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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 
the County of Los Angeles, as the Lead Agency, has evaluated the comments received on the 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the NorthLake Specific Plan Project 
(State Clearinghouse [SCH] No. 2015031080) and has prepared written responses to these 
comments. This document has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and represents the 
independent judgment of the Lead Agency. 

A Program EIR was completed and certified in 1992 (1992 SP EIR) to address the development 
of the adopted NorthLake Specific Plan. Under the current Project proposal, there are minor 
additions and changes made to the 1992 SP EIR to adequately analyze: (1) modifications to the 
Specific Plan, as defined in Section 4.0, Project Description of the Draft SEIR, and (2) changes 
to environmental conditions and the addition of project-specific analysis since its adoption. A lead 
agency can approve subsequent actions without additional environmental documentation, unless 
otherwise required by Section 15162 and 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21166). An SEIR has therefore, been prepared in accordance with the 
State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15163). 

According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft; 

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

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

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

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

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission will also consider adoption of a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and a Statement of Findings of Fact as 
part of the approval process for the proposed Project. 

This Final SEIR document is organized as follows: 

Section 1.0 provides a brief introduction to this document, a summary of the public review 
process, and a list of commenters. 

Section 2.0 provides responses to the public comments received on the Draft SEIR during 
the public review period. Responses are provided in the form of individual responses to 
comment letters received. For each comment letter, the letter is provided and is followed 
immediately by the responses to each letter.  

Section 3.0 contains revisions and clarifications to the Draft SEIR as a result of the 
comments received from all commenting parties. County staff have reviewed this 
information and determined that it does not constitute significant new information, so 
recirculation of the Draft SEIR for further comment (pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15088.5) is not required. 
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1.1 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

In compliance with Section 15201 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County has taken steps to 
provide opportunities for public participation in the environmental process. An Initial Study (IS) 
and Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed on March 24, 2015 to 551 interested agencies, 
organizations, and individuals for a 30-day public review period, and was also made available on 
the County’s website, to solicit input on the scope of the Draft SEIR and to inform agencies and 
the public of the proposed Project. The Project was described; potential environmental effects 
associated with Project implementation were identified; and agencies and the public were invited 
to review and comment on the IS and NOP. A copy of the IS/NOP and responses received are 
included in Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. The County received 18 comment letters in response 
to the IS/NOP. Table 2-2 of the Draft SEIR provides a brief summary of the NOP comments 
received addressing environmental and related issues.  

The County of Los Angeles held a scoping meeting for the Draft SEIR on April 8, 2015. The 
purpose of the meeting was to solicit input from interested agencies, individuals, and 
organizations regarding the Project, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to 
be analyzed in the SEIR.  

CEQA requires that a Draft EIR have a review period lasting at least 45 days for projects that 
have been submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15105[a]). The Draft SEIR for the proposed Project was released for public review on May 2, 
2017, and circulated for public review and comment for a 45-day period ending on June 15, 2017. 
In compliance with Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles 
provided public Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft SEIR at the same time it sent a Notice of 
Completion to the Office of Planning and Research. The County of Los Angeles used several 
methods to solicit comments on the Draft SEIR. The NOA, along with a CD containing the Draft 
SEIR and technical appendices, was mailed to various agencies and organizations and to 
individuals who had previously requested such notice. The Draft SEIR was submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse for distribution to and review by State agencies. The NOA was also mailed to all 
property owners and occupants within 500 feet of the Project site; homeowners associations 
within 500 feet of the Project site; and all interested parties who previously called, corresponded, 
attended an EIR scoping session, and/or provided comments on the IS/NOP. Additionally, the 
NOA was posted on site and off site at two separate locations. Copies of the Draft SEIR were 
available for review at three (3) public libraries and at the County Department of Regional Planning 
Counter. The Draft SEIR was also available on the County’s website by typing “Northlake” or 
“R2015-00408” into the case archive search box at this web address: 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/case. 

As identified below, in addition to correspondence from the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, 22 comment letters were received by the County; 4 of these letters were received after 
the end of the 45-day public review period. All of the comment letters received by the County have 
been included and responded to within this Final SEIR. Additionally, a transcript of the Hearing 
Examiner meeting, held on May 24, 2017 for the proposed Project, is included as Letter 23. 
Comments contained in the letters that address environmental issues are thoroughly responded 
to in Section 2.0.  

A Planning Commission public hearing is scheduled for February 21, 2018; the Planning 
Commission as the final approval body will consider the certification of the Final SEIR for the 
proposed Project.  
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1.2 LIST OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT COMMENTERS 

In accordance with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, following is a list of the agencies, 
organizations, and individuals that submitted comments on the Draft SEIR. The date the 
comments were received by the County is noted. Late-arriving comment letters (identified with 
an *) were received after the end of the 45-day public review period, which ended on June 15, 
2017. Responses to all comments received are provided in Section 2.0, Responses to Comments. 

Each comment letter received has been divided into sequential numbered comments (i.e., 
Letter 1, comments 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 etc.).  

LIST OF COMMENTERS 
 

Commenter 
Date of 

Correspondence 

Follows 
Page 

Number No. Commenter 

State Agencies  

1 Department of Parks and Recreation June 12, 2017 2-4 

2 Department of Fish and Wildlife June 15, 2017 2-16 

3 Department of Transportation, District 7 June 15, 2017 2-31 

4 Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse June 16, 2017* 2-40 

Local and Regional Agencies  

5 County of Los Angeles Fire Department May 25, 2017 2-41 

6 County of Los Angeles Airport Land Use Commission June 1, 2017 2-43 

7 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works June 7, 2017 2-44 

8 City of Santa Clarita June 8, 2017 2-45 

9 County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County June 14, 2017 2-46 

10 County of Los Angeles Public Health June 16, 2017* 2-49 

Organizations and Companies 

11 San Manuel Band of Mission Indians May 5, 2017 2-50 

12 Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy May 22, 2017 2-51 

13 Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians June 14, 2017 2-60 

14 Castaic Universal Investors, LLC June 15, 2017 2-61 

15 
Blum Collins LLP (Golden State Environmental & Social 
Justice Alliance) 

June 16, 2017* 2-62 

16 Center for Biological Diversity No Date 2-79 

Individuals 

17 Joe Bourgeois May 14, 2017 2-122 

18 Ed and Karen Coch May 17, 2017 2-123 

19 Diane Slauson May 20, 2017 2-124 

20 Shawn Smallwood, PhD June 13, 2017 2-125 

21 Carolyn Poore June 15, 2017 2-144 

22 Joe Bourgeois June 17, 2017* 2-145 

Testimony Hearing and Responses 

23 Regional Planning staff member Gina Natoli May 24, 2017 2-146 
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SECTION 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  

All of the comment letters received by the County have been included and responded to in this 
Final SEIR. Comments that raise substantive environmental issues have been thoroughly 
addressed in these responses. Comments that do not require a response include those that (1) do 
not address the adequacy or completeness of the Draft SEIR; (2) do not raise substantive 
environmental issues; (3) do not address the proposed project; or (4) request the incorporation of 
additional information not relevant to environmental issues.  

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, states:  

a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. 
The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed 
comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.  

b)  The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency 
on comments made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an 
environmental impact report. 

c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental 
issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated 
impacts or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised 
when the Lead Agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and 
objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail giving reasons 
why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be 
good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements 
unsupported by factual information will not suffice.  

d)  The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or 
may be a separate section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments 
makes important changes in the information contained in the text of the draft 
EIR, the lead agency should either:  

1.  Revise the text in the body of the EIR; or  

2.  Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the 
response to comments.  

Revisions to the Draft SEIR have been prepared to make minor corrections and clarifications to 
the Draft SEIR as a result of County review and comments received during the public review 
period (refer to Section 3.0, Draft SEIR Clarifications and Revisions, of this document). Therefore, 
this Response to Comments section, along with the Draft SEIR Clarifications and Revisions 
section, are included as part of this Final SEIR along with the Draft SEIR for consideration by the 
County of Los Angeles prior to a vote to certify the SEIR. Section 15088.5, Recirculation of an 
EIR Prior to Certification, of the CEQA Guidelines, states:  

(a)  A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public 
review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term 
“information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as 
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not 
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“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project 
or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project 
alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new 
information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from 
a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance. 

(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to 
adopt it. 

(4)  The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

(b)  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 

(c)  If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need 
only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified. 

(d)  Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation 
pursuant to Section 15086. 

(e)  A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
administrative record. 

(f)  The lead agency shall evaluate and respond to comments as provided in Section 
15088. Recirculating an EIR can result in the lead agency receiving more than one set 
of comments from reviewers. The following are two ways in which the lead agency 
may identify the set of comments to which it will respond. This dual approach avoids 
confusion over whether the lead agency must respond to comments which are 
duplicates or which are no longer pertinent due to revisions to the EIR. In no case shall 
the lead agency fail to respond to pertinent comments on significant environmental 
issues. 

(1)  When an EIR is substantially revised and the entire document is recirculated, 
the lead agency may require reviewers to submit new comments and, in such 
cases, need not respond to those comments received during the earlier 
circulation period. The lead agency shall advise reviewers, either in the text 
of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, that although part 
of the administrative record, the previous comments do not require a written 
response in the final EIR, and that new comments must be submitted for the 
revised EIR. The lead agency need only respond to those comments 
submitted in response to the recirculated revised EIR. 
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(2)  When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only 
the revised chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that 
reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters or portions of the 
recirculated EIR. The lead agency need only respond to (i) comments 
received during the initial circulation period that relate to chapters or portions 
of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) comments 
received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions 
of the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The lead agency's 
request that reviewers limit the scope of their comments shall be included 
either within the text of the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised 
EIR. 

(3)  As part of providing notice of recirculation as required by Public Resources 
Code Section 21092.1, the lead agency shall send a notice of recirculation 
to every agency, person, or organization that commented on the prior EIR. 
The notice shall indicate, at a minimum, whether new comments may be 
submitted only on the recirculated portions of the EIR or on the entire EIR in 
order to be considered by the agency. 

(g)  When recirculating a revised EIR, either in whole or in part, the lead agency shall, in 
the revised EIR or by an attachment to the revised EIR, summarize the revisions made 
to the previously circulated draft EIR. 

The Draft SEIR revisions and information presented in the responses to comments do not result 
in any of the conditions set forth in Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines requiring that 
the SEIR be recirculated prior to its certification. 
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2.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED  

This section includes responses to substantive Draft SEIR comments received by the County. 
With respect to comments letters received, aside from certain courtesy statements, introductions, 
and closings, individual comments within the body of each letter have been identified and 
numbered. A copy of each comment letter and the County’s responses to each applicable 
comment are included in this section. Brackets delineating the individual comments and a numeric 
identifier have been added to the right margin of the letter. Responses to each comment identified 
are included on the page(s) following each comment letter. Responses to comments were sent 
to the agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments at least 10 days prior to 
the County’s consideration of the Final SEIR.  

In the process of responding to the comments, there were minor revisions to the text of the Draft 
SEIR shown in both this section and in Section 3.0, Draft SEIR Clarifications and Revisions, of 
this Final SEIR. None of the comments or responses constitute “significant new information” or 
any of the conditions set forth in Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines that would require 
recirculation of the Draft SEIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 
 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
June 12, 2017 
 
Response 1.1. The comment states that State Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) does 
not intent to grant permission to allow the pipeline relocation on State Park owned land and the 
Draft SEIR is incorrect in stating that agreements between DPR and the applicant are pending. A 
revised pipeline relocation plan has been prepared which proposes to relocate the existing oil 
pipeline to the east but within the grading footprint associated with the NorthLake Specific Plan 
Project, as described in Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR and not on State Parks 
owned land. The revised pipeline relocation occurs completely within the limits of the Northlake 
property and does not propose to relocate the pipeline onto State or County property. The revised 
pipeline relocation plan includes two phases to correspond with anticipated buildout of the 
NorthLake Specific Plan. 

The first phase of the revised pipeline relocation plan would relocate the southern portion of the 
oil pipeline, depicted as a solid red line on the attached relocation plan (refer to Appendix A of the 
Final SEIR), to jog eastward along the southern edge of the proposed development area. The 
relocated pipeline alignment would stay within the grading footprint of the Project and would stay 
outside of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) property. North of the 
proposed development associated with Phase 1 of the NorthLake Specific Plan, the relocated 
pipeline would jog west and cross the Project site to connect back with the existing pipeline. 

The second phase of the revised pipeline relocation plan would occur during grading activities 
associated with future development phases of the NorthLake Specific Plan, as shown as a solid 
blue line on the attached relocation plan (refer to Appendix A of the Final SEIR). As shown, the 
pipeline will be relocated along the easterly edge of the NorthLake property. 

Because the pipeline would be entirely relocated within the development footprint of the proposed 
Project, and within an area anticipated for disturbance associated with grading and development, 
no new impacts would occur. The relocation would place the pipeline closer to residential land 
uses than the previously identified off-site location. However, as discussed in Sections 5.5.2 and 
5.5.4 of the Draft SEIR, the relocated pipeline would be subject to compliance with existing 
regulations and subject to regulatory oversight. Therefore, potential impacts on such residential 
land uses would be less than significant.  

The following revisions are hereby made to the Draft SEIR. However, it should be noted that these 
revisions and clarifications do not materially change the description of Project or the findings of 
the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.5-14, Project Design Features, second paragraph, 
of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text 
and strikethrough show the deletions): 

The existing oil line that currently traverses the Project site would be relocated, prior 
to grading activities, to an alignment along the eastern boundary of the proposed 
development areas and within the identified grading footprint. 

The following text on page 4-4, Site Constraints and Associated Approvals Required, second 
paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

An existing crude oil pipeline easement containing two oil pipelines that traverse the 
entire north-south length of the Project site will be relocated approximately 1,500 to 
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2,000 feet to an alignment along the eastern boundary of the proposed 
development area and within the identified grading footprint property within a new 
easement. The relocation of the alignment for one of the oil pipelines, the Pacific Oil 
pipeline, is proposed through adjacent lands owned by the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power (LADWP) and the Castaic Lake State Recreation Area (SRA). 
Agreements between the Applicant and both agencies for receipt of easements to 
realign the pipeline through these publicly owned properties are pending and would 
be a condition of approval prior to initiation of development. 

The following text on page 4-17, Relocation of Facilities, last sentence, of the Draft SEIR, is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

One of the crude oil pipelines (the 14-inch Pacific Pipeline) would be relocated to an 
alignment along the eastern boundary of the proposed development area and 
within the identified grading footprint approximately 1,500 to 2,000 feet to the east 
within property owned by the LADWP and the Castaic Lake SRA. 

Response 1.2. The comment states that the proposed pipeline relocation would violate the 
Declaration of Purpose in the General Plan for Castaic Lake SRA (1985). The revised pipeline 
relocation plan would be located entirely within the identified grading footprint of the NorthLake 
Specific Plan as noted above and would, therefore, avoid any impacts to the Castaic Lake State 
Recreation Area located east of the NorthLake Specific Plan Project site. 

Response 1.3. The comment states the proposed pipeline relocation would impact California 
sagebrush, which is the only species occurrence in Los Angeles County north of Montebello Hills. 
The comment further asserts that this would increase the likelihood of invasive plant species 
movement in the area. As discussed previously, the revised pipeline relocation plan involves a 
two-phased relocation of the existing pipeline to the east and within the previously described 
grading footprint. Therefore, no additional impacts beyond those identified throughout the Draft 
SEIR would occur. As discussed in Section 5.2, Biological Resources of the Draft SEIR, all 
impacts related to biological resources, including California sagebrush, would be reduced to less 
than significant levels through implementation of MM 5.2-1 through MM 5.2-21 identified in 
Section 5.2, Biological Resources of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 1.4. The comment states that relocating the pipeline closer to Castaic Lake is not 
prudent. Further, the comment expresses concern for the integrity of the existing pipeline, 
including the need to monitor slope stability. The revised pipeline relocation plan would relocate 
the existing pipeline to the east and within the previously described grading footprint. This 
relocation would be further from Castaic Lake than what was originally proposed. This area would 
be subject to mass grading and remedial grading to ensure future slope stability. All pipeline 
construction would be conducted in accordance with all federal, State, and local requirements, as 
well as all safety standards established by the pipeline carrier, including regulations summarized 
in Section 5.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 1.5. The comment asserts that the data and analyses in the Draft SEIR is insufficient 
to accurately assess Project impacts. Additionally, the comment asserts that the Project would 
impact the entire watershed. Focused surveys for special status species, as well as general 
wildlife and plant surveys over the course of 20 years informed Section 5.2, Biological Resources, 
of the Draft SEIR. Section 5.2 contains a thorough impact analysis, mitigation measures, and 
success criteria per State CEQA Guidelines. The comment that the entire watershed is impacted 
by the proposed Project is unclear. The Project site (totaling 1,330 acres) lies within the Santa 
Clara River watershed (totaling 659,200 acres), the Castaic Creek sub-watershed (totaling 
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129,920 acres), the Grasshopper Canyon sub-watershed (totaling 2,685 acres), and several 
smaller unnamed tributaries sub-watersheds. Due to its size and location, the Project does not 
impact the entire watershed of any of the three named watersheds. If the commenter intended to 
refer only to the Grasshopper Canyon watershed, the Project will impact 697 of the 2,685 acres 
with the watershed, representing only 26 percent of the Grasshopper Canyon watershed. The 
Project would only impact 0.11 acre of the Santa Clara River watershed and 0.54 acre of the 
Castaic Creek sub-watershed. 

Response 1.6. The comment states that there is no assessment of the impact of filling in the blue 
line stream in Grasshopper Canyon on the downstream riparian vegetation on State Parks 
property that supports Least Bell’s vireo. The Project impact assessment on biological resources 
provided in Section 5.2.7 of the Draft SEIR is inclusive of downstream indirect impacts potentially 
caused by the Project as mentioned on page 5.2-40 and 5.2-41. In addition, a separate technical 
memo assessing potential impacts on downstream biological resources was prepared and is 
attached to the Final SEIR as Appendix B, Biological Resources Downstream Impacts 
Assessment. In summary, downstream riparian and other aquatic biological resources are not 
expected to be negatively impacted by the proposed Project in any measurable degree. Although 
significant land use changes will occur and many drainages on-site will be substantially altered 
as a result of Project implementation, the hydrologically modeled differences between pre-Project 
and post-Project flows downstream of the Project are negligible. As a result, vegetation 
communities and plant and wildlife species dependent on downstream drainages are not 
expected to decline or be modified. Existing community species composition and approximate 
local population size are likely to remain intact within downstream areas following Project 
implementation. In summary, land development has the potential to disrupt hydrologic conditions, 
and the biological resources that depend on those conditions, without incorporation of the 
appropriate type and location of storm water management features as part of engineering design. 
The results of the hydrologic analysis prepared for the Project demonstrate that the parcel-based 
(for Marple Creek discharges) and regional (Grasshopper Canyon Basins) Project features 
capture the flows that are increased due to the increase in impervious surface area such that 
there are negligible changes in the downstream hydrologic regime (see (NLSP WQTR Geosyntec; 
September 2015 in Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR). Accordingly, Project impacts on biological 
resources in the downstream drainages will be negligible. The negligible impact on downstream 
vegetation supports the conclusion that there will be no impact on the least Bell’s vireo. 
Additionally, potential impacts may be further reduced through implementation of MM 5.2-21 
which requires compliance with all provisions of an NPDES permit including development of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan prior to issuance of grading permits as described on 
page 5.2-57 of the Draft SEIR. To provide further clarification, the following revisions are hereby 
made to the Draft SEIR. However, it should be noted that these revisions and clarifications do not 
materially change the description of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following 
text will be inserted on page 5.2-41 at the bottom of page above the last line of text: 

Hydrologic Changes to Downstream Areas 

Without appropriate engineering considerations, modification of undeveloped 
and/or undisturbed lands have the potential to result in hydrologic changes 
downstream of modified areas. Changes may include increases and/or decreases 
in stream flow characteristics such as volume, velocity, sediment transport, and 
duration of surface flow. Such changes may in turn result in impacts on many other 
factors such as turbidity, erosion, depth, and width (i.e., hydromodification). Stream 
ecosystems have typically evolved under existing conditions for many years 
resulting in consistent suitable conditions for a particular suite of biological 
resources. Impacts resulting from hydrologic modifications have the potential to 
disrupt these conditions, which may result in less than suitable or unsuitable 
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conditions for plant and wildlife species occupying the area. Many aquatic species 
have maximum and/or minimum thresholds of various habitat parameters such as 
turbidity, velocity, and temperature which may change as a result of Project induced 
flow modification. Ultimately, the impacts may result in the loss of particular 
vegetation types and/or plant and wildlife populations from affected areas. 

Los Angeles County has adopted a Low Impact Development (LID) Ordinance, 
consistent with the requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board’s latest Los Angeles County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) 
Permit (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Program No. CASOO4001). A 
primary purpose of the LID Ordinance, which includes a hydromodification 
standard, is to “lessen the adverse impacts of stormwater runoff from development 
and urban runoff on natural drainage systems, receiving waters and other water 
bodies” (Section 12.84.410 of the County of Los Angeles Municipal Code). As 
described in Section 1.2, the Project design incorporates a regional 
detention/retention basin system, which complies with the LID ordinance and 
reduces potential impacts downstream such that associated biological resources 
are not expected to be effected by the Project. Additional details can be found in 
Biological Resources Downstream Impacts Assessment technical memo in 
Appendix B of the Final SEIR. As a result, downstream impacts on biological 
resources resulting from hydrologic changes are considered less than significant. 

Response 1.7. The comment states that the Draft SEIR does not contain a detailed relocation 
plan for the western spadefoot toad, burrowing owl and sensitive plant species within the Project 
area. The comment states that this plan should be included as part of the Draft SEIR. Mitigation 
measures requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of a set of success criteria, with required 
lead agency approvals prior to Project implementation is an industry standard to mitigation 
approach. However, in an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation planning details 
beyond the Draft SEIR where feasible, a draft Western Spadefoot Mitigation Plan and a Draft 
Special Status Plant Species Mitigation Plan have been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. 
Survey for the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) have been conducted in 2007, 2014, 2015, 
and 2017. The repeated years of focused surveys determined that this species does not breed 
onsite, but has been documented occurring on site in the winter. The most recent surveys resulted 
in negative findings for the 2017 breeding season and are included in this document, the Final 
SEIR, in Appendix C. Mitigation for wintering burrows has been included in Section 5.2.7, Impact 
Analysis and Mitigation Measures, MM 5.2-7, 5.2-8, 5.2-13, and 5.2-14. Based on the most recent 
survey effort, the burrowing owl does not breed on site; therefore, a management plan which 
typically details the approach to relocating breeding individuals and creating alternative breeding 
burrows is not warranted. 

Response 1.8. The comment states that the Draft SEIR should also address the impact of 
increased density, noise, and night lighting on wildlife in the adjacent Castaic SRA. Indirect 
impacts such as increased density, light, and noise have been analyzed and are addressed in 
Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures (pages 5.2-40 – 5.2.41). Mitigation 
measures intended to reduce potentially significant indirect impacts to wildlife are provided 
[MM 5.2-16 (noise) and MM 5.2-17 (light)].  

