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Letter No. B1 Paul Edelman, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, December 16, 2010

Response 1

The comment describes the role of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (SMMC) in planning for the

Rim of the Valley Trail Corridor zone. The comment does not raise an environmental issue within the

meaning of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Therefore, no further response is required.

Response 2

This comment states that the SMMC has commented on the preservation of natural resources during the

“One Valley One Vision” (OVOV) planning process. The comment does not raise an environmental issue

within the meaning of CEQA. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response 3

This comment states that the City of Santa Clarita (City) and the County of Los Angeles (County) are

issuing separate decisions on the City’s proposed General Plan and the County’s proposed Area Plan,

both of which were developed through the joint OVOV planning effort, based on a common

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). This is not correct. Two EIRs have been prepared, one by each

jurisdiction. The City Council adopted the City’s proposed General Plan and certified the City’s Final EIR

on June 14, 2011, prior to the release of the County’s Revised Final EIR.

Response 4

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR has been circulated for public comment and that SMMC’s

previous comments on the earlier 2009 Draft EIR are attached. The comment also attaches and

incorporates by reference it November 20, 2009 comment letter. Revised Draft EIR, Section 1.0,

Introduction page 1.0-10 discusses the previously released EIR and comments received to said EIR: “In

September 2009, the County released a Draft Area Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft

EIR). Comments received on the Draft EIR, concerning Air Quality, Traffic and Circulation, Global

Climate Change, and Water Supply required a reexamination of the Draft EIR data. As a result of this

examination, the County determined that a recirculation of the Draft EIR would be required. While

substantive changes have only been made to the Air Quality, Traffic and Circulation Global Climate

Change, and Water sections, the County has determined that the entire Draft EIR will be recirculated for

review and comment. Since the County is recirculating the entire Draft EIR, the County will require

reviewers to submit new comments and will not respond to previous comments received during the first

circulation period, even if those comments pertain to a portion of the EIR that has not been substantively

changed. Although previous comments are part of the administrative record, the previous comments do

not require a written response in the Revised Final EIR. The County need only respond to those
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comments submitted in response to the recirculated Draft EIR, except that the County cannot fail to

respond to pertinent comments on significant environmental issues.”

Response 5

The comment acknowledges that the proposed Area Plan contains numerous policies to protect open

space, habitat, and scenic ridgelines. However, the comment also states that the proposed Area Plan lacks

a mechanism for the implementation of the proposed “greenbelt” surrounding the Santa Clarita Valley.

Accordingly, the comment states that stronger land use policies are needed to concentrate future

development near existing urbanized areas. Please see Responses 6 through 29 below for information

responsive to this comment. No further response is required.

Response 6

The comment restates information contained in Section 3.7, Biological Resources, of the Revised Draft

EIR. The comment will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed

Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an issue relating to the content or adequacy of

the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 7

The comment expresses the opinion that the proposed Area Plan calls for “wholesale conversion of prime

habitat to development.” The comment will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. However, because the comment does not raise an issue relating to

the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required. That being said, the

County disagrees that the commenter’s language accurately reflects the County’s approach to

development and protection of prime habitat throughout the entire unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley.

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, 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. 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 8

The comment states that the Revised Draft EIR, rather than making an honest attempt to avoid or

mitigate impacts, simply identifies impacts as “significant and unavoidable.”
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The County does not agree with this statement. The Revised Draft EIR includes mitigation measures

designed to avoid or reduce potentially significant impacts. Only when an impact cannot be feasibly

mitigated is it deemed “significant and unavoidable.” However, even those impacts will be subject to all

feasible mitigation measures. Note also that Mitigation Measure 3.7-3 would require habitat loss

compensation through the acquisition of lands as described in proposed Area Plan Policies CO 10.1.3,

CO 10.1.11 and CO 10.1.12. These policies will ensure that open space needed to preserve and protect

wildlife corridors and habitat is acquired, and such open space may include land within Significant

Ecological Areas (SEAs), wetlands, woodlands, water bodies, and areas with threatened or endangered

flora and fauna. The policies also encourage the County to partner with conservation agencies and other

entities to acquire and maintain open space, combining funding and other resources for joint-use projects,

where appropriate. Additionally, substantive mitigation measures to reduce air quality, climate change,

water service, and noise impacts are clearly articulated in the Revised Draft EIR. Lastly, the commenter is

directed to Response 8, above.

Response 9

The comment states that the “greenbelt” exists only on paper because there are no incentives in the

proposed Area Plan for habitat protection. The comment also states that the proposed land use

designations shown on the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map will divide the Angeles National

Forest and impede wildlife movement through the “Newhall Wedge” (the area between State Route 14

(SR-14) and Interstate 5 (I-5)).

The County does not agree with these comments. The proposed Area Plan uses the term “greenbelt” to

describe the existing and proposed open space areas that would surround the urbanized portions of

Santa Clarita Valley. Much of this greenbelt is provided by the Angeles National Forest. The “greenbelt”

concept is codified in proposed Area Plan Policy CO-10.1.1: “Provide and protect a natural greenbelt

buffer area surrounding the entire Santa Clarita Valley, which includes the Angeles National Forest,

Santa Susana, San Gabriel, and Sierra Pelona Mountains, as a regional recreational, ecological, and

aesthetic resource.” In terms of planning for future development, the National Forest is an important part

of the envisioned greenbelt surrounding the Santa Clarita Valley.

The land uses proposed under the proposed Area Plan do not divide the Angeles National Forest

boundaries, as those boundaries have been divided by SR-14 and existing development for decades. The

proposed Area Plan proposes to extend the Santa Susana Mountains/Simi Hills SEA northeastward into

the “Newhall Wedge” precisely to protect this important wildlife movement corridor. The proposed land

use designations in this area are primarily Rural Land designations with very low densities, and the

proposed land use designations would generally reduce allowable residential densities significantly
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(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). Although the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map

reduces allowable residential densities in this area, the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map allows

some level of development potential, as it is not feasible to prohibit development in this area, given that

the properties are privately owned.

Response 10

The comment acknowledges the long-standing cooperation among SMMC, the City of Santa Clarita, and

the County to protect open space. The comment also states that the City and County have the

responsibility to permanently preserve habitat and must do so by reducing zoned densities in the rural

land use categories. Finally, the comment states that the proposed Area Plan relies too strongly on land

acquisition to protect lands from development.

The County agrees that there has been excellent cooperation among SMMC, the City and the County on

matters relating to open space protection, and anticipates that this cooperation will continue in the future.

The County does not agree, however, that the City and County, by virtue of their authority to zone

property, have sole responsibility for habitat preservation in the Santa Clarita Valley planning area.

SMMC itself routinely acquires property for purposes of preserving open space and wildlife habitat, and

it has done an excellent job in this role. The County assumes that SMMC’s efforts in this regard will

continue with assistance from the City and the County. Finally, the County does not concur that

protecting open space through land acquisition is a limited method of conserving habitat. Property

ownership is among the best ways to control land uses and, through such control, protect open space for

the public good. Again, SMMC exemplifies this concept in its pursuit of land preservation through

acquisition.

