcrest Parkway was based on claims of low traffic counts and an even split in 
community support and opposition to the removal.  Citizens for Castaic disputes both of 
these reasons.

First, we provided comments on the OVOV RDEIR from traffic expert Tom 
Brohard setting out the RDEIR’s failure to accurately analyze predicted future low traffic 
levels on Sloan Canyon Road and the need for this additional north-south connection.  
(Attachment 1, January 21, 2011 Citizens for Castaic letter to Mitch Glasser regarding the 
proposed removal of Limited Secondary Highway designation from Sloan Canyon Road, 
including comments from traffic expert Tom Brohard.)  Mr. Brohard found that the 
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RDEIR failed to analyze the potential traffic impacts associated with the Castaic Area 
High School, proposed for development in Romero Canyon and requiring site access from 
Sloan Canyon Road.  Other projects, such as Tentative Tract Map 52729, are planned for 
construction along Sloan Canyon Road between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest 
Parkway, were not considered in the RDEIR’s analysis of the traffic levels on Sloan 
Canyon Road. 

Secondly, community opinion regarding the removal of the limited secondary 
highway designation between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest Parkway is not 
evenly split between supporters and opponents—opponents of the removal of the 
designation greatly outweigh supports.  As shown in the attached map, more than 80 
percent of Castaic community members that submitted comments opposed the proposed 
removal of Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation.  (Attachment 
2, map showing opposition and support for the removal of the designation.)  Moreover, 
while there was strong community support for retaining the Limited Secondary Highway 
designation along the northerly portion of Sloan Canyon Road, there were no community 
member comments in favor of the realignment of Sloan Canyon Road to provide 
publically funded access to Tract 46443. 

III. The Recommendation of Castaic Area Town Council Was Not Based 
on Substantial Community Support. 

The IEC also gave great weight to the Castaic Area Town Council’s (CATC) 
endorsement of the removal of the Limited Secondary Highway designation on the 
southern portion of Sloan Canyon Road, between Mandolin Canyon and Hillcrest 
Parkway.  Since 80 percent of those submitting comments oppose the removal of the 
Limited Secondary Highway Designation, the CATC’s request clearly was not based on 
substantial community support.  The Castaic Area Community Standards District defines 
substantial community support as the support of at least two-thirds of all residents, 
property owners, and business within 1,000 feet of the project boundary and that the 
CATC’s position counts as only one vote towards reaching the two-thirds requirement.  
(Los Angeles County Code section 22.44.137 (I)(3).)  Based on the CSD’s definition, 
there is not substantial community support for the removal of the Limited Secondary 
Highway designation.   

IV.Realignment and Partial Removal of Limited Secondary Highway 
Designation Would Benefit Only Private Interests. 

Instead of providing the public benefit of a centrally located north-south connector 
for the community that could limit urban sprawl and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
Citizens for Castaic believes the IEC’s recommendations would only provide private 

5

6

7

8

2.0-1756



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

Planning Commission
March 9, 2011 
Page 4 of 5

benefits to the owners of Tract 46443 and the developer of the proposed Romero Canyon 
site for the Castaic Area High School.  The proposed realignment of Sloan Canyon Road 
would allow the use of Bridge and Thoroughfare Funds to provide access to Tract 46443, 
providing a huge benefit to the owners of Tract 46443.  Tract 46443 was conditioned 
upon the owners of the site funding the construction of access to the existing alignment of 
Sloan Canyon Road, and they have provided a bond for that access construction.  By 
retaining the Limited Secondary Highway designation on a realigned Sloan Canyon Road, 
the County would be allowing the use of public funds for road construction the owner of 
Tract 46443 would otherwise be required to privately fund. 

The removal of Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation 
between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest Parkway would also provide a private 
benefit to the developer of the proposed Romero Canyon high school site.  Tentative 
Tract Map (TTM) 47807 was previously approved for this school site.  The conditions of 
approval for TTM 47807 require the developer to provide primary access to the site via 
Sloan Canyon Road from the south as traffic mitigation.  (See Attachment 1, p. 2-3 
regarding access requirements for the proposed high school site.)  The developer of the 
proposed Romero Canyon high school site has proposed to not provide access to the high 
school site via Sloan Canyon Road from the south.  Removing the Limited Secondary 
Highway designation from Sloan Canyon Road south of Mandolin Road, could be used 
by the developer as a reason why the previous traffic mitigation conditions should not be 
imposed on the high school.   

Citizens for Castaic is also concerned the CATC’s request for the removal of Sloan 
Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation between Mandolin Canyon 
Road and Hillcrest Parkway, as well as the continued designation north of Mandolin 
Canyon was submitted as a private benefit to these developers instead of as a 
representation of community support.  The CATC submitted letters in support of the 
Romero Canyon site as a preferred site for the Castaic Area High School on May 21, 
2010, the same day it submitted its letter regarding the partial removal of the Limited 
Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road, giving a strong implication the 
two letters pertaining to the same area are related.   (Attachment 3, May 21, 2010 letter 
from CATC to Hart School District supporting Romero Canyon high school site and 
email from CATC member objecting to the support.)  For this reason, and those discussed 
above, the County should not rely on the CATC’s request as evidence of community 
support for the realignment and designation removal.  

V. Conclusion

Citizens for Castaic urges you to maintain the Limited Secondary Highway 
designation for all of Sloan Canyon Road and to keep the existing alignment of Sloan 
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Canyon Road.  This will provide the community with the necessary north-south 
connection, in the most beneficial location, providing reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions and limiting urban sprawl.  This is the result requested by the majority of the 
community.  Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.   

                                                                         Sincerely, 

                    
      Amy Minteer 

cc:     Citizens for Castaic 
 William S. Hart Union High School District 
 Daryl L. Osby, Los Angeles County Fire Chief 
          Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
 Susie Tae, Los Angeles Regional Planning  
          Michael D. Antonovich, Los Angeles County Supervisor 
          Edel Vizcarra, Planning Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich 
          Rosalind Wayman, Senior Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich 
          Ron Vaughn, Senior Architect, California Division of State Architect 
          California Department of Education, School Facilities Planning Division 
 Valerie Castro, Project Manager, California Office of Public School Construction 
 Dwayne Mears, The Planning Center 
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CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS
2601 OCEAN PARK BOULEVARD

SUITE 205
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90405

www.cbcearthlaw.com

E-MAIL: 
ACM@CBCEARTHLAW.COM

January 21, 2011 

Via Email (ovov@planning.lacounty.gov) and U.S. Mail 

Mr. Mitch Glaser 
Supervising Regional Planner 
Department of Regional Planning  
County of Los Angeles 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re:  Comments on RDEIR Proposed Changes to Designation of Sloan 
Canyon Road in One Valley One Vision Plan    

Dear Mr. Glaser: 

 On behalf of Citizens for Castaic, we provide the following comments on the 
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) prepared to analyze proposed 
changes to the Santa Clarita Valley One Valley One Vision Plan (OVOV).  Specifically, 
we direct our comments to the proposal to remove the Limited Secondary Highway 
designation of Sloan Canyon Road from Hillcrest Parkway to Quail Valley Road in 
Castaic.  As stated in our letter dated November 23, 2010, Citizens for Castaic strongly 
opposes this proposal.  (Please include our November 23, 2010 letter of opposition as a 
comment letter on the RDEIR.  A copy of this letter is included as Attachment 1.)   

 Citizens for Castaic hereby submits the attached comments on the RDEIR’s traffic 
analysis prepared by traffic expert Tom Brohard and Associates.  (Attachment 2, 
comments by Tom Brohard and Associate; Attachment 3, curriculum vitae for Tom 
Brohard.)  Tom Brohard and Associates have identified numerous potentially significant 
adverse traffic impacts associated with the removal of the Limited Secondary Highway 
designation on Sloan Canyon Road.  Flaws in the RDEIR’s proposal to remove the 
designation from Sloan Canyon Road include: conflict of the removal with other goals 
and objectives of the OVOV; lack of adequate emergency/secondary access; lack of 
adequate traffic analysis to support the removal; and failure to include the traffic that 
would be generated by the proposed Castaic Area High School.   
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A. Greenhouse Gas and Air Quality Impacts from Traffic Gridlock 
Should Be Analyzed.

Tom Brohard and Associates notes that leaving the Limited Secondary Highway 
designation of Sloan Canyon Road could reduce the significant traffic gridlock that would 
otherwise occur at the I-5 interchanges with Sloan Canyon Road and Parker Road along 
The Old Road.   Failing to provide this additional north-south connector for Castaic by 
removing the designation of Sloan Canyon Road would increase predicted traffic 
backups.  Further, these traffic backups would result in increased greenhouse gases 
emissions and other vehicular emissions such as carbon monoxide and particulate matter. 
 The RDEIR must analyze the potential increase in greenhouse gas emission as required 
by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4, as well as air quality impacts that would result 
from the removal of an additional north-south connector for Castaic.  CEQA requires the 
County to consider all feasible measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Thus, the 
County should consider leaving the designation of Sloan Canyon Road in place as a 
means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that would otherwise result from increased 
traffic gridlock.   

B. The Community Standards District Would Significantly Limit the 
Width of Sloan Canyon Road if the Designation is Removed. 

 If the Limited Secondary Highway designation is removed from Sloan Canyon 
Road, it would be deemed a local street.  The Castaic Area Community Standards District 
limits the width of local streets to a maximum of 28 feet.  (Los Angeles County Code 
section 22.44.137(D)(2)(a).)  This is less than half the width that would be allowed for 
Sloan Canyon Road if the designation were to remain in place.  The RDEIR fails to 
acknowledge this limitation that would be placed on the width of Sloan Canyon Road, 
and thus fails to adequately analyze the potential land use and traffic impacts associated 
with the proposed removal of the Limited Secondary Highway designation of Sloan 
Canyon Road.   

C. The RDEIR Fails to Analyze Impacts to Existing Land Use Approvals. 

The approval of Tentative Tract Map 47807 requires the owners of this 77 home 
tract map located in the Romero Canyon area of Castaic to provide access to the site via 
Sloan Canyon Road from both north and south in the area between Hillcrest Parkway and 
Quail Valley Road.  Specifically, the County has required that the developers provide 
access to the site “on Romero Canyon Road via Parker Road [which connects to Sloan 
Canyon Road] north of the project and on Romero Canyon Road via Sloan Canyon Road 
and Madloy Street [now known as Hillcrest Parkway] south of the project.”  (Attachment 
4, November 19, 1991 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning Project 
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Changes/Conditions Due To Environmental Evaluation for Tract No. 47807.)  If the 
Limited Secondary Highway designation is removed from Sloan Canyon Road, the 
developers may no longer be able to comply with the conditions of approval for Tentative 
Tract Map 47807.  This would result in their inability to move forward with the project 
because they could not be in substantial compliance with the conditions of approval.  The 
RDEIR fails to analyze this land use conflict.     

Further, the County specified that access to this site should be provided by Sloan 
Canyon Road as a means of mitigating potentially significant traffic impacts associated 
with Tract Map 47807.  If Tract Map 47807, or any other project located at the same site 
such as the proposed Castaic Area High School project, were no longer able to comply 
with this mitigation measure to use Sloan Canyon Road from the south as a primary 
access route and Sloan Canyon Road from the north as a secondary access route, 
significant adverse traffic impacts would result.  The RDEIR fails to analyze whether the 
Sloan Canyon Road could still be used to access Tract Map 47807 or the Castaic Area 
High School if the Limited Secondary Highway designation were removed.   

Conclusion

In conclusion, Citizens for Castaic reiterates it request that the County maintain the 
Limited Secondary Highway designation for Sloan Canyon Road.  Sloan Canyon Road 
has been designated as a Limited Secondary Highway for 50 years without any negative 
impacts on the community, whereas removing this designation could result in adverse 
impacts to Castaic citizens.  Further, the majority of the property owners along Sloan 
Canyon Road have paid fees into the County’s Bridge and Thoroughfare District.  If the 
designation is removed, the fees already paid will no longer be able to be used to fund 
road construction and rehabilitation projects along Sloan Canyon Road.  For all of these 
reasons, including those indentified in the traffic analysis prepared by Tom Brohard and 
Associates, we request that you revise the proposed OVOV to include the continued 
Limited Secondary Highway designation for Sloan Canyon Road.   

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.   

                                                                         Sincerely, 

        
      Amy Minteer 
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Attachments: 
1. Citizens for Castaic November 23, 2010 Comment Letter 
2. Analysis of Traffic Impacts by Tom Brohard and Associate 
3. Curriculum Vitae for Tom Brohard 
4. Conditions of Approval for TTM 47807 

cc:    Citizens for Castaic 
         William S. Hart Union High School District Governing Board 
         Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
         Michael D. Antonovich, Los Angeles County Supervisor 
         Edel Vizcarra, Planning Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich 
         Rosalind Wayman, Senior Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich 
         Los Angeles County Planning Commission 
         Ron Vaughn, Senior Architect, California Division of State Architect 
         California Department of Education, School Facilities Planning Division 
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www.cbcearthlaw.com

E-MAIL: 
ACM@CBCEARTHLAW.COM

November 23, 2010 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Mr. Mitch Glaser 
Supervising Regional Planner 
Department of Regional Planning  
County of Los Angeles 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re:  Proposed Changes to Designation of Sloan Canyon Road in One 
Valley One Vision Plan    

Dear Mr. Glaser: 

 This firm represents Citizens for Castaic, a community group dedicated to the 
sensible development for the community of Castaic and protection of its equestrian 
lifestyle.  Citizens for Castaic strongly opposes the proposed removal of Limited 
Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway.   

 The area around Sloan Canyon Road is prone to wildfires and flooding, 
necessitating adequate emergency access.  The continued designation of Sloan Canyon 
Road as a Limited Secondary Highway will help provide the required emergency access.  
The removal of the Limited Secondary Highway designation for Sloan Canyon would 
also remove Sloan Canyon Road from the Highway Plan and Bridge and Thoroughfare 
District, limiting the funds that could be used to improve emergency access along this 
road.

The retention of the Limited Secondary Highway designation is particularly 
important in light of a recent proposal to construct a new high school at a location to 
which Sloan Canyon Road could provide access.  Sloan Canyon Road should remain 
designated as a Limited Secondary Highway to ensure there could be a safe route to the 
proposed school and adequate funding to provide that route in a timely manner.   
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Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.  Thank you for your time 
and consideration in this matter.   

                                                                         Sincerely, 
          

      Amy Minteer 

cc:    Citizens for Castaic 
         Michael D. Antonovich, Los Angeles County Supervisor 
         Pat Modugno, Planning Commissioner 
         Paul Novak, Planning Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich 
         Rosalind Wayman, Senior Deputy to Supervisor Antonovich 
         Castaic Area Town Council 
         William S. Hart UHSD Governing Board 
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Tom Brohard, PE 

Licenses: 1975 / Professional Engineer / California – Civil, No. 24577 
1977 / Professional Engineer / California – Traffic, No. 724 
2006 / Professional Engineer / Hawaii – Civil, No. 12321 

Education: 1969 / BSE / Civil Engineering / Duke University 

Experience: 40 Years 

Memberships: 1977 / Institute of Transportation Engineers – Fellow, Life 
1978 / Orange County Traffic Engineers Council - Chair 1982-1983 
1981 / American Public Works Association - Member 

Tom is a recognized expert in the field of traffic engineering and transportation planning. 
His background also includes responsibility for leading and managing the delivery of 
various contract services to numerous cities in Southern California.

Tom has extensive experience in providing transportation planning and traffic engineering 
services to public agencies. Since May 2005, he has served as Consulting City Traffic 
Engineer three days a week to the City of Indio. He also currently provides “on call” Traffic 
and Transportation Engineer services to the Cities of Big Bear Lake and San Fernando. In 
addition to conducting traffic engineering investigations for Los Angeles County from 1972 
to 1978, he has previously served as City Traffic Engineer in the following communities: 

o Bellflower ..................................................... 1997 - 1998 
o Bell Gardens ................................................ 1982 - 1995 
o Huntington Beach ........................................ 1998 - 2004 
o Lawndale ..................................................... 1973 - 1978 
o Los Alamitos ................................................ 1981 - 1982 
o Oceanside ................................................... 1981 - 1982 
o Paramount................................................... 1982 - 1988 
o Rancho Palos Verdes .................................. 1973 - 1978 
o Rolling Hills .................................................. 1973 - 1978, 1985 - 1993 
o Rolling Hills Estates ..................................... 1973 - 1978, 1984 - 1991 
o San Marcos ................................................. 1981  
o Santa Ana .................................................... 1978 - 1981 
o Westlake Village .......................................... 1983 - 1994 

During these assignments, Tom has supervised City staff and directed other consultants 
including traffic engineers and transportation planners, traffic signal and street lighting 
personnel, and signing, striping, and marking crews. He has secured over $5 million in 
grant funding for various improvements. He has managed and directed many traffic and 
transportation studies and projects. While serving these communities, he has personally 
conducted investigations of hundreds of citizen requests for various traffic control devices. 
Tom has also successfully presented numerous engineering reports at City Council, 
Planning Commission, and Traffic Commission meetings in these and other municipalities. 
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Tom Brohard and Associates

In his service to the City of Indio since May 2005, Tom has accomplished the following: 

 Oversaw preparation and adoption of the Circulation Element Update of the General 
Plan including development of Year 2035 buildout traffic volumes, revised and 
simplified arterial roadway cross sections, and reduction in acceptable Level of 
Service criteria under certain constraints 

 Oversaw preparation of fact sheets/design exceptions to reduce shoulder widths on 
Jackson Street over I-10 as well as justifications for protected-permissive left turn 
phasing at I-10 on-ramps, the first such installation in Caltrans District 8 in Riverside 
County; oversaw preparation of plans and provided assistance during construction of 
a $1.5 million project to install traffic signals and widen three of four ramps at the I-
10/Jackson Street Interchange under a Caltrans encroachment permit issued under 
the Streamlined Permit Process 

 Oversaw preparation of fact sheets/design exceptions to reduce shoulder widths on 
Monroe Street over I-10 as well as striping plans to install left turn lanes on Monroe 
Street at the I-10 Interchange under a Caltrans encroachment permit 

 Oversaw preparation of traffic impact analyses for Project Study Reports evaluating 
different alternatives for buildout improvement of the I-10/Monroe Street and the I-
10/Golf Center Parkway Interchanges 

 Oversaw preparation of plans, specifications, and contract documents and provided 
assistance during construction of 22 new traffic signal installations 

 Oversaw preparation of plans and provided assistance during construction for the 
conversion of two traffic signals from fully protected left turn phasing to protected-
permissive left turn phasing with flashing yellow arrows 

 Reviewed and approved over 450 work area traffic control plans as well as signing 
and striping plans for all City and developer funded roadway improvement projects 

 Oversaw preparation of a City wide traffic safety study of conditions at all schools 

 Prepared over 350 work orders directing City forces to install, modify, and/or remove 
traffic signs, pavement and curb markings, and roadway striping 

 Oversaw preparation of engineering and traffic surveys to establish enforceable 
speed limits on over 125 street segments 

 Reviewed and approved traffic impact studies prepared for more than 16 major 
development projects 

Since forming Tom Brohard and Associates in 2000, Tom has reviewed many traffic impact 
reports and environmental documents for various development projects. He has provided 
expert witness services and also prepared traffic studies for public agencies and private 
sector clients.
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Letter No. E10 Letter from Chatten-Brown & Carstens, March 9, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that Citizens for Castaic, a community organization, opposes the proposed Area

Plan’s removal of the Limited Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road between Hillcrest

Parkway and Quail Valley Road. The commenter states that the removal of the designation would lead to

increased greenhouse emissions and would encourage urban sprawl, in direct contravention of the

objectives of the proposed Area Plan.

The comment regarding greenhouse gas emissions addresses general subject areas, which received

extensive analysis in the Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be

provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

The remainder of the comment is oriented to the proposed Area Plan, not the Revised Draft EIR, and only

expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. Nonetheless, the

following information is provided. The commenter does not provide specifics as to how the designation

of Sloan Canyon Road would encourage urban sprawl. Development within the Castaic community will

be guided by the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map, which designates the Sloan Canyon area as

Rural Land, which precludes development at urban densities.

Response 2

The commenter states that Sloan Canyon Road, including the area between Hillcrest Parkway and Quail

Valley Road, has been designated as a Limited Secondary Highway since the 1960s, and that the

community has relied on this designation for years and property owners along Sloan Canyon Road have

contributed funds to the Bridge and Thoroughfare (B&T) District based on this designation. The

commenter states that property owners along the length of Sloan Canyon Road have already provided all

of the required easements to allow Sloan Canyon Road to be developed to Limited Secondary Highway

standards and that the eventual development of Sloan Canyon Road to Limited Secondary Highway

standards, through the use of B&T District funds, would provide the additional north-south connection

needed by the community in this high fire area that is prone to flooding. The commenter states this

additional connection is needed in times of fire evacuation and also when Interstate 5 is shut down due to

snow, which creates a traffic jam along Parker Road.
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The comment is oriented to the proposed Area Plan, not the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. The commenter correctly states that Sloan Canyon

Road, including the area between Hillcrest Parkway and Quail Valley Road, has been planned as a

Limited Secondary Highway for many years. However, the commenter is incorrect regarding easements

and B&T fees. All required easements for construction of Sloan Canyon Road as a Limited Secondary

Highway have not been provided. Although Sloan Canyon Road is currently designated as a Highway, it

is important to note that during the formation of the Castaic B&T District, and during subsequent

updates to the Castaic B&T District, Sloan Canyon Road was not included. B&T funding was never

envisioned for Sloan Canyon Road, regardless of whether it was designated as a Highway. The

commenter does not provide specifics as to how the designation of Sloan Canyon Road would preclude a

north-south connection in this area. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon

Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway

would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element describes local streets

as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include residential streets,

private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation planning at the General

Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” Accordingly, if Sloan Canyon

Road were to be considered a local street, it would continue to accommodate north-south access within

the Castaic community. Removal of a Limited Secondary Highway designation does not impede or

eliminate the ability of a local street to provide a connection.

Response 3

The commenter states there are no alternative circulation routes currently designated as a Limited

Secondary Highway, and that the only other north-south road in the area is Romero Canyon Road, a

private street located on the outskirts of Castaic development where easements have not been provided

to the County. The commenter states that the improvement of Romero Canyon Road for use as a

north-south connector could push development to the outskirts of Castaic, leading to urban sprawl, and

that Sloan Canyon Road is highly preferable as a north-south connection because it is centrally located

and because easements for its entire length have been provided. The commenter states that Sloan Canyon

Road would provide a direct connection between the highest concentration of residential development in

Castaic, which is located along Hillcrest Parkway, and Castaic’s commercial center, and would access the

proposed Castaic Area High School. The commenter states that use of Sloan Canyon Road would allow
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for shortened commute times and vehicle miles traveled, which could help reduce greenhouse gas

emissions.