Response 1.9. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR is incorrect because it was determined 
that the Project would not impact wildlife connectivity along the Sierra Madre-Castaic inter-
mountain range. Please refer to Response to Comment 2.3 below for a thorough discussion on 
wildlife movement adjacent to the Project site. In an effort to provide additional supporting data 
and discussion, the Wildlife Movement section of the Draft SEIR on page 5.2-14 will be modified 
as described in Response to Comment 2.3. 
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Response 1.10. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is deficient because the data on two 
archaeological sites — identified in the 2014 surveys of the Castaic Lake Drawdown Project DWR 
— are incomplete. These archaeological sites fall within the half-mile search radius of the 
NorthLake Specific Plan survey. The background data provided for the Phase I Cultural 
Resources Assessment for the NorthLake Specific Plan was based on the information made 
available from the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) when the records search 
was conducted for the Project on May 13, 2014. Unfortunately, due to the fact that the DWR 
surveys and Northlake Specific Plan survey were happening concurrently, data from the former 
was not available at the time of the Northlake Specific Plan study. In short, it was not possible to 
provide any information on the two sites at the time of the Northlake Specific Plan study. 
Therefore, a subsequent record search was conducted at the SCCIC on September 12, 2017. 
The additional records search did identify the two archaeological sites: CA-LAN-4475 and CA-
LAN-4478H. Archaeological site CA-LAN-4475 is a prehistoric lithic scatter. CA_LAN-4478H is a 
historic telephone pole alignment. Neither archaeological site is located within the Northlake 
Specific Plan boundary; however, the presence of these two sites may be indicative of other 
resources in the area, including on the Project site. 

Due to the archaeological sensitivity of the region and the presence of identified archaeological 
sites in the vicinity of the Project site, implementation of the recommended Project Specific 
Mitigation Measures MM 5.3-7 and MM 5.3-8, which will include preconstruction training and 
monitoring for ground disturbance within native soils by a qualified archaeologist and tribal 
participant, would reduce any potentially adverse effects on archaeological resources to a less 
than significant level.  

Response 1.11. The comment states that in the Cultural Resources Technical Report, the 
prehistoric context could be updated with more recent and Project-area specific references to 
demonstrate the potential for presence of archaeological sites within the Project area. The 
suggested clarifying revisions to the prehistoric setting by including current references and 
citations will be incorporated into the Final SEIR and the Cultural Resources Technical Study. 
However, this addition does not change the results of Project findings or implementation of the 
recommended Project Specific Mitigation Measures that would reduce any potentially adverse 
effects on archaeological resources to a less than significant level.  

The following text beginning on page 5.3-2, Existing Conditions, of the Draft SEIR and beginning 
on page 5 under the Prehistoric Background subhead is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Southern California has a long history of human occupation, with dates of the 
earliest evidence of occupation during the late Pleistocene (Glassow et al. 2007: 
191; Jones and Kennett 2012: 40; Madsen 2015). Several chronologies are 
generally used to describe the sequence of the prehistoric periods of Southern 
California. William Wallace (1955) developed the first comprehensive California 
chronologies and defines four periods for the southern coastal region. This 
framework is divided into four major periods: Horizon I: Early Man or Paleo-
Indian Period (11,000 BCE to 7,500 BCE); Horizon II: Milling Stone Assemblages 
(7,500 BCE to 1,000 BCE); Horizon III: Intermediate Cultures (1,000 BCE to 750 
CE); and Horizon IV: Late Prehistoric Cultures (750 CE to 1769 CE). 

Wallace’s synthesis is largely “descriptive and classificatory, emphasizing the content 
of archaeological cultures and the relationships among them” (Moratto 1984:159). 
Wallace relies on the concept of “cultural horizons”, which are generally defined by the 
temporal and spatial distribution of a set of normative cultural traits, such as the 
distribution of a group of commonly associated artifact types. As a result, his model 
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does not allow for much cultural variation within the same time period, nor does it 
provide precise chronological dates for each temporal division. Nonetheless, although 
now more than 60 years old, the general schema of the Wallace chronology has 
provided a general framework for Southern California prehistory that remains valid 
today. 

Horizon I: Early Man or Paleo-Indian Period (11,000 BCE1 to 7,500 BCE). While 
Wallace (1955) initially termed this period the Early Man Horizon (I), this early stage 
of human occupation is commonly referred to as the Paleo-Indian Period today 
(Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984:24). The precise start of this period is still a topic of 
considerable debate (Jones and Kennett 2012: 39-40). Archaeological evidence 
from coastal and inland sites during this period indicate that the economy was 
a diverse mixture of hunting and gathering, with a major emphasis on aquatic 
resources in many coastal areas (Jones et al. 2002). Although few Clovis-like or 
Folsom-like fluted points have been found in southern California, it is widely 
thought that there was a greater emphasis on hunting at near-coastal and inland 
sites during the Paleo-Indian Period than in later periods (e.g., Dillion 2002; 
Erlandson et al. 1987). At inland archaeological sites, the surviving material culture 
of this period is primarily lithic, consisting of large, extremely well made stone projectile 
points and tools such as scrapers and choppers. Encampments were probably 
temporary, located near major kills or important resource areas. 

Horizon II: Milling Stone Assemblages (7,500 BCE to 1,000 BCE). Encompassing 
a broad expanse of time, the Milling Stone Period was named for the abundant milling 
stone tools associated with sites of this period and is the earliest well-established 
period of occupation in the southern California (Glassow et al. 2007: 192; 
Erlandson 2012: 30). This period is characterized by an ecological adaptation to 
collecting, accompanied by a dependence on ground stone implements 
(Hildebrandt and McGuire: 2010: 134) associated with the horizontal motion of 
grinding small seeds: milling stones (i.e., metates, slabs) and hand stones (i.e., 
manos, mullers). Milling stones are found in large numbers for the first time and 
become more numerous toward the end of this period. As evidenced by their 
tool kits and shell middens in coastal sites, people during this period practice a 
mixed food-procurement strategy. Subsistence patterns became more 
specialized as groups became better adapted to their regional or local 
environments. Projectile points from this period are relatively rare, but are large 
and generally lea-shaped, and were probably employed with darts or spears 
thrown with atlatls. Bone tools, such as awls, and items made from shell, 
including beads, pendants, and abalone dishes, are also quite common. 
Evidence of weaving or basketry is present at a few sites. The mortar and pestle, 
associated with the vertical motion of pounding foods such as acorns, were 
introduced during the Milling Stone Period, but do not become common until 
the Intermediate Period. These tools, the mano and metate, were used to 
process small, hard seeds from plants associated with shrub-scrub vegetation 
communities. An annual round of seasonal migrations was likely practiced, with 
movements coinciding with ripening vegetal resources and the periods of 
maximal availability of various animal resources. Along the coast, shell midden 
sites are common site types. Some formal burials, occasionally with associated 
grave goods, are also evident. This period of time is roughly equivalent to 
Warren’s (1968) Encinitas Tradition. Warren (1968) suggests that, as 

                                                 
1  BCE is defined as “Before Common Era” and generally refers to that time period commonly referred to as “Before 

Christ” (B.C.). 
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millingstones are common and projectile points are comparatively rare during 
this period of time, hunting was less important than the gathering of vegetal 
resources. 

More recent studies suggest that a diversity of subsistence activities, including 
hunting of various game animals, were practiced during this period. At present, 
little is known about cultural change during this time period in Southern 
California. While this lack of noticeable change gives the appearance of cultural 
stasis, almost certainly many regional and temporal cultural shifts did occur. 
Future research that is focused on temporal change within the Milling Stone 
Period would greatly benefit the current understanding of Southern California 
prehistory. 

Horizon III: Intermediate Cultures (1,000 BCE to 750 CE2). The Intermediate Period 
is identified by a mixed strategy of plant exploitation, terrestrial hunting, and maritime 
subsistence strategies. Chipped stone tools, such as projectile points, generally 
decrease in size, but increase in number. Abundant bone and shell remains have been 
recovered from sites dating to these time periods. In coastal areas, the introduction of 
the circular shell fishhook and the growing abundance of fish remains in sites over the 
course of the period suggest a substantial increase in fishing activity during the 
Intermediate Horizon. It is also during this time period that mortar and pestle use 
intensified dramatically (Glassow et al. 2007: 199). The mano and metate continued 
to be in use on a reduced scale, but the greatly intensified use of the mortar and pestle 
signaled a shift away from a subsistence strategy based on seed resources to that of 
the acorn and other pulpy plant foods (Glassow et al. 2007: 200). It is probably 
during this time that the acorn became the food staple of the majority of the indigenous 
tribes in Southern California. This subsistence strategy continued until European 
contact. Material culture became more diverse and elaborate and included steatite 
containers, perforated stones, bone tools, ornamental items, and asphalt adhesive. 

Response 1.12. The comment states that the ethnographic section of the Cultural Resources 
Technical Report which suggests that a Tataviam community is no longer present is incorrect. 
The suggested clarifying revisions to the ethnographic setting by including some of the 
recommended suggestions will be made to the Final SEIR and the Cultural Resources Technical 
Study. However, it should be noted that this addition does not change the results of Project 
findings or implementation of the recommended Project Specific Mitigation Measures that would 
reduce any potentially adverse effects on archaeological or tribal cultural resources to a less than 
significant level. The following text beginning on page 5.3-4, Existing Conditions, of the Draft SEIR 
and beginning on page 6 under the Prehistoric Background subhead is hereby revised to read as 
follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

The NorthLake Specific Plan Project area is the traditional use area of the Native 
American group known as the Tataviam. The Tataviam were hunter-gatherers that 
spoke a variant of the indigenous Takic language. Takic-speakers are believed to have 
migrated into Southern California from the Great Basin sometime between 1,000 and 
3,000 years ago, an event some archaeologists believe interrupted the long-standing 
Milling Stone way of life. Tataviam subsistence centered upon the seasonal gathering 
of plant foods (yucca, acorns, sage seeds, and juniper berries) and hunting (rabbit, 
rodents, deer, and antelope). Acorns, the staple food of most Late Period groups in 
California, may have been less important to the Tataviam, who utilized yucca more 

                                                 
2  CE is defined as “Common Era” and generally refers to that time period commonly referred to as “annō Dominī” 

(A.D.). 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-12 Responses to Comments 

extensively. The plant was roasted in stone-lined earth ovens, often identified 
archaeologically. 

The Tataviam territory was known to include the upper reaches of the Santa 
Clara River drainages and traveled north to the southwestern edge of the 
Antelope Valley (King and Blackburn 1978). However, it should be noted that 
these boundaries were defined in the early 1900s as part of the Bureau of 
American Ethnology mapping of Native American groups and (Robinson et al. 
2012: 275) and there is a possibility the traditional use area for the Tataviam 
encompasses a much larger area. Nonetheless, most of what is known about the 
Tataviam has been gleaned from raw field notes taken by anthropologists John P. 
Harrington and Alfred L. Kroeber; from records at Mission San Fernando, where many 
Tataviam were taken; and diaries of early Spanish explorers. At the time of historic 
contact, the total Tataviam population was approximately fewer than 1,000 
people. In 1776, Francisco Garces explored the area that the Tataviam inhabited 
and found them to share similar culture traits to their southern Takic neighbors 
in dress, political organization, and language (King and Blackburn 1978). These 
southern neighbors included the Cahuilla, Luiseno, Juaneno, Gabrielino, and 
Serrano.  

Late Period archaeology is generally better understood because the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century descendants of these groups provided 
additional information to early anthropologists. Similar associations between 
the Tataviam and the Takic groups have been found in the archaeological 
record, including the types of artifacts found and the internal organization of 
cemeteries and villages. Possible shared concepts of ritual and religion may 
have also existed between the Tataviam and the neighboring Chumash as 
evidenced from ritual paraphernalia documented in caves, such the nearby 
Bowers Cave (Elsasser and Heizer 1963, Robinson et al. 2012: 283-284). 

With the establishment of the mission system within California beginning in 
1769, nearly all the Tataviam had been baptized at the San Fernando Mission 
(King and Blackburn 1978). Furthermore, the descendants of most of the 
Tataviam had married members of other Native American groups at the mission 
or in the Tejon region. 

However, so few descendants could be identified from the Tataviam or Alliklik, 
whose territory included the Castaic Creek area, that very little of them is known. 
By the time anthropologists began to collect data about traditional native cultures in 
California (about 1900), the opportunity to learn first-hand and collect more 
information about the group became increasingly difficult. Fortunately, groups 
such as the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians is dedicated to 
preserving the cultural identity of the Tataviam for future generations through 
member participation in cultural education, linguistic and ethnographic 
research, archaeological analysis, and oral tradition.  

Decimated by Spanish missionization and absorbed by other groups through 
inter-marriage, the Tataviam vanished rapidly from the cultural landscape. What 
is known about their culture has been reconstructed through linguistic and 
ethnohistoric research, archaeological analysis, and remembrances of 
individuals from neighboring bands. 
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Recent work with these materials has helped considerably in understanding 
more about Tataviam life. Their territory encompassed a roughly triangular area 
from the Piru area, eastward along the upper Santa Clara River through the 
Newhall area to Soledad Pass, and northward across the Sierra Pelona, Sawmill, 
and Liebre Mountains to the westernmost edge of the Antelope Valley and 
southernmost slopes of the Tehachapi Mountains. 

With the Santa Clara River Valley and Antelope Valley acting as east-west 
corridors between the deserts and coast, the Tataviam likely participated in 
“down the line” long-distance trade. Shell beads found in the western Mojave 
Desert, for example were acquired by the Takic-speaking Kitanemuk through a 
trade network in which the Tataviam may have been linked with Hokan-speaking 
Chumash on the coast. 

Response 1.13. The comment states that the correct site number for Old Ridge Route throughout 
the Draft SEIR and the Cultural Resources Technical Study should be CA-LAN-990H, not 
CA-LAN-99OH. The suggested clarifying revision will be made to the Draft SEIR and the Cultural 
Resources Technical Report. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially 
change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on 
page 5.3-11, Threshold 5.3-2, of the Final SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Based on consultation with the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at 
California State University, Fullerton, two known historic resource sites are located 
within ½ mile of the Project site:  

 CA-LAN-990H. CA-LAN-99OH. This historic resource, known as Old Ridge 
Route, is a roadway listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
and on the CRHR. This road was opened in 1915 and was the most direct 
automobile and truck route connecting Los Angeles to Northern California 
(P.5.3-11). 

 The Old Ridge Route (CA-LAN-990H) (CA-LAN-99OH), which is adjacent to 
a portion of the Project site, is a roadway listed on the NRHP as well as on the 
CRHR (P.5.3-13). 

The following revision is hereby made to the Cultural Resources Technical Report. However, it 
should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the 
findings of the Cultural Resources Technical Report. The following text on pages 12 through 14 
of the Cultural Resources Technical Report is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline 
shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES SITES WITHIN ONE-HALF MILE 
OF THE PROJECT SITE 

 
Site Trinomial Year Description 

CA-LAN-323 1965 Prehistoric lithic artifacts, midden, and bedrock mortar features. 

CA-LAN-325 1965 Prehistoric rock shelter containing basketry and beads. 

CA-LAN-1222 1985 Prehistoric rock shelter with lithic artifact. 

CA-LAN-1672H 1989 Historic ranch remains with ceramic, glass, and metal artifacts. 

19-186861 2003 Historic electrical transmission line dating to 1913. 

CA-LAN_990H 
CA-LAN-99OH 

Unknown? Old Ridge Route. 

CA-LAN-4475 2014 Prehistoric lithic artifacts 

CA-LAN-4478H 2014 Historic telephone pole alignment 

 

The survey resulted in the re-location of the two previously recorded Historic Resource 
sites, the Ridge Route Road (CA-LAN-990H) (CA-LAN-99OH), and the Bailey-Pardee 
and Pardee-Pastoria 220-kilovolt Transmission Lines (19-186861; Table 3); the 
discovery of three new historic archaeological sites (NL-1, NL-2, and NL-3; Table 3), 
and one new historic resource site (NL-4; Table 3) (P.13). 

HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 
 

Temporary Number Site Type Description 

19-186861 2003 Historic electrical transmission line dating to 1913. 

CA-LAN-990H 
CA-LAN-99OH 

Roadway Old Ridge Route. 

NL-1 Residential/commercial refuse Washer, dryer, box spring, bicycle frames, etc. 

NL-2 Residential/ commercial refuse Glass bottles, tin cans, assorted rusted metal 

NL-3 Building debris Milled lumber, window pane, bricks, enamelware 

NL-4 Petroleum Pipeline 14-inch crude oil pipeline 

 

The Old Ridge Route (CA-LAN-990H) (CA-LAN-99OH), which is adjacent to a portion 
of the Project site, is a roadway listed on the NRHP as well as on the CRHR Inventory 
(P.14). 

Response 1.14. The comment suggests that sufficient effort was not made in the identification of 
cultural resources, stating that the low number of resources for the 1,330 acres is surprising given 
the nature and density of sites in adjacent Castaic Canyon. While the area may be sensitive for 
cultural resources, as stated on the Draft SEIR page 5.3-1 under the heading “Methodology”, the 
Cultural Resources Assessment for the Project included a cultural resources records search, 
Native American scoping, and a pedestrian survey of the property to identify known resources 
and formally record any cultural resources discovered as a result of the survey. These efforts are 
consistent with recognized best practices related to surveys on large scale projects. The results 
of the records searches are discussed on page 5.3-11 and page 5.3-14 of the Draft SEIR and 
include two known historic resources sites and four known archaeological sites. Although visibility 
was limited, Project archaeologists were able to identify new and unknown sites as stated on page 
5.3-14 of the Draft SEIR. Specifically, the cultural resources survey resulted in the discovery of 
three new historic archaeological sites (NL-1, NL-2 and NL-3) as well as five previously 
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unrecorded isolated occurrences (isolates) of prehistoric artifacts. Discovery of these resources 
would not have occurred if sufficient effort was not made during the pedestrian survey. 

Based on the sensitivity of the site and the identified historic archaeological sites, it is anticipated 
that the Project may encounter additional resources. Therefore, Project Specific Mitigation 
Measures MM 5.3-7 and MM 5.3-8 are recommended, which will include preconstruction training 
and monitoring for ground disturbance within native soils by a qualified archaeologist and tribal 
participant, would reduce any potentially adverse effects on newly identified archaeological 
resources to a less than significant level. 

Response 1.15. The comment questions why the Project consultants would be surveying and 
recording sites outside of the proposed Project area. The suggested clarifying revision will be 
made to the Draft SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change 
the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.3-14, 
Threshold 5.3-3 and Threshold 5.3-4, of the Draft SEIR and on page 5.3-17 under the Cumulative 
Impacts Heading is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text 
and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Based on consultation with the SCCIC, four six previously recorded archaeological 
sites are located within ½ mile search radius of the Project site: 

 CA-LAN-323. This resource consists of prehistoric lithic artifacts, midden, and 
bedrock mortar features. The site was first recorded in 1965. 

 CA-LAN-325. This resource consists of a prehistoric rock shelter containing 
basketry and beads. The site was first recorded in 1965. 

 CA-LAN-1222. This resource consists of a prehistoric rock shelter and an 
associated lithic artifact. This site was first recorded in 1985. 

 CA-LAN-1672H. This resource consists of the remains of a historic ranch, 
including ceramic, glass, and metal artifacts. This site was first recorded in 
1989. 

 CA-LAN-4475. This resource was first recorded in 2014 and consists of a 
prehistoric lithic scatter. 

 CA-LAN-4478H. This resource consists of a historic telephone pole 
alignment. The site was recorded in 2014. 

In addition to the previously recorded archaeological sites identified within the 
search radius, the cultural resources survey resulted in the discovery of three new 
historic archaeological sites (NL-1, NL-2, and NL-3) within the NorthLake Specific 
Plan Boundary. The historic archaeological sites consist of two historic refuse 
deposits (NL-1 and NL-2) and the remains of a wooden structure (NL-3). These sites 
lack sufficient density, diversity, and integrity for inclusion in the CRHR (BonTerra 
Psomas 2015). The survey also discovered five previously unrecorded isolated 
occurrences (isolates) of prehistoric artifacts. The prehistoric isolates consist of ground 
and chipped stone artifacts. Isolated artifacts will not meet the criteria for inclusion in 
the CRHR (BonTerra Psomas 2015). Therefore, these sites neither the three newly 
identified historic archaeological site nor the five prehistoric isolates are not 
archeological resources under CEQA. 

None of the identified archaeological resources discussed above occur within Project 
site boundaries the Project Disturbance Area or in the External Improvements Area; 
therefore, implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan would not impact these 
recorded resources. 
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5.3.8 Cumulative Impacts 

The SCCIC records searches identified six previously recorded cultural 
resources within the ½ -mile search radius of the Project area (CA-LAN-323, CA-
LAN-325, CA-LAN-1222, CA-LAN-1672H, CA-LAN-4475, and CA-LAN-4478H). The 
previously recorded resources include four prehistoric sites and two historic 
sites. The prehistoric sites include rock shelters and a habitation site. The 
historic sites include a historic electrical transmission line dating to 1913 and 
the historic Old Ridge Route. Of the six previously recorded cultural resources 
identified in the search radius, the two historic sites are located within the 
NorthLake Specific Plan boundary. In addition to the previously recorded 
archaeological sites identified within the search radius, the cultural resources 
survey resulted in the discovery of three new historic archaeological sites and 
five prehistoric isolates within the NorthLake Specific Plan boundary. 

The resources indicated that human occupation occurred on the Project area 
during both the prehistoric and historic periods. However, none of the identified 
archaeological resources discussed above occur within the Project Disturbance 
Area or in the External Improvements Area; therefore, implementation of the 
NorthLake Specific Plan would not impact these recorded cultural resources. 

Additionally, the paleontological resources records search results were 
negative for paleontological resources within the NorthLake Specific Plan 
boundary. Therefore, unless ground disturbing activities occur within buried 
geologically sensitive sediments in is unlikely that the NorthLake Specific Plan 
will impact significant paleontological resources. 

The known archaeological resources in the vicinity are either inundated by the water 
in Castaic Lake or on the opposite side of the freeway from the Project site. There are 
no known archaeological or paleontological resources on the Project site.  

Impacts to potential historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources as a 
result of the proposed Project are less than significant with the implementation of the 
recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 
generate cumulative impacts to historical, archaeological or paleontological resources 

Response 1.16. The comment states that the original recommendations to have archaeologists 
present during all grading activities should be followed. The comment further states that MM 5.3-7 
appears to include archaeologist monitoring during grading but questions the term “archaeological 
sensitive sediments” in the mitigation measure. The suggested clarifying revision will be made to 
the Draft SEIR and the Cultural Resources Technical Report. However, it should be noted that 
this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR 
or technical report. The following text on page 5.3-16, MM 5.3-1, first sentence, from the Draft 
SEIR under the Recommended Project Specific Mitigation Measures Heading is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

All Project-related ground-disturbing activities in native sediments archaeologically 
sensitive sediments shall be monitored by a qualified Archaeologist to reduce any 
archaeological resources impacts to a level considered less than significant.  
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Response to Comment Letter 2 
 
Department of Fish and Wildlife Letter 
June 15, 2017 
 
Response 2.1. The comment states that the Draft SEIR does not include an alternative that 
reduces impacts to sensitive biological resources on the Project site in a biologically meaningful 
way. The comment requests a range of alternatives be looked at that avoid and reduce the 
impacts to sensitive biological resources on-site. The comment further states that the Project 
includes significant effects to biological resources that have not been addressed in the Draft SEIR 
and not mitigated with the proposed mitigation. In accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, the discussion in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Draft 
SEIR focuses on a reasonable range of alternatives. Other than the “No Project” alternative(s), 
which are required by CEQA, each alternative must be capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening potentially significant effects of the Project. As demonstrated in Section 5.2 of the Draft 
SEIR and further supported through supplemental analyses included as Appendices B through E, 
G and J to the Final SEIR and discussed throughout this Final SEIR, it has been determined that 
the proposed Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts to biological 
resources. Rather, all impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less than significant 
levels with implementation of the recommended mitigation program. Therefore, because 
biological impacts are not considered to be significant effects of the Project, the Draft SEIR does 
not include an alternative primarily intended to reduce biological impacts. However, as noted on 
pages 6-9, 6-17, and 6-23 of the Draft SEIR, the quantity of impacts to biological resources would 
be reduced with the No Project/No Development Alternative, the No Industrial Development 
Alternative and the Phase 1 Development Alternative, respectively, when compared to the 
proposed Project. 