The County also agrees that reducing allowable residential densities in outlying, rural areas is

appropriate from a long-range planning perspective and is an appropriate use of the “police powers”

granted to local governments (Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 U. S. 365 (1926)). Accordingly, 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, and reduces allowable

residential densities in outlying, rural areas (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, 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. Furthermore, the County Zoning Ordinance provides for the
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preservation of open space when development is proposed in Hillside Management Areas and

Significant Ecological Areas (see Section 22.56.215 of the County Code).

Response 11

The comment recommends that the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map be redrawn to provide

guidance on habitat conservation. The comment also states that the proposed zoning density for many of

the properties in the County’s unincorporated area is one dwelling unit per 2 acres, even though many of

the parcels in question are much larger than 2 acres. The comment recommends that the zoning density

reflect the lot size to discourage land division. According to the comment, under such a regime, the only

“by-right” development in rural areas would be one dwelling unit per parcel, “unless part of a deliberate

growth management strategy or clustered existing community.” The comment also recommends that the

zone change from agricultural to residential include a mechanism to maintain connectivity and habitat

resources.

As the comments address components of the proposed Area Plan and not the content or adequacy of the

Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required, but additional information is offered as follows.

The proposed Area Plan does have provisions for habitat conservation through the proposed SEA

boundaries, which recognize areas within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area that

contain important biological resources requiring careful consideration during any land use entitlement

application processing. Where special-status biological resources are documented to occur, a project will

be required to incorporate design features to avoid significant impacts to those resources (see Section

22.56.215 of the County Code). The proposed SEA boundaries represent a significant expansion of SEA’s

within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area.

With regard to the comment that the majority of zoning designations on the proposed zoning map equate

to 1 dwelling unit per 2 acres, this is not accurate, as the maximum allowable residential density is

determined by the Area Plan’s land use designation, not by the zoning designation. Instead, the zoning

designation specifies minimum lot size. In the rural portions of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley,

the predominate zoning designations are A-1-2 (Light Agricultural Zone, 2 acre minimum lot size) and

A-2-2 (Heavy Agricultural Zone, 2 acre minimum lot size), and the proposed zoning map carries over

these designations in most areas and therefore, does not reflect a change. The commenter is referred 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, which determine maximum allowable residential density. Although

some outlying, rural areas are designated as Rural Land 2 (RL2), with a maximum allowable residential

density of 1 dwelling unit per 2 acres, many other areas are designated as Rural Land 10 (RL10), with a

maximum allowable residential density of 1 unit per 10 acres, or as Rural Land 20 (RL20), with a
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maximum allowable residential density of 1 unit per 20 acres. The proposed RL10 and RL20 land use

designations represent a significant decrease in maximum allowable residential density from the existing

Area Plan in many rural, outlying portions of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area.

Also, the Land Use Element of the proposed Area Plan states “a comprehensive assessment of existing

land uses and their distribution was conducted using aerial photo analysis, field surveys, and a

geographic information system. Land was evaluated for suitability of development type and intensity

based on topography, access, proximity to infrastructure, environmental constraints, character of

surrounding development, economic viability, and other criteria.” The commenter’s request that existing

lot sizes be considered was fulfilled by County staff’s inclusion of “character of surrounding

development” in the criteria used to develop the Area Plan’s proposed Land Use Policy Map. The

retention of A-1-2 and A-2-2 zoning designations within the proposed RL10 and RL20 land use

designations allows for flexibility in the design of a development project, especially in Hillside

Management Areas and Significant Ecological Areas where the preservation of open space is desirable

and may be required pursuant to Section 22.56.215 of the County Code. For example, a 100-acre parcel

located in a proposed RL20 land use designation and A-2-2 zoning designation would be allowed a

maximum of five dwelling units. Since the A-2-2 zoning designation requires a 2-acre minimum lot size, a

development project on this parcel could cluster those five dwelling units on five parcels containing

2 acres each, with the remaining 90 acres (or portion thereof after streets, easements, and other

dedications are made) dedicated as permanent open space. The 2-acre minimum lot size would ensure

that the clustered development is consistent with the rural character of the area and would allow for

animal-keeping and other agricultural uses. The proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Element further

provides that smaller lots could be allowed in the proposed Rural Land designations, in accordance with

the density-controlled development provisions of the County Code (see Section 22.56.205), provided that

smaller lots are not precluded by a Community Standards District (CSD), such as the adopted CSD’s for

the communities of Agua Dulce, Castaic, and San Francisquito Canyon.

Lastly, the comment regarding zone changes from agricultural to residential is not clear because there is a

limited association between a zone change action and the protection of biological resources. In addition,

the zoning in most of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are not proposed for a change from

agricultural to residential and thus would remain agricultural if the proposed Area Plan is adopted by

the Board of Supervisors.

Response 12

The comment states that the greenbelt is meaningless because there is no definition for the term and no

map depicting such areas. The comment asks how permanent protection of the greenbelt would be
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achieved. Finally, the comment recommends that movement corridors and habitat linkages be overlaid

on a map to provide protection of these resources.

The OVOV proposed Area Plan covers the unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley in the

County of Los Angeles. Therefore, it is not possible for the proposed Area Plan to specify an infill

housing target within a city limit or downtown border, as was specified done in the City of Stockton

settlement agreement with the Attorney General. Nonetheless, the residential land use designations in the

OVOV proposed Area Plan would increase multi-family housing by 170 percent over existing 2004

conditions compared to the increase for single-family housing of 69 percent. The OVOV proposed Area

Plan proposes high-density residential land use designations that would allow up to 30 dwelling units

per acre specifies high-density residential zones with up to 40 dwelling units per acre. These zones

proposed land use designations would generally be located near the City of Santa Clarita, near

commercial land uses, and along major transit 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. While the

proposed Area Plan excludes the City of Santa Clarita and the City’s downtown area (to the extent that

any portion of the City could be considered a downtown area), it does contain proposed high-density

residential land uses use designations that are generally located on the Valley floor close to existing

higher density areas and along transit corridors. Therefore, the OVOV proposed Area Plan; through its

land use plan proposed Land Use Policy Map, is consistent with the recommendations from the Attorney

General to promotes higher density infill development, and discourages greenfield development in non-

urbanized areas.

The proposed Area Plan would also ensure that and development on properties adjacent to, but outside

of the defined primary river corridor, shall 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) will also help to

protect wetlands. 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 unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley are

privately owned and must have some level of development potential. The discussion of habitat

connectivity begins on page 3.7-44 in Section 3.7, Biological Resources of the Revised Draft EIR begins on
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page 3.7-44 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.

The comments address aspects of the proposed Area Plan and not the content or adequacy of the Revised

Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. However, the comments will be included as part of

the record and made available for consideration by the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed Area Plan. That being said, the commenter is referred to Response 9, above, concerning the

greenbelt, Response 11, above, concerning the expansion of SEA’s and the reduction of allowable

residential densities, and Response 7, above, concerning the infeasibility of prohibiting any and all

development of privately owned properties.