The comment regarding greenhouse gas emissions addresses general subject areas, which received

extensive analysis in the Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be

provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

The remainder of the comment is oriented to the proposed Area Plan, not the Revised Draft EIR, and only

expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. The commenter is incorrect regarding easements for

Sloan Canyon Road (see Response 2, above). The commenter does not provide specifics as to how the

designation of Sloan Canyon Road would preclude a north-south connection in this area, as to how the

designation of Sloan Canyon Road affects Romero Canyon Road, or as to how the designation of Sloan

Canyon Road would push development to the outskirts of Castaic or lead to urban sprawl. If the Limited

Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed,

Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area

Plan’s Circulation Element describes local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited

mobility, and may include residential streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the

purposes of circulation planning at the General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted

Highway Plan.” Accordingly, if Sloan Canyon Road were to be considered a local street, it would

continue to accommodate north-south access within the Castaic community. Removal of a Limited

Secondary Highway designation does not impede or eliminate the ability of a local street to provide a

connection. Furthermore, the proposed Area Plan does not propose to designate Romero Canyon Road as

a Limited Secondary Highway, so it would also be considered as a local street. Lastly, development

within the Castaic community will be guided by the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map, which

designates the Sloan Canyon and Romero Canyon areas as Rural Land, which precludes development at

urban densities.

Response 4

The commenter states that the County’s Interdepartmental Engineering Committee (IEC) recommended

the retention of Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation between Quail Valley

Road and Mandolin Canyon Road, with a realignment of the northerly section of this road to provide
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direct access to the residential development that will be constructed pursuant to Tract 46443, which

would require the County to obtain the dedication of additional right-of-way. The commenter also states

that the IEC recommended the removal of Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation

between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest Parkway, which would result in the removal of this

designation from the middle of Sloan Canyon Road. The commenter states that the IEC’s proposal was

based on claims of low traffic counts and an even split in community support and opposition to the

removal, and that Citizens for Castaic disputes both of these reasons.

The comment is oriented to an IEC recommendation, not the Revised Draft EIR. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.

Response 5

The commenter states that Citizens for Castaic provided comments on the Revised Draft EIR from traffic

expert Tom Brohard setting out the Revised Draft EIR’s failure to accurately analyze projected future

traffic levels on Sloan Canyon Road and the need for this additional north-south connection. The

commenter states that Mr. Brohard found that the Revised Draft EIR failed to analyze the potential traffic

impacts associated with the Castaic Area High School and other projects, such as Tentative Tract Map

52729.

Please see Letter No. D79, Responses 13 to 38, for responses to Mr. Brohard’s comments on the Revised

Draft EIR. At the time the Notice of Preparation for this EIR was issued on July 28, 2008, the location of

the proposed Castaic Area High School had not been determined. The OVOV Valley-Wide Traffic Study

(Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft EIR) analyzed all of the existing, proposed, and expected traffic in the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley as of July 28, 2008, including projected and expected traffic from

Tentative Tract Map 52729, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).

Response 6

The commenter states that community opinion regarding the removal of the Limited Secondary Highway

designation between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest Parkway is not evenly split between

supporters and opponents, as opponents of the removal of the designation greatly outweigh supporters

(the commenter refers to an attached map that shows that more than 80 percent of Castaic community

members that submitted comments opposed the removal). The commenter states that while there was

strong community support for retaining the Limited Secondary Highway designation along the northerly

portion of Sloan Canyon Road, there were no community member comments in favor of the realignment

of Sloan Canyon Road to provide publically funded access to Tract 46443.
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The comment raises political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 7

The commenter states that the IEC gave great weight to the Castaic Area Town Council’s (CATC)

endorsement of the removal of the Limited Secondary Highway designation on the southern portion of

Sloan Canyon Road, between Mandolin Canyon and Hillcrest Parkway. The commenter states that the

CAT’s request was not based on substantial community support since 80 percent of those submitting

comments oppose the removal of the designation. The commenter states that the Castaic Area

Community Standards District (CSD) defines substantial community support as the support of at least

two-thirds of all residents, property owners, and business within 1,000 feet of the project boundary and

that the CATC’s position counts only as one vote towards reaching the two-thirds requirement (Los

Angeles County Code Section 22.44.137.I.3), and that there is not substantial community support for the

removal based on the CSD’s definition.

The comment raises political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a

final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. The commenter’s reference to the CSD is not relevant

to the proposed Area Plan. Section 22.44.137.I of the County Zoning Ordinance states: “Other Variations.”

If a proposed project is located in a Residential Planned Development or a Specific Plan zone and can be

found consistent with the goals of this CSD, the development standards herein may be modified, if the

applicant obtains a conditional use permit, by meeting the burden of proof provided in Part 1, Chapter

22.56, and further demonstrates that the project satisfies the following:” and Section 22.44.137.I.3 of the

County Zoning Ordinance (regarding substantial community support) is listed as one of the items that

the project must satisfy. The proposed Area Plan is not a proposed development project in a Residential

Planned Development or a Specific Plan Zone; it is a comprehensive revision of a currently adopted Area

Plan. Furthermore, the proposed Area Plan does not seek to modify the development standards of the

CSD.

Response 8

The commenter states that the IEC’s recommendations would not provide the public benefit of a centrally

located north-south connector for the community that could limit urban sprawl and reduce greenhouse
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gas emissions and would only provide private benefits to the owners of Tract 46443 and the developer of

the proposed Castaic Area High School. The commenter states that the proposed realignment of Sloan

Canyon Road would allow the use of B&T funds to provide access to Tract 46443, providing a huge

benefit to the owners of that tract, and that Tract 46443 was conditioned upon the owners of the site

funding the construction of access to the existing alignment of Sloan Canyon Road, and that the owners

have provided a bond for that access construction. The commenter states that by retaining the Limited

Secondary Highway designation on a realigned Sloan Canyon Road, the County would be allowing the

use of public funds for road construction that the owner of Tract 46443 would otherwise be required to

privately fund.

The comment regarding greenhouse gas emissions addresses general subject areas, which received

extensive analysis in the Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be

provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

The remainder of the comment is oriented to the proposed Area Plan, not the Revised Draft EIR, and only

expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. Nonetheless, the

commenter is referred to Response 2, above, regarding B&T fees, and the following information is

provided. The commenter does not provide specifics as to how the designation of Sloan Canyon Road

would preclude a north-south connection in this area or as to how the designation of Sloan Canyon Road

could limit urban sprawl. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road north of

Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway would be

considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element describes local streets as follows:

“streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include residential streets, private streets,

service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation planning at the General Plan level, local

streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” Accordingly, if Sloan Canyon Road were to be

considered a local street, it would continue to accommodate north-south access within the Castaic

community. Removal of a Limited Secondary Highway designation does not impede or eliminate the

ability of a local street to provide a connection. Furthermore, development within the Castaic community

will be guided by the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map, which designates the Sloan Canyon

area as Rural Land, which precludes development at urban densities. Lastly, the proposed Area Plan

does not modify or negate previous conditions of approval for Tract 46443.
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Response 9

The commenter states that the removal of Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation

between Mandolin Canyon Road and Hillcrest Parkway would also provide a private benefit to the

developer of the proposed Castaic High School. The commenter states that Tentative Tract Map 47807

was previously approved for the proposed Castaic High School site and that the conditions of approval

for Tentative Tract Map 47807 required the developer to provide primary access to the site via Sloan

Canyon Road from the south as traffic mitigation, and the developer of the proposed Castaic High School

site has proposed to not provide access to the high school site via Sloan Canyon Road from the south. The

commenter states that removing the Limited Secondary Highway designation from Sloan Canyon Road

could be used by the developer as a reason why the previous traffic mitigation conditions should not be

imposed on the high school.

The comments are oriented towards a potential project (the proposed Castaic High School), not the

Revised Draft EIR. As of the date the Final EIR for the proposed Area Plan was released, a Draft EIR for

the proposed Castaic High School project had not been released, so comments regarding the project are

speculative. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision

makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. No further response is required given that the

comment does not address or question the content of the Revised Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the following

information is provided. The proposed Area Plan does not modify or negate previous conditions of

approval for Tract 47807.

Response 10

The commenter states that Citizens for Castaic is concerned that the CATC’s request for the removal of

Sloan Canyon Road’s Limited Secondary Highway designation between Mandolin Canyon Road and

Hillcrest Parkway, as well as the continued designation north of Mandolin Canyon, was submitted as a

private benefit to certain developers instead of as a representation of community support. The

commenter states that the CATC submitted letters in support of the Romero Canyon site as a preferred

site for the proposed Castaic Area High School on May 21, 2010, the same day it submitted its letter

regarding the partial removal of the Limited Secondary Highway designation of Sloan Canyon Road. The

commenter expresses an opinion that the implication is that the two letters pertaining to the same area

are related, and for this reason and those discussed above, the County should not rely on the CATC’s

request as evidence of community support for the realignment and the designation removal.

The comment raises political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment.

The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
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final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response 11

The comment states that Citizens for Castaic urges the County to maintain the Limited Secondary

Highway designation for all of Sloan Canyon Road and to keep the existing alignment of Sloan Canyon

Road in order to provide the community with the necessary north-south connection, in the most

beneficial location, providing reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and limiting urban sprawl. The

commenter states that this is the result requested by the majority of the community.

The comment regarding greenhouse gas emissions addresses general subject areas, which received

extensive analysis in the Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR. The comment does

not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be

provided or is required. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

The remainder of the comment is oriented to the proposed Area Plan, not the Revised Draft EIR, and only

expresses the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required. Nonetheless, the

following information is provided. The commenter does not provide specifics as to how the designation

of Sloan Canyon Road would preclude a north-south connection in this area or as to how the designation

of Sloan Canyon Road would limit urban sprawl. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of Sloan

Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest

Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element describes

local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include residential

streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation planning at the

General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” Accordingly, if Sloan

Canyon Road were to be considered a local street, it would continue to accommodate north-south access

within the Castaic community. Removal of a Limited Secondary Highway designation does not impede

or eliminate the ability of a local street to provide a connection. Furthermore, development within the

Castaic community will be guided by the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map, which designates

the Sloan Canyon area as Rural Land, which precludes development at urban densities.
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Letter No. E11 Letter from State of California, Department of Justice: Attorney General,

March 17, 2011

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment states that while the County has revised and added additional policies that reflect the

Department of Justice’s (DOJ) previously submitted comment, the revisions do not comply with CEQA

(as discussed in forthcoming comments), nor does the Revised Draft EIR describe meaningful mitigation

measures.

The comment is prefatory and provides no specific details regarding alleged noncompliance with CEQA,

only expressing general opinions of the commenter regarding adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR. The

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental

issue, no further response is required.

Response 3

The comment states that while Revised Draft EIR discloses the significant health effects likely to result

from implementation of the proposed Area Plan, it fails to propose feasible mitigation to address those

effects. Section 3.3, Air Quality of the Revised Draft EIR includes a mitigation framework that would

require the implementation of mitigation measures during construction and operation of development

project implemented under the proposed Area Plan. The mitigation framework is provided on pages

3.3-82 through 3.3-86.

In November 2004, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) prepared a subregional

analysis for the Santa Clarita Valley (Valley), which includes areas within the City of Santa Clarita and

areas within unincorporated Los Angeles County.34 (See Appendix F3.3) The subregional analysis

indicated that the Valley’s air quality is more greatly influenced by pollutant emissions transported into

the Valley from areas to the south than by pollutant emissions generated in the Valley itself. The

overwhelming contribution of pollution transport to the Valley comes from the San Fernando Valley and

metropolitan Los Angeles. The major daytime wind vectors are from the south and upwind emission

source areas. Additionally, field studies have confirmed the prevalent transport route through the

Newhall Pass by tracing the northward movement of inert tracer gases released in the Metropolitan Los

Angeles areas. As an example, the City of Santa Clarita is a relatively small contributor to the total

34 South Coast Air Basin, Santa Clarita Subregional Analysis, (2004).
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emissions of the key pollutants in both Los Angeles County and the South Coast Air Basin as a whole.

The report indicates that across the board, the emissions are typically less than 3 percent of the County

total and 2 percent of the South Coast Air Basin total.

Despite the fact that the SCAQMD has determined that the Santa Clarita Valley’s air quality is more

greatly influenced by pollutant emissions transported into the Valley, the Revised Draft EIR and the

Revised Final EIR requires that all implementing projects under the proposed Area Plan mitigate

construction-related emissions, particularly fugitive dust and diesel emissions, the latter of which

generally has the greatest adverse impact on human health during construction. The Revised Draft EIR

and the Revised Final EIR requires that projects develop a Construction Traffic Emission Management

Plan to minimize emissions from motor vehicles including, but not limited to, scheduling truck deliveries

to avoid peak hour traffic conditions, consolidating truck deliveries, and prohibiting truck idling in

excess of 5 minutes. The Revised Draft EIR and the Revised Final EIR also requires that implementing

projects develop a Construction Emission Management Plan to minimize construction-related emissions

from heavy-duty equipment and construction activities. The Construction Emission Management Plan

requires measures recommended by the SCAQMD that would control fugitive dust and reduce

combustion emissions, especially from diesel-fueled equipment. In particular, the Plan requires that off-

road heavy-duty diesel equipment comply with increasingly stringent emission standards that have been

adopted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and emission control devices, such as

CARB-verified diesel particulate filters.

With regards to operation, the Revised Draft EIR and the Revised Final EIR requires that implementing

projects mitigate operational-related emissions by meeting specified building standards and that

implementing projects undergo specific project-level environmental review if certain land use planning

considerations are met based on the recommendations in CARB’s guidance document, Air Quality and

Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (April, 2005). The mitigation measures would require

that all implementing residential and commercial projects under the proposed Area Plan meet the

standard set in the County of Los Angeles Green Building Program. With regards to the

recommendations in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, the Revised Draft EIR and the Revised

Final EIR requires that implementing projects where sensitive receptors are located within specified

screening distances conduct a project-level health risk assessment. The screening distances are

recommended by CARB and serve as a general guideline, not a regulatory requirement, for lead agencies.

The proposed Area Plan itself serves as a guideline for future development in the region and does not

request approval to develop or construct specific projects. However, future projects of a certain type that

may be proposed for implementation within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley would be required

by the Revised Draft EIR and the Revised Final EIR to consider and evaluate the potential health effects
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on sensitive receptors located within the screening distances. It should be noted that additional

mitigation measures with regards to land use planning considerations have been included in 3.3, Air

Quality revisions, in Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, per Comment Letter C4 from the SCAQMD,

as follows:

3.3-10 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks per

day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units [TRUs] per day, or

where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per week) shall be required to conduct a

health risk assessment.

3.3-11 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater shall be required to conduct a health risk assessment.

3.3-12 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation shall be required to conduct a health risk

assessment.

3.3-13 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps and other sensitive uses located

within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million

gallons per year or greater) shall be required to conduct a health risk assessment.

3.3-14 Prior to implementing project approval, tract maps, and other sensitive uses located

immediately downwind of petroleum refineries shall be required to conduct a health risk

assessment.

These additional mitigation measures included in the Revised Final EIR were added to incorporate all

applicable CARB recommendations in its Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. Also, see Responses 4 and 8

below for a further explanation of how the proposed Area Plan may increase the jobs/housing balance,

which in turn reduces vehicle miles traveled by approximately 12 percent. The increase in average daily

trips by 120 percent would indicate a greater number of much shorter trips.

Response 4

In reference to various portions of the Revised Draft EIR, the commenter states that build out of the

proposed Area Plan will result in a roughly doubling of emissions of two significant pollutants by greatly

increasing the amount of driving in the Santa Clarita Valley, and as a result, will significantly worsen an

already critical ozone pollution problem. The comment expresses the interpretations and opinions of the

commenter.

2.0-1810



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

The commenter should note that the portions of the Revised Draft EIR cited do not factor in all relevant

mitigation measures of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan (both of

which were developed through the joint OVOV planning effort), nor do they include air quality

improvements from mandated energy reduction requirements of an updated Title 24, which was adopted

after the Revised Draft EIR analysis was prepared. The summary of average daily trip generation totals

by land use found on page 38 of the OVOV Traffic Study (Appendix B of the Revised Draft EIR) informs

this response further as it suggests an improved jobs/housing balance in the Santa Clarita Valley as a

result of build out of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan. The

increase demonstrated in retail, office, and industrial average daily trips may explain the 120 percent

increase in trip ends compared to a 75 percent increase in estimated population growth. For additional

information, see Response 8 below.

Historical ozone concentrations in the South Coast Air Basin have declined substantially according to

data provided by the SCAQMD. In 1990, the maximum 1-hour ozone level was 0.33 and the maximum

8-hour ozone level was 0.194, and the number of days with health advisories and Stage 1 episode smog

alerts was 107 and 41 days, respectively. In 2010, the maximum 1-hour ozone level was 0.143 and the

maximum 8-hour ozone level was 0.123. There were no days with health advisories or Stage 1 episode

smog alerts anywhere in the South Coast Air Basin in 2010 (the first time this has happened since ozone

records are available from 1976).35 Based on the historical data presented above, it is reasonable to

consider that future growth does not necessarily result in more severe health impacts from air pollution

and that implementation of policies that manage and reduce air pollution, such as policies developed by

the SCAQMD and policies in the proposed Area Plan, can be effective at minimizing and reducing air

quality health impacts.

Response 5

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR concludes that adoption of the land use decisions

proposed in the proposed Area Plan would result in particulate matter and ozone emissions that exceed

existing amounts. The comment also states that the Revised Draft EIR acknowledges the possible health

effects of exposure to particulate matter.

As indicated in Response 4, the emissions presented in the Revised Draft EIR do not factor in all relevant

mitigation measures of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed Area Plan (both of

which were developed through the joint OVOV planning effort), nor do they include air quality

improvements from mandated energy reduction requirements of an updated Title 24, which was adopted

35 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Historical Ozone Air Quality Trends: Ozone, 1976-2010,”

http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/o3trend.html. 2011.
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after the Revised Draft EIR analysis was prepared. Also as indicated in Response 4, ozone levels have

substantially declined in the South Coast Air Basin and that future growth does not necessarily result in

more severe health impacts from air pollution. In fact, historical data from the SCAQMD shows that

ozone levels have steadily declined such that there were no days with health advisories or Stage 1 smog

alerts in 2010, the first time this has happened since ozone records are available from 1976. Historical data

also indicates that particulate matter levels have declined from 93 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) in

the Santa Clarita Valley in 1990 to 40 µg/m3 in 2010.36 Therefore, while air pollution in Santa Clarita

Valley is an important health concern, growth does not necessarily result in more severe health impacts

from air pollution and implementation of policies that manage and reduce air pollution, such as policies

developed by the SCAQMD and policies in the proposed Area Plan, can be effective at minimizing and

reducing air quality health impacts.

Response 6

The comment states that while the Revised Draft EIR does not present data concerning toxic air

contaminants (TACs) that is specific to the Santa Clarita Valley (Valley), it does state that the residents of

the South Coast Air Basin as a whole are exposed to levels that pose a risk of causing cancer in 12 of every

10,000 persons exposed (1,200 in 1 million). The comment also states that several of these TACs are

generated mainly from vehicles, adding yet another health risk exacerbated by increased driving in the

Valley.

As indicated in Response 3, the SCAQMD determined that the overwhelming contribution of pollution

transport to the Santa Clarita Valley comes from the San Fernando Valley and metropolitan Los Angeles

and that emissions in the Santa Clarita Valley are typically less than 3 percent of the County total and

2 percent of the South Coast Air Basin total. See Response 3 for a discussion of the 2004 SCAQMD Santa

Clarita Valley subregional analysis and Appendix F3.3.

While air pollution in Santa Clarita Valley is an important health concern, data from the SCAQMD

indicates that TAC concentrations are generally lower in the Santa Clarita Valley than in the South Coast

Air Basin at large. Based on data from the SCAQMD Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study III (MATES III),

model estimated carcinogenic risk in the OVOV Planning Area (which includes the City of Santa Clarita

as well as the unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley) ranges from a high of about 620 in

1 million near the intersection of Interstate 5 and State Route 14 to less than 100 in 1 million near the

Ventura County border (refer to the SCAQMD website: http://www2.aqmd.gov/webappl/matesiii/).

Therefore, the carcinogenic risk in the Santa Clarita Valley is lower than the risk in the South Coast Air

Basin as a whole. Consequently, the proposed Area Plan’s increase in local business, office, and industrial

36 California Air Resources Board, “iADAM Air Quality Data Statistics,” http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/. 2011.
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uses will enable greater numbers of Santa Clarita Valley residents to commute less to the more distant

and heavily polluted areas of the South Coast Basin and will retain business and employment

opportunities within the less polluted Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 7

The comment states that the increase in emissions associated with buildout of the proposed Area Plan

demonstrates there is an existing need to reduce exposure to ozone, airborne particulates, and air toxics

that result from car and truck emissions.

As indicated in Response 3, the SCAQMD determined that the overwhelming contribution of pollution

transport to the Santa Clarita Valley comes from the San Fernando Valley and metropolitan Los Angeles

and that emissions in the Santa Clarita Valley are typically less than 3 percent of the County total and 2

percent of the South Coast Air Basin total. See Response 3 for a discussion of the 2004 SCAQMD Santa

Clarita Valley subregional analysis. Nonetheless, air pollution remains a concern in the Santa Clarita

Valley. Therefore, the proposed Area Plan contains goals, objectives, and policies that would reduce

criteria pollutant emissions and reduce exposure to ozone, airborne particulates, and air toxics that result

from car and truck emissions. The SCAQMD provides a list of suggested General Plan policies that

would reduce air quality impacts. These suggested policies are provided in the SCAQMD’s Guidance

Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (May 2005). According to the

SCAQMD’s guidance document, “[t]he suggested policies and strategies are intended to guide land use

planners in developing approaches tailored to their community that reduce exposure to source-specific

air pollution and lower the health risk associated with cumulative air pollution impacts.” The following

table lists the suggested SCAQMD policies in the left-hand column. The right hand column provides a list

of key policies in the proposed Area Plan that are similar or would achieve similar benefits as the

SCAQMD suggested policies.
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Table 4

List of SCAQMD Suggested General Plan Policies and

Related OVOV Proposed Area Plan Policies

SCAQMD Suggested Policy Related Proposed Area Plan Policy

Minimize exposure of sensitive receptors and sites to health risks related to air pollution.

AQ 1.1.1: Develop mapping and inventory resources to

identify sensitive receptors and sources of air pollution.

Policy LU 1.1.1: Where appropriate, protect mountains and

foothills surrounding the Valley floor from urban development

by designating these areas as Open Space or Rural Land on the

Land Use Map.

Policy LU 1.1.6: Preserve the rural lifestyle in canyons and

low-density, outlying areas of the Santa Clarita Valley, through

designating these areas as Rural Land on the Land Use Map

where appropriate.

Policy LU 1.1.7: Preserve and protect important agricultural

resources, including farmland and grazing land, through

designating these areas as Rural Land on the Land Use Map

where appropriate.

Policy LU 2.1.2: On the Land Use Map, integrate land use

designations in a manner that promotes healthy, walkable

communities, by providing an appropriate mix of residential

and service uses in proximity to one another.