It should be noted that the 1992 Specific Plan is still a valid approval. The purpose of Table 6-2 
(included below) was to demonstrate how substantially the Project has been modified and 
downsized from what was previously approved in 1992. The proposed Project can be viewed as 
a less dense alternative to the previously approved 1992 NorthLake Specific Plan Project. The 
proposed Project, although still totaling 1,330 acres, has eliminated approximately 298.8 acres 
(or 22.5 percent) of development, thus reducing impacts related to development of the 1992 
NorthLake Specific Plan such as air quality emissions, noise, and traffic (refer to pages 6-11 
through 6-16 of the Draft SEIR, and placed this in open space, parks and trails. There is an 
increase of 156.5 acres (or 11.8 percent) of land that will be left as undeveloped open space in 
comparison to the previously approved project. 
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TABLE 6-2 
LAND USE AREA COMPARISON 

 

 

Existing NorthLake 
Specific Plan Proposed Plan Difference 

(ac) (du) (ac) (du) (ac) (du) 

Residential 600.3 3,623 341.9 3,150 (258.4) (473) 

Commercial 13.2  9.2  (4.0)  

Industrial 50.1  13.7  (36.4)  

Open Space 476  632.5  156.5  

Recreation- Golf 167  0  (167)  

Recreation- Trails/Parks 0  167  167  

School/Park Facilities 23.1  43.5a  20.4  

Right of Wayb   120.5  120.5  

Public Services (Fire 
Station Pad) b 

  1.4  1.4  

Total 1,330.0  1,330.0c    

ac: acres; du: dwelling units; (): negative 
a  Northlake Hills Elementary School was previously constructed on a 20.4-acre site. 
b  The NorthLake Specific Plan did not provide a breakdown of acreages for right of way, or public service facilities. Roadways 

were included in Residential. 
c  Totals may not add due to rounding and mapping. 

Source: Sikand 2015. 

 

CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally superior alternative. Section 15126.6(e)(2) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, then the Draft SEIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives. Table 6-5 in Section 6.0 of the Draft SEIR provides in summary 
format, a comparison of the level of impacts for each alternative to the proposed Project. CEQA 
does not require that the environmental superior alternative be selected as the proposed Project.  

The Project includes a meaningful consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures. The 
reduction in the size of the Project in comparison to the approved 1992 Specific Plan should be 
taken into consideration when assessing the Project overall. 

Response 2.2. The comment recommends keeping the development footprint as small as 
possible as an alternative to the proposed Project site plan, questions the value of the proposed 
open space and raises concerns about indirect impacts on biological resources. Please See 
Response 2.1 above regarding evaluation of Project alternatives and comparison to the approved 
Project. In addition, Section 5.2, Table 5.2-5 on page 5.2-60 of the Draft SEIR provides a 
calculation of 325.5 acres of un-impacted lands within the Project boundaries. This acreage does 
not include any manufactured slopes, which clearly fall within the “impacted” category. However, 
the land use designation of open space typically includes manufactured slopes, parks, and other 
“green spaces” of the post-Project land uses. Regardless, the biological impact assessment in 
the Draft SEIR considers all disturbed areas as impacted and plant, and wildlife impacts are based 
on this assessment. 

While open space areas, based on the land use designation, contribute to the impact discussion, 
these areas are not considered as mitigation in and of themselves to reduce impacts to less than 
significant. Some mitigation measures, such as the second paragraph of MM 5.2-5 on page 5.2-
44 of the Draft SEIR, indicate that mitigation activities should occur within open space if feasible. 
The MM states that if on-site open space is not suitable, off-site preserved lands would be utilized. 
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Some areas on-site, such as the undeveloped northwestern portion of the site, which is part of 
the open space land use designation, may potentially be suitable for such activities. 

Furthermore, it is acknowledged that small patch size and edge effect also known as “the island 
effect” may reduce biological value of an area and many of the areas within the open space land 
use category are subject to such effects and the associated impacts of on plant and wildlife 
species within them. The discussion of indirect impacts beginning on page 5.2-40 of the Draft 
SEIR discusses these types of impacts that Project implementation may have on adjacent lands, 
in particular, natural open space. As described in Response to Comment 1.8 above, the potential 
indirect impacts of Project implementation on adjacent lands and the potential associated reduced 
biological value is understood and discussed beginning on page 5.2-40 of the Draft SEIR. The 
impacts discussion on page 5.2-41 concludes that the impact is significant and mitigation is 
required. 

It is acknowledged that the small size and adjacency to development of the majority of the open 
space land use designation areas are likely to be subject to the indirect impacts discussed on 
pages 5.2-40 and 5.2-41 of the Draft SEIR. As mentioned above, the impacts discussion on 
page 5.2-41 concludes that the impact is significant and mitigation is required. 

The Draft SEIR impact boundary includes the fuel modification zone. In an effort to clarify, the 
following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition 
does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The 
following text on page 5.2-34 will have the following text inserted after the first sentence of this 
section (underline shows the additional text):  

This undeveloped natural open space would be undisturbed by the Project and 
does not include fuel modification areas. The development footprint impact area 
includes a fuel modification buffer zone. 

The Project evaluated in the Draft SEIR represents a modification to the previously approved 
NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Specifically, the proposed (modified) Project would involve 
development of a smaller project and less impactful development due to a reduced unit count, 
reduced development footprint, and reduced impacts associated with less development when 
compared to the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Specific impacts that 
would be reduced should development occur pursuant to currently proposed Project include 
reduced traffic and related air pollutant emissions and noise; smaller demand for utility services 
such as water and electricity; and fewer physical impacts related to biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, and hydrology and water quality associated with a smaller 
development footprint. In addition, as illustrated in Table 4-2 on page 4-6 of the Draft SEIR, the 
proposed Project includes a total of 632.5 acres of open space, which represents an increase of 
156.5 acres over what was approved for development in 1992. As part of the planning process, 
the NorthLake Specific Plan has been redesigned to fit the needs of the community and in an 
attempt to provide a more environmentally friendly Project which greater opportunities for 
preservation and conservation through a reduced development footprint and a reduction in overall 
development. Although the Project has open space scattered throughout the Project site, there is 
a substantial amount (over 160 acres) of natural open space concentrated at the north end of the 
site, with additional acreage along the Project site boundaries. The Project is also leaving much 
more undeveloped property than allowed by the approved NorthLake Specific Plan. The intent of 
the design is to cluster the development areas closer together and allow for larger undeveloped 
open space areas to occur on the outer edge of the development and at the north end of the site 
to buffer open space of adjacent lands and minimize wildlife incidentally moving into the 
development areas to avoid conflicts.  
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Response 2.3. The comment asserts that the Project will eliminate several perennial water 
sources that have historically been available to regional wildlife and the Project will affect the 
ability of wildlife to use the I-5 undercrossings. As set forth below, the proposed Project would not 
have a significant impact with respect to wildlife crossings. Therefore, no additional mitigation 
measures are warranted. In an effort to provide additional supporting data and discussion, the 
following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition 
does not materially change the description of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The 
following text on page 5.2-14, in the Wildlife Movement section of the Draft SEIR, is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

West of the Project site, a single underpass beneath the southbound lanes of I-5 is 
likely feasible to be utilized by a variety of wildlife as a safe crossing to and from either 
side of the highway. However, use of this undercrossing is expected to be minimal 
for a variety of factors. The location of the crossing is not associated with any 
notable natural landscape feature, which typically would concentrate movement 
such as a ridge line, water feature, or drainage. The location is associated with 
an unimproved road but the road travels across a slope providing vehicular 
access to transmission towers but offering little to no cover for wildlife. In 
addition, the location is not associated with any corresponding crossing in the 
vicinity that allows wildlife to travel under the north bound lanes of the I-5. There 
are no ridge lines or drainages or similar features that typically convey 
concentrated movement to or from a crossing of the northbound lanes of I-5. In 
fact, the nearest under-crossings of the northbound lanes are located 
approximately one mile north and approximately two miles south of this 
crossing. As a result, potential undercrossing events of both the northbound 
lanes and the southbound lanes at this location are expected to be rare at best.  

A second crossing west of the southern tip of the Project includes both 
northbound and southbound lanes. However, the southbound crossing 
stretches over 700 feet within a narrow concrete-lined channel rendering it as 
low potential for use by most wildlife. Furthermore, the northern entrance 
extends upstream into the un-vegetated concrete lined-channel with adjacent 
developed land offering no cover for wildlife.  

A third under-crossing of the southbound lanes is located immediately west of 
the northwestern portion of the site. Similar to the undercrossing to the south 
described above, this location is not associated with any notable natural 
landscape feature, which typically would concentrate movement such as a ridge 
line, water feature, or drainage. However, this location does have a 
corresponding undercrossing directly opposite under the northbound lanes, 
1,600 feet to the west, which may render it more likely than others to be utilized 
on occasion. In addition, the east side of this crossing provides access to the 
northeast without significantly steep slopes rendering it more compatible to 
movement events. Due to the constraints of the southern and eastern edges of the 
site, wildlife using these this crossings are expected to move to and from the crossing 
and areas north of the Project site to allow continued east-west movement. Under 
existing conditions, the Project site itself does not represent an important component 
of the regional movement of the area. Consequently, although the Project may 
inhibit access for wildlife moving from south of the Project, such movement is 
only expected to represent infrequent local movement due to existing 
impediments east and south of the Project site.  
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One additional I-5 undercrossing in the area is likely to represent the greatest 
potential for wildlife movement traversing the I-5 in the area. At this location, the 
I-5 freeway lanes are combined so that the single underpass, Templin Highway, 
traverses both the northbound and southbound lanes. In addition, the crossing 
is aligned and associated with a canyon bottom and drainage leading from the 
west and the east, which include areas of significant vegetative cover. 
Furthermore, the open space linkage opportunities are minimally constrained 
from this crossing. Of all the crossing described, this is the only one that 
provides for movement to the east/northeast without the formidable barrier of 
Castaic Lake. 

It should be noted that the Project site is partially within the Linkage Design of 
the South Coast Wildlands Missing Linkages Sierra Madre-Castaic Connection 
(Penrod et al. 2005). However, only the northern tip of the Project site falls within 
the southern edge of Linkage Design, which has a width of approximately 17 
miles within the area. The Project represents an extremely small percentage of 
the linkage width. In addition, the Linkage Design provides further evidence that 
Castaic Lake represent a formidable barrier and excludes movement other than 
shallow areas at the northern tip of the lake. 

Regarding wildlife access to Castaic Lake, most native regional wildlife populations are highly 
unlikely to be dependent on artificial features such as Castaic Lake to sustain them. The native 
populations of the region have evolved for millennia without dependency on this large water body 
or any other similarly large waterbody in the region. In addition, riparian habitat typically 
associated with natural waterbodies is extremely limited due to the steep cut slopes surrounding 
the Castaic Lake reservoir. Waterfowl and aquatic species that are dependent entirely on the lake 
are not expected to be impacted by the Project because they either remain at the lake or 
immediate buffer area or they are able to fly to and from the lake and over the disturbances of the 
region and would likely be able to fly over the NorthLake Project site with similar ability. 

It is acknowledged that the Project site is partially within the Linkage Design of the South Coast 
Wildlands Missing Linkages Sierra Madres-Castaic Connection. However, only the northern tip of 
the Project site falls within the southern edge of Linkage Design which has a width of 
approximately 17 miles within the area. The Project represents an extremely small percentage of 
the linkage width. In addition, the Linkage Design provides further evidence that Castaic Lake 
represents a formidable barrier and excludes movement other than shallow areas at the northern 
tip of the lake. To provide additional data, this discussion has been added to the Draft SEIR text 
as shown above. 

Perennial water sources impacted by the Project are extremely limited and consists of seeps 
which are typically unable to pool water for much of the year because the low flow and the 
constructed cattle pond. Although historically available to wildlife, these features would not be 
expected to be a significant source of water for regional wildlife populations. A discussion of the 
Templin undercrossing has been added to the Draft SEIR per the edits described above. This 
crossing is located greater than 2.5 miles northwest of the Project site and, as such, is not 
expected to have any effect on wildlife utilization. Wildlife utilizing this crossing will continue to be 
able to access and travel from all current linkages in the vicinity of the undercrossing. 

As noted above, a discussion of the indirect impacts of the Project on adjacent lands is provided 
in the Indirect Impacts section on pages 5.2-40 and 5.2-41 of the Draft SEIR. 

In response to the comment, an additional study of the undercrossings in the area has been 
conducted. The following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted 
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that this addition does not materially change the description of the Project or the findings of the 
Draft SEIR. The following text will be added to the end of the Wildlife Surveys section of the Draft 
SEIR on page 5.2-4 (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

Wildlife movement within and surrounding the Project site was assessed 
through a literature review, including South Coast Missing Linkages (Penrod et 
al. 2005) and site surveys (see Wildlife Crossing Assessment Technical Memo 
in Appendix D to the Final SEIR). Each of the I-5 under-crossing with potential 
to support wildlife movement was visited on multiple occasions in the Summer 
of 2017 by Psomas Senior Biologist Marc Blain and Psomas Biologist Sarah 
Thomas. Initial visits include photographic documentation of the crossing 
followed by recording dimensions and assessing the topographic features and 
vegetative cover within the area. Each visit included a search for evidence of 
wildlife use such as tracks or scat. 

In addition, Exhibit 5.2-2 of the Draft SEIR on page 5.2-15 has been modified to depict the location 
of the three southbound lane under-crossings described in the new text as well local and regional 
movement patterns, and is included as Appendix D of the Final SEIR. The fourth crossing is not 
reflected due to the large distance off-site. Additional tracking studies are not warranted given the 
lack of any indication that the crossing or the site would or could represent an essential pathway(s) 
for regional wildlife movement. Based on the analysis, inclusive of the additions to the Draft SEIR, 
mitigation such as installation of a bridge over the I-5 is not required. 

Response 2.4. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is inconsistent with disclosing the extent 
and location of western spadefoot toad within the Project area. The Draft SEIR reflects the most 
current findings of focused surveys for the spadefoot which is considered the most applicable. 
However, it is acknowledged that this species has been observed incidentally at other locations 
on the Project site during past surveys. As such, the following revision is hereby made in the Final 
SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description 
of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text in Table 5.2-4, top row, last cell 
on the right, on page 5.2-22 of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

Species 
Status Potential to Occur 

on the Project site; 
Results of Surveys USFWS CDFW 

Spea hammondii  
western spadefoot 

— SSC 

Observed during 2014 focused surveys 
and incidentally during other surveys 
in 2005 and 2015; suitable habitat 
 

 

In addition, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted 
that this addition does not materially change the description of the Project or the findings of the 
Draft SEIR. The fourth sentence under Amphibians on page 5.2-26 of the Draft SEIR is hereby 
revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions):  

However, during all the 2014 surveys and during incidental observations in 2005 and 
2015, the western spadefoot was observed both in the cattle pond in the northwestern 
portion of the site and in both ephemeral ponds located in the central portion of the site 
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(see Attachment D of Appendix D, the Biological Technical Report, of the Draft 
SEIR). 

In addition, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. Exhibit 5.2-2 of the Draft SEIR 
on page 5.2-15 will be modified to note that the spadefoot locations are current only. As mentioned 
in Response 2.3, the Exhibit is included as Appendix E of the Final EIR. It should be noted that 
these additions do not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft 
SEIR or technical report. 

Regarding providing more details about Mitigation Measure MM 5.2-9 and the relocation plan, a 
draft plan has been prepared and is provided in Final SEIR Appendix C. The draft plan provides 
a qualitative analysis of how the final relocation plan will be prepared and how it will be 
successfully implemented. It is acknowledged that most open space areas remaining on the 
Project site after buildout may be too small for establishing ponds and relocating spadefoot. The 
draft relocation plan indicates that if the on-site locations are deemed to be unsuitable for creating 
artificial ponds and relocating spadefoot, either due to the small size of the open space patch or 
other factors, off-site options will be required to be used. The draft plan also discusses the 
appropriate dimensions for pond and home range to meet spadefoot requirements. In addition, 
the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this 
addition does not materially change the description of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 
MM 5.2-9 on page 5.2-52 is hereby revised to insert as the first bullet the following (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

 Prior to implementing the Spadefoot Relocation Plan, a focused survey will be 
conducted within the prior appropriate season. If any additional ephemeral ponds 
are determined to be occupied besides those identified in recent surveys (i.e. 2015), 
the Spadefoot Relocation Plan will be modified to include replacement of the 
additional occupied pond as well as others.  

Regarding the comment’s suggestion regarding clustered development, the Project is 
substantially clustered with its current design. The Project has been designed to minimize impact 
areas with large open areas between them. The development footprint is largely contiguous with 
only small areas of undeveloped land within. The intent of the design is to cluster the development 
into a single area and allow as much undeveloped open space as feasible to occur on the outer 
edge of the development to buffer open space of adjacent lands and minimize wildlife incidentally 
moving into the development areas to avoid conflicts. As discussed in Section 5.2 of the Draft 
SEIR, all significant impacts related to biological resources would be reduced to less than 
significant levels with implementation of the recommended mitigation program; therefore, there is 
no need to further cluster development in an effort to reduce significant biological impacts. 
Furthermore, the Project evaluated in the Draft SEIR represents a modification to the previously 
approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Specifically, the proposed (modified) Project would 
involve development of a smaller Project and less impactful development due to a reduced unit 
count, reduced development footprint, and reduced impacts associated with less development 
when compared to the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Specific impacts that 
would be reduced should development occur pursuant to currently proposed Project include 
reduced traffic and related air pollutant emissions and noise; smaller demand for utility services 
such as water and electricity; and fewer physical impacts related to biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, and hydrology and water quality associated with a smaller 
development footprint. No vernal pools have been identified on the Project site. In addition, the 
seeps impacted by the Project are typically unable to pool water for much of the year because 
the very low upwelling flow. Although historically available to wildlife, these features would not be 
expected to be a significant source of water for regional wildlife populations and avoidance is not 
considered vital to regional populations.  
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Regarding avoidance of Grasshopper Creek specifically, as discussed in Section 6.5.1 of the 
Draft SEIR, the lead agency did explore a Creek Avoidance Alternative. The Creek Avoidance 
Alternative would be designed to avoid building or grading in the blueline area of Grasshopper 
Canyon; however, the this alternative would (1) require the export of over 10 million cubic yards 
of soil, (2) eliminate commercial, multi-family, and single-family development, (3) require 
buttressing of all west facing slopes along Grasshopper Canyon, and (4) require construction of 
at least three bridges to allow for access and circulation. The amount of developable land allowed 
under this alternative would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project due to 
avoidance of Grasshopper Canyon; all development would be located east of Grasshopper 
Canyon, which is a central feature that runs through the approximate center of the Project site. 
Because of this, the number of residential units and amount of commercial and industrial 
development would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project. This alternative 
would not fully meet the Project objectives to enhance local economic well-being with commercial 
uses that would create jobs, provide a mix of uses to reduce offsite vehicle trips and VMT, and 
provide a significant amount of housing onsite with a wide range of home sizes and prices. 
Additional detail on this topic can be found in Response 12.12. 

Response 2.5. The comment states that the Draft SEIR does not use consistent numbering of 
the vernal pools and the report maps seem to lead to the conclusion that there are more than the 
reported 8 to 9 vernal pools. As mentioned in Response 2.4 above, no vernal pools have been 
identified on-site. Although some technical reports have referred to seasonal ponds as vernal 
pools, this is not the appropriate term. Vernal pools, as defined by the CDFW, support plants and 
animals that are specifically adapted to living with very wet winter and spring conditions followed 
by very dry summer and fall conditions (CDFW 2017). Botanical surveys have evaluated the entire 
Project site in multiple years, including as recently as 2014. Vernal pool plant species have never 
been detected at any of the seasonal pond locations. In fact, nearly all the vegetation within these 
depressions consists of non-native European grasses with the same composition as in adjacent 
non-depressional areas. There is no evidence of botanical uniqueness at any of the seasonal 
ponds. While animal species known to occupy vernal pools can and do occupy features that retain 
water in spring but have no other ecological feature related to vernal pools, this is not true for 
vernal pool plants. Therefore, the presence of species such as the spadefoot toad with a seasonal 
pond does not automatically indicate a vernal pool. Consequently, the depressions on site are 
appropriately not referred to as vernal pools in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, the addition of a 
discussion of vernal pools in the Draft SEIR is unwarranted, and no associated mitigation would 
be required. 

Response Reference: CDFW 2017; https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants/Vernal-
Pools 

Response 2.6. This comment concerns potential impacts to Grasshopper Creek and certain 
avian species. It is acknowledged that a Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement with the 
CDFW would be required prior to disturbance of any State waters and that the impacts should be 
fully identified in the CEQA document to facilitate processing of that agreement. 

The Project is not expected to have any effect on either the least Bell’s vireo or the willow 
flycatcher (inclusive of the southwestern willow flycatcher subspecies). Focused surveys for these 
species were conducted in 1997; annually from 2000 through 2006; 2014, and in 2015 (See 
page 5.2-26 of the Draft SEIR). The Draft SEIR documents that there have been no least Bell’s 
vireo breeding on the Project site. Although a single willow flycatcher was observed in 2006, the 
protocol survey determined that no willow flycatchers bred on-site. Based on repeated protocol 
survey results, all willow flycatchers observed on the Project site have been considered migrant 
and not breeding. Off-site, there have been repeated observation of breeding least Bell’s vireo at 
the lower end of Grasshopper Canyon at Castaic Lagoon. However, the Project is not expected 
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to have any effect on the off-site lower end of Grasshopper Canyon at Castaic Lagoon. The 
Project impact assessment on biological resources provided in Section 5.2.7 of the Draft SEIR is 
inclusive of downstream indirect impacts potentially caused by the Project as mentioned on 
page 5.2-40 and 5.2-41. In addition, a separate technical memo assessing potential impacts on 
downstream biological resources was prepared and shall be attached to the Final SEIR as 
Appendix B, Biological Resources Downstream Impacts Assessment. In summary, downstream 
riparian and other aquatic biological resources are not expected to be negatively impacted by the 
proposed Project in any measurable degree. Although significant land use changes will occur and 
many drainages on-site will be substantially altered as a result of Project implementation, the 
hydrologically modeled differences between pre-Project and post-Project flows and sediment 
transport downstream of the Project are negligible. As a result, vegetation communities and plant 
and wildlife species dependent on downstream drainages are not expected to decline or to be 
modified. Existing community species composition and approximate local population size are 
expected to remain intact within downstream areas following Project implementation. In summary, 
land development has the potential to disrupt hydrologic conditions, and the biological resources 
that depend on those conditions, without incorporation of the appropriate type and location of 
storm water management features as part of engineering design. The results of the hydrologic 
analysis prepared for the Project (refer to Appendix B to the Final SEIR) demonstrate that the 
parcel-based (for Marple Creek discharges) and regional (Grasshopper Canyon Basins) Project 
features capture the flows that are increased due to the increase in impervious surface area such 
that there are negligible changes in the downstream hydrologic regime. Accordingly, Project 
impacts on biological resources in the downstream drainages will be negligible. The negligible 
impact on downstream vegetation supports the conclusion that there will be no impact on the least 
Bell’s vireo as well. Additionally, potential impacts may be further reduced through implementation 
of MM 5.2-21, which requires compliance with all provisions of an NPDES permit including 
development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan prior to issuance of grading permits as 
described on page 5.2-57 of the Draft SEIR. For further information on this topic please see 
Response 1.6.  