Response 13

The comment states that the Plan should “raise the bar for regional growth management by focusing on

defined goals and measurable results.” The comment identifies other cities and counties whose efforts in

this regard have, in the opinion of SMMC, “fallen short.” The commenter believes that the County can

succeed where these other jurisdictions have failed. The comment expresses an opinion, but does not

raise any issue relating to the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR. Therefore, no further

response is required. That being said, the County is of the opinion that the joint OVOV planning effort

with the City has been a positive and tangible step in regional growth management for the entire Santa

Clarita Valley, and that the proposed Area Plan, which was developed as part of the joint OVOV

planning effort, represents a positive and tangible step in growth management within the unincorporated

Santa Clarita Valley, as evidenced by the other responses herein, and especially when compared to the

currently adopted Area Plan, which has smaller SEA’s and allows for higher residential densities in many

rural, outlying areas.

Response 14

The comment claims that the Circulation Element of the proposed Area Plan proposes to double current

road capacity and is therefore inconsistent with the proposed Area Plan’s Conservation and Open Space

Element.

The County does not agree that the Circulation Element is inconsistent with the Conservation and Open

Space Element of the proposed Area Plan. The majority of Highway Plan improvements in the proposed
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Area Plan relate to existing roadways, as discussed in Response 16, below. However, SMMC’s comments

will be provided to the decision-makers for their consideration. As the comment does not address the

content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 15

The comment states that the term greenbelt is ill defined. The proposed Area Plan uses the term

“greenbelt” to generally describe the largely undeveloped areas surrounding urban uses. This comment

does not relate to the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is

required, although the commenter is referred to Response 9, above. However, the comment will be

included as part of the record and made available for consideration by the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 16

The comment states that road widening in rural areas would irreparably damage wildlife movement,

impede genetic exchange, and would double vehicle-caused mortality of wildlife.

The County does not agree with the comment. The comment is also not supported by data or other

specific documentation (see Pub. Resources Code, section 21153, subd. (c)). Each of the eight specified

roadways currently exist and to some extent, each of the roadways impedes wildlife movement, though

none presents such a barrier as to make movement impossible. Further, there is no evidence that

increased traffic on the roadways would significantly increase animal mortality or create an impenetrable

barrier to wildlife movement. Section 3.7 Biological Resources of the Revised Draft EIR analyzes the

proposed Area Plan’s impacts on habitat connectivity and concludes that that the conversion of rural

lands to urban uses – not the widening of existing roadways – would have the predominant impact on

habitat connectivity.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required.

Response 17

The comment recommends that all road projects be removed from the proposed Area Plan to “avoid

decimating wildlife movement.” The comment also states that the proposed road extension and road

widening projects would encourage residential development in the outlying portions of the

unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area, forever altering the character of these rural

communities.
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The opinions expressed in the comment are those of the SMMC and not shared by the County. That said,

the majority of roadway improvements proposed east of I-5 relate to existing roadway and connectivity

within previously developed and/or developing areas. As the comment does not address any issue

relating to the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 18

The comment claims that groundwater recharge and water quality will suffer as a consequence of

buildout of the proposed Area Plan Circulation Element.

The County does not agree with this claim, which is not supported by data or other specific

documentation (see Pub. Resources Code, section 21153, subd. (c)). Section 3.12, Hydrology and Water

Quality, of the Revised Draft EIR analyzed the impacts to groundwater recharge and water quality and

concluded that impacts can be reduced to less than significant, with roadway improvements comprising a

minor contribution to overall impacts. For example, the Revised Draft EIR found that “[n]ew

development projects within the County’s Planning Area can take such measures as utilizing building

materials that allow infiltration, which in turn would reduce surface water runoff, recharge aquifers, and

reduce impacts on water quality.” (Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.12-21; see also Revised Draft EIR, p. 3.12-12 to

3.12-13 [discussing (i) the use of low impact development (LID) techniques, as required by various

proposed Area Plan policies, to manage stormwater, enhance surface water quality, reduce runoff

volumes, and economize on infrastructure costs; and, (ii) the County’s adoption of a LID ordinance in

2008]; p. 3.12-22 [Policy S 2.1.2 - promoting LID standards]; p. 3.12-23 [Policy CO 4.3.3 - providing

flexibility in roadway design standards in order to facilitate stormwater retention and groundwater

infiltration]; p. 3.12-24 [Policy CO 4.3.4 - encouraging use of pervious pavement].)

Response 19

The comment states that transportation drives development and that “misguided transportation

investments would attract residential development to the periphery.” The County does not agree with

this statement, which is not supported by data or other specific documentation (see Pub. Resources Code,

section 21153, subd. (c)). Although transportation facilities provide the necessary access to newly

developed areas, those facilities do not control where development will be proposed or eventually

implemented. The County also disagrees with the suggestion that the proposed Area Plan Circulation

Element’s capacity improvements are “misguided.” The proposed Area Plan presents an opportunity for

the orderly and logical extension of existing urban and suburban communities, for the preservation of

existing rural communities (see Response 11, above), and for the provision of adequate area-wide

circulation.
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The comment expresses opinions, but does not raise issues pertaining to the content or adequacy of the

Revised Draft EIR, so 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 20

The comment states that the proposed Area Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element does not

address edge effects on Southern California ecosystems. The comment also states that, in a setting such as

the Santa Clarita Valley, creating on-site habitat is less important than preserving existing habitat in the

first instance. In addition, the comment questions the long-term benefits of urban open space areas, as

they tend to lower urban densities and thereby encourage expansion into rural areas. The comment

recommends that off-site habitat acquisition be required when urban uses are allowed to develop in

existing natural areas.

The County does not agree that the proposed Area Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element fails to

address edge effects. Objective CO-3.6 and associated Policies 3.6.1 through 3.6.5 are designed to

minimize impacts of human activity and the built environment on natural plant and wildlife

communities. Objective CO-3.1 encourages conservation of existing natural areas and restoration of

damaged natural vegetation to provide for habitat and biodiversity. Objective CO-3.2 strives to protect

areas which, due to a specific type of vegetation, habitat, ecosystem, or location, possess exceptional

biological resource value. See also Response 8, above, in regard to land acquisition, and also Response

11, above, in regard to the expansion of SEA’s and the reduction of allowable residential densities in

outlying, rural areas. Furthermore, the commenter is directed to Section 22.56.215 of the County Code in

regard to current requirements related to open space dedication within non-urban (rural) Hillside

Management Areas.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. However, the County also

points out that the Revised Draft EIR discusses the proposed Area Plan’s edge effects, as well as measures

and policies to reduce those effects. (See pages 3.7-53 to 3.7-57; 3.7-60to 3.7-62; and 3.7-64). The comment

will be included as part of the record and made available for consideration by the decision makers prior

to a final decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 21

The comment contends that the proposed Area Plan’s Conservation and Open Space Element

recommends buffer widths of only 50 to 100 feet for wetlands and wildlife corridors, which the

commenter believes is too narrow. The comment states that movement corridors should be designed to

accommodate mountain lions, which require buffers wider than 100 feet. Finally, the comment
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recommends that buffers for wetlands and movement corridors be no less than the distance required for

fuel modification.