Policy LU 2.1.4: Adopt a compatible set of land use

designations between the County and City of Santa Clarita for

land in the Santa Clarita Valley, to be implemented through

standards and zones applied by each agency to ensure

compatibility with the character of each area and with the

goals of the County’s Area Plan and the City’s General Plan.

Policy LU 7.7.1: Maintain a suitable distance and/or provide

buffering to separate aggregate mining and processing

activities from nearby residential uses and other uses with

sensitive receptors to noise and airborne emissions.

Policy CO 1.6.2: Use Geographic Information Systems,

modeling, and other tools to indicate the locations of natural

systems, such as floodplain and floodway areas, oak tree

woodlands, Significant Ecological Areas, and plant and animal

species habitat.

Objective CO 7.2: Apply guidelines to protect sensitive

receptors from sources of air pollution as developed by the

California Air Resources Board (CARB), where appropriate.
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SCAQMD Suggested Policy Related Proposed Area Plan Policy

AQ 1.1.2: Consider environmental justice issues as they are

related to potential health impacts associated with air pollution

and ensure that all land use decisions, including enforcement

actions, are made in an equitable fashion to protect residents,

regardless of age, culture, ethnicity, gender, race,

socioeconomic status, or geographic location from the health

effects of air pollution.

Policy LU 3.1.1: On the Land Use Map, designate adequate

land for residential use at various densities to provide a mix of

housing opportunities for all segments of the population,

including attached, detached, senior, and mixed-use housing

types, which are consistent with community character and

meet the region’s housing goals.

Policy LU 8.1.2: Implement a master plan for trails throughout

the Santa Clarita Valley to serve all residents.

Policy LU 8.1.3: Implement a master plan for parks, with

special focus on provision of additional playfields for youth

sports in locations accessible to underserved neighborhoods.

Policy LU 8.1.4: Ensure that an adequate and diverse supply of

child care facilities and services is available to parents who live

and/or work in the Santa Clarita Valley, by promoting child

care facilities in commercial and residential areas subject to the

provisions of the County Zoning Ordinance.

AQ 1.1.3: Encourage site plan designs to provide the

appropriate setbacks and/or design features that reduce TAC

at the source.

Objective CO 7.2: Apply guidelines to protect sensitive

receptors from sources of air pollution as developed by the

California Air Resources Board (CARB), where appropriate.

Policy CO 7.2.1: Ensure adequate spacing of sensitive land

uses from the following sources of air pollution: high traffic

freeways and roads; distribution centers; truck stops; chrome

plating facilities; dry cleaners using perchloroethylene; and

large gas stations, as recommended by CARB.

Policy C 2.4.2: Establish adequate setbacks from major and

secondary highways for sensitive receptors and sensitive uses,

so as to minimize adverse impacts on these individuals and

uses from noise and air pollution caused by truck traffic.

AQ 1.1.4: Encourage the applicants for sensitive land uses (e.g.,

residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds and medical

facilities) to incorporate design features (e.g., pollution

prevention, pollution reduction, barriers, landscaping,

ventilation systems, or other measures) in the planning process

to minimize the potential impacts of air pollution on sensitive

receptors.

Policy LU 7.7.1: Maintain a suitable distance and/or provide

buffering to separate aggregate mining and processing

activities from nearby residential uses and other uses with

sensitive receptors to noise and airborne emissions.

Policy CO 1.4.1: In cooperation with other appropriate

agencies, identify pollution sources and adopt strategies to

reduce emissions into air and water bodies.

Objective CO 7.2: Apply guidelines to protect sensitive

receptors from sources of air pollution as developed by the

California Air Resources Board (CARB), where appropriate.

Policy CO 7.2.1: Ensure adequate spacing of sensitive land

uses from the following sources of air pollution: high traffic

freeways and roads; distribution centers; truck stops; chrome

plating facilities; dry cleaners using perchloroethylene; and

large gas stations, as recommended by CARB.

Policy C 2.4.2: Establish adequate setbacks from major and

secondary highways for sensitive receptors and sensitive uses,

so as to minimize adverse impacts on these individuals and

uses from noise and air pollution caused by truck traffic.
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AQ 1.1.5: Promote and support mixed-use land patterns that

allow the integration of retail, office, institutional and

residential uses. Consult with the AQMD when siting new

facilities with dust, odors, or TAC emissions to avoid siting

those facilities near sensitive receptors and avoid siting

sensitive receptors near sources of air pollution.

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of

underutilized sites within and adjacent to developed urban

areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing infrastructure

and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of

vacant sites for higher density and mixed use, where

appropriate.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the Specific Plan process to

plan for cohesive, vibrant, pedestrian-oriented communities

with mixed uses, access to public transit, and opportunities for

living and working within the same community.

Policy LU 7.7.1: Maintain a suitable distance and/or provide

buffering to separate aggregate mining and processing

activities from nearby residential uses and other uses with

sensitive receptors to noise and airborne emissions.

Objective CO 7.2: Apply guidelines to protect sensitive

receptors from sources of air pollution as developed by the

California Air Resources Board (CARB), where appropriate.

Policy CO 7.2.1: Ensure adequate spacing of sensitive land

uses from the following sources of air pollution: high traffic

freeways and roads; distribution centers; truck stops; chrome

plating facilities; dry cleaners using perchloroethylene; and

large gas stations, as recommended by CARB.

AQ 1.1.6: Consider cumulative air quality impacts from both

existing and new projects when making siting decisions.

Policy C 1.3.2: Through trip reduction strategies and emphasis

on multi-modal transportation options, contribute to achieving

the air quality goals of the South Coast Air Quality

Management District Air Quality Management Plan.

Policy CO 7.3.1: Coordinate with local, regional, state, and

federal agencies to develop and implement regional air quality

policies and programs.

AQ 1.1.7: Facilitate communication among residents,

businesses and the AQMD to quickly resolve air pollution

nuisance complaints. Distribute information to advise

residents on how to register a complaint with AQMD

(AQMD’s “Cut Smog” program).

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan policy. However,

the Los Angeles County website (Residents portal,

Environment section) provides a link to the SCAQMD website.

AQ 1.1.8: The owners of new developments that have the

potential to emit air pollutants that would impact sensitive

receptors are required, during the early stages of the business

license, development or conditional use permit processes, to

notify residents and businesses adjacent to the proposed site

prior to starting construction. However, potential business and

resident occupants newly locating near sites that may impact

sensitive receptors should be encouraged to inquire through

their local government or the AQMD about the air quality

emissions from such sites.

The Revised Draft EIR contains mitigation measures that

would require, prior to implementing project approval, that

applicants conduct a localized significance thresholds analysis

as part of a public environmental review process. Refer to 3.3,

Air Quality revisions in Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages,

for a full list of the mitigation measures.

AQ 1.1.9: Consider all feasible alternatives to minimize

emissions from diesel equipment (e.g., trucks, construction

equipment, and generators).

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan. However, the

Revised Draft EIR contains mitigation measures that would

require construction equipment to meet stringent emissions

standards including the use of diesel particulate filters that

meet CARB’s Level 2 or 3 verification standards. Refer to 3.3,

Air Quality revisions in Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages,

for a full list of the mitigation measures.
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AQ 1.1.10: Actively participate in decisions on the siting or

expansion of facilities or land uses (e.g., freeway expansions),

to ensure the inclusion of air quality mitigation measures.

Policy CO 1.4.1: In cooperation with other appropriate

agencies, identify pollution sources and adopt strategies to

reduce emissions into air and water bodies.

Policy C 3.1.1: In evaluating new development projects,

require trip reduction measures as feasible to relieve

congestion and reduce air pollution from vehicle emissions.

AQ 1.1.11: Where decisions on land use may result in

emissions of air contaminants that pose significant health risks,

consider options, including possible relocation, recycling,

redevelopment, rezoning, process changes, incentive

programs, and other types of measures.

Policy LU 2.1.2: On the Land Use Map, integrate land use

designations in a manner that promotes healthy, walkable

communities, by providing an appropriate mix of residential

and service uses in proximity to one another.

Policy LU 2.1.4: Adopt a compatible set of land use

designations between the County and City of Santa Clarita for

land in the Santa Clarita Valley, to be implemented through

standards and zones applied by each agency to ensure

compatibility with the character of each area and with the

goals of the County’s Area Plan and the City’s General Plan.

Policy LU 7.7.1: Maintain a suitable distance and/or provide

buffering to separate aggregate mining and processing

activities from nearby residential uses and other uses with

sensitive receptors to noise and airborne emissions.

Objective CO 7.2: Apply guidelines to protect sensitive

receptors from sources of air pollution as developed by the

California Air Resources Board (CARB), where appropriate.

Policy CO 7.2.1: Ensure adequate spacing of sensitive land

uses from the following sources of air pollution: high traffic

freeways and roads; distribution centers; truck stops; chrome

plating facilities; dry cleaners using perchloroethylene; and

large gas stations, as recommended by CARB.

Policy C 2.4.2: Establish adequate setbacks from major and

secondary highways for sensitive receptors and sensitive uses,

so as to minimize adverse impacts on these individuals and

uses from noise and air pollution caused by truck traffic.

Reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled associated with land use patterns.

AQ 1.2.1: For planned high density and mixed-use

developments, project proponents should consult with the

local transit agency and incorporate all appropriate and

feasible transit amenities into the plans.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the Specific Plan process to

plan for cohesive, vibrant, pedestrian-oriented communities

with mixed uses, access to public transit, and opportunities for

living and working within the same community.

Policy LU 5.1.3: Ensure that adequate bus turnouts, served by

walkways and comfortable, safe, and convenient waiting

facilities, are provided for transit users within residential,

shopping, and business developments.

Policy C 1.2.3: Require that new commercial and industrial

development provide walkway connections to public

sidewalks and transit stops, where available.

Policy C 3.3.4: Within transit-oriented development projects,

provide incentives such as higher floor area ratio and/or lower

parking requirements for commercial development that

provides transit and ride-share programs.
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AQ 1.2.2: Establish a Mixed-Use Zoning District that offers

incentives to mixed-use developments.

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of

underutilized sites within and adjacent to developed urban

areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing infrastructure

and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of

vacant sites for higher density and mixed use, where

appropriate.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the Specific Plan process to

plan for cohesive, vibrant, pedestrian-oriented communities

with mixed uses, access to public transit, and opportunities for

living and working within the same community.

Policy C 1.2.6: Provide flexible standards for parking and

roadway design in transit-oriented development areas to

promote transit use, where appropriate.

Policy C 3.3.4: Within transit-oriented development projects,

provide incentives such as higher floor area ratio and/or lower

parking requirements for commercial development that

provides transit and ride-share programs.

Part 18 of Chapter 22.52.of the County of Los Angeles Zoning

Code facilitates the establishment of, and ensures the

compatibility of, residential and commercial uses within

vertical mixed-use developments by allowing such uses in

certain commercial zones with appropriate development

limitations and standards, and to streamline the permitting

procedure for such uses. Joint live and work units may occupy

portions of buildings designed for mixed-use developments.

AQ 1.2.3: Encourage through the land use entitlement process

or business regulation, design of commercial and residential

areas to foster pedestrian circulation.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the Specific Plan process to

plan for cohesive, vibrant, pedestrian-oriented communities

with mixed uses, access to public transit, and opportunities for

living and working within the same community.

Policy LU 2.3.5: Mixed-use developments shall be designed to

create a pedestrian-scale environment through appropriate

street and sidewalk widths, block lengths, relationship of

buildings to streets, and use of public spaces.

Policy LU 3.2.2: In planning residential neighborhoods, include

pedestrian linkages, landscaped parkways with sidewalks, and

separated trails for pedestrians and bicycles, where

appropriate and feasible.

Policy LU 5.1.2: Require connectivity between walkways and

bikeways serving neighborhoods and nearby commercial

areas, schools, parks, and other supporting services and

facilities.

Policy LU 5.1.3: Ensure that adequate bus turnouts, served by

walkways and comfortable, safe, and convenient waiting

facilities, are provided for transit users within residential,

shopping, and business developments.

Policy LU 5.2.2: Provide for location of neighborhood

commercial uses in proximity to the neighborhoods they serve,

to encourage cycling and walking to local stores.

Policy C 1.2.5: In mixed-use projects, require compact

development and a mix of land uses to locate housing,

workplaces, and services within walking or bicycling distance

of each other.

Policy C 1.2.7: In pedestrian-oriented areas, provide a highly

connected circulation grid with relatively small blocks to

encourage walking.
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AQ 1.2.4: Adopt and implement zoning codes that encourage

community centers, telecommuting programs, and home-

based businesses.

Policy LU 3.1.3: Promote opportunities for live-work units to

accommodate residents with home-based businesses.

Policy LU 4.5.3: Promote the inclusion of state-of-the-art

technology within business complexes for telecommunications,

heating and cooling, water and energy conservation, and other

similar design features.

Policy LU 4.5.4: Encourage the provision of support services

for employees within business park areas, such as dining and

personal services where appropriate, to reduce vehicle trips

and promote pedestrian-friendly work environments.

Policy C 3.1.2: Promote home-based businesses and live-work

units as a means of reducing home-to-work trips.

Policy C 3.1.3: Promote the use of flexible work schedules and

telecommuting to reduce home to work trips.

AQ 1.2.5: Create opportunities to receive State transportation

funds by adopting incentives (e.g., an expedited review

process) for planning and implementing infill development

projects within urbanized areas that include job centers and

clean transportation nodes (e.g., preparation of “transit

village” plans).

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of

underutilized sites within and adjacent to developed urban

areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing infrastructure

and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of

vacant sites for higher density and mixed use, where

appropriate.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the Specific Plan process to

plan for cohesive, vibrant, pedestrian-oriented communities

with mixed uses, access to public transit, and opportunities for

living and working within the same community.

Policy C 1.2.6: Provide flexible standards for parking and

roadway design in transit-oriented development areas to

promote transit use, where appropriate.

Policy C 3.3.4: Within transit-oriented development projects,

provide incentives such as higher floor area ratio and/or lower

parking requirements for commercial development that

provides transit and ride-share programs.

AQ 1.2.6: Collaborate with local, regional, state, and federal

agencies to create incentives for “job/housing opportunity

zones,” to promote housing in job-rich areas and jobs in

housing-rich areas.

Policy LU 4.2.1: Pursue business attraction and expansion

programs for clean industries that provide job opportunities

for local residents, particularly in the areas of

film/entertainment, biotechnology, aerospace, and technology.

Policy LU 4.2.2: Achieve a balanced ratio of jobs to housing

through business expansion and economic development

programs, with a goal of at least 1.5 jobs per household.

AQ 1.2.7: Design safe and efficient vehicle access to

commercial land uses from arterial streets to ensure efficient

vehicular ingress and egress.

Policy C 1.1.3: Work with local and regional agencies and

employers to promote an integrated, seamless transportation

system that meets access needs, including local and regional

bus service, dial-a-ride, taxis, rail, van pools, car pools, bus

pools, bicycling, walking, and automobiles.

Policy C 2.5.2: Ensure that new development is provided with

adequate emergency and/or secondary access for purposes of

evacuation and emergency response; require two points of

ingress and egress for every subdivision or phase thereof,

except as otherwise approved for small subdivisions where

physical constraints preclude a second access point.

Policy C 5.1.2: For private gated communities, require the

developer to accommodate bus access through the entry gate,

or provide bus waiting facilities at the project entry with

pedestrian connections to residential streets, where

appropriate.
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AQ 1.2.8: Locate public facilities and services so that they

further enhance job creation opportunities.

Policy LU 4.2.1: Pursue business attraction and expansion

programs for clean industries that provide job opportunities

for local residents, particularly in the areas of

film/entertainment, biotechnology, aerospace, and technology.

Policy LU 4.2.2: Achieve a balanced ratio of jobs to housing

through business expansion and economic development

programs, with a goal of at least 1.5 jobs per household.

AQ 1.2.9: Ensure that development projects and zoning codes

create the maximum opportunity for the use of bicycles as an

alternative work transportation mode.

Policy C 5.2.5: Complementary transportation modes should

be interconnected at intermodal transit centers, including

provisions for bicycles on buses, bicycle parking at transit

centers, and park-and-ride at transit stops.

Policy C 6.2.1: Require bicycle parking, which can include

bicycle lockers and sheltered areas at commercial sites and

multi-family housing complexes for use by employees and

residents, as well as customers and visitors.

Policy C 6.2.2: Provide bicycle racks on transit vehicles to give

bike-and-ride commuters the ability to transport their bicycles.

Policy C 6.2.3: Promote the inclusion of services for bicycle

commuters, such as showers and changing rooms, as part of

the development review process for new development or

substantial alterations of existing commercial or industrial

uses, where appropriate.

AQ 1.2.10: Encourage “walkable neighborhoods” by siting

parks and community centers near residential areas.

Policy LU 2.1.2: On the Land Use Map, integrate land use

designations in a manner that promotes healthy, walkable

communities, by providing an appropriate mix of residential

and service uses in proximity to one another.

Policy LU 3.2.1: Require provision of adequate walkways in

urban residential neighborhoods that provide safe and

accessible connections to destinations such as schools, parks,

and neighborhood commercial centers.

Policy LU 3.4.1: Promote the inclusion of green spaces,

neighborhood parks, and other gathering places that allow

neighbors to meet one another and encourage “eyes on the

street” for safety purposes.

Policy LU 5.1.2: Require connectivity between walkways and

bikeways serving neighborhoods and nearby commercial

areas, schools, parks, and other supporting services and

facilities.

Policy LU 8.1.3: Implement a master plan for parks, with

special focus on provision of additional playfields for youth

sports in locations accessible to underserved neighborhoods.

Policy C 1.2.2: Create walkable communities, with paseos and

walkways connecting residential neighborhoods to

multi-modal transportation services such as bus stops and rail

stations.

Reduce mobile source emissions by increasing population densities within 0.5 mile of clean transit nodes.

AQ 1.3.1: Increase residential and commercial densities around

clean rail and bus transit stations and corridors. Clean rail and

bus transit nodes and corridors are those that are served by rail

and buses that are powered by electricity, alternative fuels (i.e.,

CNG and LNG), or that meet or exceed SULEV emission

standards.

Policy LU 5.2.1: Designate higher-density residential uses in

areas served by public transit and a full range of support

services.

Policy C 1.2.1: Develop coordinated plans for land use,

circulation, and transit to promote transit-oriented

development that concentrates higher density housing,

employment, and commercial areas in proximity to transit

corridors.
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AQ 1.3.2: Sponsor paratransit transportation systems, such as

neighborhood electric vehicle “station cars” or jitneys for short

trips to and from transit nodes.

Policy C 1.1.3: Work with local and regional agencies and

employers to promote an integrated, seamless transportation

system that meets access needs, including local and regional

bus service, dial-a-ride, taxis, rail, van pools, car pools, bus

pools, bicycling, walking, and automobiles.

Policy C 3.1.5: Promote the use of van pools, car pools, and

shuttles to encourage trip reduction.

Policy C 3.1.8: Encourage special event center operators to

advertise and offer discount on-site parking incentives to

carpooling patrons with four or more persons per vehicle.

Reduce motor vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled

AQ 2.1.1: Seek new cooperative relationships between

employers and employees to reduce vehicle miles traveled

(VMT).

Policy LU 4.5.4: Encourage the provision of support services

for employees within business park areas, such as dining and

personal services where appropriate, to reduce vehicle trips

and promote pedestrian-friendly work environments.

Policy C 3.1.3: Promote the use of flexible work schedules and

telecommuting to reduce home to work trips.

Policy C 3.1.4: Promote the use of employee incentives to

encourage alternative travel modes to work.

Policy C 3.1.6: Promote the provision of showers and lockers

within businesses and employment centers, in order to

encourage opportunities for employees to bicycle to work.

Policy C 6.2.1: Require bicycle parking, which can include

bicycle lockers and sheltered areas at commercial sites and

multi-family housing complexes for use by employees and

residents, as well as customers and visitors.

Policy C 6.2.3: Promote the inclusion of services for bicycle

commuters, such as showers and changing rooms, as part of

the development review process for new development or

substantial alterations of existing commercial or industrial

uses, where appropriate.
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AQ 2.1.2: Work with large employers and

commercial/industrial complexes to create Transportation

Management Associations and to implement trip/VMT

reduction strategies. (For additional information please refer to

AQMD’s Rule 2202 Employee Commute Reduction Program

Guidelines.)

Policy LU 2.3.2: Either vertical or horizontal integration of uses

shall be allowed in a mixed-use development, with an

emphasis on tying together the uses with appropriate

pedestrian linkages.

Policy LU 2.3.4: Adequate public spaces and amenities shall be

provided in a mixed-use development to support both

commercial and residential uses, including but not limited to

plazas, landscaped walkways, village greens, and greenbelts.

Policy LU 2.3.5: Mixed-use developments shall be designed to

create a pedestrian-scale environment through appropriate

street and sidewalk widths, block lengths, relationship of

buildings to streets, and use of public spaces.

Policy LU 4.5.4: Encourage the provision of support services

for employees within business park areas, such as dining and

personal services where appropriate, to reduce vehicle trips

and promote pedestrian-friendly work environments.

Policy LU 5.1.1: Require safe, secure, clearly delineated,

adequately illuminated walkways and bicycle facilities in all

commercial and business centers.

Policy LU 5.1.3: Ensure that adequate bus turnouts, served by

walkways and comfortable, safe, and convenient waiting

facilities, are provided for transit users within residential,

shopping, and business developments.

Policy CO 8.2.13: Support trip reduction strategies for

employees as described in the Circulation Element.

Policy C 1.2.3: Require that new commercial and industrial

development provide walkway connections to public

sidewalks and transit stops, where available.

Policy C 3.1.3: Promote the use of flexible work schedules and

telecommuting to reduce home to work trips.

Policy C 3.1.4: Promote the use of employee incentives to

encourage alternative travel modes to work.

Policy C 3.1.6: Promote the provision of showers and lockers

within businesses and employment centers, in order to

encourage opportunities for employees to bicycle to work.

Policy C 6.2.1: Require bicycle parking, which can include

bicycle lockers and sheltered areas at commercial sites and

multi-family housing complexes for use by employees and

residents, as well as customers and visitors.

Policy C 6.2.3: Promote the inclusion of services for bicycle

commuters, such as showers and changing rooms, as part of

the development review process for new development or

substantial alterations of existing commercial or industrial

uses, where appropriate.
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AQ 2.1.3: Cooperate with surrounding jurisdictions to provide

incentives, adopt regulations, and develop transportation

demand management programs that reduce and eliminate

vehicle trips and VMT.

Policy C 1.3.1: Continue coordinating with the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority (MTA or Metro) to implement the

County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) for

designated CMP roadways.

Policy C 1.3.3: Coordinate circulation planning with the

Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG), to ensure

consistency of planned improvements with regional needs.

Policy C 1.3.4: Continue coordination with Caltrans on

circulation and land use decisions that may affect Interstate 5,

State Route 14, and State Route 126, and support programs to

increase capacity and improve operations on these highways.

Policy C 4.1.1: Develop permanent Metrolink facilities with an

expanded bus transfer station and additional park-and-ride

spaces at the Via Princessa station, or other alternative location

as deemed appropriate to meet the travel needs of residents on

the Valley’s east side.