Similarly, off-site impacts associated with the Project, such as slope or utility construction, trails, 
and fuel modification are also included and addressed within the Project’s drainage plan and will 
be included within the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan as required by the NPDES. 

To provide clarification, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should 
be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of 
the Draft SEIR. The following text of the last sentence in the second paragraph on page 5.2-37, 
in the Special Status Wildlife section, is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows 
the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

These measures would ensure that potentially suitable habitat for these species 
would persist in the region through replacing potentially suitable habitat impacted at a 
2:1 ratio. Additionally, due to the migrant and confirmed non-breeding nature of 
individuals detected over multiple years of focused surveys, occupied breeding 
habitat is not expected to be impacted. 

As described above, the Project is not expected to have any effect on the off-site lower end of 
Grasshopper Canyon at Castaic Lagoon due to the requirements of the drainage plan and Los 
Angeles County and RWQCB MS4 requirements to retain the quantity and quality of water within 
the drainage that is the same as the pre-Project condition. Additional text has been added to 
clarify as noted above in Response 1.6. Consequently, no impacts on downstream habitat are 
expected. 
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Regarding avoidance of on-site impacts to Grasshopper Canyon, as discussed in Section 6.5.1 
of the Draft SEIR, the lead agency did explore a Creek Avoidance Alternative. The Creek 
Avoidance Alternative would be designed to avoid building or grading in the blueline area of 
Grasshopper Canyon; however, the this alternative would (1) require the export of over 10 million 
cubic yards of soil, (2) eliminate commercial, multi-family, and single-family development, 
(3) require buttressing of all west facing slopes along Grasshopper Canyon, and (4) require 
construction of at least three bridges to allow for access and circulation.. This alternative would 
not meet the Project objectives to enhance local economic well-being with commercial uses that 
would create jobs, provide a mix of uses to reduce offsite vehicle trips and VMT, and provide a 
significant amount of housing onsite with a wide range of home sizes and prices. Please see 
Response 12.12 for additional details on this topic.  

Furthermore, in regard to the request for a 4:1 replacement ratio if avoidance of Grasshopper 
Canyon and seeps is not feasible, the proposed minimum ratio of 2:1 is consistent with replacing 
lost functions and values of jurisdictional resources to a level that reduces the impact to less than 
significant. Although it is feasible that State and federal agencies may require additional mitigation 
through conditions of regulatory permits, the minimum 2:1 ratio included in the SDEIR mitigation 
measure adequately mitigates the impact per CEQA guidelines. In addition, the requested 
cowbird trapping mitigation is more appropriate when there are substantial impacts to riparian 
woodland habitat occupied by listed riparian species as a measure to increase habitat quality and 
off-set such impacts. The Project’s impact on riparian woodland habitat is extremely limited as 
well as unoccupied by these species for breeding. Consequently, cowbird trapping, as well as 
recommended monitoring of these species, is unwarranted for the Project. In regard to the 
recommendation to create a bridge over Interstate 5 to mitigate for lost seeps and springs on the 
Project, the seeps/springs features are not expected to be a significant source of water or 
associated resources for regional wildlife populations as most seldom contain sufficient flow for 
pooling as described in Response 2.3 and 2.4 above. Based on the limited use of these features, 
regional wildlife populations are not expected to be significantly impacted in this regard and the 
recommended mitigation is unwarranted. Furthermore, the mitigation measures include 
replacement of lost vegetation at various ratios. The ratio for riparian vegetation is a minimum of 
2:1 to meet CEQA requirements of less than significant. This ratio is expected to result in the 
feasible replacement of lost functions and values of these vegetation types with an equal or 
greater value and is also consistent with CEQA lead agency mitigation protocols. The requirement 
of a ratio greater than 1:1 specifically recognizes and allows for a larger area of habitat to offset 
the time required for replacement habitat to meet or exceed the habitat values of the impacted 
areas. It is noted that the mitigation ratio is set at a minimum and that through the 1600 process 
CDFW, as described in the beginning of this response, may request a greater ratio for impacts to 
streambeds and vegetation communities associated with streambeds. 

Response 2.7. The comment indicates that the impacts to rare plants and vegetation 
communities are not adequately mitigated. The Draft SEIR states a minimum ratio in all applicable 
rare plant and vegetation replacement mitigation measures. The selection of the ratios is based 
on the feasibility of a reasonable expectation that it will achieve success criteria in the replacement 
of lost functions and values of these vegetation types with an equal or greater value than the 
impacted areas. Furthermore, the determination is consistent with the typical approach to 
mitigation for such resources in the region. It is acknowledged that on-site opportunities are limited 
to implement these mitigation measures; however, there are off-site opportunities. Based on a 
preliminary review of off-site habitat mitigation opportunities (i.e., prior to detailed negotiations 
with prospective sellers), there are ecologically suitable parcels available for this purpose, such 
as a 6,000-acre Temescal Canyon property. The Temescal Canyon property is a large, 
contiguous, undeveloped land area located less than two miles west of the NorthLake property, 
along the southern boundary of Angeles National Forest. Other lands demonstrate similar 
opportunities such as the Petersen Mitigation Bank and Santa Paula Creek Mitigation Bank. 
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Therefore, off-site mitigation is considered a viable option to satisfy some or all of the habitat 
mitigation requirements of the Project. Therefore, the Draft SEIR is correct in noting the various 
options, inclusive of on-site areas. In addition, the final Habitat Mitigation Plan required by 
mitigation measures MM 5.2-6, 5.2-7, and 5.2-8 would include more detailed parameters defining 
what types of land will be considered suitable for mitigation. To provide further information, a Draft 
Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been prepared and is provided as Appendix C of the Final 
SEIR. In addition, a Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan has been prepared and is provided 
as Appendix C of the Final SEIR. Per the plan, plant relocation would only occur within areas 
where impacts to existing communities are considered beneficial and genetic similarity is 
expected due to close proximity. 

Regarding lilies, it is acknowledged that relocating lilies can be challenging, however, the method 
may salvage genetics of the impacted populations whereas preservation off-site alone would not. 
Greater specificity on the methods and potential locations is provided in the Draft Special Status 
Plant Mitigation Plan which has been prepared and is provided as Appendix C of this document 
(Final SEIR). The various suggested methods for plant monitoring are noted and taken into 
account in development of the Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan. In regard to reducing 
the percentage from 60 percent seed planting in the first year, the following edits are made to the 
fourth and fifth bullets of MM 5.2-4 on page 5.2-43. 

• Approximately 6020 percent of the seeds and bulbs collected shall be spread and/or 
placed in the fall following soil preparation. Forty Eighty percent of the seed and bulbs 
shall be kept in storage for subsequent seeding, if necessary. 

• Approximately 60 percent of the seeds and bulbs collected shall be spread and/or 
placed in the fall following soil preparation. Forty percent of the seed and bulbs shall 
be kept in storage for subsequent seeding, if necessary. 

Round-leaved filaree is considered present and impacts potentially significant, with mitigation 
required to reduce these impacts to less than significant. Greater specificity on the methods and 
potential locations for round-leaved filaree is provided in the Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation 
Plan which has been prepared and is provided as Appendix C of the Final SEIR. The various 
suggested methods for plant monitoring are noted and taken into account in development of the 
Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan. 

Greater specificity on the methods and potential locations for paniculate tarplant is provided in 
the Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan which has been prepared and is provided as 
Appendix C of the Final SEIR. The various suggested methods for plant monitoring are noted and 
taken into account in development of the Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan. Regarding 
the suggested 10-year monitoring period, the Draft Plan includes a 5-year plan with a contingency 
at the 3-year annual monitoring check to extend the monitoring an additional 5 years from that 
point if success criteria are not meeting 3-year expectations. The suggested approach to 
monitoring will allow for greater flexibility while ensuring monitoring until success criteria are met 
and is expected to achieve intended goals of the suggested monitoring period. 

Greater specificity on the methods and potential locations for southwestern spiny rush is provided 
in the Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan which has been prepared and is provided as 
Appendix C of the Final SEIR. The various suggested methods for plant monitoring are noted and 
taken into account in development of the Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan. 

The suggested refinement to seed collection distance is acknowledged and Part ‘d’ of the second 
paragraph of the mitigation measure on page 5.2-45 will be modified as follows: All seed mixes 
shall be of local origin; i.e., collected within 30 15 miles, and within the same Watershed (Santa 
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Clara River Watershed), as the selected restoration/enhancement site(s), to ensure genetic 
integrity. 

Per the first sentence of Part ‘d’ of the second paragraph of the mitigation measure (MM 5.2-6) 
on page 5.2-45, a minimum of two years is required. In order to provide greater assurance of 
collection feasibility, an additional year will be added. The following revision is hereby made to 
the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this revision does not materially change the 
description of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. In MM 5.2-6, on page 5.2-45, the first 
sentence under Part “d”, the sentence is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows 
the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

At least two three years prior to mitigation implementation of the Project Applicant 
or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of the native seed materials 
specified in the HMMP. 

For additional information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, 
please refer to Response to Comment 16.56. 

Response 2.8. The comment asserts that the burrowing owl surveys do not appear to have been 
conducted following the CDFW’s guidelines. The comment further states that the use of on-site 
natural space is not appropriate as relocation sites for impacted owls. During each burrowing owl 
survey, including the 2015 winter surveys, the entire Project site was surveyed for burrowing owls. 
The assessment of potential burrows naturally resulted in similar results of previous years, hence 
the surveys of the potential burrows matched previous surveys.  

Although the evidence indicating lack of breeding burrowing owls described in the Draft SEIR is 
very strong, in order to provide additional assurances, a breeding season survey was conducted 
in 2017 using the CDFW 2012 protocol. Results of the survey are included in Appendix C of the 
Final SEIR. Consistent with the Draft SEIR, no breeding burrowing owls were detected. 

The limitations of on-site mitigation for burrowing owl are acknowledged and are consistent with 
the discussions of limited vegetation/habitat mitigation described in the Draft Conceptual Habitat 
Mitigation Plan provided in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. Please also note that MM 5.2-7 on 
page 5.2-47 of the Draft SEIR indicates that habitat replacement would occur on-site and/or off-
site. Therefore, the mitigation is not restricted to on-site and would only occur on-site if and where 
suitable. Avoidance of burrowing owl habitat was attempted through Project design to reduce the 
overall Project footprint and reduction was achieved. As previously mentioned, the Project 
evaluated in the Draft SEIR represents a modification to the previously approved NorthLake 
Specific Plan Project. Specifically, the proposed (modified) Project would involve development of 
a smaller Project and less impactful development due to a reduced unit count, reduced 
development footprint, and reduced impacts associated with less development when compared 
to the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Specific impacts that would be 
reduced should development occur pursuant to currently proposed Project include reduced traffic 
and related air pollutant emissions and noise; smaller demand for utility services such as water 
and electricity; and fewer physical impacts related to biological resources, cultural resources, 
geology and soils, and hydrology and water quality associated with a smaller development 
footprint. Although avoidance of all winter burrowing owl habitat was not possible, habitat impacts 
were reduced. The Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan addresses burrowing owl habitat 
requirements. For additional information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat 
Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to Comment 16.56. 

Response 2.9. The comment alleges biology mitigation measures are inappropriate deferred 
mitigation. This is incorrect. All necessary species surveys have been conducted and results 
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reported within the Draft and Final SEIR. Draft Conceptual Habitat plan and relocation plans are 
included in Appendix C to this Final SEIR. The plans and the various mitigation measures include 
objective performance criteria as well and general protocols. The exact date of Project 
commencement could vary depending on a variety of factors, including availability of financing 
and market conditions. Therefore, survey updates in the future are appropriate to confirm site 
conditions and species status on the Project site have not changed and to provide the most 
current information to allow for implementation of mitigation measures. Finalizing all mitigation 
plan details is often not feasible because specific mitigation sites have not been identified or 
acquired preventing a detailed level of planning from occurring. This type of performance-based 
mitigation is common, especially with biological resources, and is recognized as valid under 
CEQA. Therefore, the mitigation measures are not inappropriately deferred mitigation.  

Response 2.10. The comment suggests the Draft SEIR contained insufficient information on the 
possible impacts to bats on the Project site. In order to provide additional data on potential impacts 
to bats, a focused survey for bats using acoustic recognition instruments was conducted in the 
summer of 2017 and the results are incorporated into Final SEIR. Edits to the Draft SEIR have 
been made to incorporate the methods and results of this survey. Results of the survey are also 
included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. Based on results of the survey, the mitigation described 
in MM 5.2-20 on page 5.2-57 that is adopted for other species will also lessen the impact on bats 
by providing replacement foraging habitat. The less than significant determination identified in the 
Draft SEIR does not change. 

Habitat replacement described within various mitigation measures of Section 5.2 of the Draft 
SEIR, requires a substantial replacement of impacted vegetation and consequently impacted bat 
habitat. As a result, bat habitat is largely replaced through implementations of these measures. 
The following revisions to MM 5.2-20 on page 5.2-57 are hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that these additions do not materially change the description of the 
Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. MM 5.2-20 on page 5.2-57 is hereby revised to read as 
follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

If the potential for colonial roosting is determined, CDFW will be consulted and those 
rocky outcrops or trees shall not be removed during the bat maternity roost season 
(March 1 to July 31). 

In addition, the following sentence shall be inserted as the last sentence of Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-20 on page 5.2-57 (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

In addition, the habitat replacement requirements of other Mitigation Measures 
further reduce the impact to bats through the preservation, enhancement, 
restoration and/or creation of impacted vegetation, which shall be generally 
suitable for impacted bat species. 

In addition, MM 5.2-20 on page 5.2-57 is hereby revised to insert the following sentence at the 
end of the mitigation measure (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show 
the deletions):  

Prior to disturbance of any roosting habitat, a Bat Relocation Monitoring Plan 
(BRMP) shall be submitted and approved by the CDFW and the LADRP. The 
BRMP shall include, at a minimum, the following discussion items: (1) species 
of bats present onsite, (2) habitat uses of the site (i.e., roosting, hibernating, etc.) 
(3) roosting habitat replacement feature guidelines, (4) construction monitoring 
guidelines, (5) habitat replacement feature monitoring, and (6) reporting 
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requirements. Reporting shall occur annually to LADRP and CDFW. The BRMPs 
will be submitted annually for five years. 

As described above, a focused survey for bats using acoustic recognition instruments was 
implemented and results incorporated into Final SEIR. Based on results of the survey, mitigation 
measure 5.2-20 is considered appropriate to reduce impacts to less than significant.  

The Draft SEIR considers the site occupies and/or utilized and considers Project implementation 
a potentially significant impact on bats. Additional details regarding specific bat ecology on the 
site is unnecessary in order to refine the proposed mitigation.  

As mentioned above, an edit to Mitigation Measure 5.2-20 has been made to indicate a 
requirement for consultation with CDFW. In addition, the Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan 
includes requirement for a bat specialist to ensure replaced habitat meets bat suitability criteria.  

Response 2.11. The comment requests that the Project address the potential for impacts to the 
fully protected ringtail since suitable habitat is available on the Project site and assumed present 
at Castaic Lake. The initial Project general field surveys conducted by experienced and qualified 
biologists included a habitat assessment coupled with a current literature review and subsequent 
review of all species known to occur or potentially occurring in the region. The results of the 
assessment concluded that the Project site is not expected to support ringtail. One of the primary 
factors in that determination is the known range of the ringtail. CDFW records through the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) indicate that the species has never been detected 
within the Project region. In addition, a substantial number of experienced biologists have 
traversed the site spending hundreds of hours making observation about species occurrences or 
potential occurrences on the site and there have been no detections of ringtail nor evidence of 
ringtail or potentially suitable habitat. A listing of the various field surveys for common and special 
status species over the course of 20 years is provided in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, of 
the Draft SEIR. This level of analysis is appropriate for reaching the conclusions in the DSEIR 
and represent the industry standard approach for impact assessments for undetected species. 
Although the adjacent land owner may have made a determination that the ringtail may occur 
within the Castaic Lake area, there is no reported evidence of occurrence of the ringtail within the 
CNDDB. Although this data base does not identify all occupied habitat, it is unlikely to exclude 
entire regions especially where they contain a high level of active development, which include a 
high level of biological surveys, which require observations to be reported to the CNDDB. The 
ringtail has not been recorded within the applicable mountain range nor within 20 miles of the 
Project site. Similar to other species with no potential to occur in the Project region, the Draft SEIR 
correctly assumes no impact to this species. 

Response 2.12. The comment asserts that specific surveys during appropriate seasons/times 
were not conducted to disclose if these resources would be impacted and if alternative Project 
design would avoid or lessen impacts. The initial Project general field surveys conducted by 
experienced and qualified biologists included a habitat assessment coupled with a current 
literature review and subsequent review of all species known to occur or potentially occurring in 
the region. During these general surveys, biologists explored all areas of the Project site, looking 
at vegetation and habitat conditions. While performing surveys, the biologists carefully evaluated 
the site to determine if the minimum habitat requirements for any species occurring in the region 
are present on or adjacent to the site. It is not uncommon to have no detection of a species, and 
yet still make a determination that the species may occur on or adjacent to the site. Most species 
do not have a specific protocol for determining presence or absence. Only a very small percentage 
of species have an approved protocol survey. The determination of species presence or absence 
for the NorthLake Project utilized this approach, consistent with industry standards. All species 
with agency required or accepted survey protocol guidelines for determining presence or absence 
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were implemented for the Project as described in Section 5.2.3, beginning on page 5.2-2. The 
results of all surveys were adequate to make all impact determinations for the Draft SEIR, 
inclusive of those species that were assumed to be present or absent. The Draft SEIR impacts 
analysis assumes presence for applicable species and that impacts may occur. Where applicable, 
the determination was that the impact may be potentially significant and mitigation was required. 
Pre-construction surveys required within mitigation measures are not anticipated to change these 
results. The surveys are part of the mitigation process to determine current conditions in the future 
so that mitigation measures are implemented accordingly. In order to relocate a species, years in 
the future, a survey would need to be done to determine where and how many individuals are 
present at that time. All impacts assessments included the information necessary to make those 
determinations as outlined in the Draft SEIR. Similarly, the approach of preparing a plan with very 
specific details and having that plan approved by the Lead Agency is a widely utilized and 
accepted practice in CEQA documents. However, in order to provide some additional data where 
feasible, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, a Draft Spadefoot Relocation Plan, and a 
Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan have been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. 
For additional information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, 
please refer to Response to Comment 16.56. 

Furthermore, to provide additional data on potential impacts to bats, a bat survey was conducted 
in summer 2017. Edits to the Draft SEIR have been made to incorporate the methods and results 
of this survey. Results of the survey are also included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. Although 
the evidence indicating lack of breeding burrowing owls described in the Draft SEIR is very strong, 
to provide additional confirmation, a protocol breeding season survey was implemented in 2017 
using the CDFW 2012 protocol. Edits to the Draft SEIR have been made to incorporate the 
methods and results of this survey. Results of the survey are also included in Appendix C of the 
Final SEIR. Lastly, a Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, Special Status Plant Species Mitigation 
Plan, and a Spadefoot Relocation Plan have been prepared to provide additional data for the 
public and are included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. The proposed mitigation measures all 
include objective performance standards to ensure a mitigation process and minimum thresholds 
for success. As a result, the Draft SEIR approach does not constitute deferral of mitigation as 
suggested.  
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Response to Comment Letter 3 
 
Department of Transportation, District 7 
June 15, 2017 
 
Response 3.1. The comment asserts that many of Caltrans’ concerns on the NOP letter dated 
April 21, 2015 are not addressed. Additionally, the comment states that for State facilities, the 
Los Angeles CMP is not adequate methodology to analyze impacts to freeways. A traffic impact 
analysis (TIA) was prepared for the Northlake Specific Plan and served as the technical resource 
in support of the Draft SEIR (refer to Appendix J-1 of the Draft SEIR). In addition, a supplemental 
traffic memorandum (August 10, 2017) has been prepared to address impacts at the 
intersections requested by the City of Santa Clarita (refer to Response 8.2 in Letter 8) and is 
included as Appendix G to the Final SEIR. The TIA identified potential significant impacts of the 
Project for the CEQA determination. Elements from the Caltrans’ Guide for the Preparation of 
Traffic Impact Analysis, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report Guidelines and the County of Los Angeles Congestion Management Program 
(CMP) Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis were used to develop the TIA scope 
and methodologies. HCM methodology was utilized to evaluate intersections that are a part of 
the State Highway system as recommended in the Caltrans guidelines. The Caltrans guidelines 
acknowledge that non-HCM methodologies can be used as well, and since the Caltrans 
guidelines do not provide thresholds of significance, the lead agency, here the County, exercised 
its discretion and adopted the Los Angeles CMP methodology and associated significance 
thresholds to analyze potential mainline freeway impacts. 

The Caltrans April 21, 2015 NOP comment letter included requests for certain items to be 
analyzed in the EIR, which have been incorporated as applicable. These items, numbered 1 
through 10 in the NOP comment letter, are addressed in the Draft SEIR traffic study as follows: 

1. The presentation of assumptions and methods to develop trip generation distribution, 
mode choice, trip assignments to I-5, etc., are addressed in the Project’s traffic study. 
Refer specifically to Section 3.2, Project Trip Generation, Section 3.3, Project Distribution, 
and Section 3.4, Project Traffic Forecasts for discussion of these elements of the study. 

2. A detailed queuing analysis for the off-ramps for the purpose of impact determination was 
not prepared because the off-ramp intersections were identified as significantly impacted 
under cumulative conditions and mitigation to construct modifications to the ramps was 
identified. Therefore, additional analysis such as queuing calculations would not change 
the findings of the impact analysis since impacts, and the need for mitigation, was 
identified. Detailed queuing analysis would be prepared as part of the ramp Project 
development effort. However, since the modifications to the ramps are not under the 
control of the lead agency, impacts at those locations have been identified as significant 
and unavoidable. 

3. Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) analysis, the purpose of which is to identify 
alternative methods of intersection control, is not applicable to the Project impact analysis 
since CEQA requires only that feasible mitigation be identified that reduces impacts to 
less than significant. Since that was done here, additional alternatives of feasible 
mitigation is unnecessary. 