The commenter misreads the 50 to 100 feet buffer reference in the proposed Area Plan’s Conservation and

Open Space Element, as it states that this is a LEED recommendation only. The Conservation and Open

Space Element itself does not recommend a specific width for the buffers. Instead, Policy CO-3.1.2

requires that adequate buffers be established to avoid adverse impacts on wetlands (emphasis added).

Adequacy of buffer width would be determined upon a project-by-project basis. If a proposed

development project requiring discretionary approval is located within a Hillside Management Area or a

Significant Ecological Area, the requirements of County Code Section 22.56.215 may also apply, and those

requirements relate, in part, to open space dedication and buffering. With respect to the suggestion that

the width of habitat buffers be greater than or equal to the width of fuel modification zones, the County

does not believe this is a sound policy. The size and location of fuel modification zones are dictated by

public safety concerns, and sometimes the desire to preserve biological resources must yield to the need

to protect human life. The County, however, strives to minimize these conflicts wherever possible. In

addition, the width of a fuel modification buffer has no bearing on the required width of a wetland or

wildlife movement buffer, as the two kinds of buffer serve different purposes. There is no need to

arbitrarily make them equal in size.

The proposed Area Plan recognizes the need to link open space areas to facilitate wildlife movement and

would preserve as open space the Santa Clara River Corridor and its major tributaries to protect critical

plant and animal species.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles 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 22

The comment acknowledges the importance of the SEA for biological resources considerations and

recommends that the City adopt the County-proposed SEA boundaries.

This comment does not apply to the County because the County is recommending adoption of the

updated SEA boundaries as part of the proposed Area Plan. However, Task 6.2 in the City’s General Plan

is to recognize the Significant Ecological Area designations of Los Angeles County, and ensure adherence

to SEA standards as a minimum condition of development approval in these areas.

2.0-107



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 comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County

appreciates your comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 23

The comment states that the proposed Area Plan lacks adequate protection for riparian resources and

recommends that drainages be preserved in their natural condition.

The County disagrees with this comment, but will provide it to the decision makers for their

consideration. Nonetheless, 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.”

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County

appreciates your comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 24

The comment recommends that hard-bottomed channels be prohibited.

The County disagrees with this comment, but will provide it to the decision-makers for their

consideration. Design specificity will occur at the time the flood control improvements are needed and

will balance the need to maximize riparian values while proving a cost efficient design to meet flood

control demands. Additional environmental review will be conducted as required by CEQA. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR and,

therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required.

Response 25

The comment recommends that armored channel walls be prohibited unless there is no feasible

alternative. Please see Response 24, above, for flood control design considerations.

The County disagrees with this comment, but will provide it to the decision makers for their

consideration. Design specificity will occur at the time the flood control improvements are needed and

will balance the need to maximize riparian values while proving a cost efficient design to meet flood
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control demands. Additional environmental review will be conducted as required by CEQA. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR and,

therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles 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 26

The comment recommends that flood control improvements in Mint Canyon maximize riparian values.

Specific designs for flood control improvements in Mint Canyon are not part of the proposed Area Plan.

Design specificity will occur at the time the flood control improvements are needed and will balance the

need to maximize riparian values while proving a cost efficient design to meet flood control demands.

Additional environmental review will be conducted as required by CEQA.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will be

provided to the decision makers for their consideration. Los Angeles County appreciates your comments

and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Area

Plan.

Response 27

The comment recommends that bridges be free spanning of drainage channels and that concrete box

culverts be used for private road crossings of drainages.

Specific designs for bridge construction and private road crossings are not part of the proposed Area

Plan. Design specificity will occur at the time the drainage crossings are needed and will balance the

needs to protect natural resources while providing a cost efficient design to meet the circulation

demands. Additional environmental review will be conducted as required by CEQA.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County

appreciates your comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 28

The comment states that the proposed Area Plan calls for multiple six or eight-lane bridges over the Santa

Clara River.
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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. That being

said, although the proposed Area Plan calls for multiple bridges over the Santa Clara River (some of

which would be located within the City of Santa Clarita, not the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley),

specific designs for bridge construction are not part of the proposed Area Plan. Design specificity will

occur at the time the bridges are needed and additional environmental review will be conducted as

required by CEQA.

Response 29

The comment states that alternatives to bridge crossing and road alignments, such as transportation

demand management solutions, must be evaluated.

To preface, Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the Revised Draft EIR evaluated the proposed

Area Plan’s traffic impacts. Section 3.2 concluded that, with implementation of the recommended

mitigation measures, traffic-related impacts would be reduced to a level below significant. Therefore,

CEQA does not require that alternatives to the Circulation Element and/or contemplated infrastructure

improvements be considered. (See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, Section 15126.6(a) [requiring EIRs to describe a

range of reasonable alternatives that “avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the

project”].)

In any event, roadway systems are designed to balance mobility and access needs in an efficient manner.

The proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element has been developed to provide mobility and access while

minimizing congestion and is based on an analysis of existing conditions in the Santa Clarita Valley

(Valley), future development in both City and County areas, and anticipated growth. Projects such as

completion of the Cross-Valley Connector, the Via Princessa gap closure, and plans to create a new

north-south connection through the center of the Valley (Santa Clarita Parkway), are examples of projects

intended to increase connectivity. The Highway Plan contains the major and secondary highways,

expressways, and parkways needed to meet the projected growth demands of the Valley. Alternatives to

bridges and road alignments were considered in the development of the Highway Plan. Policies C 3.1.1 to

C 3.1.8 are listed under Objective C 3.1., which states: “Promote the use of travel demand management

strategies to reduce vehicle trips.” Given that the relevant Objective promotes the use of travel demand

management strategies, the County is of the opinion that it is appropriate that the Policies listed under

that Objective also promote and encourage the use of various travel demand management strategies,
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especially in light of the fact that the County is not able to mandate the use of some travel demand

management strategies in all instances.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County

appreciates your comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan.

Response 30

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. B2 Letter from State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, January 6,

2011

Response 1

This comment from the Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) is an introduction to comments

that follow, 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 comment from State Parks states that only one of the three key linkage areas has been identified

under Alternative 2 – Preservation Corridor. As stated on page 6.0-21, “This alternative would create

more open space for wildlife movement (see Figure 6.0-1, Preservation Corridor Alternative). Policies

would be developed to create minimal obstructions on these properties to allow for wildlife movement.

This alternative would also support the SEAs proposed within this region.” As the comment

acknowledges, Figure 6.0-1 specifically identifies the San Gabriel – Castaic Connection. The two wildlife

links identified by State Parks as missing from the Alternative 2 discussion are the Sierra Madre – Castaic

Junction and the Santa Susana – San Gabriel Mountains. As discussed below, protections for those

corridors via density limitations are included in the proposed Area Plan and analyzed by the Revised

Draft EIR.