Policy C 4.1.2: Coordinate with other agencies to facilitate

extension of a passenger rail line from the Santa Clarita Station

to Ventura County, which may be used for Metrolink service.

Policy C 4.1.5: Work with other agencies to increase rail

efficiency and public safety through street and track

improvements, and grade separations, where needs are

identified.

Policy C 4.1.7: Facilitate coordination of planning for any

future high speed regional rail systems in the Valley with

Metrolink services.

Policy C 4.2.1: Continue to work with the Orange Line

Development Authority (OLDA) to plan for development of an

environmentally sensitive, high-speed transportation system

with a route through the Santa Clarita Valley, including a

regional transit hub with associated infrastructure that would

provide connections to the Los Angeles Basin, Palmdale

Regional Airport, and other destinations.

Policy C 4.2.2: Coordinate with other agencies as needed to

facilitate planning for other high-speed rail alternatives in the

Santa Clarita Valley.
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AQ 2.1.4: Collaborate with local transit agencies to:

 develop programs and educate employers about
employee rideshare and transit;

 establish mass transit mechanisms for the reduction of

work-related and non-work related vehicle trips;

 promote mass transit ridership through careful planning
of routes, headways, origins and destinations, and types

of vehicles.

Policy C 1.3.1: Continue coordinating with the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority (MTA or Metro) to implement the

County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) for

designated CMP roadways.

Policy C 1.3.3: Coordinate circulation planning with the

Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG), to ensure

consistency of planned improvements with regional needs.

Policy C 1.3.4: Continue coordination with Caltrans on

circulation and land use decisions that may affect Interstate 5,

State Route 14, and State Route 126, and support programs to

increase capacity and improve operations on these highways.

Policy C 4.1.1: Develop permanent Metrolink facilities with an

expanded bus transfer station and additional park-and-ride

spaces at the Via Princessa station, or other alternative location

as deemed appropriate to meet the travel needs of residents on

the Valley’s east side.

Policy C 4.1.2: Coordinate with other agencies to facilitate

extension of a passenger rail line from the Santa Clarita Station

to Ventura County, which may be used for Metrolink service.

Policy C 4.1.5: Work with other agencies to increase rail

efficiency and public safety through street and track

improvements, and grade separations, where needs are

identified.

Policy C 4.1.7: Facilitate coordination of planning for any

future high speed regional rail systems in the Valley with

Metrolink services.

Policy C 4.2.1: Continue to work with the Orange Line

Development Authority (OLDA) to plan for development of an

environmentally sensitive, high-speed transportation system

with a route through the Santa Clarita Valley, including a

regional transit hub with associated infrastructure that would

provide connections to the Los Angeles Basin, Palmdale

Regional Airport, and other destinations.

Policy C 4.2.2: Coordinate with other agencies as needed to

facilitate planning for other high-speed rail alternatives in the

Santa Clarita Valley.

AQ 2.1.5: Identify and develop non-motorized transportation

corridors (e.g., bicycling & walking trails).

Policy LU 3.2.2: In planning residential neighborhoods, include

pedestrian linkages, landscaped parkways with sidewalks, and

separated trails for pedestrians and bicycles, where

appropriate and feasible.

Policy C 7.1.10: Continue to expand and improve the Valley’s

multi-use trail system to provide additional routes for

pedestrian travel.

AQ 2.1.6: Provide merchants with fliers/posters that publicize

public mass transit schedules to encourage their customers to

use mass transit.

Policy CO 8.1.4: Provide information and education to the

public about energy conservation and local strategies to

address climate change.

AQ 2.1.7: Outline a plan of mobile source enforcement

methods such as periodic mobile source (e.g., trucks and

buses) checkpoints throughout the City to enforce opacity

regulations. Technical assistance can be sought from by CARB

and the California Highway Patrol (CHP) on enforcement

issues.

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan. Motor vehicles

are already subject to existing regulations regarding periodic

smog inspections.
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AQ 2.1.8: Provide incentives such as preferential parking for

alternative-fuel vehicles (e.g., CNG or hydrogen).

Policy C 3.2.4: The City and County will encourage new

commercial and retail developments to provide prioritized

parking for electric vehicles and vehicles using alternative

fuels.

Establish necessary policies and requirements to reduce indirect source emissions.

AQ 2.2.1: Establish requirements for special event centers to

provide off-site parking and park-n-ride facilities at remote

locations. Remote parking should be as close as practicable to

the event site and the operator should operate or provide

alternative-fuel vehicles for shuttles.

Policy C 3.1.7: Encourage special event center operators to

advertise and offer discounted transit passes with event tickets.

Policy C 3.2.4: The City and County will encourage new

commercial and retail developments to provide prioritized

parking for electric vehicles and vehicles using alternative

fuels.

Policy C 4.1.3: Continue to expand and improve commuter

services, including park-and-ride lots, bicycle parking and

storage, and waiting facilities, at all Metrolink stations.

AQ 2.2.2: Promote peripheral parking by increasing on-site

parking rates and reduced peripheral parking rates.

Policy C 3.3.6: In the development review process, prioritize

direct pedestrian access between building entrances, sidewalks

and transit stops, by placing parking behind buildings where

possible, to the sides of buildings when necessary, and always

away from street intersections.

Policy C 3.3.7: Create parking benefit districts which invest

meter revenues in pedestrian infrastructure and other public

amenities wherever feasible.

AQ 2.2.3: Encourage special event center operators to provide

discounted transit passes with event tickets or offer discounted

on-site parking for carpooling patrons (four or more persons

per vehicle).

Policy C 3.1.7: Encourage special event center operators to

advertise and offer discounted transit passes with event tickets.

Reduce mobile source emissions through efficient management of transportation facilities and system infrastructure using

cost-effective management and innovative demand-management techniques.

AQ 2.3.1: Synchronize traffic signals throughout the City and

with adjoining cities and counties while allowing free flow of

mass transit systems.

Policy C 2.1.3: Protect and enhance the capacity of the roadway

system by upgrading intersections to meet level of service

standards, widening and/or restriping for additional lanes,

synchronizing traffic signals, and other means as appropriate.

Policy C 3.2.2: Continue to enhance signal timing and

synchronization to allow for free traffic flow, minimizing

idling and vehicle emissions.

Policy C 5.1.6: Evaluate the feasibility of giving buses priority

at signalized intersections to maintain transit service level

standards, where appropriate.

AQ 2.3.2: Construct and improve traffic signals with

Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control systems at

appropriate intersections.

Policy C 2.1.3: Protect and enhance the capacity of the roadway

system by upgrading intersections to meet level of service

standards, widening and/or restriping for additional lanes,

synchronizing traffic signals, and other means as appropriate.

Policy C 3.2.2: Continue to enhance signal timing and

synchronization to allow for free traffic flow, minimizing

idling and vehicle emissions.

Policy C 5.1.6: Evaluate the feasibility of giving buses priority

at signalized intersections to maintain transit service level

standards, where appropriate.

AQ 2.3.3: Reduce traffic delays through highway maintenance,

rapid emergency response, debris removal, and elimination of

at-grade railroad crossings.

Policy C 7.1.8: Upgrade streets that are not pedestrian-friendly

due to lack of sidewalk connections, safe street crossing points,

vehicle sight distance, or other design deficiencies.
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AQ 2.3.4: Encourage businesses to schedule deliveries at off-

peak traffic periods through the land use entitlement or

business regulation process.

Policy C 1.2.12: Balance the anticipated volume of people and

goods movement with the need to maintain a walkable and

bicycle friendly environment.

Mitigation Measure 3.4-12: Prior to the issuance of building

permits, the applicant shall provide evidence of consistency

with “smart growth” principles to reduce GHG emissions (i.e.,

ensure mixed use, infill and higher density projects provide

alternatives to individual vehicle travel and promote efficient

delivery of goods and services). (See http://www.epa.gov/

smartgrowth/index.htm)

AQ 2.3.5: Encourage the construction of HOV lanes whenever

necessary to relieve congestion and reduce air pollution.

Emphasize the use of HOV lanes, as well as light rail and bus

routes, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities to improve

mobility and air quality.

Policy C 1.3.1: Continue coordinating with the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority (MTA or Metro) to implement the

County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) for

designated CMP roadways.

Policy C 1.3.3: Coordinate circulation planning with the

Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG), to ensure

consistency of planned improvements with regional needs.

Policy C 1.3.4: Continue coordination with Caltrans on

circulation and land use decisions that may affect Interstate 5,

State Route 14, and State Route 126, and support programs to

increase capacity and improve operations on these highways.

Policy C 4.1.1: Develop permanent Metrolink facilities with an

expanded bus transfer station and additional park-and-ride

spaces at the Via Princessa station, or other alternative location

as deemed appropriate to meet the travel needs of residents on

the Valley’s east side.

Policy C 4.1.2: Coordinate with other agencies to facilitate

extension of a passenger rail line from the Santa Clarita Station

to Ventura County, which may be used for Metrolink service.

Policy C 4.1.5: Work with other agencies to increase rail

efficiency and public safety through street and track

improvements, and grade separations, where needs are

identified.

Policy C 4.1.7: Facilitate coordination of planning for any

future high speed regional rail systems in the Valley with

Metrolink services.

Policy C 4.2.1: Continue to work with the Orange Line

Development Authority (OLDA) to plan for development of an

environmentally sensitive, high-speed transportation system

with a route through the Santa Clarita Valley, including a

regional transit hub with associated infrastructure that would

provide connections to the Los Angeles Basin, Palmdale

Regional Airport, and other destinations.

Policy C 4.2.2: Coordinate with other agencies as needed to

facilitate planning for other high-speed rail alternatives in the

Santa Clarita Valley.

Policy C 6.1.1: For recreational riders, continue to develop

Class 1 bike paths, separated from the right-of-way, linking

neighborhoods to open space and activity areas.
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Policy C 6.1.2: For long-distance riders and those who bicycle

to work or services, provide striped Class 2 bike lanes within

the right-of-way, with adequate delineation and signage,

where feasible and appropriate.

Policy C 6.1.3: Continue to acquire or reserve right-of-way

and/or easements needed to complete the bicycle circulation

system as development occurs.

Policy C 6.1.4: Where inadequate right-of-way exists for Class

1 or 2 bikeways, provide signage for Class 3 bike routes or

designate alternative routes as appropriate.

Policy C 6.1.5: Plan for continuous bikeways to serve major

destinations, including but not limited to regional shopping

areas, college campuses, public buildings, parks, and

employment centers.

AQ 2.3.6: Monitor traffic and congestion to determine when

and where the City needs new transportation facilities to

achieve increased mobility efficiency.

Policy C 2.1.5: Periodically monitor levels of service, traffic

accident patterns, and physical conditions of the existing street

system, and upgrade roadways as needed through the Capital

Improvement Program.

Policy C 5.4.1: Establish transit impact fee rates that are based

on the actual impacts of new development on the transit

system, and regularly monitor and adjust these fees as needed

to ensure adequate mitigation.

AQ 2.3.7: Work with local transit providers to incorporate best

design practices for transit into new development projects.

Policy C 1.2.3: Require that new commercial and industrial

development provide walkway connections to public

sidewalks and transit stops, where available.

Policy C 1.2.4: Consider location, availability, and accessibility

of transit in evaluating new development plans.

Policy C 4.1.1: Develop permanent Metrolink facilities with an

expanded bus transfer station and additional park-and-ride

spaces at the Via Princessa station, or other alternative location

as deemed appropriate to meet the travel needs of residents on

the Valley’s east side.

AQ 2.3.8: Adopt a Trip Reduction Ordinance that is equivalent

to or more stringent than the requirements of AQMD Rule

2202.

Policy C 1.1.3: Work with local and regional agencies and

employers to promote an integrated, seamless transportation

system that meets access needs, including local and regional

bus service, dial-a-ride, taxis, rail, van pools, car pools, bus

pools, bicycling, walking, and automobiles.

AQ 2.3.9: Implement the required components of the

Congestion Management Plan (CMP), and continue to work

with (applicable body/organization) on annual updates to the

CMP.

Policy C 1.3.1: Continue coordinating with the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority (MTA or Metro) to implement the

County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) for

designated CMP roadways.
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AQ 2.3.10: Support SCAG’s Regional Growth Management

Plan by developing intergovernmental agreements with

appropriate governmental entities such as the (Council of

Government), sanitation districts, water districts, and those

sub-regional entities identified in the Regional Growth

Management Plan.

Policy CO 4.1.4: Provide informational materials to applicants

and contractors on the Castaic Lake Water Agency’s Landscape

Education Programs, and/or other information on xeriscape,

native California plants, and water-conserving irrigation

techniques as materials become available.

Policy CO 4.2.1: In cooperation with the Sanitation District and

other affected agencies, expand opportunities for use of

recycled water for the purposes of landscape maintenance,

construction, water recharge, and other uses as appropriate.

Policy CO 4.2.5: Participate and cooperate with other agencies

to complete, adopt, and implement an Integrated Regional

Water Management Plan to build a diversified portfolio of

water supply, water quality, and resource stewardship

priorities for the Santa Clarita Valley.

Policy C 1.3.3: Coordinate circulation planning with the

Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG), to ensure

consistency of planned improvements with regional needs.

AQ 2.3.11: Replace existing vehicles in the city fleet with the

cleanest vehicles commercially available.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

Secure all available funding from local, state, and federal sources to improve transportation system

management cost effectiveness.

AQ 2.4.1: Develop and coordinate a plan with local agencies

for cost-effective use of AB 2766 funds so that revenue is used

for projects and programs identified in the AQMP.

The County of Los Angeles is a recipient of AB 2766 funding

from the SCAQMD. The proposed Area Plan contains policies

that would require the County to coordinate plans with other

local agencies and regional agencies.

Policy C 1.3.1: Continue coordinating with the Metropolitan

Transportation Authority (MTA or Metro) to implement the

County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP) for

designated CMP roadways.

Policy C 1.3.3: Coordinate circulation planning with the

Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the Southern

California Association of Governments (SCAG), to ensure

consistency of planned improvements with regional needs.

Policy C 1.3.4: Continue coordination with Caltrans on

circulation and land use decisions that may affect Interstate 5,

State Route 14, and State Route 126, and support programs to

increase capacity and improve operations on these highways.

Policy C 4.1.1: Develop permanent Metrolink facilities with an

expanded bus transfer station and additional park-and-ride

spaces at the Via Princessa station, or other alternative location

as deemed appropriate to meet the travel needs of residents on

the Valley’s east side.

Policy C 4.1.2: Coordinate with other agencies to facilitate

extension of a passenger rail line from the Santa Clarita Station

to Ventura County, which may be used for Metrolink service.

Policy C 4.1.5: Work with other agencies to increase rail

efficiency and public safety through street and track

improvements, and grade separations, where needs are

identified.
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Policy C 4.1.7: Facilitate coordination of planning for any

future high speed regional rail systems in the Valley with

Metrolink services.

Policy C 4.2.1: Continue to work with the Orange Line

Development Authority (OLDA) to plan for development of an

environmentally sensitive, high-speed transportation system

with a route through the Santa Clarita Valley, including a

regional transit hub with associated infrastructure that would

provide connections to the Los Angeles Basin, Palmdale

Regional Airport, and other destinations.

Policy C 4.2.2: Coordinate with other agencies as needed to

facilitate planning for other high-speed rail alternatives in the

Santa Clarita Valley.

Policy C 6.1.3: Continue to acquire or reserve right-of-way

and/or easements needed to complete the bicycle circulation

system as development occurs.

AQ 2.4.2: Develop and adopt a policy to utilize federal

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ)

funds in coordination with regional agencies in a manner

consistent with projects approved in the AQMP.

See proposed Area Plan policies listed under AQ 2.4.1.

AQ 2.4.3: Apply annually to the AQMD Mobile Source

Reduction Committee (MSRC) for AB 2766 “Local Government

Match Program” grants for projects that reduce mobile source

emissions (e.g., purchases of alternative-fueled vehicles).

The County of Los Angeles is a recipient of AB 2766 funding

from the SCAQMD. In addition, the proposed Area Plan

contains policies that would require the lead agency to

coordinate plans with other local agencies and regional

agencies (see policies listed under AQ 2.4.1) in addition to the

following policies for alternative fueled-vehicles.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

Policy C 3.2.4: The City and County will encourage new

commercial and retail developments to provide prioritized

parking for electric vehicles and vehicles using alternative

fuels.

AQ 2.4.4: Seek opportunities to pool AB 2766 revenue with

neighboring cities to fund programs that will reduce mobile

source emissions (e.g., traffic synchronization, fueling station

infrastructure, teleconferencing facilities).

See proposed Area Plan policies listed under AQ 2.4.1.
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Advocate for stricter regulations on mobile source emissions.

AQ 2.5.1: Cooperate with federal and state agencies and the

AQMD in their efforts to reduce exposure from railroad, truck,

and ship emissions.

Objective CO 7.2: Apply guidelines to protect sensitive

receptors from sources of air pollution as developed by the

California Air Resources Board (CARB), where appropriate.

Policy CO 7.2.1: Ensure adequate spacing of sensitive land

uses from the following sources of air pollution: high traffic

freeways and roads; distribution centers; truck stops; chrome

plating facilities; dry cleaners using perchloroethylene; and

large gas stations, as recommended by CARB.

Policy C 2.4.2: Establish adequate setbacks from major and

secondary highways for sensitive receptors and sensitive uses,

so as to minimize adverse impacts on these individuals and

uses from noise and air pollution caused by truck traffic.

The project would be in compliance with current state law,

which restricts diesel truck idling to 5 minutes or less.

AQ 2.5.2: Collaborate with the USEPA, CARB, AQMD, and

warehouse owners to create programs and ordinances to

minimize the amount of diesel emissions related to

warehousing operations.

The project would be in compliance with current state law,

which restricts diesel truck idling to 5 minutes or less.

Purchase and operate alternative fuel vehicles and encourage the greater use of alternative fuel vehicles.

AQ 2.6.1: Support full compliance with the AQMD’s and

CARB’s Fleet Rules.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

AQ 2.6.2: Manage the City’s transportation fleet fueling

standards to achieve the greatest number of alternative fuel

vehicles in the City fleet.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

AQ 2.6.3: Encourage City contractors who operate vehicles

within the City boundaries to operate alternative fuel vehicles.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

AQ 2.6.4: Support the development of alternative fuel

infrastructure that is publicly accessible.

Policy CO 7.1.2: Support the use of alternative fuel vehicles.

Policy CO 7.1.3: Support alternative travel modes and new

technologies, including infrastructure to support alternative

fuel vehicles, as they become commercially available.

Policy C 3.2.3: When available and feasible, provide

opportunities and infrastructure to support use of alternative

fuel vehicles and travel devices.

AQ 2.6.5: Establish programs for priority or free parking on

City streets or in City parking lots for alternative fuel vehicles.

Policy C 3.2.4: The City and County will encourage new

commercial and retail developments to provide prioritized

parking for electric vehicles and vehicles using alternative

fuels.

AQ 2.6.6: Join or continue current membership with a Clean

Cities Coalition.

The County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita are

members of the Southern California Association of

Governments (SCAG) Clean Cities Coalition.
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Reduce emissions from idling vehicles.

AQ 2.7.1: Enforce a statewide regulation that requires school

buses and other heavy-duty vehicle operators to turn off their

engines if they are idling within 100 feet of a school.

The project would not conflict with current state law with

respect to idling near a school.

AQ 2.7.2: Adopt an ordinance that restricts vehicle engine

idling for the purpose of controlling or mitigating vehicle

emissions or abating a nuisance.

The project would be in compliance with current state law,

which restricts diesel truck idling to 5 minutes or less.

AQ 2.7.3: Design traffic plans, including the development of

suggested routes, to minimize diesel truck idling.

Policy C 3.2.2: Continue to enhance signal timing and

synchronization to allow for free traffic flow, minimizing

idling and vehicle emissions.

Reduce emissions from stationary sources.

AQ 3.1.1: Assist small businesses by developing training

programs related to clean, innovative technologies to reduce

air pollution (e.g., wet cleaning or CO2 cleaning in lieu of

perchloroethylene), and provide incentives to those businesses

that use clean air technologies.

Policy LU 4.5.3: Promote the inclusion of state-of-the-art

technology within business complexes for telecommunications,

heating and cooling, water and energy conservation, and other

similar design features.

Policy CO 4.3.4: Encourage and promote the use of new

materials and technology for improved stormwater

management, such as pervious paving, green roofs, rain

gardens, and vegetated swales.

Policy CO 7.1.3: Support alternative travel modes and new

technologies, including infrastructure to support alternative

fuel vehicles, as they become commercially available.

Policy CO 8.2.12: Provide ongoing training to appropriate

County employees on sustainable planning, building, and

engineering practices.

Policy CO 8.3.10: Provide incentives and technical assistance

for installation of energy-efficient improvements in existing

and new buildings.

Policy CO 8.4.8: Take an active role in promoting, incubating,

and encouraging businesses that would qualify under the

Recycling Market Development Zone program or equivalent,

including those that manufacture products made from recycled

products, salvage, and resource recovery business parks.
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AQ 3.1.2: Encourage the use of building materials and methods

that minimize air pollution.

Policy LU 9.1.7: Provide for location of additional waste

transfer stations and other facilities to promote recycling and

reuse of materials within Industrial designations on the Land

Use Map, subject to the provisions of the County Zoning

Ordinance.

Policy CO 1.3.1: Explore, evaluate, and implement methods to

shift from using non-renewable resources to use of renewable

resources in all aspects of land use planning and development.

Policy CO 1.3.2: Promote reducing, reusing, and recycling in

all Land Use designations and cycles of development.

Policy CO 1.3.3: Provide informational material to the public

about programs to conserve non-renewable resources and

recover materials from the waste stream.

Policy CO 3.1.5: Promote the use of site-appropriate native or

adapted plant materials, and prohibit use of invasive or

noxious plant species in landscape designs.

Policy CO 3.1.11: Promote use of pervious materials or porous

concrete on sidewalks to allow for planted area infiltration,

allow oxygen to reach tree roots (preventing sidewalk lift-up

from roots seeking oxygen), and mitigate tree-sidewalk

conflicts, in order to maintain a healthy mature urban forest.

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to use passive solar

heating and cooling techniques in building design and

construction, which may include but are not be limited to

building orientation, clerestory windows, skylights, placement

and type of windows, overhangs to shade doors and windows,

and use of light colored roofs, shade trees, and paving

materials.
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AQ 3.1.3: Support, through the use of development standards,

the use of fuel-efficient heating equipment, and other

appliances, such as water heaters, swimming pool heaters,

cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, boiler units, and

low or zero-emitting architectural coatings. Provide incentives

to encourage the use of clean air technology beyond what is

required by AQMD. For example, encourage the use of fuel

and material substitution, cleaner fuel alternatives, product

reformulation, change in work practices, and air pollution

control measures identified in the latest AQMP.

Policy LU 7.1.3: Encourage development of energy-efficient

buildings, and discourage construction of new buildings for

which energy efficiency cannot be demonstrated.