4. The impact of additional traffic to weaving maneuvers (i.e., locations where traffic entering 
the freeway must cross paths with traffic exiting the freeway) on the I-5 mainline is not 
applicable to the Lake Hughes Road and Parker Road ramps since the Parker Road 
interchange does not have ramps to/from the north, therefore a weave condition does not 
exist. The next closest interchange to the Lake Hughes or Parker Road interchange is 
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approximately two miles south, which is outside the range of the maximum weaving 
distance. As such, weaving analysis is not applicable to the Project traffic study. 

5. As requested in the comment letter, the traffic forecast modeling assumptions are 
described in Section 2.2.4, Future Freeway Volumes, which notes that the future year 
freeway volume forecasts were derived using data from the Caltrans Supplemental EIR 
for the I-5 HOT lane Project, as well as from the SCAG regional transportation model. 

6. Trip generation rates are based on the ITE 9th edition Trip Generation Manual, as 
requested, together with other sources used by the County of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works. Refer to Section 3.2, Project Trip Generation, for discussion. 

7. The Project’s traffic study includes analysis of average daily traffic (ADT), AM peak hour, 
and PM peak hour volumes for existing and future conditions, as requested in the 
comment letter (refer to Chapter 4, Impact Analysis), and the future conditions include the 
build-out of all known and reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, as listed in the 
traffic study’s Table 2-5, Defined Related Projects included in the Cumulative Database. 
Additionally, transit utilization is discussed in Section 4.4.2, Local and Regional Transit 
Systems.  

8. As noted above, the Project’s traffic study includes traffic volumes for all applicable 
scenarios, including existing conditions, the Project generated traffic, cumulative traffic 
(regional growth) and traffic from cumulative projects (see Sections 2.1, Existing 
Conditions, 3.4, Project Traffic Forecasts, and 2.2, Future Conditions, respectively). 

9. Discussion of mitigation measures is provided in Section 4.1.2, Existing plus Project 
Mitigation, Section 4.2.3, Cumulative Conditions Mitigation, and Section 4.2.5, Cumulative 
Conditions (No Project) Mitigation. 

10. The Project’s impacts to the State highway system, as discussed in Section 4.2.3, 
Cumulative Conditions Mitigation, consists of locations that are a part of the County’s 
Castaic Bridge and Major Thoroughfare District, and as such the payment of District fees 
will satisfy the Project’s fair share obligations. 

Response 3.2. The comment addresses the use of winter traffic counts. In addition to the traffic 
counts used in the TIA for impact analysis, a survey of traffic conditions near Castaic Lake was 
conducted during the lake’s peak summer season (July 2017) and compared against the winter 
season (January 2015) data. Summer traffic counts were collected at roadway segments and 
intersections that provide entry/exit to the Castaic Lake area. The ADT volumes show that the 
summer season experiences a lesser or equal volume of daily traffic when compared to winter 
season.  

Road Segment 

Average Daily Traffic Count (ADT) 

Winter Summer 
Lake Hughes w/o Ridge Route Rd  6,000 3,000 
Ridge Route n/o Lake Hughes 4,000 4,000 
Winter Count collected on 1/28/2015; Summer Count collected on 7/12/2017; ADT 
volumes are rounded to the nearest 000s. 

 
An ICU analysis comparing summer counts and winter counts likewise shows that ICU values in 
the summer season are lower or equal to the winter season ICUs.  
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Intersection 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

Count Date ICU LOS ICU LOS 

WINTER SEASON 

2 
The Old Road & Sloan/Lake 
Hughes 

0.34 A 0.36 A 1/27/2015 

5 Ridge Route & Lake Hughes 0.31 A 0.19 A 1/27/2015 
9 Castaic & Ridge Route 0.33 A 0.41 A 1/22/2015 
SUMMER SEASON 

2 
The Old Road & Sloan/Lake 
Hughes 

0.33 A 0.35 A 
7/12/2017 

5 Ridge Route & Lake Hughes 0.20 A 0.19 A 7/12/2017 
9 Castaic & Ridge Route 0.32 A 0.37 A 7/12/2017 
ICU = Intersection Capacity Utilization; LOS = Level of Service; Bold denotes where the 
ICU for summer conditions is worse than winter conditions.  

 

While Castaic Lake does generally experience higher levels of activity during the summer months, 
there is also a general decrease by the nearby residential and school traffic generators in the 
area. As shown by the traffic volume comparison above, any increase in traffic from recreational 
visitors are offset by reductions from other uses. As such, the impact analysis based on the winter 
2015 counts remains valid. 

Response 3.3. The comment asserts that within the Project vicinity on Interstate 5, there is a high 
percentage of truck volume which is not included in the traffic analysis. Truck volumes are 
reflected in the HCM calculations and are based on truck counts collected in the area, which 
reflect a higher than average proportion of heavy vehicles in the Castaic area. Truck volumes are 
assumed to increase over time consistent with the overall rate of traffic growth on the I-5, whereas 
the volume of passenger vehicles will increase at a much higher rate due to the addition of Project 
generated traffic, which is comprised primarily of passenger vehicles. Therefore, while the volume 
of trucks will be higher in the future, the percentage of trucks in the general vehicle stream will be 
lower. 

Response 3.4. The comment states that HOV lane capacity normally should not be used in 
freeway capacity analysis. The comment further states concern for using accurate capacity, 
volume and V/C ratio in the analysis. HOV, truck, and auxiliary lanes are incorporated into the 
freeway mainline analysis to reflect an appropriate amount of additional capacity that is realized 
by having those additional lanes. The amount of added capacity is less than what is provided by 
a general-purpose lane, reflecting the limited use aspect of those lane types. The specific 
capacities used in the analysis are consistent with prior planning level studies for the I-5 corridor 
in this area, as well as the Los Angeles County CMP LOS calculations for freeways.  

The V/C value corresponds with the LOS criteria for basic freeway segments shown in 
Table 5.11-4 (page 5.11-4) in the Draft SEIR. Table 5.11-28 (page 5.11-42 in the Draft SEIR) 
shows the LOS. 

Existing volumes were derived using AADT and K and D factors obtained from the Caltrans 
Performance Measurement System (PeMS). The planning level capacities assumed for the 
general-purpose freeway lanes is consistent with the capacities used for the Los Angeles County 
CMP LOS calculations for freeways. Verification of the existing I-5 LOS has been made using 
speed data obtained from PeMS, which indicates that during the peak hours existing average 
speeds in the Lake Hughes and Parker Road area vary between approximately 59 mph to 69 
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mph. Farther south, on southbound I-5 approaching SR 14, the existing average speeds are 
approximately 55 mph in the AM peak hour and reduce to 46 mph in the PM peak hour. That 
particular segment is characterized by a steep uphill grade which results in significantly slower 
truck volumes in the right-hand lanes compared to the faster moving mixed-flow lanes. The 
planned Caltrans Project to add a second dedicated truck lane and a HOV lane to this segment 
of I-5 will further separate passenger vehicles from trucks and result in higher average speeds for 
the passenger vehicles. 

Select zone traffic model data indicates that 4 percent of the Project’s external trips would travel 
north towards Kern County (see Exhibit 5.11-5 of the Draft SEIR for trip distribution percentages). 
To the south, the same select zone model data indicates that 53 percent of the Project’s trips 
would travel south on I-5 towards the City of Santa Clarita. Approximately 43 percent of the 
Project’s trips would distribute throughout the Santa Clarita Valley area and the remaining 10 
percent would pass through the SR-14 interchange. Approximately 2 percent of the Project’s trips 
distribute to SR 14. As shown in Table 5.11-28 of the Draft SEIR, the Project increment would not 
exceed 0.02 (2 percent) of freeway capacity in the direction of Kern County under cumulative 
conditions. Analysis of Project impacts at the Kern County line is provided in the table below, 
which shows that the Project increment would likewise not exceed 0.02 north of SR-138 and at 
the LA County/Kern County Line. Also, as shown in Table 5.11-28 of the Draft SEIR, the Project’s 
net impact on I-5 just north of the SR 14 interchange is less than 0.02 which is less than the 
County Congestion Management Program (CMP) threshold of significance. Similarly, with just 2 
percent of Project trips on SR 14, the volume of Project traffic on SR 14 would result in an impact 
of less than 0.02 and would not be considered a significant impact. 
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Freeway Peak Hour Volumes and V/C Summary at LA County/Kern County Line – Existing and 2028 Cumulative Conditions 
 

No. Segment Lanes Cap. AADT 

Without Project  With Project 
Project 

Increment AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Vol. V/C LOS Vol. V/C LOS Vol. V/C LOS Vol. V/C LOS AM PM 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Northbound 

1 
North of Kern County/LA 
County Line 

4M 8,000 70,000 1,351 0.169 A 2,359 0.295 A 1,388 0.174 A 2,390 0.299 A 0.004 0.004 

2 North of SR-138  4M 8,000 67,000 1,293 0.162 A 2,258 0.282 A 1,330 0.166 A 2,288 0.286 A 0.004 0.004 

Southbound 

1 
North of Kern County/LA 
County Line 

4M 8,000 70,000 1,309 0.164 A 2,240 0.280 A 1,330 0.166 A 2,280 0.285 A 0.002 0.005 

2 North of SR-138  4M 8,000 67,000 1,253 0.157 A 2,144 0.268 A 1,273 0.159 A 2,184 0.273 A 0.002 0.005 

2028 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Northbound 

1 
North of Kern County/LA 
County Line 

4M 8,000 102,000 3,876 0.485 B 4,315 0.539 C 3,901 0.488 B 4,330 0.541 C 0.003 0.002 

2 North of SR-138  4M 8,000 98,000 3,709 0.464 B 4,130 0.516 C 3,734 0.467 B 4,145 0.518 C 0.003 0.002 

Southbound 

1 
North of Kern County/LA 
County Line 

4M 8,000 102,000 4,249 0.531 C 3,728 0.466 B 4,269 0.534 C 3,748 0.469 B 0.002 0.003 

2 North of SR-138  4M 8,000 98,000 4,066 0.508 B 3,567 0.446 B 4,086 0.511 C 3,587 0.448 B 0.002 0.003 

Notes:  
Existing AADT (Source: Caltrans) 
An annual growth rate of 2.73 percent per year was used to derive 2028 ADT volumes (Source: Caltrans Northwest Corridor Improvement Project Alternative 1) 
Peak hour volumes were derived using K and D factors from PeMS (Source: Northlake Traffic Impact Analysis) for existing conditions and the Caltrans Northwest Corridor Improvement Project Alternative 
1 for 2028 conditions.  
Source: Stantec 2017 
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Response 3.5. The comment summarizes Project impacts to the northbound and southbound 
Interstate 5 and indicates that there would be cumulative impacts on the mainline. Comment 
noted. Refer to Section 5.11.7 of the Draft SEIR for analysis of cumulative impacts to the State 
highway system. As stated on DEIR page 5.11-40 (Year 2028 Horizon Year with Project and 
Cumulative Conditions – Freeway System), the freeway segments operate at LOS E or better – 
“Therefore, these segments [segments on I-5 from Lake Hughes Road interchange to south of 
the Parker Road interchange] are not considered to be significantly impacted by the Project.” 
Thus, there is no cumulative mainline segment to mitigate since Project impacts are less than 
significant. Specifically, at locations where the Project has an impact of 0.02 or more (the impact 
threshold specified in the County CMP), the traffic conditions are forecast to be LOS E or better. 

Response 3.6. The comment states disagreement with the conclusion on page 5.11-30 of the 
Draft SEIR and indicates that the traffic impact would extend to Kern County line and SR-14 where 
LOS is at E/F on Interstate 5 during peak hours. Traffic data for existing conditions were derived 
using AADT and K and D factors obtained from the Caltrans PeMS. As noted in Response 3.4, 
above, verification of the existing LOS has been also made using speed data from the Caltrans 
PeMS. For the locations where the Project has been identified as exceeding the 0.02 threshold, 
the data from PeMS indicates speeds are approximately 59 mph or more, which corresponds to 
conditions of LOS E or better. The planning level capacities assumed for the general-purpose 
freeway lanes are consistent with the capacities used for the Los Angeles County CMP LOS 
calculations for freeways.  

Project impacts north to the Kern County line are addressed in the Draft SEIR as noted in 
Response 3.4, above. 

Response 3.7. The comment indicates that 9 locations could have direct/cumulative significant 
impacts on/near the State facilities. In addition, the comment states that the Project would 
contribute significant impact on these locations when the traffic count is collected during the 
travelling season in addition to existing high truck volume and the Grapevine and Centennial 
Projects. The EIR has identified improvements to mitigate the Project’s impact for each location 
where there is a significant impact, as summarized below. Mitigation would reduce impacts to less 
than significant levels for locations 2, 4 and 9, as stated below. However, the significant impact, 
even with implementation of the proposed mitigation, would be significant and unavoidable for 
locations 1, 3, 5, 7, and 8. 

1. The EIR has identified improvements at this location to mitigate Project impacts for cumulative 
conditions (see page 5.11-37). This location has been identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

2. While there is an increase in ICU, the LOS is at an acceptable LOS C in the AM and PM peak 
hours with the Project (see Table 5.11-25). Therefore, impacts are less than significant, and 
no mitigation is warranted.  

3. The EIR has identified improvements at this location to mitigate Project impacts for cumulative 
conditions (see page 5.11-38). This located has been identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

4. While there is an increase in ICU, the LOS is at an acceptable LOS A in the AM and PM peak 
hours with the Project (see Table 5.11-25). Therefore, impacts are less than significant, and 
no mitigation is warranted. 
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7. EIR has identified improvements at this location to mitigate Project impacts for cumulative 
conditions (see page 5.11-38). This located has been identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

8. The EIR has identified improvements at this location to mitigate Project impacts for cumulative 
conditions (see page 5.11-39). This located has been identified as significant and 
unavoidable. 

9. The EIR has identified improvements at this location to mitigate Project impacts for cumulative 
conditions (see page 5.11-39). With implementation of the identified improvements, impacts 
are less than significant. 

A traffic survey conducted by the Project traffic engineer determined that the summer high travel 
season traffic is lower or the same as winter season traffic as discussed in Response 3.2, above. 
Therefore, the impact of the Project during the summer would be comparable to the Project impact 
during the non-summer periods. 

As noted in Response 3.3, above, the Project traffic study accounts for truck volumes as part of 
the level of service calculations. 

Buildout of the NorthLake Specific Plan is anticipated to occur before 2028, while the Grapevine 
and Centennial Projects are anticipated to be built over a 20-year period. The Project traffic study 
accounts for the anticipated increases in traffic anticipated from reasonably foreseeable related 
Projects, including these two. The Grapevine and Centennial Projects have been designed to be 
self-sustaining communities with a balanced jobs/housing balance, thereby reducing trips and 
lessening their impact to the State highway system. 

Response 3.8. The comment states agreement with proposed MM 5.11-1, MM 5.11-2, and 
MM 5.11-3, conceptually but is concerned that additional traffic may cause backup onto the 
mainline freeway. The traffic impact analysis identified specific improvements that would mitigate 
the Project’s significant impacts at State Highway locations (MMs 5.11-1, 5.11-2, and 5.11-3). 
However, the County of Los Angeles and the Project applicant recognize that the Caltrans Project 
Development Process (PDP) will include consideration of alternative roadway improvements as 
part of the ICE procedure. Prior to implementing the mitigation measures, the PDP provides the 
opportunity to evaluate alternative methods of intersection control and will incorporate specific 
aspects of the design such as queue lengths, estimates of which are shown in the following table. 
Since the specific improvements will not be known until completion of the PDP, the Draft SEIR 
lists the impacts at the State Highway facilities as ‘significant and unavoidable’. 

Ramp Queue Lengths – 2028 Cumulative Conditions 
 

 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Feet) 
Ramp LT RT-1 RT-2 
I-5 NB at Parker 180 344 294 
I-5 SB at Lake Hughes 138 60 n/a 
I-5 NB at Lake Hughes 469 253 186 
LT = Left-turn Lane 
RT = Right-turn Lane 
Source: Stantec 2017 

 

Response 3.9. The comment states that the cumulative analysis should consider large Projects 
in the area, including the Grapevine Specific and Community Plan Project (Kern County), and the 
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Centennial Project. Freeway mainline volumes were derived by using annual average growth 
rates from the HOT lane EIR (for segments south of Lake Hughes interchange) and the SCAG 
RTP/SCS travel demand model (segment north of Lake Hughes interchange). Both the HOT lane 
EIR and the SCAG RTP/SCS take into consideration growth consistent with the development of 
the Grapevine and Centennial Projects, as well as other known cumulative Projects that may 
impact the I-5 freeway. The Project’s impact under cumulative conditions has been analyzed for 
the Project’s buildout horizon of 2028 taking into account regional growth, as well as traffic from 
all known and reasonably foreseeable related Projects, as listed in the Project traffic study’s 
Table 2-5, Defined Related Projects included in the Cumulative Database (included as 
Appendix J-1 of the Draft SEIR), and presented in Section 4.4.2, Cumulative Conditions Impact 
Analysis – Local Roadway System (addresses freeway ramp intersection impacts), and Section 
4.3.2, Cumulative Conditions Impact Analysis – Freeway System (addresses freeway mainline 
impacts). As discussed, the Project would contribute to significant cumulative impacts at both the 
Lake Hughes Road and the Parker Road interchanges. Mitigation to address those impacts is 
discussed in Section 4.2.3, Cumulative Conditions Mitigation – Local Roadway System. The 
Project was found to not contribute to a significant cumulative impact to the freeway mainline. It 
is also acknowledged that both the Grapevine Specific and Community Plan and Centennial 
Projects will make fair share contributions to the I-5 freeway mainline. The Northlake project is 
located within a fee district established by the County of Los Angeles Public Works Department. 
Specifically, the fee district is called the Castaic Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee 
District (B&T District). As stated by the County, the purpose of the B&T District is to collect fair 
share contributions from projects that create transportation impacts in order to provide “…an 
equitable financing mechanism by which new development within an identified area will share the 
costs of providing full mitigation improvements…” Parker Road/I-5 Interchange, Hughes Road/I-
5 Interchange and associated I-5 projects are included in B&T District. The NorthLake project will 
participate fully in the B&T District and provide fair share contributions as prescribed therein. 

Response 3.10. The comment states that Projects should be designed to discharge clean run-
off water and that discharge of stormwater run-off is not permitted onto State highway facilities 
without a storm water management plan. As discussed in detail in Section 5.8, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, of the Draft SEIR, the Project would include best management practices (BMPs) 
to address surface water quality during the Project’s construction phase, and site design, source 
control, low impact development (LID), and hydromodification control BMPs during the post-
development (operational) phase. Further the Project would be subject to applicable regulatory 
requirements (RRs 5.8-1 through 5.8-3) regarding compliance with NPDES permit requirements. 
According to the analysis provided for Thresholds 5.8-1a, 5.8-2, and 5.8-3 of the Draft SEIR (refer 
to pages 5.8-47 through 5.8-71), implementation of the identified BMPs would ensure that impacts 
related to water quality of stormwater runoff would be less than significant. These BMPs would 
include, but not be limited to, infiltration of clean groundwater; on-site treatment using suitable 
treatment technologies; on-site or transport offsite for sanitary sewer discharge with local sewer 
district approval; or use of a sedimentation bag for small volumes of localized dewatering for short-
term, construction-related operations, and pollutant removal BMPs; street sweeping; restricting 
use of zinc and copper downspouts; fertilizer control; trash control; and adherence to a Pest 
Integrated Management Plan for long-term operations. 

Response 3.11. The comment states that transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or 
materials, which requires use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a 
transportation permit from Caltrans. The comment also recommends that large size truck trips be 
limited to off-peak hours. The Project applicant will comply with the recommendation by 
implementing a Construction Traffic Control Plan. Mitigation Measure 5.11-3 states that the 
Project applicant shall prepare and submit a detailed Construction Traffic Control Plan to the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works for review and approval. As requested, 
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coordination will also be made with Caltrans for any closures or street detours which will impact 
the state facilities. 

Response 3.12. The comment provides a reminder that work performed within the State right-of-
way will require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. The Project applicant will comply with Caltrans 
encroachment permit requirements and as mentioned in Response 3.8, future analyses will be 
conducted during the design phase of the Project in order to evaluate the area’s needs at that 
time. Future improvements to State highway facilities will follow the Caltrans Project Development 
Process. 

Response 3.13. The comment states that a truck/traffic constructions management plan is 
needed when implementing Project mitigation measures. As noted in Response 3.11, the Project 
applicant will comply with the recommendation with a Construction Traffic Control Plan. Mitigation 
Measure 5.11-3 states that the Project applicant shall prepare and submit a detailed Construction 
Traffic Control Plan to the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works for review and 
approval. As requested, coordination will also be made with Caltrans for any closures or street 
detours which will impact the state facilities.  
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Response to Comment Letter 4 
 
Office of Planning and Research 
June 16, 2017 
 
Response 4.1. The comment letter identified the agencies that received the document through 
the State Clearinghouse. The comment letters provided by the State Clearinghouse include 
comments from the Department of Transportation and the Department of Fish and Wildlife, are 
individually addressed here as Comment letters (refer to comment letters 3 and 2, respectively).  
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Response to Comment Letter 5 
 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
May 25, 2017 
 
Response 5.1. The comment provides some updated revisions to the existing information that is 
provided in Section 5.5.3 of the Draft SEIR. The suggested revision will be made to the Final 
SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description 
of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.5-6, Santa Clarita Area 
Fire Department Resources, first paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows 
(bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

The Santa Clarita Valley area receives primary fire protection services from the LACFD 
as part of the Consolidated Fire Protection District. There are 416 fire stations within 
Los Angeles County, 172 170 of which are operated by LACFD (LACFD 2017) 
(FireDepartment.net 2015). According to the SCVAP 2012, tThere were a total of 15 
13 LACFD stations as of 2015 2009 (including 1 3 temporary stations) with plans to 
replace the temporary station with a permanent one by 2020 (LACFD 2017) 
serving the area with plans to build 15 new, permanent stations by 2016 (LACDRP 
2012b). The Project site is approximately 2.7 miles from the nearest station, No. 149, 
located to the south at 31770 Ridge Route Road in the Community of Castaic. This 
station houses one engine company, one patrol unit and one paramedic squad unit 
(FireDepartment.net 2015, LACFD 2017). Other stations in the area include 3 stations 
in the City of Santa Clarita: Station 76 located at 27223 Henry Mayo Drive, Station 156 
located at 24525 Copper Hills Drive, and Station 126 located at 26320 Citrus Street 
(FireDepartment.net 2015). Should a significant incident occur, the resources of the 
entire LACFD, not just the stations closest to the Project Site, would be used. 

Response 5.2. The comment states that the Project must comply with all applicable code and 
ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants. The 
comment is noted. As discussed in Section 5.5, Fire Hazards, of the Draft SEIR, the Project would 
comply with all applicable codes and ordinances. Specifically, the text of the Draft SEIR provides 
a summary of Title 32 of the Los Angeles County Code of Ordinances, referred to as the Fire 
Code. Additionally, discussion provided for Impacts 5.5-4, 5.5-5, and 5.5-7 in the Draft SEIR 
states that the Project would comply with the County Fire Code and discusses specific methods 
of compliance. 