In the area of the Sierra Madre – Castaic Junction, the National Forest lies to the north, providing a

connection to a large expanse of existing wildlife habitat. Within the corridor, the approved North Lake

Specific Plan is located between Interstate 5 (I-5) and the western shores of Castaic Lake, which disrupts

possible west-east linkage, although movement in this area would primarily be north south in alignment

with Grasshopper Canyon. Additionally, I-5 presents a formidable barrier to east-west wildlife

movement in the vicinity of Castaic Lake, exacerbated by the division of the highway in this area. In the

area of the Santa Susana – San Gabriel Mountains wildlife corridor, I-5 and State Route 14 (SR-14) are the

largest formidable barriers for wildlife.

The Revised Draft EIR concluded that the potential loss of habitat linkages would remain significant in

the event that avoidance of impacts to habitat linkages arising from future development allowed by the

proposed Area Plan is considered infeasible. I-5 and SR-14 are the largest dividing factors for the

proposed wildlife connections for the Sierra Madre – Castaic Junction and Santa Susana – San Gabriel

Mountains, factors which were already analyzed by the Revised Draft EIR. The Sierra Madre – Castaic

Junction and Santa Susana – San Gabriel Mountains areas have been designated on Figure 2.0-4

(Proposed Land Use Policy Map) and Figure 6.0-1 as Rural Land 20 (RL20, maximum density of 1
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dwelling unit per 20 acres), Rural Land 10 (RL10, maximum density of 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres) and

Open Space – Parks & Recreation (OS-PR) land uses, similar to the land use designations (primarily RL10)

described in Alternative 2 for the San Gabriel – Castaic connection. As a result, they were not included in

the analysis of Alternative 2.

The County acknowledges State Parks’ input and comment. 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 3

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 4

The comment by the State Parks strongly recommends selection of Alternative 2 – Preservation Corridor

with inclusion and protection of two additional linkage areas between Santa Susana Mountains/San

Gabriel Mountains near the I-5/SR-14 junction and between Sierra Madre/Castaic Junction at Castaic

Lake. 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 5

The comment by the State Parks recommends modification to the Revised Draft EIR to minimize direct

and indirect impacts to wildlife corridors/habitat linkages to the maximum extent feasible. The Guiding

Principles, Environmental Resources No. 5 states the following, “The natural buffer area surrounding the

entire Valley, which includes the Angeles National Forest, Santa Susana, San Gabriel, Sierra Pelona, and

Del Sur mountains, shall be preserved as a regional recreational, ecological, and aesthetic resource.” The

three wildlife corridors identified in the South Coast Missing Linkages document are primarily located

along the buffer area. The requested modification to Section 2.0 Project Description, page 2.0-9 and

Section 3.7 Biological Resources, page 3.7-57 of the Revised Draft EIR have been made. Please see the

portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 6

The comment refers to the Noise Section of the Revised Draft EIR and the lack of specific reference to

potential noise impacts on open space areas or wildlife linkages. This comment is correct in that the Noise

Section of the Revised Draft EIR does not include an analysis of impacts on wildlife and open space areas.
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There are no established noise impact thresholds for wildlife and consequently an analysis of noise

impacts on wildlife is not included in the Noise Section of the Revised Draft EIR. However, Policy CO

10.1.14 states “Protect open space from human activity that may harm or degrade natural areas, including

but not limited to off road motorized vehicles, vandalism, campfires, overuse, pets, noise, excessive

lighting, dumping, or other similar activities” and the policy is discussed in Section 3.7, Biological

Resources, of the Revised Draft EIR. Noise impacts are typically treated as indirect impacts associated

with development construction activities. The County Noise standards for construction are designed to

avoid impacts to humans but would equally apply to wildlife species, for which no noise impact

thresholds are established. Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 has been revised to include potential indirect

impacts associated with construction activities and will reduce noise impacts on wildlife to less than

significant. The revision to Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 has been made in Section 3.7, Biological Resources,

page 3.7-67 of the Revised Draft EIR. Please see the portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised

Draft EIR pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 7

The comment states that the proposed expansion of County-designated SEA boundaries, developed

through the County’s SEA Update Program, will help in protecting some existing habitat linkages but

also recommends that the boundary of the proposed Santa Felicia (formerly known as Piru Creek) SEA

boundary be extended to the east to connect with Castaic Lake to “facilitate the protection of habitat

linkages in this area.” This recommendation is based on the analysis contained in the South Coast

Wildlands “South Coast Missing Linkages Project: A Linkage Design for the Sierra Madre-Castaic

Connection” (Penrod, K., C. Cabañero, P. Beier, C. Luke, W. Spencer and E. Rubin. 2005. South Coast

Wildlands, Idyllwild, California. www.scwildlands.org).

The County supports the idea of connectivity between open space and wildlife habitat areas. The SEA

Update Program incorporated the concept of connectivity in designing the proposed SEA boundaries,

primarily linking habitats between existing SEAs or between open space areas in private ownership to

emphasize the importance of linkage when the County processes development applications that may

hinder or otherwise impact connectivity. In the area of the proposed Santa Felicia SEA, the National

Forest lies to the north, which provides a connection to a large expanse of existing wildlife habitat. The

approved North Lake Specific Plan is located between I-5 and the western shores of Castaic Lake, which

disrupts possible west-east linkage, although movement in this area would primarily be north south in

alignment with Grasshopper Canyon. Additionally, I-5 presents a formidable barrier to east-west wildlife

movement in the vicinity of Castaic Lake, exacerbated by the bifurcation of the highway in this area.

While a laudable recommendation, the County does not believe that the recommended eastward
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expansion of the proposed Santa Felicia SEA boundary is consistent with the criteria established in the

SEA Update Program.

The County acknowledges State Parks’ input and comment. 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

comment provides factual background information only and does not raise an environmental issue

within the meaning of CEQA. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an

environmental issue.

Response 8

The comment states that the biological discussion in the Revised Draft EIR mentions the importance of

wildlife corridors and habitat linkages and the commenter suggests that a figure depicting the habitat

linkages in the planning area would assist the reader of the Revised Draft EIR in understanding which

linkages are included in the proposed alternatives.

The County concurs that figures in environmental documents are helpful to readers to understand some

concepts contained in the discussion. In the case of habitat connectivity, the Revised Draft EIR specifically

mentions three linkages identified by the South Coast Missing Linkages project, a well-established

program coordinated by the South Coast Wildlands organization (www.scwildlands.org), as occurring in

the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area (see pg. 3.7-45 of the Revised Draft EIR). These

three linkages are the Santa Monica-Sierra Madre, the Sierra Madre-Castaic, and the San Gabriel-Castaic

Connections, all of which are well illustrated in the respective reports hosted on the South Coast

Wildlands website, referenced in a footnote in the habitat connectivity discussion. Figure 3.16-1, Parks,

Recreation and Open Space Resources of the Revised Draft EIR depicts the San Gabriel-Castaic

Connection Linkage Design within the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area. Therefore, the

County does not concur that a graphic depicting all habitat linkages is required.

Response 9

The comment states that Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 does not include indirect or cumulative impacts on

special-status species from noise, artificial light, or invasive plant species. This comment is correct that

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2 was originally designed to address potential direct impacts to special-status

species. The mitigation measure has been modified to include indirect impacts.