Policy LU 7.1.4: Support the establishment of energy-efficient

industries in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Policy CO 8.2.1: Ensure that all new County buildings, and all

major renovations and additions, meet adopted green building

standards, with a goal of achieving the LEED (Leadership in

Energy and Environmental Design) Silver rating or above, or

equivalent where appropriate.

Policy CO 8.2.2: Ensure energy efficiency of existing public

buildings through energy audits and repairs, and retrofit

buildings with energy efficient heating and air conditioning

systems and lighting fixtures.

Policy CO 8.2.4: Establish maximum lighting levels for public

facilities, and encourage reduction of lighting levels to the level

needed for security purposes after business hours, in addition

to use of downward-directed lighting and use of low-reflective

paving surfaces.

Policy CO 8.2.8: Promote the purchase of energy-efficient and

recycled products, and vendors and contractors who use

energy-efficient vehicles and products, consistent with adopted

purchasing policies.

Policy CO 8.2.10: Support installation of energy-efficient traffic

control devices, streetlights, and parking lot lights.

Policy C 3.1.1: In evaluating new development projects,

require trip reduction measures as feasible to relieve

congestion and reduce air pollution from vehicle emissions.

AQ 3.1.4: Encourage pollution prevention and source emission

reduction strategies through:

 process change

 best management practices

 preventative inspection and maintenance programs

 emergency response planning

Policy CO 8.2.2: Ensure energy efficiency of existing public

buildings through energy audits and repairs, and retrofit

buildings with energy efficient heating and air conditioning

systems and lighting fixtures.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 2.5.2: Ensure that new development is provided with

adequate emergency and/or secondary access for purposes of

evacuation and emergency response; require two points of

ingress and egress for every subdivision or phase thereof,

except as otherwise approved for small subdivisions where

physical constraints preclude a second access point.
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AQ 3.1.5: Provide incentives to promote siting or use of clean

air technologies (e.g., fuel cell technologies, renewable energy

sources, UV coatings, hydrogen fuel).

Policy CO 4.2.2: Require new development to provide the

infrastructure needed for delivery of recycled water to the

property for use in irrigation, even if the recycled water main

delivery lines have not yet reached the site, where deemed

appropriate by the reviewing authority.

Policy CO 4.2.3: Promote the installation of rainwater capture

and gray water systems in new development for irrigation,

where feasible and practicable.

Policy CO 7.1.3: Support alternative travel modes and new

technologies, including infrastructure to support alternative

fuel vehicles, as they become commercially available.

Policy C 3.2.3: When available and feasible, provide

opportunities and infrastructure to support use of alternative

fuel vehicles and travel devices.

Policy C 3.3.7: Create parking benefit districts which invest

meter revenues in pedestrian infrastructure and other public

amenities wherever feasible.

AQ 3.1.6: Consider support of legislation which promotes

clean industrial technologies, and more efficient stationary

source combustion equipment and energy generation.

Policy CO 8.1.3: Implement the ordinances developed through

the County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.3.1: Evaluate development proposals for

consistency with the ordinances developed through the

County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.3.2: Promote construction of energy efficient

buildings through the certification requirements of the

ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

Reduce fugitive dust.

AQ 4.1.1: Where fugitive dust is causing a chronic public

nuisance or the air quality is in exceedance of the PM10

standards consider adopting a dust control policy that requires

preparation and approval of a dust control plan.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Prior to grading permit issuance,

applicants shall develop a Construction Emission Management

Plan to minimize construction-related emissions. The

Construction Emission Management Plan shall require the use

of Best Available Control Measures, as specified in Table 1 of

SCAQMD’s Rule 403. If potentially significant impacts are

identified after the implementation of the SCAQMD

recommended Best Available Control Measures, the

Construction Emission Management Plan shall include the

following additional elements: (See 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages, for a full list of dust

control measures.)

AQ 4.1.2: Adopt by ordinance, a regulation, after considering

small business impacts that controls the use of leaf blowers in

areas with sensitive receptors.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.3: Encourage vegetative thinning or mowing for weed

abatement activities to minimize wind-blown dust.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.4: Identify and create a control plan for areas within the

jurisdiction that are prone to wind erosion of soil and take

measures to prevent illegal off-highway vehicle (OHV) use.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.5: Require conditions in a zoning or conditional use

permit to require fugitive dust controls and compliance

mechanisms for stationary sources (landfills, composting

facilities, aggregate facilities, etc.).

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.
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AQ 4.1.6: Ensure compliance with California Vehicle Code

section 23113 provisions intended to prevent deposition and

rapid removal of material from any highway or street.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.7: Adopt incentives, regulations, and/or procedures to

reduce paved road dust emissions through targeted street

sweeping of roads subject to high traffic levels and silt

loadings.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.8: Pave currently unpaved roads and parking lots or

establish and enforce 15 mile per hour speed limits on low-use

unpaved roads as permitted under California Vehicle Code

section 22365.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.9: Adopt incentives or procedures to limit dust from

agricultural lands and operations.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.10: Consider the suspension of all grading operations,

not including dust control actions, at construction projects

when the source represents a public nuisance or potential

safety hazard due to reduced visibility on streets surrounding

the project.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.11: Cooperate with local, regional, state and federal

jurisdictions to better control fugitive dust from stationary,

mobile and area sources.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.12: Collaborate with the transportation agencies,

utilities, railroads, etc., to minimize fugitive dust during

construction and maintenance activities.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.13: Encourage, and support stricter state and federal

legislation for vehicles that spill debris on roadways.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.14: Ensure that vehicles do not transport aggregate or

similar material upon a highway unless the material is

stabilized or covered, in accordance with state law and AQMD

regulations.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.

AQ 4.1.15: Encourage vegetation or chemical stabilization for

disturbed land for phased construction projects.

See Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 in 3.3 Air Quality revisions in

Section 4.0, Revised Draft EIR Pages.
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SCAQMD Suggested Policy Related Proposed Area Plan Policy

Increase energy efficiency.

AQ 5.1.1: Utilize source reduction, recycling and other

appropriate measures, to reduce the amount of solid waste

disposed in landfills.

Policy CO 1.3.1: Explore, evaluate, and implement methods to

shift from using nonrenewable resources to use of renewable

resources in all aspects of land use planning and development.

Policy CO 1.3.2: Promote reducing, reusing, and recycling in

all Land Use designations and cycles of development.

Policy CO 1.3.3: Provide informational material to the public

about programs to conserve non-renewable resources and

recover materials from the waste stream.

Policy CO 8.2.11: Implement recycling in all public buildings,

parks, and public facilities, including for special events.

Policy CO 8.4.1: Encourage and promote the location of

enclosed materials recovery facilities (MRF) within the Santa

Clarita Valley.

Policy CO 8.4.2: Adopt mandatory residential recycling

programs for all residential units, including single-family and

multi-family dwellings.

Policy CO 8.4.3: Allow and encourage composting of

greenwaste, where appropriate.

Policy CO 8.4.5: Develop and implement standards for refuse

and recycling receptacles and enclosures to accommodate

recycling in all development.

Policy CO 8.4.6: Introduce and assist with the placement of

receptacles for recyclable products in public places, including

at special events.

Policy CO 8.4.7: Provide information to the public on recycling

opportunities and facilities, and support various locations and

events to promote public participation in recycling.

Policy CO 8.4.8: Take an active role in promoting, incubating,

and encouraging businesses that would qualify under the

Recycling Market Development Zone program or equivalent,

including those that manufacture products made from recycled

products, salvage, and resource recovery business parks.

Policy LU 7.5.1: Ensure that all new development provides

adequate space for recycling receptacles and bins on site.

AQ 5.1.2: Develop incentives that encourage the use of energy

conservation strategies by private and public developments.

Policy CO 8.3.10: Provide incentives and technical assistance

for installation of energy-efficient improvements in existing

and new buildings.

Policy CO 8.3.11: Consider allowing carbon off-sets for large

development projects, if appropriate, which may include

funding off-site projects or purchase of credits for other forms

of mitigation, provided that any such mitigation shall be

measurable and enforceable.
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SCAQMD Suggested Policy Related Proposed Area Plan Policy

AQ 5.1.3: Promote energy-efficient design features, including

appropriate site orientation, use of lighter color roofing and

building materials, and use of deciduous shade trees and

windbreak trees to reduce fuel consumption for heating and

cooling.

Policy LU 7.1.2: Promote the use of solar panels and renewable

energy sources in all projects.

Policy LU 7.1.3: Encourage development of energy-efficient

buildings, and discourage construction of new buildings for

which energy efficiency cannot be demonstrated.

Policy CO 8.2.2: Ensure energy efficiency of existing public

buildings through energy audits and repairs, and retrofit

buildings with energy efficient heating and air conditioning

systems and lighting fixtures.

Policy CO 8.2.3: Support purchase of renewable energy for

public buildings, which may include installing solar

photovoltaic systems to generate electricity for County

buildings and operations and other methods as deemed

appropriate and feasible, in concert with significant energy

conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.2.4: Establish maximum lighting levels for public

facilities, and encourage reduction of lighting levels to the level

needed for security purposes after business hours, in addition

to use of downward-directed lighting and use of low-reflective

paving surfaces.

Policy CO 8.2.5: Support installation of photovoltaic and other

renewable energy equipment on public facilities, in concert

with significant energy conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.2.6: Promote use of solar lighting in parks and

along paseos and trails, where practical.

Policy CO 8.2.8: Promote the purchase of energy-efficient and

recycled products, and vendors and contractors who use

energy-efficient vehicles and products, consistent with adopted

purchasing policies.

Policy CO 8.2.9: Reduce heat islands through installation of

trees to shade parking lots and hardscapes, and use of light-

colored reflective paving and roofing surfaces.

Policy CO 8.2.10: Support installation of energy-efficient traffic

control devices, street lights, and parking lot lights.

Policy CO 8.3.3: Promote energy efficiency and water

conservation upgrades to existing non-residential buildings at

the time major remodel or additions.

Policy CO 8.3.4: Encourage new residential development to

include on-site solar photovoltaic systems, or pre-wiring, in at

least 50% of the residential units, in concert with other

significant energy conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.3.5: Encourage on-site solar generation of

electricity in new retail and office commercial buildings and

associated parking lots, carports, and garages, in concert with

significant energy conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to use passive solar

heating and cooling techniques in building design and

construction, which may include but are not be limited to

building orientation, clerestory windows, skylights, placement

and type of windows, overhangs to shade doors and windows,

and use of light colored roofs, shade trees, and paving

materials.
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SCAQMD Suggested Policy Related Proposed Area Plan Policy

Policy CO 8.3.7: Encourage the use of trees and landscaping to

reduce heating and cooling energy loads, through shading of

buildings and parking lots.

Policy CO 8.3.8: Encourage energy-conserving heating and

cooling systems and appliances, and energy-efficiency in

windows and insulation, in all new construction.

Policy CO 8.3.9: Limit excessive lighting levels, and encourage

a reduction of lighting when businesses are closed to a level

required for security.

AQ 5.1.4: Promote or provide incentives for “Green Building”

programs that go beyond the requirements of Title 24 of the

California Administrative Code and encourage energy efficient

design elements as appropriate to achieve “green building”

status.

Policy CO 8.1.3: Implement the ordinances developed through

the County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.2.1: Ensure that all new County buildings, and all

major renovations and additions, meet adopted green building

standards, with a goal of achieving the LEED (Leadership in

Energy and Environmental Design) Silver rating or above, or

equivalent, where appropriate.

Policy CO 8.3.1: Evaluate development proposals for

consistency with the ordinances developed through the

County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.3.2: Promote construction of energy efficient

buildings through the certification requirements of the

ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

AQ 5.1.5: Promote the use of automated time clocks or

occupant sensors to control central heating and air

conditioning.

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to use passive solar

heating and cooling techniques in building design and

construction, which may include but are not be limited to

building orientation, clerestory windows, skylights, placement

and type of windows, overhangs to shade doors and windows,

and use of light colored roofs, shade trees, and paving

materials.

Policy CO 8.3.8: Encourage energy-conserving heating and

cooling systems and appliances, and energy-efficiency in

windows and insulation, in all new construction.
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AQ 5.1.6: Utilize all available renewable energy sources to

reduce fuel consumption and demand on the power grid.

Policy LU 7.1.2: Promote the use of solar panels and renewable

energy sources in all projects.

Policy CO 8.2.5: Support installation of photovoltaic and other

renewable energy equipment on public facilities, in concert

with significant energy conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.2.6: Promote use of solar lighting in parks and

along paseos and trails, where practical.

Policy CO 8.3.4: Encourage new residential development to

include on-site solar photovoltaic systems, or pre-wiring, in at

least 50% of the residential units, in concert with other

significant energy conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.3.5: Encourage on-site solar generation of

electricity in new retail and office commercial buildings and

associated parking lots, carports, and garages, in concert with

significant energy conservation efforts.

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to use passive solar

heating and cooling techniques in building design and

construction, which may include but are not be limited to

building orientation, clerestory windows, skylights, placement

and type of windows, overhangs to shade doors and windows,

and use of light colored roofs, shade trees, and paving

materials.

AQ 5.1.7: Replace vehicles in the local government fleet with

the most fuel-efficient vehicles that are commercially available.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

Prioritize air quality education to protect public health and achieve state and federal clean air standards.

AQ 6.1.1: Provide regional and local air quality information on

City’s website, including links to the AQMD, CARB, USEPA

and other environmental-based internet sites.

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan policy. However,

the Los Angeles County Department website (Residents portal,

Environment section) provides a link to the SCAQMD website.

AQ 6.1.2: Organize city-sponsored events on topics that

educate businesses and the public about compliance with air

quality regulations (e.g., alternative fuels and low polluting

clean household products).

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan policy. However,

the Los Angeles County website (Residents portion) provides

information on public transportation services in the County as

well as community-based organizations for reducing energy

use and environmental impacts.

AQ 6.1.3: Work with school districts to develop air quality

curricula for students.

Policy CO 1.3.3: Provide informational material to the public

about programs to conserve non-renewable resources and

recover materials from the waste stream.

Policy CO 8.1.4: Provide information and education to the

public about energy conservation and local strategies to

address climate change.

Policy CO 8.4.7: Provide information to the public on recycling

opportunities and facilities, and support various locations and

events to promote public participation in recycling.

The County of Los Angeles website (Residents portion,

Environment section) provides links for teachers and students

on relevant links and materials about reducing environmental

impacts.

AQ 6.1.4: Encourage, publicly recognize, and reward

innovative approaches that improve air quality.

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan, but it should be

noted that the County encourages, publicly recognizes, and

rewards innovation approaches that improve air quality.
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AQ 6.1.5: Encourage the participation of environmental

groups, the business community, civic groups, special interest

groups, and the general public in the formulation and

implementation of programs that effectively reduce air

pollution.

Policy CO 4.1.1: In coordination with applicable water

suppliers, adopt and implement a water conservation strategy

for public and private development.

Policy CO 8.1.1: Create and adopt a Climate Action Plan (CAP)

for all of the County’s unincorporated areas within 18 months

of the adoption date of the County’s General Plan Update,

which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated areas,

including those within the Santa Clarita Valley. The CAP shall

be prepared and submitted for consideration and adoption by

the Board of Supervisors as an amendment to the County’s

newly adopted General Plan to ensure that it receives public

and agency input and environmental review pursuant to the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) prior to Board

action. (See Response 12 for the full text of this policy.)

Policy CO 8.1.5: Coordinate various activities within the

community and appropriate agencies related to GHG

emissions reduction activities.

AQ 6.1.6: Encourage the purchase and use of low- or zero-

emission vehicles, coordinate with AQMD and with local car

dealerships and their associations to encourage and support

the dealerships’ participation in AQMD’s “Clean Air Choice”

vehicle information program.

Policy CO 8.2.7: Support the use of sustainable alternative fuel

vehicles for machinery and fleets, where practical, by

evaluating fuel sources, manufacturing processes, maintenance

costs and vehicle lifetime use.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City

and County fleets.

AQ 6.1.7: Provide public education to encourage local

consumers to choose the cleanest paints, consumer products,

etc.

Policy CO 1.3.3: Provide informational material to the public

about programs to conserve non-renewable resources and

recover materials from the waste stream.

Policy CO 8.1.4: Provide information and education to the

public about energy conservation and local strategies to

address climate change.

Policy CO 8.4.7: Provide information to the public on recycling

opportunities and facilities, and support various locations and

events to promote public participation in recycling.

AQ 6.1.8: Publicize the AQMD’s 1-800-CUT-SMOG number for

the public to report air pollution complaints to the AQMD.

No related policy in the proposed Area Plan. However, the Los

Angeles County website (Residents portal, Environment

section) provides a link to the SCAQMD website.

Source: Impact Sciences, Inc.

As provided above, the proposed Area Plan contains goals, objectives, and policies that are generally

consistent with the SCAQMD’s suggested policies and would guide future development in the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley so as to reduce air pollutant emissions and reduce exposure to

ozone, airborne particulates, and air toxics that result from car and truck emissions.

Response 8

The comment states that the proposed Area Plan will result in a 120 percent increase in existing driving

trips that far outstrips the 75 percent increase in population expected during the years covered by the

proposed Area Plan. The comment also states that the Revised Draft EIR correctly concludes that this
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increase in driving and its resulting air pollutant emissions would result in a significant cumulative air

quality impact. As a point of clarification, the 120 percent increase in existing driving trips does not result

from buildout of the proposed Area Plan alone; instead, it results from buildout of the County’s proposed

Area Plan and buildout of the City’s proposed General Plan, which were both developed through the

joint “One Valley One Vision” (OVOV) planning effort. The traffic report commissioned for the joint

OVOV planning effort, which analyzed buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and buildout of the

City’s proposed General Plan, provides data on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) under 2004 conditions and

at buildout of the OVOV Planning Area, which includes the City and the unincorporated portions of the

Santa Clarita Valley (refer to Table 2-5 in the traffic report, provided in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft

EIR). According to the traffic report, the total VMT was estimated at 13,428,000 miles under year

2004 conditions and 21,532,000 miles at buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s

proposed General Plan. The total estimated population for the OVOV Planning Area is 252,000 in

2008 and 460,000 to 485,000 at buildout of the proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan.

These numbers indicate that the rate of growth in VMT is approximately 60 percent while the rate of

growth in population is approximately 83 percent. On a per capita basis, this results in per capita VMT of

53.3 miles per capita and 46.8 miles per capita, respectively, which indicates that the County’s proposed

Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan would reduce per capita VMT by approximately

12 percent. While the VMT data and the population data for existing conditions are taken from different

years, the calculation actually results in a conservative comparison. The 2008 VMT would be higher than

13,428,000, which would result in an increase in the per capita VMT calculation under existing conditions.

Therefore, while total VMT would increase under buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the

City’s proposed General Plan, per capita VMT would be expected to decrease by at least 12 percent.

Therefore, while the rate of growth in trips would exceed the rate of growth in population, the length of

the trips would decrease due to an a higher proportion of residents commuting within the Santa Clarita

Valley as opposed to commuting to destinations outside of the Santa Clarita Valley.

Response 9

The comment states that when an EIR makes a finding of significant environmental harm from a project,

such as the proposed Area Plan, CEQA requires the public agency carrying out the project to adopt all

feasible mitigation measures to lessen that harm or to adopt feasible alternatives that will do less

environmental damage. The comment states that if the public agency rejects a mitigation measure or

alternative as infeasible, the agency must make specific findings, supported by substantial evidence that a

mitigation measure or alternative is not feasible.

With respect to mitigation measures, see Response 3 above.
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As to alternatives, Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Revised Draft EIR provides an analysis of the identified

project alternatives. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of

alternatives to the proposed project shall identify one alternative as the environmentally superior

alternative. Furthermore, if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project/No Development

Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other

alternatives. For the proposed Area Plan, based on the analysis included in the Revised Draft EIR, the

Preservation Corridor Alternative would be considered environmentally superior to the proposed Area

Plan because it would avoid and/or substantially reduce the severity of significant impacts associated

with implementing the proposed Area Plan. However, as stated in the section, this alternative is rejected

in favor of the proposed Area Plan because it does not meet as many of the objectives as the proposed

Area Plan. For example, because this alternative would result in a reduced population and a decrease in

the number of housing units, it would be less effective at achieving goals 14, 17, and 29 when compared

to the proposed Area Plan.

For background purposes, Alternative 2 would result in less buildable area than the proposed Area Plan:

“[A] total of 597 dwelling units would be allowed on the 5,967.5 acres within the boundary of the

proposed Preservation Corridor under Alternative 2, instead of a total of 2,761 dwelling units under the

proposed Area Plan.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 6.0-21.) In other words, Alternative 2 would provide 2,164

fewer dwelling units than the proposed Area Plan and would accommodate 7,055 less residents than the

proposed Area Plan. (Revised Draft EIR, p. 6.0-31.) This difference is not inconsequential given the

County’s need to accommodate long-term growth projections within its jurisdictional areas.

As indicated above, this overall reduction in total dwelling units and resident population is inconsistent

with the following objectives of the proposed Area Plan:

“14.Valley communities shall contain a mix of uses that support the basic needs of

residents—places to live, shop, recreate, meet/socialize, and enjoy the environmental

setting—that are appropriate and consistent with their community character.

Regionally oriented uses that serve residents of the entire Valley or export goods and

services may be concentrated in key business centers rather than uniformly dispersed

throughout the Valley communities.

17. The Valley is committed to providing affordable work force housing to meet the

needs of individuals employed in the Santa Clarita Valley.

29. Public infrastructure shall be improved, maintained, and expanded as needed to

meet the needs of projected population and employment growth and contribute to

the Valley’s quality of life.”

(Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2.0-10 to 2.0-12.)
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Response 10

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR does not provide substantial evidence that all feasible

mitigation has been proposed and that most of the measures and policies identified are unenforceable

and vague, directing the County only to “promote, “encourage,” “support,” or “investigate” various

methods to reduce driving, or committing the County to use the measures only “where feasible” or

“where appropriate,” without providing any criteria for the circumstances under which a measure will be

“feasible” or “appropriate.” The comment states the Revised Draft EIR provides no evidence that these

policies will be implemented, or if implemented, whether they will be effective at reducing vehicle miles

traveled. The comment references the Yolo County General Plan Update, which was adopted in 2009, as

an example of a General Plan with measures that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The

unincorporated portion of Yolo County is expected to grow in population from 23,265 in 2008 to 64,700 in

2030.37 By comparison, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) projects that the

population of the unincorporated North Los Angeles County subregion, which includes unincorporated

portions of the Santa Clarita Valley as well as unincorporated areas of the Antelope Valley, will increase

from 132,797 residents in year 2005 to 434,773 residents in year 2035, for a total increase of 301,975

residents. As shown, the population in the unincorporated North Los Angeles County is nearly seven

times greater than that of unincorporated Yolo County. Measures that may be feasible in a less densely

populated region may not be feasible in more densely populated region. Nonetheless, the County’s

proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan contain policies that will reduce VMT. Refer to

Response 8 above for a discussion and comparison of the rate of growth in vehicle miles traveled and

population, based on data from the traffic study for the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s

proposed General Plan.