Response 5.3. The comment provides a statement about the statutory responsibilities of the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s Forestry Division which include erosion control, 
watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archaeological and cultural resources and the 
County Oak Tree Ordinance. The comment states that Project impacts in these areas should be 
addressed. The Draft SEIR provided a full analysis of impacts to the environment. Impacts related 
to erosion control are addressed in Section 5.6, Geology and Soils as well as Section 5.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. Impacts related to watershed management are addressed in 
Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. Impacts related to rare and endangered species and 
vegetation are addressed in Section 5.2, Biological Resources. Impacts related to fuel 
modification, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and Fire Zone 4 are addressed in Section 5.5, 
Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and Environmental Safety. Impacts related to archaeology 
and cultural resources are addressed in Section 5.3, Cultural Resources. The lack of anticipated 
impacts related to oak trees, oak woodlands and the County’s Oak Tree Ordinance is addressed 
in Section 7.1.4 of the Draft SEIR. 
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Response 5.4. The Commenter requests that a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
be conducted for the Project site. A Phase I ESA was completed on December 23, 2013 by 
Cardno ATC. It is attached to this Final SEIR as Appendix F. As detailed in the Phase I ESA, no 
recognized environmental conditions were identified in connection with the Project site and no 
further action is recommended. Based on the conclusions of the Phase I ESA, a Phase II ESA 
would not be required. It is also noted that the Project, as described in the Schools discussion on 
pages 4-12 through 4-14 of the Draft SEIR, identifies an optional school site. Should the school 
district pursue construction of a school on the Project site, the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) would be contacted regarding the need for an Environmental Oversight 
Agreement and Preliminary Endangerment Assessment as well as School Facilities and 
Transportation Services Division approvals, pursuant to required DTSC Procedures.  
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Response to Comment Letter 6 
 
County of Los Angeles Airport Land Use Commission 
June 1, 2017  
 
Response 6.1. The comment confirms that the Project is not within an Airport Influence Area and 
not subject to L.A. Country ALUC review. No further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter 7 
 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 
June 7, 2017  
 
Response 7.1. Commenter acknowledged review opportunity and had no comments. No further 
response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter 8 
 
City of Santa Clarita 
June 8, 2017 
 
Response 8.1. This comment refers to the jobs/housing balance in the City of Santa Clarita and 
County stating that an imbalance impacts traffic, air quality and GHG emissions. The comment 
requests a further analysis of the Project on jobs/housing balance and its related impacts and with 
the same analysis for the Alternatives. 

Implementation of the Project would result in (1) the introduction of a maximum of 3,150 housing 
units, 345 of which are senior designated; (2) the creation of an estimated 1,100 permanent jobs: 
approximately 780 jobs in office and retail and about 320 industrial positions3. The estimate of a 
buildout population of approximately 9,734 persons based on a 3.09 persons per household as 
identified in the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan 2013 EIR. This serves as a conservative estimate 
used for impact analysis, since 345 of the dwelling units are senior designated and would likely 
have a lower persons per household rate. With 3,150 housing units and an estimated 1,100 jobs 
this equals a 0.35 job/housing balance. 

It is acknowledged throughout the County of Los Angeles, especially in the Southern California 
Association of Government’s (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy4, that there is an enormous housing deficit in the County. This Project will 
help alleviate the shortage and thus the Project’s greater proportion of housing to jobs is justified. 
It is understood that the more and longer the commutes associated with a Project that the impacts 
increase in kind. However, the analysis of impacts for air quality, GHG emissions and traffic in the 
Draft SEIR take that into consideration. The traffic analysis and modeling is contained in Section 
5.11 of the Draft SEIR. The traffic Projections are then used as input for the air quality and GHG 
analysis (Draft SEIR Sections 5.1 and 5.7). Therefore, the analysis in the Draft SEIR for the 
proposed Project and alternatives are based on the projected impacts associated with the Project. 

Response 8.2. The comment states that the City of Santa Clarita submitted a letter in response 
to the NOP and requested specific intersections be analyzed as part of the Draft SEIR; however, 
these were not included in the Draft SEIR. A supplemental traffic memorandum (August 10, 2017) 
has been prepared to address impacts at the intersections requested by the commenter. As 
detailed in the attached supplemental analysis (Final SEIR Appendix G), the proposed Project 
would not significantly impact any of the eight study intersections identified in the comment under 
Existing plus Project conditions and 2028 with the Proposed Project Buildout Cumulative 
Conditions. It is noted that this supplemental analysis does not constitute significant new 
information because 1) no changes are required to the Project Description; 2) no new impacts 
have been identified; and 3) there has been no substantial increase in the severity of any identified 
impacts. 

  

                                                 
3  OfficeFinder Information and Referral Network. How Much Office Space for This? How Much Office Space for 

That? (http://ww.officefinder.com/how.html() and 2007 Buildable Lands Report Employment Density Study. 
(https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7660) 

4  Southern California Association of Governments 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. (htto://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS.pdf) 
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Response to Comment Letter 9 
 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
June 14, 2017 
 
Response 9.1. The comment refers to page 1-2, first paragraph under subtitle, of the Draft SEIR. 
The comment states that industrial use developments may require a County Sanitation Districts 
of Los Angeles County (LACSD) permit for Industrial Wastewater Discharge. The information 
provided by the Commenter is noted. The Project Applicant or Successor Developer will maintain 
communication with the County Sanitation District regarding the future need for permits for 
Industrial Waste Discharge as well as payment of any related fees. 

Response 9.2. The comment refers to Table 1-3, page 1-65, MM 5.12-4 in the Draft SIER and 
indicates that if an Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit is required, connection fee charges 
will be determined by the Industrial Waste Section. Refer to Response 9.1, above. 

Response 9.3. The comment refers to page 5.8-2, third paragraph, of the Draft SEIR. The 
comment states that if an on-site facility is built for the Project, all permitting and monitoring would 
be performed by the Developer, not the LACSD, as the wording on page 5.8-2 of the Draft SEIR 
implies. Should an on-site facility be constructed in the future, all permitting and monitoring would 
be performed by the Project Applicant or Successor Developer. 

Response 9.4. The comment summarizes information on page 5.8-2 of the Draft SEIR. No further 
response is required. 

Response 9.5. The comment refers to page 5.8-72, third paragraph, of the Draft SEIR. The 
comment refers to the reader to comment 9.1 regarding the LACSD’s industrial waste discharge 
requirements for potential developments. Refer to Response 9.1, above. 

Response 9.6. The comment refers to page 5.8-72, fifth paragraph, of the Draft SEIR. The 
comment states that advanced treatment of the Valencia WRP effluent is necessary for the 
SCVSD to comply with the 100 mg/L chloride limit in the treated wastewater discharged by the 
SCVSD’s two wastewater treatment plants to the Santa Clara River. The following text addition is 
identified to provide additional clarifying information and will be added to the Final SEIR. However, 
it should be noted that this revision does not materially change the description of Project or the 
findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.8-72, Wastewater Discharges, fourth 
paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

In order to comply with the Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL, the SCVSD will 
need to add facilities because the existing treatment processes do not provide chloride 
removal. Advanced treatment of the Valencia WRP effluent would be necessary 
for the SCVSD to comply with the 100 mg/L chloride limit in the treated 
wastewater discharged by the SCVSD’s two wastewater treatment plants to the 
Santa Clara River. The Valencia WRP NPDES Permit (Order No. R4-2015-0071) 
includes requirements and deadlines for several implementation actions related to 
adding chloride removal facilities, which are required to be constructed by July 1, 2019. 
During this period, an interim effluent limitation for chloride, which is a three-month 
rolling average that reflects the Saugus WRP and Valencia WRP monthly effluent 
flows and chloride concentrations, but not to exceed a maximum of 230 mg/L, is in 
effect. The Valencia WRP discharges have been in compliance with this interim 
effluent limitation. 
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Response 9.7. The comment refers to page 5.12-10, third paragraph of the Draft SEIR. The 
comment states that CLWA has a contract with LACSD for 1,600 afy of recycled water, not 1,700 
afy, as stated in the Draft SEIR. The following text revision is identified to provide additional 
clarifying information. However, it should be noted that this revision does not materially change 
the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.12-10, 
Water Supply Specific to Newhall County Water District, fourth paragraph, of the Draft SEIR under 
is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

CLWA currently has a contract with the Los Angeles County Sanitation District for 
1,700 1,600 afy of recycled water that became available in 2003). However, the NCWD 
does not currently have any infrastructure in place to utilize recycled water, but the 
NCWD does indirectly benefit because any recycled water use will allow for an offset 
of potable water supplies (including groundwater and SWP water) to be used in other 
areas of the Santa Clarita Valley, including the Proposed Project. 

Response 9.8. The comment refers to page 5.12-11, second paragraph of the Draft SEIR. The 
comment states that the 11 wastewater treatment plants have a combined total capacity of 650.8 
million gallons per day, not 634.6, as stated in the Draft SEIR. The following text revision is 
identified to provide additional clarifying information. However, it should be noted that this revision 
does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The 
following text on page 5.12-11, Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, second paragraph, 
first sentence, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Collectively, the Sanitation Districts own, operate, and maintain over 1,400 miles of 
main trunk sewers and 11 wastewater treatment plants with a total design capacity of 
634.6 650.8 million gallons per day (mgd) (LACSD 2016a). 

 
Response 9.9. The comment refers to page 5.12-11, fourth paragraph. The comment states that 
the existing 12-inch diameter trunk sewer has insufficient capacity to accommodate the 
anticipated 1.2 mgd of wastewater from the Project. Consistent with MM 5.12-8 as stated in 
Section 5.12, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft SEIR, the Project Applicant or Successor 
Developer will coordinate with the LACSD to upsize the Castaic Trunk Sewer. The Project 
Applicant will provide an updated Project schedule when that information is available. 

Response 9.10. The comment refers to page 5.12-12, first paragraph. The comment states that 
the SCVJSS currently produces an average recycled water flow of 17.9 mgd, instead of 19.3 mgd, 
as stated in the Draft SEIR. The following text revision is identified to provide additional clarifying 
information. However, it should be noted that this revision does not materially change the 
description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.12-12 of the 
Draft SEIR under Cumulative Design Capacity, first sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows 
(bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

The SCVJSS has a permitted treatment capacity of 28.1 mgd (6.5 mgd at SWRP and 
21.6 mgd at the VWRP) and currently processes an average flow of 19.3 17.9 mgd 
(LACSD). 

Response 9.11. The comment refers to page 5.12-12, first and second paragraphs. The comment 
provides updated information pertaining to the 2015 Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage Systems 
Facilities Plan. The following text revision is identified to provide additional clarifying information. 
However, it should be noted that this revision does not materially change the description of Project 
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or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.12-12, Cumulative Design Capacity, 
second and third sentences, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

A 2-phase expansion of the VWRP (Stages V and VI) was approved and will ultimately 
increase the treatment capacity of the SCVJSS by a total of 15 mgd. The first phase 
(Stage V) of 9.0 mgd was completed in 2003 2005; the second phase (Stage VI), 
which has not been completed as of May 2015, will consist of an additional 6 mgd and 
would increase the total treatment capacity of the SCVJSS to 43.1 mgd. Construction 
of Stage VI has not occurred because the need for the additional capacity has 
not yet materialized. 

Response 9.12. The comment indicates that all other information in the Draft SEIR is accurate. 
No response is required. 

Response 9.13. The comment letter includes a previously submitted letter, dated April 17, 2015, 
in response to the IS/NOP. This letter was provided for reference and all comments included were 
previously included in preparation of the Draft SEIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 10 
 
County of Los Angeles Public Health 
June 16, 2017  
 
Response 10.1. The comment states that as stated in MM 5.1-3, scheduling construction 
activities between 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM would conflict with Noise RR 5.10-1 unless a noise 
disturbance is not generated across property lines. The following clarifying revision is hereby 
made to the Draft SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change 
the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.1-25, 
MM 5.1-3, second bullet, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline 
shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

 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, and between 7:00 PM 
and 6:00 AM provided that a noise disturbance is not generated across a 
residential or commercial property line). 

It is noted that noise impacts related to construction traffic have been fully analyzed in Section 
5.10, Noise, of the Draft SEIR, therefore, the above-noted revision would not create a new impact. 
Specifically, as discussed on page 5.10-20 of the Draft SEIR, noise impacts to off-site land uses 
resulting from construction traffic were analyzed, and it was determined that traffic volumes would 
temporarily increase along Ridge Route Road by 2 to 4 dBA Leq during peak construction activity. 
This increase would increase the CNEL by approximately 2 dBA, which would be less than the 3 
dBA CNEL threshold. Additionally, it was determined that construction traffic would also use Lake 
Hughes Road, which experiences higher volumes of traffic and higher associated levels of traffic 
noise under existing conditions than along Ridge Route Road; therefore a similar increase in 
traffic related to construction activities along Lake Hughes Road would represent a smaller 
increase in noise (i.e., less than the 2 dBA CNEL increase along Ridge Route Road) due to the 
louder ambient conditions along Lake Hughes Road. Therefore, the noise increase would also be 
less than the 3dBA CNEL threshold. 

Response 10.2. The comment suggests replacement wording in MM 5.1-17 to indicate that when 
worker exposure to dust in unavoidable, provide workers with NIOSH-approved respiratory 
protection with particulate filters. The following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project 
or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on pages 5.1-43, MM 5.1-17, second bullet, 
of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text 
and strikethrough show the deletions): 

 Require crews to use NIOSH-approved respiratory protection with particulate 
filters masks or respirators that are adequate to restrict inhalation of particulates 
during Project clearing, grading, and excavation operations in accordance with 
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health regulations. 
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Response to Comment Letter 11 
 
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians 
May 5, 2017  
 
Response 11.1. The comment acknowledges receipt of the Draft SEIR and indicated that the 
Project exists outside of Serrano ancestral territory; as such, the Commenter does not request 
consulting party status or to participate in scoping, development or review of documents. No 
response necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter 12 
 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
May 22, 2017  
 
Response 12.1. The comment discusses the viewsheds and habitat linkage created by the 
integration of the Angeles and Los Padres National Forests. As discussed in Section 7.1.1 of the 
Draft SEIR, the visual impacts of the Project would be consistent with the NorthLake Specific Plan 
design guidelines and were determined to not result in a significant impact. Because the proposed 
Project would be within the development footprint of the original NorthLake Specific Plan Project 
as evaluated in the 1992 SP EIR, the findings of less than significant impacts related to Scenic 
Quality, as noted in Section 4.7 of the 1992 SP EIR would continue to apply to the currently 
proposed Project. In order to support these findings of less than significant impacts, view 
simulations of the proposed Project were prepared and are included as Appendix H to the Final 
SEIR. As shown in Appendix H of the Final SEIR, six separate view simulations were prepared to 
show the anticipated changes from areas surrounding the Project site, including known 
recreational areas associated with Castaic Lake, a residential neighborhood located west of I-5, 
areas within the national forest to the north, and motorists traveling along the I-5 freeway. The 
view simulations show minimal changes to the mid-ground views and do not show any changes 
that would significantly impact views of distant mountains. Further, although the Project would 
alter views on the Project site, consistent with the discussion provided in Section 7.1.1 of the Draft 
SEIR, the proposed development would occur within a canyon; therefore, views of the proposed 
development would be extremely limited from outside of the Project site, as illustrated in Appendix 
H of the Final SEIR. 

Response 12.2. The comment states that analysis of viewsheds and habitat linkage in the Draft 
SEIR is inadequate. As discussed in Response 12.1, view simulations were prepared for the 
proposed Project and are included as Appendix H to the Final SEIR. Specifically, view simulations 
were prepared to represent views from surrounding public lands associated with Castaic Lake to 
the south and southeast and the national forest to the north. As discussed in Response 12.1, the 
proposed development would occur within a canyon; therefore, views of the proposed 
development would be extremely limited from outside of the Project site, as illustrated in 
Appendix H of the Final SEIR. 

Response 12.3. That comment states that groundwater recharge would be significantly reduced 
due to the placement of the Project within Grasshopper Canyon. As discussed on pages 5.8-73 
and 5.8.-74 of the Draft SEIR, the NorthLake Specific Plan Project site is not underlain by a 
groundwater basin. The nearest basin is the Santa Clara River Valley East Basin, which is located 
south and east of the Project site near Castaic Lake (see Exhibit 2-4 in the Water Quality 
Technical Report (WQTR) (see Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR)). The Project would introduce 
impervious surfaces to the Project site through development activities which would reduce the 
amount of permeable area within the Project site. However, because the proposed development 
area is not located in an area underlain by a groundwater basin, Project-related development 
would not directly interfere with groundwater recharge. 

As discussed in the WQTR on pages 129-130 (see Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR), infiltration 
with a potential to recharge groundwater from the Project’s developed areas could occur in three 
ways: (1) through general infiltration of irrigation water, (2) through infiltration of urban runoff in 
the proposed water quality facilities, and (3) infiltration of urban runoff, after treatment in the LID 
BMPs, in Grasshopper Creek and Castaic Lagoon. 

As the Project area is not currently irrigated, the amount of water that is available to infiltrate within 
the Grasshopper Creek watershed due to landscape irrigation would increase. 
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Infiltration and evapotranspiration of stormwater would decrease within the developed portion of 
the Project due to the increase in impervious area. Geosyntec Consultants used the watershed-
scale modeling analysis developed for the hydromodification impact analysis (see Appendix C of 
the WQTR, Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR) to estimate the decrease in infiltration that would 
result from the Project development. This estimation accounts for infiltration loss in the watershed 
due to the added impervious area and percolation through the bottom of the water quality facilities. 
The long-term volume of stormwater infiltrated in the Grasshopper Creek watershed would 
decrease by an estimated 51 ac-ft per year (1.5 percent) due to the proposed Project.  

In contrast, the Project’s surface water runoff is predicted to increase by 98 acre-feet per year on 
average (see Table 7-1 in the WQTR, Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR). This increase in surface 
runoff would flow primarily through Grasshopper Creek to the Castaic Lagoon, which will store 
the surface runoff and recharge it to the Santa Clara River Valley East Basin. Therefore, the 
Project is expected to increase groundwater recharge and the Project would not cause significant 
adverse groundwater recharge impacts. 

Response 12.4. The comment addresses the adequacy of the MMs presented in the Draft SEIR 
and suggests that the measures to mitigate for impacts to biological resources are deferred 
mitigation.  

Mitigation measures requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of a set of success criteria, 
with required lead agency approvals prior to Project implementation is a widely accepted 
mitigation approach. However, in an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation planning 
details beyond the Draft SEIR where feasible, a draft Western Spadefoot Mitigation Plan and a 
Draft Special Status Plant Species Mitigation Plan have been included in Appendix C of the Final 
SEIR. Burrowing owls have been documented wintering on the Project site; however, negative 
results of 2017 breeding season focused surveys and lack of detection in all cumulative years of 
wildlife surveys on the site clearly indicate that this species does not breed on the Project site. 
Mitigation for wintering burrows has been included in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures, MM 5.2-7, 5.2-8, 5.2-13, and 5.2-14. Mitigation Measure 5.2-14 specifically 
address that if potentially suitable burrows are located in the assessment area, any burrows that 
may be impacted by the Project will be replaced with artificial burrows within on-site or off-site (if 
applicable) preserved areas with potentially suitable burrowing owl habitat.  

The Draft SEIR states a minimum ratio in all applicable rare plant and vegetation replacement 
mitigation measures. The selection of the ratios is based on the feasibility of a reasonable 
expectation that it will achieve success criteria in the replacement of lost functions and values of 
these vegetation types with an equal or greater value than the impacted areas. Furthermore, the 
determination is consistent with the typical approach to mitigation for such resources in the region. 
It is acknowledged that on-site opportunities are limited to implement these mitigation measures, 
however, there are off-site opportunities. Based on a preliminary review of off-site habitat 
mitigation opportunities (i.e., prior to detailed negotiations with prospective sellers), there are 
ecologically suitable parcels available for this purpose, such as the 6,000-acre Temescal Canyon 
property. The Temescal Canyon property is a large, contiguous, undeveloped land area located 
less than two miles west of the NorthLake property, along the southern boundary of Angeles 
National Forest. Other lands demonstrate similar opportunities such as the Petersen Mitigation 
Bank and Santa Paula Creek Mitigation Bank. Therefore, off-site mitigation is considered a viable 
option to satisfy some or all of the habitat mitigation requirements of the Project. Therefore, the 
Draft SEIR is correct in noting the various options, inclusive of on-site areas. In addition, the final 
Habitat Mitigation Plan required by mitigation measures MM_5.2-6, 5.2-7, and 5.2-8_would 
include more detailed parameters defining what types of land will be considered suitable for 
mitigation. To provide further information, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been 
prepared and is provided as Appendix C of the Final SEIR. For additional information regarding 
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the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to 
Comment 16.56. 

In addition, a Draft Special Status Plant Mitigation Plan has been prepared and is provided as 
Appendix C of the Final SEIR. Per the plan, plant relocation would only occur within areas where 
impacts to existing communities are considered beneficial and genetic similarity is expected due 
to proximity.  

Response 12.5. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is deficient due to the lack of recognition 
of habitat/ecological value. page 5.2-14 of the Draft EIR clearly states the habitat value of the 
Project site: “Grasshopper Canyon is undeveloped and is adjacent to open space in the Angeles 
National Forest (ANF) and Castaic Lake State Recreation Area (SRA), both of which provide high-
quality wildlife habitat.” It is acknowledged that any offsite mitigation lands would be of great value 
should they connect to other areas of high value habitat. However, it should be noted that the 
preservation and purchase of offsite land is not necessary if a Project does not move forward that 
requires this type of mitigation.  

Response 12.6. The comment discusses the 167 acres of open space included in the Project, 
on-site land protection measures, and Project alternatives. page 5.2-59 and -60 provide a detailed 
summary of the non-impacted habitat types on the Project site, which total 325.5 acres, not 
167 acres. The non-impacted habitat types are located primarily along the periphery of the project 
adjacent to open space areas. The potential indirect impacts from human activity (including 
fragmentation) were deemed potentially significant and mitigation is required. As stated on 
pages 5.2-40 and 5.2-41:  

The disturbance of natural open space remaining in or adjacent to the Project site would 
be increased by the human activity (i.e., noise, foot traffic) from the development. The 
value of the habitat in the study area would diminish as human disturbance from the 
development may disrupt normal foraging and breeding behavior of wildlife remaining in 
the study area and vicinity. The disturbance from human activity in conjunction with the 
increased edge effects from habitat fragmentation and habitat loss would be considered 
potentially significant as it would contribute to an additional incremental loss of habitat. 

It should also be noted that habitat within the Fuel Modification Zone is included within the total 
impact areas for the Project. In an effort to clarify, the following revision is hereby made to the 
Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the 
description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.2-34 will have 
the following text inserted after the first sentence of this section (underline shows the additional 
text):  

This undeveloped natural open space would be undisturbed by the Project and 
does not include fuel modification areas. The development footprint impact area 
includes a fuel modification buffer zone.  

The Project Applicant is responsible for implementation of all mitigation measures. The 
implementation of all mitigation measures shall be over seen by either the County and/or the 
wildlife agencies. This includes the long-term preservation of the mitigation sites, to ensure that 
the mitigation sites are not impacted by future development. A conservation easement and a 
performance bond shall be secured prior to implementation of mitigation programs, as stated in 
MM 5.2-6j and will be tracked in the MMRP. 