In addition to the revised Mitigation Measure 3.7-2, a number of policies in the proposed Area Plan

address the indirect or “edge effects” mentioned in this comment. These include Policy CO 3.1.5 that

would prohibit the use of invasive or noxious plant species in landscape designs; Policy CO 3.4.2 that

encourages the limitation of use on invasive species adjacent to open space areas such as the National
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Forest; Policy CO 3.6.1 that would limit exterior lighting to minimize light trespass; and Policy CO 3.6.4

that would provide public information to help reduce the potential spread on invasive species.

The Revised Draft EIR states, “Minimization of edge effects such as light trespass, urban runoff,

un-controlled off-road vehicle use, invasive species (Policies CO 3.6.1, 3.6.2, 3.6.3, 3.6.5) will encourage

the viability of open space directly adjacent to the developed environment, which often may abut

special-status species habitats such as the Santa Clara River” (pg. 3.7-64 of the Revised Draft EIR).

In regard to cumulative impacts to special-status species, the proposed Area Plan is a long-term planning

document that will be applicable to all new development projects within the unincorporated Santa Clarita

Valley planning area and, therefore, the policies of the proposed Area Plan collectively address the

cumulative impacts that may occur over the life of the proposed Area Plan.

Response 10

The comment states that Policy CO 3.3.1 provides protection for the banks and adjacent riparian habitat

associated with the Santa Clara River and its tributaries as wildlife corridors. The comment recommends

that other “important waterways used as wildlife corridors” should be provided with comparable

protection as the Santa Clara River would receive.

It is not clear what the commenter means by “important waterways” since the Santa Clara River and its

tributaries are the most important waterways in the Santa Clarita Valley planning area. Because the Santa

Clara River is the major waterway in the Santa Clarita Valley planning area, the inclusion of its tributaries

would appear by definition to incorporate all important waterways and the policy to protect these

drainages as wildlife corridors (Policy CO 3.3.1) would indeed apply to all important waterways of the

Santa Clarita Valley planning area.

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 11

The comment states that Policy CO 3.1.2 would avoid approval of new development that would

adversely impact wetlands, floodplains, threatened and endangered species (and their habitat), and water

bodies supporting fish and would establish adequate buffer area through site specific review. The

comment recommends that habitat linkages and wildlife corridor areas be included in the Policy CO 3.1.2

list of protected resources.
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The County agrees that habitat linkages and wildlife corridors deserve protection. Policy CO 10.1.3 is

designed to protect wildlife corridors and provides stronger language through dedication and

acquisitions of open space to preserve and protect wildlife corridors. The Revised Draft EIR states, “…

acquisition of natural open space for the preservation of habitat linkages, fostering of partnerships with

conservation groups and regulatory agencies, securing funding for open-space management and

protection (Policies CO 10.1.1, 10.1.2, 10.1.3, 10.1.11, 10.1.12, 10.1.14), will encourage the preservation of

core habitats within larger expanses of natural open space and riparian networks at the periphery of

development,” (pg. 3.7-59 of the Revised Draft EIR). Therefore, the County does not believe it is necessary

to amend Policy CO 3.1.2 to include wildlife corridors since protection of these areas would be provided

through other policies.

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 12

The comment by State Parks requests that the language in Mitigation Measure 3.13-6 (Policy LU 7.4.1) be

modified to ensure that non-invasive landscaping material is used. The requested correction to Section

3.13 Water Service, pages 3.13-126 and 3.13-146 of the Revised Draft EIR have been made. Please see the

portion of the Revised Final EIR entitled, “Revised Draft EIR Pages,” for the actual text revision.

Response 13

The comment is noted. No further response is required because the comment does not address or

question the content of the Revised Draft EIR.
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Letter No. B3 Letter from State of California Department of Transportation, January 21, 2011

Response 1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

Response 2

The comment restated portions of the Traffic Study in the Revised Draft EIR. 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 3

The comment recommends that the County provide the traffic analysis using the most recent data and

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Guidelines for the Preparation of Traffic Impact

Studies on SR-126, SR-14 and I-5 and all related on/off ramps. The Revised Draft EIR analyzes impacts to

representative mainline segments of I-5, SR-126 and SR-14 as part of the analysis of Congestion

Management Program (CMP) facilities, which is sufficient to determine the overall operation of both of

these freeways through the Santa Clarita Valley. Analysis of specific mainline segments and freeway

ramps can be included as part of site-specific traffic studies and project-level EIRs for specific

development projects, where appropriate. Any analysis of Caltrans facilities in site-specific traffic studies

will be completed in accordance with the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.

Response 4

The comment requests that the traffic study be clarified to show how the planned improvements to

segments of I-5 and SR-14 will mitigate the traffic impact or how much of the traffic impact will be

mitigated. Please see Response 3. Any site-specific traffic study that analyzes Caltrans facilities, and

determines that one or more of these facilities are significantly impacted by project-related traffic, will

contain an evaluation of potential mitigation measures. All analyses will be prepared in accordance with

the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies.

Response 5

The comment suggested that the City of Santa Clarita (City) and the County of Los Angeles (County)

coordinate with Caltrans to establish an equitable mechanism to address cumulative transportation

impacts. As requested, the City and the County met with Caltrans on March 24, 2011. During this

meeting, the City and the County expressed willingness to work with and support Caltrans and other

agencies, such as the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA or Metro), the
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Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), and the Golden State Gateway Coalition, in

their efforts to respond to and mitigate regional traffic impacts. Subsequently, to reflect this willingness,

County staff revised the policies under Objective C 1.3 in the proposed Area Plan’s Circulation Element

as follows:

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-1.3.2: Participate in updates to the CMP and collaborate with Caltrans and Metro to

revise CMP impact thresholds, ensuring that they are adequate and appropriate.

Policy C-1.3.2 3: 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 C-1.3.3 4: 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 5: Continue coordination coordinating 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-1.3.6: Collaborate with Caltrans and Metro to implement the recommendations of the

North County Combined Highways Corridor Study and support efforts by

Metro to update this Study after SCAG adopts a Sustainable Communities

Strategy.

Policy C-1.3.7: Support the Golden State Gateway Coalition in its advocacy efforts to improve

the Interstate 5 corridor, recognizing that the corridor facilitates regional and

international travel that impacts the Santa Clarita Valley.

Policy C-1.3.5 8: Ensure consistency with the County’s adopted Airport Land Use Plan as it

pertains to the Agua Dulce Airport, in order to mitigate aviation-related hazards

and protect airport operations from encroachment by incompatible uses.
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Policy C-1.3.6 9: Support the expansion of Palmdale Regional Airport and the extension of

multi-modal travel choices between the airport and the Santa Clarita Valley, in

conformance with regional planning efforts.

Policy C-1.3.7 10: Apply for regional, state, and federal grants for bicycle and pedestrian

infrastructure projects.