For a mitigation measure to be determined “feasible” according to CEQA, it need only be capable of

being accomplished successfully within a reasonable amount of time. Given the more general nature of

an Area Plan and Program EIR compared to a site-specific project and Project EIR, the time frame for

accomplishing mitigation measures would be longer for a Program EIR than the time frame for

accomplishing measures for a site-specific Project EIR. The mitigation measures for the proposed Area

Plan are generally designed to be applied in greater detail for discretionary cases at the project-specific

review level, and for ministerial cases at the Zoning Ordinance level of implementation, as directed by

the Countywide General Plan.

A list of key policies that are incorporated into the proposed Area Plan that would reduce vehicle miles

are provided below. Several of these policies have been revised and are incorporated into the Revised

37 Yolo County, 2030 Countywide General Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report, III. Project Description, (2009) 80
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Final EIR. Deleted text is indicated with strikeout formatting and any added text is indicated with double

underlines. These policies, as amended, will be effective at reducing vehicle miles traveled because they

are generally consistent with SCAQMD suggested policies, as previously discussed under

Response E11-7.

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of underutilized sites within and adjacent

to developed urban areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing

infrastructure and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of vacant

sites for higher density and mixed use, where appropriate.

Policy LU 1.2.13: Encourage use of the Specific Plan process to plan for cohesive, vibrant,

pedestrian-oriented communities with mixed uses, access to public transit, and

opportunities for living and working within the same community.

Policy LU 2.1.2: On the Land Use Map, integrate land use designations in a manner that

promotes healthy, walkable communities, by providing an appropriate mix of

residential and service uses in proximity to one another.

Policy LU 2.3.2: Either vertical or horizontal integration of uses shall be allowed in a mixed-use

development, with an emphasis on tying together the uses with appropriate

pedestrian linkages.

Policy LU 2.3.4: Adequate public spaces and amenities shall be provided in a mixed-use

development to support both commercial and residential uses, including but not

limited to plazas, landscaped walkways, village greens, and greenbelts.

Policy LU 2.3.5: Mixed-use developments shall be designed to create a pedestrian-scale

environment through appropriate street and sidewalk widths, block lengths,

relationship of buildings to streets, and use of public spaces.

Policy LU 3.2.1: Require provision of adequate walkways in urban residential neighborhoods

that provide safe and accessible connections to destinations such as schools,

parks, and neighborhood commercial centers.

Policy LU 3.2.2: In planning residential neighborhoods, include pedestrian linkages, landscaped

parkways with sidewalks, and separated trails for pedestrians and bicycles,

where appropriate and feasible.
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Policy LU 5.1.1: Require safe, secure, clearly delineated, adequately illuminated walkways and

bicycle facilities in all commercial and business centers.

Policy LU 5.1.2: Require connectivity between walkways and bikeways serving neighborhoods

and nearby commercial areas, schools, parks, and other supporting services and

facilities.

Policy LU 5.1.3: Ensure that adequate bus turnouts, served by walkways and comfortable, safe,

and convenient waiting facilities, are provided for transit users within

residential, shopping, and business developments.

Policy LU 5.2.1: Designate higher-density residential uses in areas served by public transit and a

full range of support services.

Policy LU 5.2.2: Provide for location of neighborhood commercial uses in proximity to the

neighborhoods they serve, to encourage cycling and walking to local stores.

Policy C 1.2.1: Develop coordinated plans for land use, circulation, and transit to promote

transit-oriented development that concentrates higher density housing,

employment, and commercial areas in proximity to transit corridors.

Policy C 1.2.2: Create walkable communities, with paseos and walkways connecting residential

neighborhoods to multi-modal transportation services such as bus stops and rail

stations.

Policy C 1.2.3: Require that new commercial and industrial development provide walkway

connections to public sidewalks and transit stops, where available.

Policy C 1.2.5: In mixed-use projects, require compact development and a mix of land uses to

locate housing, workplaces, and services within walking or bicycling distance of

each other.

Policy C 1.2.6: Provide flexible standards for parking and roadway design in transit-oriented

development areas to promote transit use, where appropriate.

Policy C 1.2.7: In pedestrian-oriented areas, provide a highly connected circulation grid with

relatively small blocks to encourage walking.
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Policy C 2.1.3: Protect and enhance the capacity of the roadway system by upgrading

intersections to meet level of service standards, widening and/or restriping for

additional lanes, synchronizing traffic signals, and other means as appropriate.

Policy C 3.2.1: Adopt clean vehicle purchase policies for City and County fleets.

Policy C 3.2.2: Continue to enhance signal timing and synchronization to allow for free traffic

flow, minimizing idling and vehicle emissions.

Policy C 3.3.4: Within transit-oriented development projects, provide incentives such as higher

floor area ratio and/or lower parking requirements for commercial development

that provides transit and ride-share programs.

Policy C 3.3.7: Create parking benefit districts which invest meter revenues in pedestrian

infrastructure and other public amenities wherever feasible.

Policy C 4.1.1: Develop permanent Metrolink facilities with an expanded bus transfer station

and additional park-and-ride spaces at the Via Princessa station, or other

alternative location as deemed appropriate to meet the travel needs of residents

on the Valley’s east side.

Policy C 5.1.2: For private gated communities, require the developer to accommodate bus access

through the entry gate, or provide bus waiting facilities at the project entry with

pedestrian connections to residential streets, where appropriate.

Policy C 6.2.1: Require bicycle parking, which can include bicycle lockers and sheltered areas at

commercial sites and multi-family housing complexes for use by employees and

residents, as well as customers and visitors.

Policy C 6.2.2: Provide bicycle racks on transit vehicles to give bike-and-ride commuters the

ability to transport their bicycles.

Policy C 7.1.8: Upgrade streets that are not pedestrian-friendly due to lack of sidewalk

connections, safe street crossing points, vehicle sight distance, or other design

deficiencies.

Policy C 7.1.10: Continue to expand and improve the Valley’s multi-use trail system to provide

additional routes for pedestrian travel.
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In addition, Section 3.3 Air Quality of the Revised Draft EIR includes mitigation measures MM 3.3-1

through MM 3.3-9 for development projects considered under the proposed Area Plan for construction to

address operational air quality impacts, which use legally binding language such as “shall use” (Revised

Final EIR, pp. 3.3-84 through 3.3-87). These measures will be enforced through a mitigation monitoring

reporting program.

Response 11

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR does not adopt additional measures to reduce air

pollution that are enforceable or, alternatively, does not provide substantial evidence that additional

measures are infeasible, as obligated under CEQA. Section 3.3, Air Quality, contains required mitigation

measures that would reduce air quality impacts from construction and operational activities. The South

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has provided additional mitigation measures that

should be included in the Revised Final EIR in a comment letter on the Revised Draft EIR. Please refer to

Letter C4, Response 4 for a list of these additional SCAQMD-recommended mitigation measures that

have been included in the Revised Final EIR. Moreover, the comment fails to identify any possible

additional feasible mitigation measures, so no response can be provided as to why a particular mitigation

is not included.

Response 12

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR “contains no overall plan to reduce GHG emissions,” but

instead “chiefly promises that the County will have a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in place 18 months from

whatever date the OVOV Plan is adopted.” The comment also is critical of Policy CO 8.1.1, which

contemplates the County’s adoption of a CAP, describing it is lacking “any binding criteria or goals.”

First, the comment incorrectly describes the analysis presented in Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of

the Revised Draft EIR as failing to contain a plan to reduce GHG emissions. Rather, as presented on pages

3.4-135 through 3.4-139 of the Revised Draft EIR, 17 mitigation measures are recommended to reduce

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions attributable to various types of land use development.

Second, Policy CO 8.1.1 from the proposed Area Plan was set forth on pages 3.4-68 and 3.4-69 of the

Revised Draft EIR. The commenter states that the policy “promises that the County will have a Climate

Action Plan (CAP) in place 18 months from whatever date the OVOV Plan is adopted.” However, the

commenter is incorrect in that the policy states that the County will create and adopt a Climate Action

Plan within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s General Plan Update, not the proposed Area

Plan. The Countywide General Plan provides guidance for all of the County’s unincorporated areas,

including those in the Santa Clarita Valley. The proposed Area Plan, like the currently adopted Area Plan,

is a component of the Countywide General Plan that provides additional guidance exclusively for the
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unincorporated areas within the Santa Clarita Valley, which is only one of several unincorporated areas

within the County. The County does not intend to create and adopt one Climate Action Plan for the

unincorporated areas within the Santa Clarita Valley after the proposed Area Plan is adopted and to

subsequently create and adopt separate Climate Action Plans for the several other unincorporated areas

within the County as other Area Plans, Community Plans, and Neighborhood Plans are updated or

created in the future. The County believes that the most appropriate and efficient approach is to create

and adopt one Countywide Climate Action Plan for all of the County’s unincorporated areas, including

those in the Santa Clarita Valley. The County further believes that this approach necessitates that the

Countywide Climate Action Plan be created and adopted within 18 months of the adoption date of the

County’s General Plan Update, as the Climate Action Plan would be able to consider existing conditions

throughout all of the County’s unincorporated areas as well as buildout of all of the County’s

unincorporated areas, both of which will be documented in the Draft EIR for the County’s General Plan

Update. The most recent draft of the County’s General Plan Update was released in April 2011 and is

available on the Internet at http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan. A Notice of Preparation for the

Draft EIR for the County’s General Plan Update was issued on August 15, 2011. At the time this Revised

Final EIR for the proposed Area Plan was released, the County had begun an emissions inventory, which

is the first phase in its efforts to create and adopt a Countywide Climate Action Plan. The emissions

inventory, and subsequent actions to create and adopt a Countywide Climate Action Plan, will be closely

coordinated with development of the Countywide General Plan Update and its Draft EIR.

In response to this comment and at the direction of County staff, Policy CO 8.1.1 has been revised in the

Revised Final EIR as follows, with deletions shown in strikeout and additions in double-underline:

Policy CO 8.1.1: Create and adopt a Climate Action Plan (CAP) for all of the County’s

unincorporated areas within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s

General Plan Update, which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, including those within the Santa Clarita Valley. The CAP shall be prepared

and submitted for consideration and adoption by the Board of Supervisors as an

amendment to the County’s newly adopted General Plan to ensure that it

receives public and agency input and environmental review pursuant to the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) prior to Board action. The CAP

shall include the following components and criteria:

a. Plans and programs to reduce GHG emissions to levels that generally are

consistent with specific targets for reduction of the County’s current and

projected 2020 GHG emissions inventory, and which are reasonably

attributable to land uses within the County’s unincorporated areas
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(including both existing and future development) and its internal

government operations. State mandated targets, including enforceable

reduction measures; Targets shall be generally consistent with reduction

targets in Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (Health & Saf. Code, §38500 et seq.), or other

applicable local or regional enactments addressing GHG emissions,

including applicable California Air Resources Board regulations adopted

pursuant to AB 32.

(i) The CAP may establish goals beyond 2020, which are generally

consistent with the applicable laws and regulations referenced in this

policy and based on current science.

(ii) The CAP shall include specific and general tools and strategies to

reduce the County’s current and projected 2020 GHG inventory and

to meet the CAP’s target for GHG reductions by 2020.

(iii) The CAP shall consider GHG reduction strategies, including but not

limited to:

(a) Measures to improve energy efficiency in existing and future

development;

(b) Increased use of renewable energy, including distributed

systems for residential, commercial and industrial buildings, as

well as utility-scale renewable energy generation and

transmission facilities;

(c) Water conservation and efficiency measures for existing and

future development, including water recycling;

(d) Solid waste measures, including reduction of waste generation,

diversion of waste for reuse, recycling, methane capture, and

potential waste to energy efforts;

(e) Land use, and transportation measures, including promotion of

transit and transit-oriented development, alternatives to vehicle

travel including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure,

alternative fuel vehicle infrastructure, and other measures; and
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(f) Urban forestry or other means of improving carbon

sequestration.

The CAP will also consider the effect of federal, state, and regional

actions to reduce GHG emissions within the County in addition to local

actions that the County can take. The CAP shall establish a schedule of

implementation actions.

(iv) From to time, but at least every five years, the County shall

review the CAP’s land use and development reduction strategies

for residential, municipal, and commercial buildings, and update

the requirements to ensure that they help achieve the GHG

reduction targets specified in the CAP.

b. Mechanisms to ensure regular review of progress towards the emission

reduction targets established by the CAP Climate Action Plan;

c. Procedures for reporting on the progress of the CAP to officials and the

public;

d. Procedures for revising the plan CAP, as needed, to meet GHG emissions

reduction targets, including environmental review of any revisions, pursuant

to CEQA, as necessary; and

e. Allocation of funding and staffing for Plan CAP implementation.

After adoption of the Climate Action Plan for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, which will occur within 18 months of the adoption date of the County’s

General Plan Update, which sets policy for all of the County’s unincorporated

areas, including those within the Santa Clarita Valley, amend this the Santa

Clarita Valley Area Plan if necessary to ensure consistency with the adopted

Climate Action Plan.

The above revisions provide additional detail regarding the County’s plans relative to preparation of the

CAP, as requested by the commenter. That being said, to the extent the comment’s subject heading

suggests that preparation of the CAP is a mitigation measure required by the Revised Draft EIR, the

comment is incorrect. Policy CO 8.1.1 is not a mitigation measure adopted pursuant to CEQA, rather it is

a component of the proposed Area Plan. For that reason, the comment’s suggestion that Policy CO 8.1.1 is

subject to CEQA’s mitigation deferral standards is incorrect.
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Third, it is not atypical for CAP preparation and adoption to occur subsequent to the adoption of General

Plans, Area Plans, etc. For example, the commenter entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with the

City of Stockton in 2008 that allowed for Stockton’s newly adopted General Plan to be implemented while

Stockton was afforded 24 months to prepare and adopt a CAP. The Agreement also affirmed Stockton’s

discretion in setting GHG reduction targets, noting only that the targets “shall be set in accordance with

reduction targets in AB 32, other state laws, or applicable local or regional enactments addressing GHG

emissions, and with Air Resources Board regulations and strategies adopted to carry out AB 32, if any,

including any local or regional targets for GHG reductions adopted pursuant to AB 32 or other state

laws.”38

Similarly, in 2007, the commenter entered into a Settlement Agreement with the County of San

Bernardino. That Agreement required San Bernardino to prepare a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction

Plan within 30 months of the Agreement’s execution, while concurrently allowing San Bernardino to

implement its challenged General Plan Update. The Agreement required San Bernardino to establish “[a]

target for the reduction of those sources of emissions reasonably attributable to the County’s

discretionary land use decisions and the County’s internal governmental operations.”39

Policy CO 8.1.1 is consistent with the parameters outlined in the above-referenced Agreements, in that the

policy provides the County with 18 months to adopt the CAP (which is less time than afforded to

Stockton and San Bernardino) and requires the CAP to set targets that are generally consistent with AB 32

or other applicable local or regional enactments addressing GHG emissions, including applicable

California Air Resources Board regulations adopted pursuant to AB 32.

Fourth and finally, it bears emphasizing that the County is diligently working towards securing region-

wide GHG emission reductions, to the extent permitted by its jurisdictional authority. As just one

example of the County’s good faith efforts to combat global climate change, please see the County’s

Green Building Program Web Site: http://planning.lacounty.gov/green. The Green Building Program

consists of three ordinances that were adopted by the County’s Board of Supervisors (Board) on

November 18, 2008 -- (1) Green Building (Ordinance No. 2008-0065); (2) Low-Impact Development

(Ordinance No. 2008-0063); and, (3) Drought Tolerant Landscaping (Ordinance No. 2008-0064) -- that

collectively address a wide range of green building issues to combat global climate change. These

ordinances, which have been incorporated into Titles 21 and 22 of the Los Angeles County Code, became

applicable in unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County on January 1, 2009, and require a variety of

38 For a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement, please see http://ag.ca.gov/cms_attachments/

press/pdfs/n1608_stockton_agreement.pdf.

39 For a copy of this Settlement Agreement, please see http://ag.ca.gov/cms_pdfs/press/2007-08-

21_San_Bernardino_settlement_agreement.pdf.
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green design practices for new residential and non-residential projects (See also Revised Draft EIR, pp.

3.4-32 to 3.4-33 [summarizing the primary attributes of the Green Building Program]). Although

compliance with these ordinances is already mandated by virtue of the fact that they have been

incorporated into the County Code, the proposed Area Plan has various policies requiring compliance

with the County’s Green Building Program, including subsequent amendments to the ordinances that

were previously adopted by the Board pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program, as well as any

new ordinances that may be adopted by the Board in the future pursuant to the County’s Green Building

Program, as follows:

Policy CO 8.1.3 Implement the ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

Policy CO 8.3.1 Evaluate development proposals for consistency with the ordinances developed

through the County’s Green Building Program.

Policy CO 8.3.2 Promote construction of energy efficient buildings through the certification

requirements of the ordinances developed through the County’s Green Building

Program.

In summary, the Revised Draft EIR complies with CEQA’s requirements in that it identifies all feasible

mitigation requirements. The proposed Area Plan also presents, via Policy CO 8.1.1, a well-reasoned and

well-defined requirement to prepare and adopt a CAP within 18 months after adoption of the County’s

General Plan Update, should the proposed Area Plan be adopted.

Response 13

The comment suggests that any increase in GHG emissions is impermissible, and that the Revised Draft

EIR has failed to include all feasible mitigation measures.

To preface, while there would be a change in emission levels should the proposed Area Plan be adopted

(see Response 4 to Letter No. 91), the County does not concur with the characterization of this change as

“significant,” particularly because of the absence of scientific and factual information regarding what

particular quantities of GHG emissions are significant (as climate change is a global issue). In fact, the

limited guidance adopted or being drafted by air quality management districts in California

inconsistently sets numerical significant standards. For example, the Bay Area Air Quality Management

District (BAAQMD) has identified a 10,000 metric tons cap for stationary source projects, but a
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1,100 metric tons cap for land use development projects.40 The South Coast Air Quality Management

District’s (SCAQMD) draft proposal also identifies several numeric caps, including 1,400 metric tons for

commercial projects, 3,500 metric tons for residential projects and/or 3,000 metric tons for mixed-use or all

land use projects.41 For GHGs, like other criteria air pollutants, there does not appear to be a clear

scientific basis upon which to establish different numeric criteria for different source types. Additionally,

neither BAAQMD nor SCAQMD seem to be basing their criteria on scientific evidence of project

significance. Instead, each district is trying to capture a certain percentage of projects by its thresholds.42

The County conservatively elected to find that the proposed Area Plan’s increase over existing emissions

levels would result in a significant environmental impact. Given the unsettled state of the relevant

science, this finding is reasonable and appropriate. As future land use development proposals requiring

discretionary approval within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are presented for the County’s

consideration, additional project-level environmental analysis will be required relative to the issue of

global climate change. Such analysis would account for any refinements in the state of the science. That

being said, please note that Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR assessed the

consistency of the proposed Area Plan with GHG reduction strategies identified by various agencies and

entities:

 Table 3.4-7, Consistency of Sustainable Strategies with AB 32 Scoping Plan Measures;

 Table 3.4-9, Consistency with the 2006 Climate Action Team Report;

 Table 3.4-10, Consistency with Office of Planning and Research Suggested Measures;

 Table 3.4-11, Attorney General’s Recommended General Plan Mitigation Measures; and

 Appendix 3.4 [containing a consistency analysis of the proposed Area Plan relative to reduction

strategies recommended by CAPCOA].

40 BAAQMD, Adopted Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance - June 2, 2010, available at

http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Adopted%20Thresholds%20Table_

December%202010.ashx.

41 SCAQMD, Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group #15 (September 28,

2010), Slide 3, available at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/ghgmtg15-web.pdf.

42 See, e.g., BAAQMD, California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update: Proposed Thresholds of

Significance (December 7, 2009), p. 19, available at http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/

Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Proposed%20Thresholds%20of%20Significance%20Dec%207%2009.ashx

[“Staff recommends a 1,100 MT CO2e per year threshold. Choosing a 1,100 MT mass emissions significance

threshold level (equivalent to approximately 60 single-family units), would result in about 59 percent of all

projects being above the significance threshold and having to implement feasible mitigation measures to meet

their CEQA obligations. These projects account for approximately 92 percent of all GHG emissions anticipated to

occur between now and 2020 from new land use development in the SFBAAB.”].
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As discussed in the above-referenced tables and appendix, the proposed Area Plan generally is consistent

with the identified GHG reduction strategies and, therefore, in line with AB 32 and Executive Order No.

S-3-05.

Although the comment states that the proposed Area Plan’s GHG emissions “must be reduced to meet

California’s emission reduction and climate change objectives,” please note that no state or regional

agency (e.g., California Resources Board (CARB) or SCAQMD) with expertise in global climate change

has endorsed a zero-based threshold, which would likely result in the preparation of extensive

environmental documentation for even the smallest of projects. For example, on page 25 of the California

Natural Resources Agency’s (CNRA) Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (December 2009),

CNRA stated that CEQA Guidelines section 15064.4(b)(1) “is not intended to imply a zero net emissions

threshold of significance. As case law makes clear, there is no ‘one molecule rule’ in CEQA.” Similarly, on

page 4 of CARB’s Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal: Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim

Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases Under the California Environmental Quality Act (October 24,

2008), CARB staff noted its conclusion that “for the project types under consideration [i.e., industrial and

commercial/residential], non-zero thresholds can be supported by substantial evidence. [CARB] staff

believes that zero thresholds are not mandated in light of the fact that: (1) some level of emissions in the

near term and at mid-century is still consistent with climate stabilization; and (2) current and anticipated

regulations and programs apart from CEQA... will proliferate and increasingly will reduce the GHG

contributions of past, present, and future projects.” Finally, SCAQMD staff, who are overseeing a

stakeholder working group for the development of CEQA significance criteria, have not proposed a zero-

based criterion.43

As provided in the Revised Draft EIR, the recommended mitigation measures, as well as future

legislative and regulatory enactments by applicable federal, state and regional bodies, all would serve to

further reduce GHG emissions associated with any future buildout under the proposed Area Plan,

consistent with the comment’s ultimate objective (i.e., to reduce GHG emissions). As previously

discussed in Response 8 above, buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and buildout of the City’s

proposed General Plan would result in a growth rate of VMT of approximately 60 percent while the rate

of growth in population would be approximately 83 percent. While total VMT would increase under

buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan, per capita VMT

would be expected to decrease by at least 12 percent. Additionally, while the rate of growth in trips

would exceed the rate of growth in population, the length of the trips would decrease due to a higher

proportion of residents commuting within the Santa Clarita Valley as opposed to commuting to

destinations outside of the Santa Clarita Valley. The reduction in per capita VMT and the rate of grown in

43 For more information on SCAQMD’s efforts, please see http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/GHG.html.
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VMT compared to population is directly related to the policies that would be adopted if the County

adopts the Area Plan and the City adopts the General Plan. Mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4,

Global Climate Change, of the Revised Draft EIR would further reduce the emissions associated with

buildout of the County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan.