The Commenter questions whether there will be permanent protection of Phase 2. page 1-1 of 
the Draft SEIR states “The proposed Project includes development of Phase 1 of the NorthLake 
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Specific Plan to be implemented via Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 73336 (VTTM 73336), which 
includes approximately 720 acres of the southern portion of the Specific Plan area and the 
remaining property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time.” This is restated in Section 1.0, 
Executive Summary in Section 1.3, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR. 

Section 4.0, Project Description of the Draft SEIR and all subsequent sections also addresses 
future development of Phase 2. In order to provide additional clarity, the following revision is 
hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially 
change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 4-2, 
first paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

Collectively, the proposed Project is defined as the entire 1,330-acre site, including 
the 1) Phase 1 (defined as 720-acre VTTM No. 073336, totaling 720 acres); area 
and 2) the remainder property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time (the 
“External Map Improvements”); and 3) associated off-site external map 
Iimprovements totaling on 65.13 acres, more particularly which are described on 
page 4-8 and , which include remedial grading, drainage features and road and utility 
alignments, and the remainder property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time 
(the “External Map Improvements”). In addition to updating program-level information 
from the 1992 Specific Plan EIR, this SEIR evaluates Project-level impacts from 
implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan, including both development of Phase 1 
as well as future development of Phase 2. 

Response 12.7. The commenter asks what is the public benefit of the Project or alternatives 
stating that there are impacts associated with the Project: eliminating a watershed, viewshed 
impacts, degradation of a State Recreation Area, relocating an oil pipeline onto State property, 
GHG emissions from grading, eliminating wildlife access crossing to one of two crossings under 
southbound I-5 for 10 miles. The question is also asked, why would the Sanitation District or 
Sewer Maintenance District approve annexation as well as permit a major access road, extensive 
grading and new utilities adjacent to the Ridge Route, stating that this may constitute a gift of 
major funds.  

Contrary to the comment, no watershed is being eliminated. However, as discussed in Section 
5.8, Hydrology, of the Draft SEIR, Project construction would alter several creeks onsite to provide 
for Project development. Regarding viewshed impacts, as stated in Section 7.1.1 Aesthetics of 
the Draft SEIR “Additionally, because the Project would be located in a canyon and because the 
trails are located east of the Project site and any significant views would be to the east of south, 
Project-related development would not obstruct distant views from the trails. Therefore, impacts 
related to visibility from or obstruction of views from a regional riding or hiking trail would be less 
than significant.” Please note that visual simulations have been prepared and are available as 
Appendix H. No impacts are projected to occur within the State Recreation Area as a result Project 
development. (The pipeline relocation will take place as specified by and compliance with all 
applicable State regulations. [See Responses to Comment Letter 1 regarding pipeline relocation.]) 
Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft SEIR, provided an analysis of GHG and 
concluded that with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures (MM 5.7-1 through 
5.7-17 and MM 5.1-13), the Project’s impact on GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

See Response 2.3 for a thorough analysis of wildlife movement in the Project area.  

The applicable Districts will do their own analysis along with Los Angeles County LAFCO to 
determine if the annexation is appropriate and may require other conditions if they determine if 
they are required. As to the access road, grading and utilities required for the Project, they are 
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considered to be part of the Project as described in Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft 
SEIR, and analyzed throughout the Draft SEIR.  

As to the public benefit, there are 167 acres of publicly accessible park land included within the 
Project – active, hiking trails, dog park and vistas. There will also be the creation of an estimated 
1,100 permanent jobs: approximately 780 jobs in office and retail and approximately 320 industrial 
positions5, in addition to the 3,150 housing units. Housing is at a critical point in Los Angeles 
County, with many new units needed to meet the growing needs of the area. The Project site is 
privately-owned property that has already been approved with a Specific Plan in place. This 
Project reduces the impacts and amount of development already approved for development on 
the Project site. One of the key provisions of the CEQA Guidelines on alternatives (Section 
15126.6[b] through [f]) is that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the 
project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant 
effects of the Project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of 
the Project objective, or would be more costly” (15126.6[b]).” Because all of the impacts identified 
for biological resources would be mitigated to a less than significant level, no significant biological 
resources impacts would occur. Additionally, no significant and unavoidable visual impacts were 
identified for the proposed Project, as noted in Section 7.1.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR. Based 
on Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR did not identify any significant 
and unavoidable impacts to biological resources or visual resources; therefore, an alternative that 
reduces impacts to these resources was not evaluated. 

Response 12.8. The comment states that the range of alternatives for the proposed Project is 
inadequate and that the Project would require a Statement of Overriding Consideration (SOC) for 
biological impacts. The identification and analysis of Project alternatives in the Draft SEIR is 
consistent with the emphasis of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 that the selection of Project 
alternatives be based primarily on the ability to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts 
relative to the proposed Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 specifically states that an EIR 
need not consider every conceivable alternative to a Project. Rather, it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and 
public participation. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA, the Draft SEIR appropriately analyzed a 
reasonable range of feasible Project alternatives. With the inclusion of four alternatives (as well 
as 2 alternatives determined not to be feasible), the Draft EIR provides the decision-makers with 
a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between varying densities, heights, 
designs, and land uses. The four alternatives to the Project selected for analysis were evaluated 
in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR. The analysis included in Section VI, Alternatives, 
of the Draft SEIR, is comprehensive and fully informs the decision makers regarding the 
alternatives and associated environmental impacts. Therefore, as demonstrated in Section VI, 
Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, the County has made a good-faith effort to identify and analyze 
an appropriate set of alternatives. CEQA does not require analysis of alternatives suggested by 
commenters, and does not require an alternative to eliminate a potentially significant unmitigable 
impact, but rather the alternative should have a lesser impact than the Project. Additionally, 
contrary to the commenter’s assertion that there are a significant and unavoidable biology and 
visual impacts, the Draft SEIR concluded that biology and visual impacts were less than significant 
with implementation of mitigation where appropriate. As such, alternatives to less these less than 
significant impacts did not need to be analyzed. 

                                                 
5  OfficeFinder Information and Referral Network. How Much Office Space for This? How Much Office Space for 

That? (http://ww.officefinder.com/how.html() and 2007 Buildable Lands Report Employment Density Study. 
(https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7660) 
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Response 12.9. The comment suggests that the 1992 NorthLake Specific Plan EIR is too old to 
rely on its impact analysis. The NorthLake Specific Plan is an approved Project of record within 
the County of Los Angeles. As discussed in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft SEIR, the NorthLake 
Specific Plan was adopted by the County of Los Angeles in 1992; the current Project, as evaluated 
in the Draft SEIR, would implement the previously adopted Specific Plan and involves an area 
and intensity of physical development that is 25 percent less than what was previously considered 
in the 1992 SP EIR (refer to Table 4-2, Land Use Area Comparison, of the Draft SEIR for a 
comparison of what was originally evaluated and approved for the NorthLake Specific Plan and 
the revised Project evaluated in the Draft SEIR). Specifically, development of the Project site 
under current entitlements, which is discussed in detail in the No Development/Development 
Pursuant to the Approved NorthLake Specific Plan Alternative in Section 6.6.2 and pages 6-11 
through 6-16 of the Draft SEIR, would result in a more impactful development due to a higher unit 
count, increased development footprint, and increased impacts associated with more 
development when compared to the modified Project being evaluated in the Draft SEIR.  

As such, the EIR for that project is still a valid and instrumental document of reference the Draft 
SEIR serves as a supplemental EIR that focuses on additions and changes made to the 1992 SP 
EIR. The impacts associated with this Project have been carefully assessed where the impacts 
are different enough that documentation and analysis of those differences are required to assess 
the impacts and the difference between the previously approved Project and the currently 
proposed Project. Additionally, all new analyses are based on current data and accepted 
methodologies. In areas where the impacts are the same or less that the approved Project an 
analysis was not required as the Project impacts had already been assessed and an EIR was 
certified. Additionally, several topical areas were addressed through the Initial Study process, 
which are summarized in Section 7.0, Other CEQA Topics; specifically, on page 7-2 of the Draft 
SEIR, impacts related to new sources of substantial shadows, light, or glare are discussed. As 
discussed, the Project is anticipated to create new sources of light and glare during both 
construction and operation of the Project. However, it was determined that lighting would be 
confined to the Project boundaries, and proposed lighting would be shielded or directed 
downwards to minimize light spillover. Further, as discussed on page 7-2 of the Draft SEIR, all 
development would conform to the lighting design guidelines set forth in the NorthLake Specific 
Plan, which is included in its entirety as Appendix B to the Draft SEIR. Although the Project has 
open space scattered throughout the Project site, there is a substantial amount of open space 
concentrated at the north end of the site and along the Project site boundaries. The Project is also 
leaving much more undeveloped property than in the approved Project. These areas do have the 
potential to be exposed to lighting associated with the Project; however, as discussed on page 
5.2-40 and 5.9-41 of the Draft SEIR in response to Policy CO-3.6.1 of the Santa Clarita Valley 
Area Plan, increased lighting would be addressed through preparation and submittal of a Lighting 
Plan which would limit lighting adjacent to open space areas, thus reducing the potential for sky 
glow (refer to MM 5.2-17 on page 5.2-56 of the Draft SEIR). However, the Specific Plan does not 
include a night sky plan or ordinance. 

Response 12.10. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is deficient as it does not define the 
footprint for the relocated oil pipeline. As discussed in the Responses 1.1 through 1.4, a revised 
pipeline relocation plan has been prepared which proposes to relocate the existing oil pipeline to 
the east but within the grading footprint associated with the NorthLake Specific Plan Project, as 
described in Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR (refer to Appendix A of the Final 
SEIR). The revised pipeline relocation plan includes two phases to correspond with anticipated 
buildout of the NorthLake Specific Plan. 

Response 12.11. The comment states that the range of alternatives for the proposed Project is 
inadequate. The commenter identifies that the Draft SEIR must evaluate an alternative that does 
not require less than 15 million cubic yards of grading and a loss of less than 10 acres of wetlands; 
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later in the comment, it is stated that the Draft SEIR must evaluate an alternative that is less than 
7 million cubic yards of grading and a loss of less than 5 acres of wetlands. There are no 
requirements that the referenced alternatives be addressed. The only requirements for the range 
of alternatives addressed are identified in Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

As discussed in Response 12.8, above, in accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the discussion in Section 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Draft EIR 
focuses on a reasonable range of alternatives. Other than the “No Project” alternative(s), which 
are required by CEQA, each alternative must be capable of avoiding or substantially lessening 
potentially significant effects of the Project. Alternatives in the Draft SEIR were selected to 
address impacts identified as significant and unavoidable, including significant and unavoidable 
traffic and air quality impacts. For this reason, Section 6.0, Alternatives, included a Phase 1 
Development Alternative that reduced the potential development area to the approximately 720-
acre Phase 1 development site. This alternative was found to substantially reduce the 
development area, by approximately 46 percent as noted on page 6-23 of the Draft SEIR. As also 
discussed on page 6-23 of the Draft SEIR, this alternative would reduce the level of impacts to 
biological resources as well as air quality emissions associated with a reduced grading footprint. 
Additionally, as discussion on page 6-26 of the Draft SEIR, this alternative would result in reduced 
vehicular trips and avoid impacts to three study intersections because of the reduction in 
development. 

Response 12.12. The comment states that the range of alternatives for the proposed Project is 
inadequate. The commenter states that dismissing the Creek Avoidance Alternative as infeasible 
is inappropriate due to the potential to develop more residential units and avoid more biological 
impacts than with the proposed Project. As discussed in Section 6.5.1 of the Draft SEIR, the lead 
agency did explore a Creek Avoidance Alternative. An alternative designed to avoid building or 
grading in the blueline area of Grasshopper Canyon, such an alternative would require export of 
over 10 million cubic yards of soil, would eliminate commercial, multi-family, and single-family 
development, would require buttressing of all west facing slopes along Grasshopper Canyon, and 
would require construction of at least three bridges to allow for access and circulation. This 
alternative would not meet the Project objectives to enhance local economic well-being with 
commercial uses that would create jobs, provide a mix of uses to reduce offsite vehicle trips and 
VMT, and provide a significant amount of housing onsite with a wide range of home sizes and 
prices. The amount of developable land allowed under this alternative would be greatly reduced 
in comparison to the proposed Project due to avoidance of Grasshopper Canyon; all development 
would be located east of Grasshopper Canyon, which is a central feature that runs through the 
approximate center of the Project site. Because of this, the number of residential units and amount 
of commercial and industrial development would be greatly reduced in comparison to the 
proposed Project. 

In addition, a Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be attached 
to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility pipelines to bridges would introduce 
risks of accidental spills into the creek that do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a 
Project design that avoids the creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping 
stations to lift sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal system, and 
increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance on fuel-consuming 
mechanical equipment. 

The discussion regarding the reasons for determining that the Creek Avoidance Alternative should 
not be considered has been modified to provide additional clarification.  
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The following clarifications are hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that 
this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 
The following text on page 6-7, Creek Avoidance Alternative, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

As the current applicant was re-initiating the Specific Plan a land plan was laid out that 
avoided the creek bottom that runs through the middle of the pProject. This land plan 
placed development on one side of the creek with development terraced up the slope 
to minimize grading, which would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of 
soil and extensive buttressing along all west facing slopes along Grasshopper 
Canyon. This plan was attempted to avoid impacting the creek habitat, avoid 
jurisdictional wetlands (waters under the authority of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board).  

Although this alternative would be less impactful for some resource areas, it would 
also eliminate more than half of the residential units and the other uses due to the 
limited development area. However Despite the reduction in developable area, 
the infrastructure requirements would be largely the same as access and utilities 
would be required to cross Grasshopper Canyon. The road ways would still be 
needed as well as the need for all of the services to be engineered in place: water, 
sewer, street lights, curbs and gutters, and other utility lines would be required to be 
brought to the site. Up to three bridges would be required to provide for access 
and extension of utilities. The development would also require development of 
amenities including schools, and parks. The amount of development would be 
reduced to the point of not making the development feasible.  

A Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be 
attached to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility 
pipelines to bridges would introduce risks of accidental spills into the creek that 
do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a Project design that avoids the 
creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping stations to lift 
sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal 
system, and increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance 
on fuel-consuming mechanical equipment. 

As stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “an EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a Project” and the range of alternatives should “avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the Project.” While the Creek Avoidance Alternative does 
have the potential to lessen impacts to biological resources by limiting development outside of 
the blueline area of Grasshopper Canyon, other impacts summarized above would occur. 
Additionally, this alternative would not meet the Project objectives to enhance local economic 
well-being, as discussed above, related to creation of jobs, providing a mix of land uses to reduce 
offsite vehicle trips and VMT, and provide a significant amount of housing. The amount of 
developable land allowed under this alternative would be greatly reduced in comparison to the 
proposed Project due to avoidance of Grasshopper Canyon; all development would be located 
east of Grasshopper Canyon, which is a central feature that runs through the approximate center 
of the Project site. Because of this, the number of residential units and amount of commercial and 
industrial development would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project. Further, 
it is noted that the range of alternatives that were analyzed in Section 6.6 of the Draft SEIR include 
three alternatives that would lessen impacts to biological resources to varying degrees, including 
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the No Project Alternative, No Industrial Development Alternative, Phase 1 Development 
Alternative. 

Response 12.13. The comment discusses habitat linkage and wildlife undercrossings. Please 
refer to Response 2.3 for a thorough discussion on wildlife movement adjacent to the Project. In 
an effort to provide additional supporting data and discussion, the Wildlife Movement section of 
the Draft SEIR on page 5.2-14 will be modified as described in Response 2.3. 

Response 12.14. The comment discusses the location of the wildlife undercrossings mentioned 
in the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Response 2.3 for a thorough discussion on wildlife movement 
adjacent to the Project. In an effort to provide additional supporting data and discussion, the 
Wildlife Movement section of the Draft SEIR on page 5.2-14 will be modified as described. 

Response 12.15. The comment states that the Draft SEIR does not address a study related to 
habitat linkage and wildlife undercrossings and does not adequately analyze the importance of 
the existing habitat linkage. Please refer to Response 2.3 for a thorough discussion on wildlife 
movement adjacent to the Project. In an effort to provide additional supporting data and 
discussion, the Wildlife Movement section of the Draft SEIR on page 5.2-14 will be modified as 
described. 

Response 12.16. The comment states that the Project would impede habitat connectivity. Please 
refer to Response 2.3 for a thorough discussion on wildlife movement adjacent to the Project. In 
an effort to provide additional supporting data and discussion, the Wildlife Movement section of 
the Draft SEIR on page 5.2-14 will be modified as described. 
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Response to Comment Letter 13 
 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 
June 14, 2017  
 
Response 13.1. The commenter summarizes tribal history and notes that they are currently 
providing consultation services to the Project. No further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter 14 
 
Castaic Universal Investors, LLC 
June 15, 2017 
 
Response 14.1. Commenter states its support for the Project. No further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter 15 
 
Blum Collins LLP (Golden State Environmental & Social Justice Alliance) 
June 16, 2017 
 
Response 15.1. The Commenter questions whether the Draft SEIR analyzed both Phase 1 and 
Phase 2, or just Phase 1. Page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR states “The proposed Project includes 
development of Phase 1 of the NorthLake Specific Plan to be implemented via Vesting Tentative 
Tract Map No. 73336 (VTTM 73336), which includes approximately 720 acres of the southern 
portion of the Specific Plan area and the remaining property for Phase 2 to be developed at a 
future time.” This is restated in Section 1.0, Executive Summary in Section 1.3, Project 
Description, of the Draft SEIR. 

Section 4.0, Project Description of the Draft SEIR and all subsequent sections also addresses 
future development of Phase 2. In order to provide additional clarity, the following revision is 
hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially 
change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 4-2, 
first paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

Collectively, the proposed Project is defined as the entire 1,330-acre site, including 
the 1) Phase 1 (defined as 720-acre VTTM No. 073336, totaling 720 acres); area 
and 2) the remainder property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time (the 
“External Map Improvements”); and 3) associated off-site external map 
Iimprovements totaling on 65.13 acres, more particularly which are described on 
page 4-8 and , which include remedial grading, drainage features and road and utility 
alignments, and the remainder property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time 
(the “External Map Improvements”). In addition to updating program-level information 
from the 1992 Specific Plan EIR, this SEIR evaluates Project-level impacts from 
implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan, including both development of Phase 
1 as well as future development of Phase 2. 

Further, it is noted that as part of further design of the future phases, the number of large lot 
parcels has been modified. The analysis does not account for the number of parcels and, rather, 
relies on the area of disturbance which remains unchanged. The following revision is hereby made 
to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that these revisions do not materially change the 
description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 4-9, Phase 2 
Undeveloped Area, of the Draft SEIR is hereby modified and moved to page 4-8 immediately 
preceding the Off-Site/External Map Improvements subsection (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Phase 2 Undeveloped Area 

The remainder of the Project site, referred to as the Phase 2 area, is included in VTTM 
073336 and the CUP as 35 21 large lot parcels (20 40 acres or more) for future lease 
and finance purposes. Future development of the Phase 2 area is fully analyzed as 
part of this SEIR and proposed land uses are detailed previously in Table 4-3. 

As noted throughout the Draft SEIR, the development footprint is inclusive of both Phases 1 and 
2; however, a tentative tract map is only being considered for approval for Phase 1. This is further 
emphasized in the Conditional Use Permit No. 201500019 discussion, described on page 4-8 of 
the Draft SEIR, where it is specifically stated that development in Phase 2 will be covered under 
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a future Project-specific CUP. Additionally, it is noted that Traffic mitigation measures MM 5.11-1 
and 5.11-2 are timed specific to the development phases of the Project. 

Response 15.2. The commenter questions the 1992 NorthLake Specific Plan (Specific Plan) and 
the proposed Vesting Tentative Tract Map (VTTM). The Specific Plan is an approved planning 
document that is also referenced in both the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and Los 
Angeles County General Plan. The Specific Plan includes conceptual plans that have been 
updated as part of the Draft SEIR based on the revised land use concept. The revisions to the 
land use concept were designed in response to the growing desire for more sustainable 
developments, as set forth in the current planning documents including the 2012 Santa Clarita 
Valley Area Plan and the Los Angeles County 2035 General Plan Project. As shown in Table 4-4 
of the Draft SEIR, with the exception of the golf course, the proposed land use plan (inclusive of 
Phases 1 and 2) includes development of the same types of uses and is within the same specific 
plan footprint. Additionally, it is noted that the revised land use plan represents a reduction in 
overall development (residential, commercial and industrial land uses, and grading) and an 
increase in preserved open space (refer to Table 4-2, Land Use Area Comparison, of the Draft 
SEIR). Please refer to Response 15.6 for a discussion regarding the relocation of the school site. 
Due to market conditions, a VTTM has only been prepared for the southern 720 acres of the 
overall Project site. VTTM No. 073336, also known as Phase 1 of the Project, provides Project-
level details for what was previously presented as a land use concept in the approved Specific 
Plan. As stated in Section 4.2, Project Background of the Draft SEIR, "The NorthLake Specific 
Plan and the associated NorthLake Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (1992 Specific 
Plan EIR) addressed development of the Project site as a conceptual plan and not as a precise 
plan of development. The NorthLake Specific Plan included a statistical summary of uses 
allocated within very general land use areas, linked by a conceptual backbone roadway system. 
At the time of the 1992 approvals, it had been anticipated that a focused Site Plan review and 
follow-up CEQA review would be conducted, as more Project specific level details were 
developed to implement phases of the NorthLake Specific Plan." 

The change in density is addressed in Section 5.9, Land Use. As noted on pages 5.9-54 and 5.9-
55 of the Draft SEIR, the adjustment in total approved density is not considered significant 
because the total cumulative proposed density is approximately 8.3 dwelling units per net acre 
(i.e., excluding public roadways and major open spaces) in a more clustered development. As 
shown in Table II-1 of the NorthLake Specific Plan, conceptual residential densities ranges from 
3.29 units per acre to 14.92 units per acre. As further discussed in Section III, Development 
Regulations, of the NorthLake Specific Plan, no specific density ranges are assigned for 
residential development. The proposed land use plan analyzed in the Draft SEIR was designed 
to comply with all stated regulations, including lot area. Therefore, the proposed land use plan 
would consistent with the Specific Plan and an amendment is not required, contrary to the 
commenter’s suggestion. 

Infrastructure and utility plans were also presented in the NorthLake Specific Plan as conceptual. 
As noted on page II-27 of the NorthLake Specific Plan, “Precise alignment and engineering of 
streets will be determined at the time of construction in conjunction with the County Public Works 
Department.” This same concept is identified for the Conceptual Wastewater Plan, stated on page 
II-35 of the Specific Plan as “Mainline sizing will be determined at a more detailed stage of Project 
design.” Therefore, the NorthLake Specific Plan makes it clear that the plans identified were 
conceptual in nature and would be subject to refinement as future design progressed. No 
amendment to the Specific Plan is required, therefore, the noticing requirements set forth in the 
Government Code for Specific Plan amendments are not applicable.  
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Response 15.3. The comment states that the sewage system shown in Exhibit 4-9 is inconsistent 
with Option 1 of the Conceptual Wastewater Plan in Specific Plan Exhibit II-10. Refer to 
Response 15.2, above. 