Response 6

The comment suggested that the City and the County meet to discuss traffic impacts and fair share

contributions towards planned freeway improvements. As requested, the City and the County met with

Caltrans on March 24, 2011. During this meeting, the City and the County expressed willingness to work

with and support Caltrans and other agencies, such as the MTA, the SCAG, and the Golden State

Gateway Coalition, in their efforts to respond to and mitigate regional traffic impacts. Subsequently, to

reflect this willingness, County staff revised the policies under Objective C 1.3 in the proposed Area

Plan’s Circulation Element as follows:

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-1.3.2: Participate in updates to the CMP and collaborate with Caltrans and Metro to

revise CMP impact thresholds, ensuring that they are adequate and appropriate.

Policy C-1.3.2 3: 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 C-1.3.3 4: 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 5: Continue coordination coordinating 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-1.3.6: Collaborate with Caltrans and Metro to implement the recommendations of the

North County Combined Highways Corridor Study and support efforts by
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Metro to update this Study after SCAG adopts a Sustainable Communities

Strategy.

Policy C-1.3.7: Support the Golden State Gateway Coalition in its advocacy efforts to improve

the Interstate 5 corridor, recognizing that the corridor facilitates regional and

international travel that impacts the Santa Clarita Valley.

Policy C-1.3.5 8: Ensure consistency with the County’s adopted Airport Land Use Plan as it

pertains to the Agua Dulce Airport, in order to mitigate aviation-related hazards

and protect airport operations from encroachment by incompatible uses.

Policy C-1.3.6 9: Support the expansion of Palmdale Regional Airport and the extension of multi-

modal travel choices between the airport and the Santa Clarita Valley, in

conformance with regional planning efforts.

Policy C-1.3.7 10: Apply for regional, State, and Federal grants for bicycle and pedestrian

infrastructure projects.

Response 7

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. B4 Edmund J. Pert, California Department of Fish and Game, January 24, 2011

Response 1

The comment is introductory and provides background of the One Valley One Vision (OVOV) planning

effort and supports the City of Santa Clarita (City) and County of Los Angeles (County) effort to develop

collaborative planning documents.

Because the comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, no further

response is required or provided. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made

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

Response 2

The comment describes the role of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) under CEQA as

a trustee agency.

Because the comment does not question the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR, no further

response is required or provided. However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made

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

Response 3

The comment mentions the California Wildlife Action Plan and states that CDFG is willing to work with

the City and County to reduce impacts to fish and wildlife.

The comment provides important factual background information, but does not raise issues regarding the

content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR. Therefore, 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 4

In this comment, CDFG states that it appreciates the Revised Draft EIR’s thorough analysis of the

proposed Area Plan’s potential biological impacts and agrees with the proposed Area Plan’s commitment

to the conservation of natural resources. The comment also supports the Significant Ecological Area

(SEA) program, the use of mass transit, and the reduction of vehicular traffic.

The comment provides important background information, but does not raise issues relating to the

content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR. Therefore, 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.
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Response 5

The comment states that CDFG is concerned about the direct and indirect impacts to biological resources,

especially those within the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The comment also stresses the

importance of wildlife habitat linkages, especially the linkage between the San Gabriel Mountains and the

Castaic Range.

The Revised Draft EIR’s discussion of potential impacts to the Santa Clara River is set forth in Section 3.7,

Biological Resources, beginning on page 3.7-45. The proposed Area Plan would preserve the Santa Clara

River corridor and its major tributaries as open space to accommodate storm water flows and protect

sensitive vegetation and special-status plant and animal species. Development on properties adjacent to,

but outside of the defined primary River Corridor, must be located and designed to protect the river’s

water quality, plants, and animal habitats. In addition, proposed Area Plan Policies CO 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.3,

and 3.2.4, 3.3.1 will protect sensitive wetland and woodland habitats, state and federal-listed species

habitats, and habitats within SEAs and along the Santa Clara River and its tributaries.

The Revised Draft EIR, Section 3.7, Biological Resources, page 3.7-31, discusses habitat connectivity,

including the South Coast Wildlands San Gabriel-Castaic Connection. The analysis of potential impacts to

wildlife movement corridors begins on page 3.7-50, and concludes that the proposed Area Plan would

potentially impact habitat linkages. This impact would be potentially significant, 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 planning area. However, mitigation

measures proposed in the Revised Draft EIR, if adopted and implemented, would reduce this impact to

less than significant.

The Revised Draft EIR concluded that the potential loss of habitat linkages would remain significant in

the event that avoidance of impacts to habitat linkages arising from future development allowed by the

proposed Area Plan is considered infeasible. SR-14 and existing development are the largest dividing

factors for the proposed San Gabriel-Castaic Connection, factors which were already analyzed by the

Revised Draft EIR.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR.

Therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County appreciates the

comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the

proposed Area Plan.
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Response 6

The comment states that CDFG recommends that Alternative 2, the Environmentally Superior

Alternative, be adopted by the County as this alternative would support the South Coast Wildlands San

Gabriel-Castaic Connection and the proposed SEA boundaries.

CDFG’s recommendation will be provided to the decision-makers as they deliberate on the proposed

Area Plan. However, as the comment does not raise issues relating to the content or adequacy of the

Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Response 7

The comment states that the San Gabriel-Castaic linkage is biologically diverse and lists the sensitive

natural communities that occur in the linkage area. The comment also recommends that the City and the

County reflect this biological diversity by designating properties in the linkage area as high priority open

space.

The County agrees that the San Gabriel-Castaic Connection supports a wide variety of diverse biological

resources, including sensitive natural communities. CDFG’s recommendation regarding land use

designations in the linkage area will be provided to the decision-makers for their consideration.

However, as the comment does not raise issues relating to the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft

EIR, no further response is required.

Response 8

The comment emphasizes the importance of the Santa Clara River as a linkage area between several

mountain ranges, and also indicates that the river supports a diverse range of aquatic, semi-aquatic and

terrestrial organisms.

The County agrees that the Santa Clara River is a prominent ecological feature that supports a diversity

of organisms and natural communities, many of which are defined a sensitive as a result of their increase

scarcity.

The comment provides important factual background information, but does not raise issues relating to

the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR; therefore, 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 9

The comment states that riparian zones of the Santa Clara River are relatively undisturbed, but that some

areas within the floodplain have sustained disturbance and would benefit from conservation and
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restoration, which would expand habitat for the endangered unarmored threespine stickleback and other

special-status fish species.

The County agrees that areas of the Santa Clara River floodplain would benefit from conservation and

restoration, which could expand the habitat for unarmored threespine stickleback and other special-status

aquatic species. The proposed Area Plan supports conservation and restoration efforts in the Santa Clara

River corridor and floodplain, as evidenced by the following policies:

Policy LU-6.1.2: On the Land Use Map, designate publicly owned portions of the Santa Clara

River corridor and its major tributaries as Open Space.

Policy CO-1.5.6: Through the development review process, consider the impacts of development

on the entire watershed of the Santa Clara River and its tributaries, including

hydromodification.

Policy CO-3.3.1: Protect the banks and adjacent riparian habitat along the Santa Clara River and

its tributaries, to provide wildlife corridors.

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.