As to the second prong of the comment, because the commenter fails to identify any specific mitigation

measures that it believes are feasible and not included in the Revised Draft EIR, no more specific of a

response can be provided.

Response 14

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR does not fully disclose the alleged harms from impacts of

new housing and alleged suburban sprawl.

The County believes that it has addressed all of the impacts of new development (including new housing)

as analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR. The Revised Draft EIR addresses all potential impacts of new

housing and development. As an example, the 139-page analysis presented in Section 3.4 of the Revised

Draft EIR, and the proposed Area Plan’s inclusion of numerous goals, objectives, and policies designed to

achieve green design and smart growth, rather than promoting sprawl, are also evidence of this. As set

forth in additional responses below, the Area Plan also includes various other measures to reduce

greenhouse gas emissions.

The County takes seriously its role in the state’s efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and to

effectively combat the effects of global climate change. That being said, the County also seeks to minimize

redundant regulation due to the global nature of the subject environmental issue. (A global climate

change is a global issue such that the precise location of the emission of greenhouse gas emissions is not

the driving factor. Rather, it is the total quantity of greenhouse gas emissions that drives global climate

change.) Therefore, the County seeks to harmonize its efforts with applicable international, national,

state, and regional efforts.

Furthermore, the proposed Area Plan contains policies that would guide future development in the area

that would reduce VMT (for example, see Revised Draft EIR, pp. 3.2-55 to 3.2-57). The following are

further examples of policies included in the Revised Draft EIR that would reduce VMT:

Policy LU 1.1.3: Discourage urban sprawl into rural areas by limiting non-contiguous, “leap-

frog” development outside of areas designated for urban use.

Policy LU 1.1.5: Increase infill development and re-use of underutilized sites within and adjacent

to developed urban areas to achieve maximum benefit from existing
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infrastructure and minimize loss of open space, through redesignation of vacant

sites for higher density and mixed use, where appropriate.

Policy LU 3.2.1: Require provision of adequate walkways in urban residential neighborhoods

that provide safe and accessible connections to destinations such as schools,

parks, and neighborhood commercial centers.

Policy LU 5.2.1: Designate higher-density residential uses in areas served by public transit and a

full range of support services.

Policies contained within the Area Plan are intended to reduce sprawl and vehicle miles traveled.

Response 15

The comment requests information of the population projections for the Santa Clarita Valley, and

information regarding the correlation between such projections and the amount of development

contemplated by the proposed Area Plan. The comment also requests information on the location, extent,

and type of development that currently exists in the Santa Clarita Valley in relation to what is

contemplated by the proposed Area Plan.

Population projections for the proposed Area Plan are provided in Table 2.0-1, Summary of Population,

Housing, and Employment Projections for the OVOV Planning Area at Buildout. As provided therein, at

buildout, the OVOV Planning Area (which includes the City of Santa Clarita and the unincorporated

portions of the Santa Clarita Valley) will contain approximately 460,000 to 485,000 people; of this amount,

approximately 237,387 would be located within unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley.

(Revised Draft EIR, p. 2.0-28.) The analytical assumptions and methodology used to prepare this

population estimate are discussed at length on pages 2.0-24 through 2.0-25. As explained, “[t]he

projections … represent staff’s best efforts to achieve a realistic vision of actual buildout potential for the

planning area. In preparing the OVOV land use projections, staff acknowledged that portions of the

planning area are already largely developed, and that the Area Plan is not based on a ‘clean slate’ of

vacant, undeveloped land. Existing uses and development patterns must be recognized in planning for

new uses.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 2.0-25.)

Additional information regarding population projections for the Santa Clarita Valley is also provided in

Section 3.19, Population and Housing, of the Revised Draft EIR:

“According to [the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG)] Growth

Forecast, the population of the entire unincorporated subregion is expected to grow from

132,797 residents in the year 2005 to 434,773 residents in the year 2035 …” (Revised Draft

EIR, p. 3.19-3.)
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“In 2008, the population of the County’s Planning Area was approximately 75,000

residents. Buildout of the proposed Area Plan Land Use Map would increase the County

Planning Area’s population by 162,387 residents to a total population of approximately

237,387 residents.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.19-5.)

“SCAG projects that the population of the unincorporated North Los Angeles County

subregion, which includes unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley as well as

unincorporated areas of the Antelope Valley, will increase from 132,797 residents in year

2005 to 434,773 residents in year 2035, for a total increase of 301,975 residents (no

population projections from SCAG are presently available for this region after year 2035).

Accordingly, SCAG projects substantial population growth (over 227 percent)

throughout unincorporated North Los Angeles County during the current planning

period. Since buildout of the proposed Area Plan would increase the population of the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley by 162,387 residents by year 2035, and given that the

population of the entire unincorporated North Los Angeles subregion is projected to

increase by 301,976 residents by 2035, implementation of the proposed Area Plan would

account for approximately 54 percent of this growth.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.19-6.)

As indicated by the above excerpts, the level of population growth contemplated by the proposed Area

Plan is generally consistent with SCAG’s regional projections and is required to accommodate long-term

growth trends anticipated in the unincorporated North County subregion, which includes the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley and the unincorporated Antelope Valley. As indicated in the above

excerpts, the population growth projected in the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley represents only 54

percent of the population growth projected by SCAG in the North County subregion. SCAG generates

population growth estimates based on: “… policy direction from the SCAG Community, Economic and

Human Development (CEHD) Policy Committee and working closely with the Plans and Programs

Technical Advisory Committee (P&P TAC), the California Department of Finance (DOF), subregions,

local jurisdictions, CTCs, the public and other major stakeholders, the Forecasting Section of the

Community Development Division is responsible for producing socio-economic estimates and

projections at multiple geographic levels and in multiple years.“44 The analysis prepared by the County

for the Area Plan effort was far more detailed and current than the forecast prepared by SCAG. Draft EIR,

Section 2.0, Project Description, pages 24 and 25 outline in detail the methodology used by the County to

determine population projections as follows:

“The methodology used by staff to develop these detailed demographic projections

involved the following steps:

1. Staff prepared projections for each traffic analysis zone (TAZ) contained in the traffic

model. For purposes of traffic modeling, a TAZ is a portion of land within the

planning area in which certain land uses have been designated, the development of

which is expected to generate new vehicle trips to serve future development. Only

44 http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm
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undeveloped or underutilized land will be expected to be used for new development

that will generate new vehicle trips. Therefore, each TAZ was analyzed to determine

the percentage of land that was already fully built out, and the amount of land

available for new development or rebuilding. There are 455 TAZs in the traffic model

for the planning area.

2. Staff compared each TAZ with a current aerial photograph and Planning Department

records to determine the amount of developable land in each one. Land was

considered to be developable if it was vacant or underutilized, privately owned,

designated and zoned for future development, and free of major constraints such as

ridgelines and floodways.

3. For land within each TAZ, staff estimated the projected actual buildout capacity

under the draft Land Use Map, considering parcelization, existing and surrounding

development, access, topography, drainage patterns, infrastructure capacity, and

similar site constraints.

4. The result of this analysis was an estimated buildout capacity for each TAZ in terms

of dwelling unit number and type; non-residential development potential (including

commercial, business park, retail, and institutional space); public uses, including

government and school facilities, parks and open space; and land devoted to

infrastructure (such as streets and highways, transmission corridors, and flood

control easements).

5. Portions of the Planning Area outside the TAZ had trips designated to the nearest

TAZ.

The projections generated from the TAZ analysis represent staff’s best efforts to achieve a

realistic vision of actual buildout potential for the planning area. In preparing the OVOV

land use projections [the land use projections for the City’s proposed General Plan and

the County’s proposed Area Plan, both of which were developed through the joint “One

Valley One Vision” (OVOV) planning effort], staff acknowledged that portions of the

planning area are already largely developed, and that the Area Plan is not based on a

“clean slate” of vacant, undeveloped land. Existing uses and development patterns must

be recognized in planning for new uses.

For purposes of a theoretical comparison, the TAZ analysis could be compared to the

‘worst case’ buildout projections of the Area Plan land use map. The worst-case scenario

assumes that all existing uses are subject to demolition, reconstruction, or intensification

to achieve the maximum density allowed by the land use map. For example, if an area is

designated for single-family residential uses at five dwelling units per acre and the area

is already developed at four dwellings per acre, the worst-case scenario assumes that the

existing subdivisions would be replaced with new subdivisions at a higher density, or

that existing units would be subdivided into multi-family structures to achieve the

higher density. Because many areas of the Santa Clarita Valley have been developed

within the last 20 years with structures that have useful lifespan of 50 years or longer,

staff determined that it would be unreasonable to assume that all existing development

would be replaced with new development at the highest possible density allowed by the
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land use map. For this reason, the worst-case scenario under the land use plan was not

used as the basis for demographic projections. Instead, the TAZ analysis described above

formed the basis for reasonable buildout projections of land use, dwelling units,

population, and employment.”

With respect to the comment’s request for information regarding existing development levels, Section

3.19 disclosed that:

“As of 2008, there were approximately 80,000 dwelling units within the Santa Clarita

Valley, of which 23,000 were in the unincorporated areas and 57,000 were within the City

of Santa Clarita. Another 39,500 dwelling units had received land use approval, including

33,500 units in unincorporated County areas and 6,000 units within the City of Santa

Clarita; several thousand more dwelling units were the subject of pending land use

applications.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.19-2.)

With regard to the pending applications, it would not be appropriate to provide a precise number given

the great uncertainty of the actual number of proposed units that would ultimately end up completing

the application process or the actual number of proposed units that would receive approval.

Furthermore, of the number of units proposed that have received land use approval, though counted in

this analysis, may not be built due to changing market conditions or changing ownership circumstances.

Also with regard to the pending applications, the numbers provided in the Revised Draft EIR, and cited

above, relate to 2008, as that was the year that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was issued

and circulated and is therefore an appropriate baseline year for “on the ground” conditions. Although the

County has revised and re-circulated its initial Draft EIR, 2008 remains as an appropriate baseline year,

given that it was the year that the NOP was issued and circulated. Shortly after the NOP was issued and

circulated, the housing market in the Santa Clarita Valley and elsewhere throughout the United States

experienced a sharp downturn and the housing market had not fully recovered at the time this Revised

Final EIR was released. Accordingly, many pending development applications became inactive, and since

2008 many such applications have been denied by County decision makers on the basis of inactivity.45

Furthermore, few pending development applications have been approved since 2008, few approved tract

maps have been recorded since 2008, and a relatively small number of housing units have been

constructed since 2008. In light of these circumstances, and the uncertainty discussed in the preceding

paragraph, the numbers provided in the Revised Draft EIR represent an accurate depiction of

development activity within the Santa Clarita Valley, and as previously stated, reflect an appropriate

baseline year. In any event, the County has continuously maintained information regarding subdivision

activity within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley and other portions of its jurisdiction since 2008.

This information is contained within SUB-NET, an interactive Geographic Information System (GIS) that

45 The Signal, SCV land deals to get axed. July 19, 2011
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has been available to the public since 2008 on the Department of Regional Planning Web Site at

http://planning.lacounty.gov/subnet. It should be noted that the information is also available to the Board

of Supervisors and other County decision makers because of its public availability.

Additional information regarding the existing communities located within the Santa Clarita Valley, as

well as approved Specific Plans, is provided in Section 2.0, Project Description, on pages 2.0-13 through

2.0-24.

The Revised Draft EIR also disclosed that the population projections (460,000 to 485,000) associated with

full buildout of the proposed Area Plan translates into approximately 150,000 to 160,000 households

(Revised Draft EIR, p. 2.0-24.).

As to forms of non-residential development, Table 2.0-2, Acres of Land Use Designations, in the Revised

Draft EIR identified the acreage total for each land use designation identified in the proposed Area Plan,

allowing for an approximate assessment, by acreage, of the type and amount of development proposed

for each land use designation in the proposed Area Plan. Information regarding the location of such

development is provided in Figure 2.0-4, Proposed Land Use Policy Map (See also Revised Draft EIR, pp.

2.0-25 to -27 [summarizing analytical assumptions and methodology used by County staff in developing

commercial and industrial development projections]).

In closing, while the Revised Draft EIR contains the information requested by the comment, the precise

level of development that may occur in the Santa Clarita Valley depends, in part, upon the housing

market and the economic conditions in play at the time such development is proposed.

Response 16

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR fails to disclose the number of people who live outside the

Santa Clarita Valley (Valley) and commute into the Valley to work there. All traffic trips, including traffic

trips into the Valley from other areas and out of the Valley into other areas, are a fundamental part of the

traffic model. Please see Revised Draft EIR, Appendix 3.2, One Valley One Vision Traffic Study, Austin

Foust Inc., June 2010, Section 1.5 Reference: 3. “Draft Santa Clarita Valley Consolidated Traffic Model

2004 Update and Validation,” City of Santa Clarita and County of Los Angeles Department of Public

Works, June 2004. This reference has been appended to the Revised Final EIR.

Additionally, please see Table 4-6, Freeway Volume Summary, in Appendix 3.2 of the Revised Draft, also

included below. This summary demonstrates how the number of vehicle trips increases at buildout of the

County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan in comparison to existing conditions.

For example, on I-5 just north of the SR-14 interchange during the AM Peak Hour, the northbound
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volume increases from 5,600 vehicles per hour (vph) at existing conditions to 7,540 vph at buildout of the

County’s proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan, which were both developed as part

of the OVOV joint planning effort. Northbound trips represent people entering the Valley in the morning.

Table 4-6

Freeway Volume Summary

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Segment ADT NB SB NB SB

I-5 south of Parker Interchange

Existing Conditions 110,000 1,860 2,190 3,570 3,070

Current GP 240,000 5,140 6,950 8,760 7,980

Proposed OVOV GP 239,000 4,090 6,770 8,770 7,640

I-5 south of Valencia Interchange

Existing Conditions 179,000 5,430 5,310 6,050 6,420

Current GP 269,000 8,540 9,970 9,730 10,320

Proposed OVOV GP 259,000 7,860 8,200 9,190 10,300

I-5 north of SR-14 Interchange

Existing Conditions 202,000 5,600 6,610 6,970 6,410

Current GP 308,000 8,710 10,430 10,530 10,800

Proposed OVOV GP 269,000 7,540 7,380 8,700 10,480

SR-14 south of Aqua Dulce Interchange

Existing Conditions 110,000 1,970 5,580 5,130 2,810

Current GP 200,000 4,260 11,970 11,300 5,190

Proposed OVOV GP 158,000 2,700 11,780 10,590 3,350

SR-14 south of Sierra Highway Interchange

Existing Conditions 152,000 2,510 7,090 7,500 3,380

Current GP 279,000 5,020 15,330 15,430 7,100

Proposed OVOV GP 217,000 3,900 14,350 13,580 5,150

SR-14 north of I-5 Interchange

Existing Conditions 176,000 2,950 8,350 8,430 4,100

Current GP 316,000 6,320 16,170 16,250 8,490

Proposed OVOV GP 230,000 5,100 13,920 13,390 6,820

Response 17

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR does not perform an analysis to determine whether

increasing the amount of affordable housing in the Santa Clarita Valley (Valley) might allow more

commuters to live and work in the Valley and thus drive less. One of the premises of the County’s

proposed Area Plan and the City’s proposed General Plan, which were both developed as part of the

OVOV effort, is to reduce allowable residential densities in outlying areas, which are generally located
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within the unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley, and to increase allowable residential

densities in the central core, which is located in the City and where transit opportunities are available for

all people—not only those who require affordable housing. Please also see Section 2.0, Project Description

of the Revised Draft EIR, pages 2.0-10 through 12, which provides the OVOV Guiding Principles

pertaining to residential developments in the OVOV Planning Area, which includes the City and the

unincorporated portions of the Valley. These Guiding Principles prescribe a variety of housing types,

including affordable housing in locations that can take advantage of bike and pedestrian trails, transit,

etc. to reduce and lessen the need to commute outside of the Valley:

“16. The Valley shall contain a mix of housing types that meet the diverse needs of

residents, and offer choices for the Valley’s population and lifestyles (ages,

education, income, etc.) that are appropriate and consistent with their community

character. This shall include a combination of single- and multi-family, owner

occupied and rental units within each community, and mixed-use (i.e., integrated

housing with commercial or office uses) development in key activity centers.

17. The Valley is committed to providing affordable work force housing to meet the

needs of individuals employed in the Santa Clarita Valley.

18. Multi-family housing developments shall contain adequate recreational and open

space amenities on-site and be designed to ensure a high quality living

environment. Their architectural treatment and building massing shall

complement the characteristics of surrounding single-family residential

neighborhoods.

19. Neighborhood scale development shall be encouraged by promoting mixed

density of housing units consistent with community character objectives and

limiting the number and acreage of multi-family units that can be developed in any

single location.

20. Housing developments located in the more urbanized communities of the Valley

shall be designed to create a sense of neighborhood by

a. promoting walkability and containing places that serve as centers of activity

and identity (schools, multi-purpose facilities, parks, convenience services,

neighborhood commercial centers, etc.);

b. containing a mix of housing types, densities, and parcel sizes, avoiding large

areas and an over-concentration of homogeneous density units;

c. minimizing the dependence on, prominence, and area dedicated to the

automobile;

d. featuring architectural design treatments along all frontages of new housing to

promote continuity of architectural scale and rhythm and avoid “blank walls;”

and
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e. including pedestrian linkages, landscaped parkways and green corridors, and

separated trails (pedestrian, bicycle or equestrian) where appropriate and

feasible.”

There is no need for a separate analysis to determine the possible need for increasing affordable housing

in the Valley. Please also see Response 18 below, which acknowledges that the County’s Housing

Element was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 5, 2008 and was certified by the State

Department of Housing and Community Development on November 6, 2008. As a component of the

Countywide General Plan, the Housing Element evaluated the need for affordable housing throughout

the County’s unincorporated areas, including those in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Also, see Responses 4 and 8 above for a further explanation of how the proposed Area Plan may increase

the jobs/housing balance, which in turn reduces vehicle miles traveled by approximately 12 percent. The

increase in average daily trips by 120 percent would indicate a greater number of much shorter trips.

Response 18

The comment requests that the Revised Draft EIR provide an estimate of the percentage of Regional

Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) units that the County plans to meet in the unincorporated areas

within the Santa Clarita Valley as well as a discussion on how the County plans to meet it. It should be

noted that, in the current Housing Element cycle, the Southern California Association of Governments

(SCAG) provided one number of RHNA units for all of the County’s unincorporated areas. SCAG did not

provide one number of RHNA units for the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley, one number of RHNA

units for unincorporated East Los Angeles, and so on. The County has completed a Housing Element for

the current Housing Element cycle, which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 5, 2008

and was certified by the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) on

November 6, 2008. The adopted Housing Element, which is available on the Internet at

http://planning.lacounty.gov/housing, demonstrates that the County intends to meet its entire RHNA

number, not a mere percentage as the comment suggests. The adopted Housing Element evaluated the

need for affordable housing throughout the County’s unincorporated areas, including those in the Santa

Clarita Valley, and suitable sites were identified in the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley.

Section 3.19, Population and Housing of the Revised Draft EIR, page 3.19-4, discusses the RHNA

Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation numbers of which the County is obligated to

plan for. Section 3.19 further states: “state law (Government Code 65915) requires jurisdictions to grant

incentives to promote affordable housing development, provided that a minimum number of affordable

units are constructed and remain affordable for specified periods of time. In addition, state law requires

that jurisdictions provide density bonuses for affordable housing production, up to a maximum of 35

percent over the units allowed by the Area Plan Land Use Map. In exchange for the additional units, the
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housing developer ensures that a certain percentage of the units will be priced at affordable levels and

will remain affordable over the period required by the law. Los Angeles County complies with state

requirements and provides additional incentives to promote affordable housing construction including

fee waivers, reduced setbacks, increased height limits, and additional density increases.” Existing County

Zoning Ordinance provisions, such as Part 17 of Section 22.52 (Density Bonuses and Affordable Housing

Incentives) and Part 18 of Section 22.56 (Housing Permits), apply throughout the County’s

unincorporated areas.

Given that HCD is the state’s determining body as to the adequacy of all housing policies within a

Housing Element, and that CEQA documentation for the County’s Housing Element was completed

prior to its adoption, further response is neither necessary nor required.

Response 19

The comment states that the commenter appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft

EIR.

The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue nor does it address or question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.
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March 9, 2011

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
Attn: Regional Planning Commission

Hall of Records 13th Floor
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Re: 2nd Letter Proposed Santa Clarita Valley One Valley One Vision Proposed Land Use
Designation Affecting Vesting Tentative Map 52796

Mr. Chairman and other members of the Regional Planning Commission,

On December 23, 2010 we submitted for your consideration a request to modify the
land use currently shown within the proposed One Valley One Vision for the property known as
VTTM 52796 -020-
019 thru 024 and 2926-020-030 thru 033.

In our request we described how for the past decade SRC West has been master
planning the various private land holdings in the Stevenson Ranch and Pico Canyon areas, of
which VTTM 52796 is an integral part of this master planning. All infrastructures to serve
52796 are stubbed to the property. VTTM 52796 provides regional benefit by completing major
arterial highway improvements as shown on the circulation element of the General Plan and
major storm drain improvements which help protect existing downstream neighborhoods.

Given that this property is in essence an infill property that completes a larger overall
vision for the Stevenson Ranch and Pico Canyon areas we are perplexed as to why this
property is being subjected to a ninety six (96) percent reduction in allowable density from that
of the current General Plan. The adjacent Southern Oaks Community represents a density one
hundred (100) times greater than that proposed under OVOV for VTTM 52796 and both
properties were originally master planned at the same time.

In discussion with Mr. Mitch Glaser at the Department of Regional Planning, we were
told that staff considered a number of factors when proposing all of the various land uses

1

Letter No. E12
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within OVOV. Part of the thought process in the Steven Ranch and Pico Canyon areas is that
some distance south and west of these areas is the Santa Clarita Woodland Park and some
distance west is Mentryville. Topography always plays some role and, in addition, staff is
recommending an expansion of the existing significant ecological area (SEA) which is south
and east of VTTM 52796.

For these reasons VTTM 52796 was given a proposed land use designation of RL5 on
a small portion of the northwest corner of the property and RL20 on the major balance of the
property. This results in a reduction in maximum allowable density of 269 dwelling units to 11
dwelling units. Other properties adjacent to the Santa Clarita Woodlands Park and
encumbered with the proposed SEA expansion have been given H2 and H5 land use
designations.

Topographically VTTM 52796 is similar to the rest of the existing developed areas in the
Stevenson Ranch and Pico Canyon Areas. The vesting tentative tract map which is actively
being processed not only protects the hillsides and ridgelines; it also protects the valley floor
by locating homes onto the mid level areas of the property.

The only portion of VTTM 52796 which borders with the Santa Clarita Woodlands Park
is along the projects westerly border. In this area VTTM 52796 its neighbor by providing an
additional quarter mile wide buffer or proposed open space. The proposed developed areas of
VTTM 52796 are naturally separate from the Santa Clarita Woodlands Park by being on the
other side of the ridgeline from the park and then significantly setting back from that ridgeline.