Policy CO-6.3.2: Protect the banks of the Santa Clara River and its major tributaries through open

space designations and property acquisitions, where feasible, to protect and

enhance the scenic character of the river valley.

Policy CO-10.1.2: The Santa Clara River corridor and its major tributaries shall be preserved as

open space to accommodate storm water flows and protect critical plant and

animal species, as follows: (Guiding Principle #6)

 Uses and improvements within the corridor shall be limited to those that

benefit the community’s use of the river in its natural state.

 Development on properties adjacent to, but outside of the defined primary

river corridor shall be:

 Located and designed to protect the river’s water quality, plants, and animal

habitats by controlling the type and density of uses, drainage runoff (water

treatment) and other relevant elements; and
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 Designed to maximize the full range of river amenities, including views and

recreational access, while minimizing adverse impacts to the river.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles 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 10

The comment states that CDFG supports the conservation policies proposed in the Revised Draft EIR, but

is concerned that the proposed Area Plan’s proposal to convert more than 9,000 acres to urban residential

land uses while reducing rural land areas by more than 10,000 acres will have significant negative impact

on the Santa Clara River watershed.

The land use designations in the proposed Area Plan reflect the changing demography and development

considerations of the unincorporated Santa Clarita Valley planning area, which recognizes the need for

growth within the area. The Land Use Element of the proposed Area Plan states, “a comprehensive

assessment of existing land uses and their distribution was conducted using aerial photo analysis, field

surveys, and a geographic information system. Land was evaluated for suitability of development type

and intensity based on topography, access, proximity to infrastructure, environmental constraints,

character of surrounding development, economic viability, and other criteria.” This comprehensive

assessment evaluated land for suitability of development type and intensity to ensure that the proposed

Land Use Policy Map was consistent with the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the proposed Area Plan’s

Land Use Element. The biological impacts of the proposed land use changes have been analyzed in the

Revised Draft EIR and, where feasible, have been mitigated to less than significant levels.

As the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft

EIR, no further response is required. Because the comment does not question the content or adequacy of

the Revised Draft EIR, no further response is required or provided. However, the comment will be

included as part of the record and made available for consideration by the decision makers prior to a final

decision on the proposed Area Plan. Los Angeles 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 11

The comment recommends the continued coordination between the resource agencies and the City and

County in identifying key parcels for public ownership or conservation easements in the Angeles Linkage

Conceptual Protection Plan (CAPP) area and in the habitat linkage between the San Gabriel and Santa

Susana Mountains.
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Both the City and the County participated in discussions regarding the CAPP and will continue to work

cooperatively with resource agencies for the preservation of open space areas that preserve biological

resources.

The proposed Area Plan includes a proposed northeast extension of the Santa Susana Mountains/Simi

Hills SEA into the habitat linkage between the San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains precisely to

emphasize the importance of this area as a wildlife movement corridor. The primary land use

designations in this area are Rural Land designations with a range of low maximum allowable residential

densities, which would limit intense residential development in this area in order to minimize potential

impacts.

The County acknowledges this input and comment. 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 12

The comment recommends the coordination between the resources agencies and the City and County to

develop long-term management plans for open space maintenance and recreational uses while avoiding

areas with sensitive biological resources.

The County concurs that long-term management of open space would be beneficial to both biological

resources and recreational opportunities. The County has no formal open space management agency but

works cooperatively with organizations such as the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy to provide this

service.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles 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 13

The comment recommends an increase in low-density land use designations (a 10-acre parcel minimum)

in the proposed Area Plan’s Land Use Policy Map to facilitate wildlife uses of the Angeles Linkage area.

The Angeles Linkage area is essentially an area contained within the slightly larger San Gabriel-Castaic

Linkage identified by South Coast Wildlands, discussed in Response 5, above, and would therefore be

considered under the Alternative 2 Preservation Corridor and the corresponding low density Rural Land

10 (RL10) land use designation.
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The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles 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 14

The comment recommends that the County re-evaluate the portion of the Circulation Element in the

proposed Area Plan that proposes to increase road capacity in rural areas that are part of the greenbelt.

According to the commenter, road capacity should remain static in such areas, if feasible, as road

widening tends to increase vehicle collisions with wildlife, resulting in higher animal mortality rates and

diminished wildlife movement. The comment also indicates that road extensions and widening would

induce residential growth in rural areas.

In Section 3.2, Transportation and Circulation, the Revised Draft EIR analyzes road capacity in relation to

the development of circulation infrastructure. Roadway systems are designed to balance the needs of

mobility against those of access, which are distinct (if not mutually exclusive) circulation concerns.

Congestion problems occur when a street designed to provide mobility is expected to provide for access as

well. The Circulation Element in the proposed Area Plan was developed to provide both mobility and

access while minimizing congestion, and was been based on an analysis of existing conditions in the

Santa Clarita Valley, future development in both City and County jurisdictions, and anticipated growth.

That said, however, the County is committed to reducing the impacts of the circulation network on

sensitive biological resources. For this reason, circulation infrastructure has been designed so as to reduce

such impacts to the greatest extent feasible, especially in greenbelt areas where the potential for collisions

between vehicles and wildlife may be high. Furthermore, it should be noted that most road and highway

improvements are related to connectivity between previously developed areas and developing areas. The

comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR and,

therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles 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 15

The comment recommends that the proposed Area Plan recognize the role climate change plays in water

and fire suppression planning. The comment also recommends that the proposed Area Plan develop

methods for conserving water.
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The Revised Draft EIR discusses climate change in Section 3.4, Global Climate Change, and discusses

water resources and conservation in Section 3.13, Water Service. The comment does not raise any specific

issue regarding the discussion and analysis presented in these sections of the Revised Draft EIR and,

therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. It should be noted that the proposed

Area Plan includes several policies regarding water conservation, which are listed in Section 3.13, Water

Service.

The County acknowledges this input and comment. 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 comment acknowledges that the County is the lead agency for purposes of adopting the proposed

Area Plan, but that other public entities function as responsible agencies under CEQA could be required

to provide discretionary approval for subsequent projects.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County

appreciates the comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed Area Plan. Applications for subsequent projects requiring discretionary approval will be

processed in accordance with CEQA.

Response 17

The comment states that CDFG is a trustee agency under CEQA and would need to review the CEQA

documents for future projects proposed under an adopted Area Plan. The comment states that

information that may be required within subsequent CEQA documents may include biological

assessment of flora and fauna, discussion of direct and indirect impacts to biological resources, a range of

alternatives proposed to minimize significant impacts to sensitive biological resources and assessment of

impacts to watercourses and wetlands.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the Revised Draft EIR

and, therefore, no more detailed response can be provided or is required. Los Angeles County

appreciates the comments and they will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision

on the proposed Area Plan. Applications for subsequent projects requiring discretionary approval will be

processed in accordance with CEQA.
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Response 18

The comment is noted. No further response is required given that the comment does not address or

question the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR.
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Letter No. B5 Letter from State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,

January 25, 2011

Response 1

The comment provides factual background information regarding the state agencies that received a copy

of the Revised Draft EIR from the State Clearinghouse 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.
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