Under the current General Plan the Lyon Canyon SEA is east by southeast of VTTM
52796. The nearest portion of the Lyon Canyon SEA is approximately two thirds of a mile away
and separated by a ridgeline. These two areas are in completely different watershed areas
with the existing SEA draining to the Lyons Canyon watershed area and VTTM 52796 draining
to the already developed Pico Canyon watershed area.

Under OVOV the proposed SEA designation is being significantly increased in size and
is now extending over watershed boundaries and ridgelines that were previously respected as
natural barriers and borders. We realize that staff does not have the budget or resources to
definitively study every individual property ownership within the OVO boundary relative to
biological and ecological constraints. To that end we realize that there is are degrees of
subjectivity and guess work that staff uses to propose new areas.

From our perspective good information helps facilitate good decision making. A wealth
of site specific professional evaluation and analysis regarding VTTM 52796 has been acquired

studies and analyses encompass an extensive range of topics such as:
Biological Inventory
Wetlands Delineation Report
Oak Tree Report
Paleontological Resources Assessment Report
Cultural Resources

1
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Additional analysis and investigation has been performed for such topics as
geotechnical, drainage and traffic. These topics are outside of the purview of SEA significance,
but do have a direct bearing on showing that VTTM 52796 is in essence an infill property. We
are surprised that this available data appears to have not had the relevance it deserved when
staff recommended the new SEA boundaries. If it had been then staff most likely would have
understood both the development proposal for VTTM 52796 and its environmental justification
based on the level of resource analysis already provided.

Attached to this letter we have compiled copies of the reports that we believe will
support our belief that the areas of VTTM 52796 proposed for development are justified in not
being included in the proposed SEA boundary expansion. This is an important point to us
because the two major concerns that staff had (proximity to existing open space and part of
the SEA proposed expansion) do not apply to VTTM 52796. These two concerns affected

density allowable of RL20. It appears to us that given the level of study that is available
through the active entitlement request for VTTM 52796 a proposed OVOV land use of at least
H2 in our northeast one hundred and ten acres and RL5 for the balance of the property is
justified.

Sincerely,
SRC West, Inc.

Ron Druschen
President

w/ Encl.

Email Cc: Mr. Richard Bruckner LA County Dept. of Regional Planning
Mr. Mitch Glaser LA County Dept. of Regional Planning
Mr. Nick Eftekhari Oakridge Homes
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Letter No. E12 Letter from SRC West, March 9, 2011

Response 1

The commenter refers to an earlier letter, submitted on December 23, 2010, that requested a modification

to the proposed land use designation for Vesting Tentative Tract Map 52796 (VTTM 52796). The

commenter describes how SRC West has been master planning the various private land holdings in the

Stevenson Ranch and Pico Canyon areas and states that VTTM 52796 has been an integral part of this

master planning. The commenter states that, given that this property is in essence an infill property, the

commenter is perplexed as to why this property is being subjected to a 96 percent reduction in allowable

density from that of the current plan. The commenter provides reports to justify his request for VTTM

52796 to be designated as H2 (Residential 2) in the northeast 110 acres and as Rural Land 5 (RL5) for the

balance of the property. The commenter cites other factors in support of his request and also requests that

a proposed Significant Ecological Area (SEA) designation be removed from a portion of the property.

The comment raises issues pertaining to the proposed Area Plan’s land use designation of VTTM 52796

and the proposed SEA designation of a portion of VTTM 52796 that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding master planning, infill, and other factors in

support of his request only express the opinion of the commenter. The comment will be included as part

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

Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. It should be noted that the proposed Area Plan’s

Introduction includes the following language: “Completed applications filed prior to the effective date of

this Area Plan shall be allowed to be reviewed for consistency with the previously adopted Area Plan.

Projects may be maintained as originally approved provided the approval is still valid and has not

expired. Any subsequent change(s) of use or intensity shall be subject to the policies of this Area Plan.”

Therefore, if VTTM 52796 is a completed application filed prior to the effective date of the proposed Area

Plan, it shall be allowed to be reviewed for consistency with the current Area Plan, not the proposed Area

Plan. Furthermore, if VTTM 52796 is approved, the project may be maintained as originally approved,

provided that such approval is still valid and has not expired. VTTM 52796, if approved, would be

subject to the policies of the proposed Area Plan only if changes of use or intensity are proposed after

approval, provided that the Board of Supervisors adopts the aforementioned language in the proposed

Area Plan’s Introduction and provided that VTTM 52796 is a completed application filed prior to the

effective date of the proposed Area Plan.
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Letter No. E13 Letter from Archdiocese of Los Angeles, March 17, 2011

Response 1

The commenter expresses his opposition to the proposed removal of the Limited Secondary Highway

designation of Sloan Canyon Road from Hillcrest Parkway to Quail Valley Road. The commenter states

that Sloan Canyon Road has been on the L.A. County maps as a Secondary Highway for decades, that it

is the north-south circulation connection for the western portion of the Castaic community, and that it

was meant to provide area wide circulation for emergency access and convenience.

The commenter raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding area wide circulation and emergency access

only express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of

Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of

Hillcrest Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element

describes local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include

residential streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation

planning at the General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” The

Castaic Area Community Standards District (CSD), adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November

30, 2004, includes standards for local streets (see Section 22.44.137.D.2 of the County Zoning Ordinance).

These standards apply to “residential land divisions where at least 75 percent of the lots exceed a net area

of 15,000 square feet…as approved by the county department of public works and the county fire

department” (emphasis added). These standards specify that “(c)urbs, gutters, and sidewalks are

prohibited unless otherwise deemed necessary for public safety purposes” (emphasis added) and that

“(i)nverted shoulder cross-sections shall be required unless an alternate design is deemed necessary for

public safety” (emphasis added). Accordingly, the CSD standards for local streets provide for

consideration of public safety concerns, such as emergency access and safe pedestrian access, and also

provide for review and approval by the County’s Department of Public Works and the County’s Fire

Department.
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Letter No. E14 Letter from Debbie Finlay, March 22, 2011

Response 1

The commenter expresses her opposition to the proposed removal of the Limited Secondary Highway

designation of Sloan Canyon Road from Hillcrest Parkway to Quail Valley Road. The commenter states

that Sloan Canyon Road has been on the L.A. County maps as a Secondary Highway for decades, that it

is the north-south circulation connection for the western portion of the Castaic community, and that it

was meant to provide area wide circulation for emergency access and convenience.

The commenter raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding area wide circulation and emergency access

only express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of

Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of

Hillcrest Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element

describes local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include

residential streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation

planning at the General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” The

Castaic Area Community Standards District (CSD), adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November

30, 2004, includes standards for local streets (see Section 22.44.137.D.2 of the County Zoning Ordinance).

These standards apply to “residential land divisions where at least 75 percent of the lots exceed a net area

of 15,000 square feet…as approved by the county department of public works and the county fire

department” (emphasis added). These standards specify that “(c)urbs, gutters, and sidewalks are

prohibited unless otherwise deemed necessary for public safety purposes” (emphasis added) and that

“(i)nverted shoulder cross-sections shall be required unless an alternate design is deemed necessary for

public safety” (emphasis added). Accordingly, the CSD standards for local streets provide for

consideration of public safety concerns, such as emergency access and safe pedestrian access, and also

provide for review and approval by the County’s Department of Public Works and the County’s Fire

Department.
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Letter No. E15 Letter from Lance Miller, March 22, 2011

Response 1

The commenter expresses his opposition to the proposed removal of the Limited Secondary Highway

designation of Sloan Canyon Road from Hillcrest Parkway to Quail Valley Road. The commenter states

that Sloan Canyon Road has been on the L.A. County maps as a Secondary Highway for decades, that it

is the north-south circulation connection for the western portion of the Castaic community, and that it

was meant to provide area wide circulation for emergency access and convenience.

The commenter raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding area wide circulation and emergency access

only express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of

Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of

Hillcrest Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element

describes local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include

residential streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation

planning at the General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” The

Castaic Area Community Standards District (CSD), adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November

30, 2004, includes standards for local streets (see Section 22.44.137.D.2 of the County Zoning Ordinance).

These standards apply to “residential land divisions where at least 75 percent of the lots exceed a net area

of 15,000 square feet…as approved by the county department of public works and the county fire

department” (emphasis added). These standards specify that “(c)urbs, gutters, and sidewalks are

prohibited unless otherwise deemed necessary for public safety purposes” (emphasis added) and that

“(i)nverted shoulder cross-sections shall be required unless an alternate design is deemed necessary for

public safety” (emphasis added). Accordingly, the CSD standards for local streets provide for

consideration of public safety concerns, such as emergency access and safe pedestrian access, and also

provide for review and approval by the County’s Department of Public Works and the County’s Fire

Department.
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Letter No. E16 Letter from Indian Ridge, LLC, March 25, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that Indian Ridge, LLC (Indian Ridge) owns three properties on the east and west

sides of Sierra Highway that are currently used for industrial purposes and are designated and zoned for

industrial use under the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes. The commenter states

that a 20 acre parcel is contiguous to the east of the Indian Ridge properties and that the aforementioned

parcel is designated as Rural Land 20 (RL20) and zoned Heavy Agricultural, 2-acre minimum lot size

(A-2-2) under the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes. The commenter states that the

Indian Ridge properties and the aforementioned contiguous parcel are separated from the Elsmere

Canyon Open Space (Open Space) by a high ridge and that they have no negative impact on the Open

Space. The commenter states that he strongly supports changing the proposed land use and zoning

designations of the aforementioned contiguous parcel to the same land use and zoning designations as

the Indian Ridge properties. The commenter cites several factors in support of the change, such as

complementary development, provision for water and sewer, access to Sierra Highway, and a lack of

special ecological features.

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes that do

not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, as well as economic, social or political

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding

complementary development, provision for water and sewer, access to Sierra Highway, and a lack of

special ecological features only express the opinion of the commenter. The comment will be included as

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

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is

required.
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Letter No. E17 Letter from Elsmere Canyon, LLC, March 31, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that Elsmere Canyon, LLC (Elsmere), made a sale/donation of 820 acres to the

County of Los Angeles (County) and the City of Santa Clarita (City). The commenter states that Elsmere

retained 40 acres, that 20 of those acres are located within unincorporated County territory, and that

during negotiations with the County and City, Elsmere indicated its desire to develop industrial uses on

the 20 acres within unincorporated County territory. The commenter states the County and City

expressed concern that development might impact a major ridgeline, so they requested that Elsmere flag

the boundaries, which then proved to be at an elevation 150 to 200 feet below the ridgeline, and the

County and City expressed no other concerns. The commenter states that following the transaction

closing, Elsmere sent a letter to County planning staff requesting that Elsmere’s 20 acres be designated

and zoned for industrial use under the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes. The

commenter indicates that County planning staff raised objections and then proceeds to respond to those

objections.

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes that do

not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, as well as economic, social, or political

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comments only express

the opinions of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to

the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment

does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

2.0-2094



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

1

Letter No. E18

2.0-2095



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Letter No. E18 Letter from C. A. Rasmussen Company LLC, April 6, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that he is the owner of a property located at 22200 Sierra Highway that is currently

used for industrial purposes and is designated and zoned for industrial use under the proposed Area

Plan and its accompanying zone changes. The commenter states that a 20-acre parcel is contiguous to the

east of his property that the aforementioned parcel is designated as a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) in

the proposed Area Plan. The commenter states that his property and the aforementioned contiguous

parcel are separated from the Elsmere Canyon Open Space (Open Space) by a high ridge and that his

property is bounded by Sierra Highway and State Route 14. The commenter states that he strongly

supports changing the proposed land use and zoning designations of the aforementioned contiguous

parcel to the same land use and zoning designations as his property. The commenter cites several factors

in support of the change, such as complementary development, provision for water and sewer, access to

Sierra Highway, a ridgeline that separates the parcel from the Open Space, and a lack of special ecological

features.

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes that do

not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, as well as economic, social, or political

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding

complementary development, provision for water and sewer, access to Sierra Highway, a ridgeline, and a

lack of special ecological features only express the opinion of the commenter. The comment will be

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

proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further

response is required.
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Letter No. E19 Letter from Miklos Wright, April 13, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that he supports the removal of Sloan Canyon Road, north of Hillcrest Parkway,

from the Master Plan of Highways and reclassifying the roadway to a local collector street.

The commenter raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because

the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. E20 Letter from Roger Chortiuk, April 14, 2011

Response 1

The commenter states that his property is zoned M-1 Light Industrial under the proposed Area Plan and

its accompanying zone changes, and that he is requesting a zone change to M-2 Heavy Industrial to allow

such activities as a concrete ready-mix facility. The commenter cites several factors in support of his

request, including buffering between residential areas, proximity to The Old Road and Interstate 5, and

existing mature landscaping.

The comment raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan and its accompanying zone changes that do

not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment, as well as economic, social, or political

issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding

buffering between residential areas, proximity to The Old Road and Interstate 5, and existing mature

landscaping only express the opinion of the commenter. The comment will be included as part of the

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Letter No. E21 Letter from William Snow, May 14, 2011

Response 1

The commenter expresses his opposition to the proposed removal of the Limited Secondary Highway

designation on Sloan Canyon Road. The commenter states that Sloan Canyon Road has been on the L.A.

County maps as a Secondary Highway for decades, is the connection for the north and south

communities of Castaic, and was meant to provide area wide circulation for emergency access and

convenience.

The commenter raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding area wide circulation and emergency access

only express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of

Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of

Hillcrest Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element

describes local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include

residential streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation

planning at the General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” The

Castaic Area Community Standards District (CSD), adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November

30, 2004, includes standards for local streets (see Section 22.44.137.D.2 of the County Zoning Ordinance).

These standards apply to “residential land divisions where at least 75 percent of the lots exceed a net area

of 15,000 square feet…as approved by the county department of public works and the county fire

department” (emphasis added). These standards specify that “(c)urbs, gutters, and sidewalks are

prohibited unless otherwise deemed necessary for public safety purposes” (emphasis added) and that

“(i)nverted shoulder cross-sections shall be required unless an alternate design is deemed necessary for

public safety” (emphasis added). Accordingly, the CSD standards for local streets provide for

consideration of public safety concerns, such as emergency access and safe pedestrian access, and also

provide for review and approval by the County’s Department of Public Works and the County’s Fire

Department.
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Letter No. E22 Letter from Cherie Snow, May 14, 2011

Response 1

The commenter expresses her opposition to the proposed removal of the Limited Secondary Highway

designation on Sloan Canyon Road. The commenter states that Sloan Canyon Road has been on the L.A.

County maps as a Secondary Highway for decades, is the connection for the north and south

communities of Castaic, and was meant to provide area wide circulation for emergency access and

convenience.

The commenter raises issues related to the proposed Area Plan that do not appear to relate to any

physical effect on the environment. The comments regarding area wide circulation and emergency access

only express the opinions of the commenter. The comments will be included as part of the record and

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan. However,

because the comments do not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Nonetheless, the following information is provided. If the Limited Secondary Highway designation of

Sloan Canyon Road north of Hillcrest Parkway were to be removed, Sloan Canyon Road north of

Hillcrest Parkway would be considered a local street. The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element

describes local streets as follows: “streets designed for full access and limited mobility, and may include

residential streets, private streets, service roads, and public alleys. For the purposes of circulation

planning at the General Plan level, local streets are not included on the adopted Highway Plan.” The

Castaic Area Community Standards District (CSD), adopted by the Board of Supervisors on November

30, 2004, includes standards for local streets (see Section 22.44.137.D.2 of the County Zoning Ordinance).

These standards apply to “residential land divisions where at least 75 percent of the lots exceed a net area

of 15,000 square feet…as approved by the county department of public works and the county fire

department” (emphasis added). These standards specify that “(c)urbs, gutters, and sidewalks are

prohibited unless otherwise deemed necessary for public safety purposes” (emphasis added) and that

“(i)nverted shoulder cross-sections shall be required unless an alternate design is deemed necessary for

public safety” (emphasis added). Accordingly, the CSD standards for local streets provide for

consideration of public safety concerns, such as emergency access and safe pedestrian access, and also

provide for review and approval by the County’s Department of Public Works and the County’s Fire

Department.

2.0-2104



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

1

Letter No. E23

2.0-2105



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

1

2.0-2106



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2107



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2108



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2109



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2110



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2111



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2112



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2113



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2114



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2115



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2116



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2117



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2118



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2119



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2120



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2121



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2122



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2123



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2124



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2125



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2126



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2127



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2128



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2129



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2130



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2131



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2132



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2133



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2134



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2135



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2136



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2137



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2138



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2139



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2140



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2141



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2142



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2143



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2144



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2145



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2146



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2147



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2148



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2149



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2150



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2151



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2152



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2153



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2154



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2155



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2156



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2157



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2158



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2159



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2160



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2161



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2162



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2163



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2164



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2165



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2166



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2167



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2168



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2169



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2170



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2171



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2172



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2173



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2174



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2175



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2176



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2177



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2178



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2179



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2180



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2181



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2182



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2183



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2184



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2185



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2186



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2187



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2188



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2189



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2190



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2191



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2192



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2193



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2194



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2195



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2196



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2197



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2198



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2199



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2200



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2201



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2202



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2203



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2204



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2205



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2206



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2207



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2208



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2209



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2210



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2211



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2212



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2213



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2214



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2215



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2216



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2217



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2218



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2219



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2220



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2221



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2222



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2223



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2224



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2225



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2226



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2227



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2228



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2229



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2230



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2231



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2232



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2233



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2234



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2235



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2236



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2237



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2238



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2239



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2240



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2241



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2242



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2243



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2244



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2245



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2246



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2247



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2248



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2249



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2250



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2251



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2252



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2253



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2254



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2255



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2256



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2257



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2258



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2259



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2260



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2261



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2262



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2263



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2264



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2265



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2266



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2267



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2268



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2269



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2270



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2271



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2272



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2273



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2274



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2275



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2276



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2277



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2278



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2279



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2280



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2281



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2282



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2283



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2284



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2285



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2286



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2287



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2288



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2289



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2290



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2291



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2292



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2293



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2294



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2295



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2296



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2297



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2298



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2299



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2300



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2301



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2302



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2303



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2304



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2305



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2306



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2307



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2308



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2309



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2310



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2311



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2312



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2313



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2314



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2315



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2316



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2317



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2318



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2319



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2320



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2321



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2322



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2323



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2324



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2325



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2326



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2327



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2328



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2329



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2330



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2331



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2332



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2333



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2334



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2335



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2336



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2337



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2338



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2339



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2340



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2341



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2342



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2343



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2344



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2345



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2346



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2347



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2348



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2349



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2350



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2351



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2352



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2353



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2354



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2355



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2356



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2357



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2358



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2359



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2360



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2361



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2362



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2363



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2364



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2365



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2366



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2367



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2368



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2369



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2370



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2371



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2372



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2373



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2374



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2375



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2376



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2377



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2378



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2379



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2380



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2381



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2382



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2383



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2384



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2385



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2386



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2387



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2388



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2389



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2390



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2391



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2392



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2393



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2394



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2395



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2396



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2397



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2398



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2399



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2400



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2401



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2402



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2403



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2404



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2405



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2406



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2407



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2408



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2409



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2410



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2411



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2412



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2413



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2414



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2415



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2416



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2417



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2418



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2419



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2420



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2421



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2422



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2423



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2424



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2425



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2426



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2427



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2428



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2429



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2430



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2431



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2432



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2433



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2434



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2435



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2436



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2437



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2438



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2439



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2440



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2441



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2442



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2443



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2444



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2445



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2446



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2447



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2448



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2449



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2450



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2451



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2452



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2453



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2454



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2455



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2456



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2457



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2458



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2459



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2460



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2461



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2462



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2463



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2464



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2465



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2466



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2467



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2468



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2469



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2470



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2471



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2472



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2473



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2474



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2475



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2476



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2477



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2478



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2479



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2480



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2481



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2482



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2483



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2484



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2485



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2486



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2487



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2488



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2489



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2490



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2491



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2492



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2493



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2494



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2495



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2496



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2497



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2498



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2499



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2500



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2501



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2502



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2503



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2504



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2505



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2506



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2507



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2508



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2509



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2510



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2511



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2512



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2513



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2514



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2515



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2516



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2517



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2518



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2519



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2520



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2521



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2522



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2523



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2524



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2525



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2526



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2527



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2528



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2529



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2530



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2531



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2532



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2533



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2534



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2535



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2536



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2537



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2538



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2539



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2540



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2541



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2542



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2543



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2544



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2545



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2546



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2547



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2548



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2549



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2550



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2551



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2552



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2553



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2554



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2555



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2556



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2557



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2558



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2559



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2560



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2561



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2562



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2563



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2564



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2565



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2566



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2567



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2568



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2569



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2570



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2571



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2572



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2573



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2574



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2575



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2576



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2577



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2578



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2579



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2580



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2581



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2582



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2583



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2584



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2585



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2586



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2587



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2588



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2589



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2590



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2591



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2592



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2593



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2594



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2595



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2596



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2597



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2598



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2599



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2600



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2601



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2602



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2603



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2604



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2605



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2606



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2607



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2608



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2609



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2610



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2611



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2612



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2613



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2614



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2615



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2616



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2617



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2618



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2619



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2620



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2621



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2622



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2623



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2624



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2625



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2626



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2627



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2628



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2629



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2630



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2631



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2632



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2633



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2634



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2635



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2636



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2637



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2638



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2639



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2640



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2641



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2642



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2643



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2644



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2645



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2646



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2647



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2648



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2649



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2650



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2651



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2652



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2653



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2654



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2655



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2656



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2657



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2658



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2659



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2660



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2661



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2662



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2663



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2664



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2665



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2666



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2667



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2668



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2669



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2670



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2671



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2672



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2673



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2674



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2675



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2676



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2677



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2678



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2679



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2680



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2681



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2682



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2683



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2684



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2685



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2686



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2687



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2688



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2689



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2690



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2691



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2692



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2693



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2694



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2695



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2696



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2697



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2698



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2699



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2700



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2701



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2702



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2703



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2704



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2705



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2706



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2707



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2708



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2709



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2710



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2711



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2712



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2713



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2714



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2715



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2716



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2717



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2718



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2719



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2720



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2721



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2722



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2723



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2724



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2725



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2726



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2727



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2728



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2729



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2730



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2731



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2732



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2733



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2734



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2735



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2736



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2737



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2738



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2739



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2740



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2741



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2742



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2743



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2744



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2745



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2746



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2747



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2748



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2749



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2750



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2751



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2752



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2753



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2754



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2755



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2756



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2757



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2758



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2759



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2760



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2761



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2762



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2763



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2764



Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR
County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Impact Sciences, Inc.
0112.023

2.0-2765



2.0 Topical Responses, Comment Letters, and Responses to Comment Letters

Impact Sciences, Inc. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan Update Final EIR

0112.023 County of Los Angeles

January 2012

Letter No. E23 Letter from Chatten-Brown & Carstens, July 11, 2011

Response 1

Please see responses to Letters D79 and E10.
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