Response 15.4. The commenter suggests that the Project is “effectively amending the Specific 
Plan” and as such the Hillside Management Area ordinance is applicable. This is incorrect, no 
amendment of the Specific Plan is being sought or is necessary as the Project is consistent with 
the Specific Plan. Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR, in subsection 4.4.2, provides 
a detailed review of the Project’s consistency with the NorthLake Specific Plan from a Project 
Description perspective. Additionally, a detailed consistency of the proposed Project with the 
existing NorthLake Specific Plan is provided in Section 5.9, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft 
SEIR on pages 5.9-54 through 5.9-59. As discussed in these sections, no amendments to the 
Specific Plan are required for implementation of the proposed Project; therefore, the NorthLake 
Specific Plan is the existing and applicable entitlement for the Project site, and the Project is not 
subject to the Hillside Management Area ordinance. 

Response 15.5. The commenter questions the consistency with Specific Plan regarding Phase 2. 
Phase 2 includes 21 large lots that will be subject to a Tentative Tract Map in the future. As shown 
on Exhibit 4-1 of the Draft SEIR, eventually be developed as single-family homes, which is 
consistent with the intent of the NorthLake Specific Plan as approved in 1992. When compared 
to Exhibit 3-5 which illustrates the existing land use plan pursuant to the land use concept 
presented in the NorthLake Specific Plan, the land uses proposed for the area currently identified 
as Phase 2 (shown in Exhibit 4-1) would be consistent. Future development would require 
processing and approval of one or more tentative tract maps; however, for purposes of this Draft 
SEIR, analysis was performed at a program level since details of future development are not 
known at this time. It is acknowledged that future development would require some level of CEQA 
clearance to evaluate Project-level impacts. 

Response 15.6. The commenter asks about the location of the proposed school in the Light 
Industrial area. Per page 4-12 of Project Description of the Draft SEIR, "The Light Industrial zone 
is similar in nature to the County of Los Angeles Light Manufacturing (M-1) zone, but is more 
limited to only the permitted uses listed in Section III.F.1 of the NorthLake Specific Plan." This list 
is included in its entirety on pages II-52 through III-62 of the NorthLake Specific Plan, included as 
Appendix B to the Draft SEIR. Additionally, it is noted that these uses would be further limited to 
non-polluting light industrial uses, as stated in the response to Policy ED 2.2 in Table 5.9-2, 
County General Plan Consistency, in Section 5.9, Land Use of the Draft SEIR.  

Response 15.7. The commenter asks where gray water systems would be used within the 
Project. The use of gray water would be encouraged by future residences of the Project. 
Specifically, all future homeowners shall receive an educational package noting safe and sanitary 
ways to re-use household gray water as a source for outdoor irrigation. It is noted that, although 
this is identified as a feature of the Project, no credits or reductions are associated with potential 
gray water usage. The water demand, as detailed in the Water Supply Assessment (refer to 
Appendix K-2 of the Draft SEIR and the analysis under Threshold 5.12-2 on pages 5.12-27 
through 5.12-38 of the Draft SEIR).  

Response 15.8. The commenter asks how the Project intends to achieve 75 percent reuse or 
recycling by 2020. The following text revision is identified to clarify how the Project will achieve 
the recycling goal. The following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should 
be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of 
the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 4-23, second bullet, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 
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Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal and Recycling. The Project will recycle 
and/or salvage a minimum of 65 percent of the non-hazardous construction and 
demolition debris or meet a local construction and demolition waste management 
ordinance. Additionally, in response to California’s 75 Percent Initiative, at least 75 
percent of all solid waste will be recycled or reused by 2020. This will be 
accomplished through reuse, salvage, and recycling of construction materials 
and implementation of an on-going recycling program including use of recycling 
receptacles and pick-up of recyclable materials by the selected waste 
management service.  

It is noted that mitigation measures MM 5.12-29 through 5.12-34 in Section 5.12, Utilities of the 
Draft SEIR, also state requirements for waste reuse, salvage, and recycling for both construction 
activities and daily operation. 

Response 15.9. The commenter asks for clarification on the solar panel equivalent stated on 
page 4-23 of the Draft SEIR. The Project is committed to achieving GHG reductions through the 
installation of solar panels. Specifically, the Project estimates it can achieve GHG reductions of 
approximately 1,560 MT CO2e per year at full build out through the installation of 3 kW systems 
(avg.) on 50 percent of the residential dwelling units. The “equivalent” language is to allow the 
Project to size and install the solar panel systems on individual dwelling units, while still achieving 
the overall solar energy benefit as identified. The Project Applicant or Successor Developer has 
the flexibility to install solar panels in areas that are most feasible and effective; however, the 
Project Applicant or Successor Developer will be responsible to ensure that the overall GHG 
reduction goal is achieved. For example, the overall reduction goal can be achieved by installing 
3 kW systems on 50-percent of the homes, or by installing 1.5 kW systems on 100 percent of the 
homes, or any other combination that attains the overall GHG reduction goal. The Project 
buildings that do not have rooftop solar at the outset will be constructed to be solar ready 
consistent with Title 24 regulations and thus further solar panels can be installed over time. As 
discussed in the Draft SEIR, the proposed Project will not have a significant impact with respect 
to GHG emissions and therefore no mitigation is required. 

Response 15.10. The Commenter suggests a word replacement for the EV chargers from 
“assumed” to “required.” The suggested revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it 
should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the 
findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 4-23, footnote 2, of the Draft SEIR is hereby 
revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

Assumed Required to be Level 2 chargers that can provide enough electricity to 
provide a 25-mile driving range per hour spent charging. 

Response 15.11. The comment questions the Project TDM Features as provided in the Draft 
SEIR and that there are not enough details to provide substantial evidence for any reduced 
impacts on traffic or air quality. As noted in Section 5.7.6 of the Draft SEIR, the Project will provide 
public transportation for all the residents of NorthLake. The public transportation system will 
provide service to the schools and parks within the NorthLake community. It will also provide 
service to the Castaic Sports Complex and retail centers in downtown Castaic. Additionally, the 
public transportation system will provide NorthLake residents with service to and from the 
Valencia Commerce Center, a major employment area and link to the greater Santa Clarita Valley 
and Los Angeles public transportation systems. An excerpt from the NorthLake Design 
Guidebook, prepared as supplemental materials for the County Department of Regional Planning, 
that includes maps of the conceptual public transit route and stop locations is included in Appendix 
I to the Final SEIR. 
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Response 15.12. The commenter asks about the operational health risk assessment. The 
operational health risk assessment is provided on page 5.1-40 of the Draft SEIR, which details 
that the "emissions from commercial and industrial uses cannot be characterized without 
knowledge of the nature of the use". Potential commercial and industrial uses are listed in the 
NorthLake Specific Plan, as noted on page 4-12 of the Draft SEIR. The lists of permitted uses are 
extensive; it is noted that 124 separate commercial uses are listed as permitted uses and 199 
separate industrial uses are listed as permitted uses. Since the proposed Project consists of a 
program level specific plan that only depicts which land may be utilized for commercial and 
industrial uses and does not specify the specific tenants, the placement of structures and onsite 
truck routes, the number of trucks, or any stationary sources of TAC emissions, that is required 
information for modeling of TAC emissions, it is not possible to provide a quantitative health risk 
assessment of operational emissions at this time. CEQA does not require analysis of speculation 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15384). In order to address these unknown factors, the Draft SEIR provides 
a finding of a potentially significant impact from operational TAC emissions and provides 
Mitigation Measure 5.1-14 that requires a quantitative health risk assessment to be prepared prior 
to issuance of an occupancy permit for all industrial buildings built within the Specific Plan area. 

Although Mitigation Measure 5.1-14 does not specifically address notification of the parents of the 
students of the Elementary School, SCAQMD Rule 212 requires that any permit to release TAC 
emissions that is located within a 1/4 mile (1,320 feet) of a school shall notify all parents of 
students at the school a minimum of 30 days prior to the date action is to be taken on the 
application. As such, the requested notification is already required and no revisions to MM 5.1-14 
are needed to meet this request.  

Response 15.13. This comment relates to on-going administrative proceedings within the 
SCAQMD associated with industrial facility air permits and does not directly impact the analysis 
or findings presented in the Draft SEIR as the proposed Project does not include the obtaining of 
an air permit for an industrial facility. Although the proposed Project includes development of 
potential light industrial uses, the tenants of these industrial uses are not known at this time. As 
noted in Response 15.12, the NorthLake Specific Plan includes a list of 199 industrial uses that 
would be permitted on the Project site; therefore, it would be too speculative to provide an 
assessment of the types of equipment and associated air permits that may be obtained in the 
future. CEQA does not require analysis of speculation (CEQA Guidelines, § 15384). 

Response 15.14. The comment indicates that a finding of significance for Threshold 5.1-1 should 
be made for the Project. The Draft SEIR provides an analysis of development of a modified land 
use concept for the NorthLake Specific Plan, which would create less air emissions than 
implementation of the approved NorthLake Specific Plan for the Project site. The text on page 
5.1-20 of the Draft SEIR states: “Because the approved NorthLake Specific Plan predates the 
2012 AQMP and the 2012 RTP/SCS by many years, these plans anticipate the emissions that 
would result from the implementation of the proposed Project.” Thus, since the Proposed Project 
is less intensive than what is allowed under the current adopted Specific Plan, which has been 
accounted for in the growth forecasts utilized in the preparation of the 2012 AQMP and 2012 
RTP/SCS, the emissions created from the Project have been accounted for in the applicable 
AQMP and therefore would not conflict with application of the AQMP and a less than significant 
impact is the appropriate impact level for Threshold 5.1-1. The last paragraph of the analysis for 
Threshold 5.1-1 on page 5.1-20 of the Draft SEIR provides a finding of less than significant for 
Threshold 5.1-1. 

Response 15.15. The comment asks about the 1,000 haul trucks. The Draft SEIR text currently 
calls out 1,000 hauling trucks plus additional haul trucks for the fine grading phase. The following 
revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not 
materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. In order to provide 
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more clarity, the following text on page 5.1-21, fifth paragraph of the Draft SEIR, is hereby revised 
to provide additional information regarding the total assumed haul trucks (bold, underline shows 
the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

For site preparation, 1,000 hauling trips were assumed. Additional haul trips were 
assumed for the fine grading phases. This analysis assumed that site preparation 
would require 2,000 hauling truck trips, Fine Grading of Phase 1 would require 
1,000 haul truck trips, and Fine Grading of Phase 2 would require 1,000 haul 
truck trips.  

The above text revisions are consistent with the CalEEMod model runs provided in Appendix C 
of the Draft SEIR, 2,000 haul trucks were modeled for the Site Preparation phase and 1,000 haul 
trucks were modeled for both the Phase 1 Fine Grading and Phase 2 Fine Grading phases. It 
should be noted that grading on the Project site would be balanced with no dirt being imported or 
exported from the Project site, so the haul trucks would be limited to hauling vegetation and trash 
from the Project site during the site preparation phase and materials such as gravel during the 
fine grading phases. Since the proposed revisions to the Final SEIR are limited to a text change 
to match the modeling inputs shown in Appendix C of the Draft SEIR, the proposed text revision 
will not result in a change in the determination and does not require recirculation of the Draft SEIR. 

The significant unavoidable impact from NOx emissions during grading activities is based on the 
use of Tier 3 equipment, which is based on a worst-case analysis, where no Tier 4 Final 
equipment was available. The Tier 4 Final standards started being utilized in off-road equipment 
manufactured in 2011 and by 2015 all off-road equipment manufactured meets the Tier 4 Final 
requirements. There will be a minimum of 3 model years of equipment that will meet the Tier 4 
Final standards, which should be adequate to provide enough equipment to utilize only equipment 
that meet the Tier 4 Final emissions standards and would result in a less than significant NOx 
emissions impact. Again, however, the worst-case assumption of Tier 3 equipment was utilized 
for the analysis. 

The Draft SEIR utilized a reasonable assumption that the proposed Project may blast up to 1/4 
acre per day that would create up to 8 pounds per day of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. It should 
be noted that Table 5.1-6 of the Draft SEIR shows that during construction the maximum daily 
emissions from all construction sources would be 64 pounds of PM10 and 43 pounds of PM2.5. 
The blasting area could be increased to up to 0.675 acre per day before either the PM10 or PM2.5 
emissions standard would be exceeded. It should also be noted that blasting activities are subject 
to California Code of Regulations Title 8 Section 5291 Subchapter 7, Group 18 Article 116, which 
provides very specific steps and limitations that are required to be followed during blasting 
operations that include limiting the area being blasted. Due to these regulations, it is highly unlikely 
that more than a ¼ acre would be blasted in any one day. 

Response 15.16. The comment addresses the LST analysis. The LST analysis provided in the 
Draft SEIR was performed pursuant to the methodology provided by the SCAQMD. As per the 
Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, only Projects that are 5 acres or less should utilize 
the Look Up Tables, otherwise modeling should be performed, which was the analysis method 
utilized in the Draft SEIR as the Project site exceeds the 5-acre threshold. 

Blasting is analyzed on page 5.1-26, which details that there is a possibility that blasting may 
occur and provides a worst-case assessment where 1/4 acre of land would be blasted in one day, 
which has been determined based on the California Code of Regulations Title 8 Section 5291 that 
regulate blasting and provide very specific steps required that effectively limit the amount of 
blasting that may occur in any one day. Page 5.1-26 of the Draft SEIR found that blasting would 
create less than 8 pounds of PM10 or PM2.5 per day. The local criteria pollutant analysis utilized 
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maximum daily concentrations of 21.49 pounds of PM10 and 9.71 pounds of PM2.5 and found 
maximum 24-hour concentrations of 0.62 ug/m3 of PM10 and 0.164 ug/m3 of PM2.5, where the 
24-hour threshold for PM10 and PM2.5 is 10.4 ug/m3. Incorporating blasting into the local criteria 
pollutant analysis would increase PM10 emissions by 37 percent and would increase PM2.5 
emissions by 82 percent, however in order to exceed the threshold PM10 would have to be 
increased by 16 times (1600%) and PM2.5 would have to be increased by 63 times (6300 percent 
percent). As such, the DEIR provides a reasonable analysis of the amount of blasting that may 
occur in any one day and the above response details how the amount of blasting area would have 
to be increased by 16 times before it would alter the findings of the localized PM10 and PM2.5 
analysis provided in the Draft SEIR. 

Response 15.17. The comment states that MM 5.1-6 does not make sense. The comment further 
indicates that MM 5.1-6 provides no assurances or substantial evidence supporting a conclusion 
of no significant impact. There is a typo in Mitigation Measure MM 5.1-6. The following revision is 
hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially 
change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on 
page 5.1-31, MM 5.1-6, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline 
shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

The Project Applicant or Construction Manager shall ensure that, during mass grading 
activities, mass grading shall not occur within 1,600 feet of the Northlake Hills 
Elementary School when school is not in session to the maximum extent feasible. 

Response 15.18. The comments ask about the Transportation Management Association and the 
mitigation effects from it. The Transportation Management Association, which has been renamed 
the NorthLake Community Transportation Program, is required as part of Mitigation Measure 
MM 5.1-20, previously identified as MM 5.7-22, shown on page 5.1-31 of the Draft SEIR and was 
provided to reduce operational criteria pollutant emissions as part of the Threshold 5.1-2 analysis 
as well as GHG emissions in Section 5.7 of the Draft SEIR. MM 5.1-20 requires the establishment 
of the NorthLake Community Transportation Program prior to the first occupancy permit for the 
commercial or industrial facilities. The fact that the Draft EIR does not identify the specific funding 
for MM 5.1-20 does not render the Draft SEIR inadequate under CEQA. Rather, the deferral of 
specifics of mitigation is permissible under CEQA where the local entity commits itself to mitigation 
and lists alternatives to be considered, analyzed, and possibly incorporated in a mitigation plan. 
(City of Hayward v. Bd. of Trustees of the California State Univ. (2016) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, 851-
856 [holding that EIR requiring future TDM plan did not improperly defer mitigation of the Project’s 
traffic impacts].) There is no question that the County is committed to mitigating potential traffic 
impacts associated with the Project by ensuring enforcement of the Draft SEIR’s mitigation 
measures, including MM 5.1-20. However, since the framework of the NorthLake Community 
Transportation Program is not clearly delineated in Mitigation Measure MM 5.1-20, the text of 
MM 5.1-20 (previously referred to as MM 5.7-22) will be revised as follows in the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project 
or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.1-31, MM 5.1-20, of the Draft SEIR 
is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

MM 5.7-221-20 Prior to the issue of the first occupancy permit for commercial or 
industrial facilities, the master developer shall establish at 
Transportation Management Association the NorthLake 
Community Transportation Program that would be established 
through the creation of Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) for all commercial and industrial 
properties within the Specific Plan to establish and coordinate 
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the following programs that would reduce single-vehicle commuting 
and the associated criteria pollutant and GHG emissions: 

 Ride share program – The program will establish a system 
for coordinating ride sharing among employees of on-site 
commercial and industrial businesses. The program will 
also work with employers to support vanpools. 

 Commuter bus program – The program will coordinate with 
Santa Clarita Valley Transit to (1) extend the existing bus 
routes into the NorthLake Project area and (2) determine 
employee demand for express commuter buses to the 
Project Site and establish commuter bus service in 
response to demand. 

Response 15.19. The comment states that the emissions analysis for the Project have not been 
properly identified pursuant to the Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield 
case. Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield requires that EIRs acknowledge 
health consequences that may result from identified adverse air quality impacts. 

The Draft SEIR details the criteria pollutants and potential health effects created by each criteria 
pollutant on pages 5.1-1 to 5.1-3 of the Draft SEIR. On page 5.1-3, the Draft SEIR details the 
potential health impacts created by TAC emissions. On pages 5.1-16 to 5.1-17 of the Draft SEIR 
details the thresholds utilized and how they were developed based on "maximum ambient 
concentrations for exposure of sensitive receptors to localized pollutants. A Project with daily 
emission rates, risk values, or concentrations below these thresholds is generally considered to 
have a less than significant effect on air quality." 

The Draft SEIR meets the requirements of this court case since it identifies the health risks of 
each pollutant and details how the thresholds are based on their health risk impacts to the most 
sensitive population.  

Response 15.20. The comment questions MM 5.1-10, page 5.1-35 of the Draft SEIR, which 
requires that changing/shower facilities in commercial or industrial buildings with more than ten 
tenant occupants, is unlikely to be implemented because this is a very high number of tenant 
occupants. The following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted 
that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft 
SEIR. The following text on page 5.1-35, MM 5.1-10, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read 
as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Prior to the issuance of each non-residential building permit, the Applicant and its 
contractors shall provide plans and specifications to the County demonstrating that the 
following features have been incorporated into the building designs. Proof of 
compliance shall be provided to the County prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. 

 For buildings that are greater than 100,000 square feet of building space 
or with more than ten tenant-occupants, changing/shower facilities shall be 
provided as specified in Section A5.106.4.3, Nonresidential Voluntary 
Measures, of the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code.8 

 Facilities shall be installed to support future electric vehicle charging at each 
non-residential building with 30 or more parking spaces. Installation shall be 
consistent with Section A5.106.5.3, Nonresidential Voluntary Measures (Tier 
1), of the CALGreen Code. 
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 The Project shall install 135 electric vehicle (EV) chargers9 at nonresidential 
parking spaces within the Project limits and/or the greater Castaic 
community. 

Response 15.21. The comment refers to page 5.2-4 of the Draft SEIR and states that the results 
of the 2015 wildlife surveys should have been included in the Draft SEIR. The following text on 
page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Dry season surveys are currently underway were completed in 2015 and results will 
be available in mid-summer 2015. R results of the completed surveys are included in 
Attachment C of Appendix D, the Biological Technical Report, of the Draft SEIR. 

It should be noted that these revisions and clarifications do not materially change the description 
of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR.  

Furthermore, the fairy shrimp reports were included as an appendix to the Biotech Report on 
pages 206-273 of Appendix D of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 15.22. The comment refers to page 5.2-15 of the Draft SEIR and states disagreement 
with the wildlife movement conclusion. Please refer to Response 2.3 for a thorough discussion on 
wildlife movement in the Project area. 

Response 15.23. The comment states that there should be a significant impact to sage scrub 
and native grasslands based on information on page 5.2-16 of the Draft SEIR. As stated on page 
5.2-58, Threshold 5.2-2, “Impacts on sage scrub vegetation types would be considered significant 
due to the ongoing loss of this vegetation type in southern California and the potential for this 
habitat to support special status species.”  

Response 15.24. The comment refers to page 5.2-19 (Table 5.2-3) of the Draft SEIR and 
acknowledges inconsistency between this table and the text. The comment also mentions the 
2014 drought and the Project’s lack of survey in 2017 after the rainy season. The Project has 
undergone multiple years of special status plant surveys, and as such, a substantial and 
comprehensive understanding of the special status plants occurring on the Project site is 
available. Round-leaved filaree was previously found at one location in 2003 (39 individuals) in 
annual grassland in the impact area. The Draft SEIR stated that impacts on this species would be 
considered adverse, and potentially significant due to its lack of abundance throughout its range. 
Therefore, mitigation would be required for this species. In MM 5.2-5, “the occurrence location 
will be checked prior to construction during the appropriate blooming period to determine if this 
species still occurs on the site.” The proposed mitigation provides a reasonable approach to 
replace the lost functions and values of special status plant species to reduce the impact to less 
than significant. 

Response 15.25. The comment refers to Table 5.2-4 and indicates that surveys for the California 
red-legged frog were not conducted in 2014. Current site conditions do not warrant focused 
surveys for the California red-legged frog. As confirmed by the Project biologist, no potentially 
suitable red-legged frog habitat occurs on the Project site. Additionally, as noted in Draft SEIR 
Table 5.2-4, the California red-legged frog was not observed during 2003 focused surveys and 
has not been observed on-site since that time.  

Response 15.26. The comment questions whether sufficient data is provided in the Draft SEIR 
to support a less than significant impact conclusion to the round-leaved filaree and the slender 
mariposa lily. Mitigation measures requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of a set of 
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success criteria, with required lead agency approvals prior to Project implementation is a widely 
accepted mitigation approach. However, in an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation 
planning details beyond the Draft SEIR where feasible, a Draft Special Status Plant Species 
Mitigation Plan have been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR.  

The plan will have Agency oversite, including the lead agency. Mitigation ratios are consistent 
with recent approved CEQA documents in the region. In addition, the proposed mitigation 
provides a reasonable and sound approach with an expectation for success to replace the lost 
functions and values of the existing habitat at a minimum quality of equal to or greater than 
impacted areas for special status plant species to sufficiently reduce the impact to less than 
significant. 

Response 15.27. The comment states that there are inconsistencies in the Draft SEIR (MM 5.2-5 
and page 5.2-21) pertaining to the round-leaved filaree. Inconsistencies in in the Draft EIR in 
regards to the dates and population size of round-leaved filaree detected on the Project site will 
be revised. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the 
description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.2-21, Special 
Status Plant Species, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline 
shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Round-leaved filaree (Erodium macrophyllum) is a CRPR of 1B.1 species. One population of 39 
60 round-leave filaree individuals were observed on the Project site during the 2003 2001 
botanical surveys. Additionally, the following related text on page 5.2-35, Special Status Plant 
Species, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Round-leaved filaree was previously found at one location in 2003 2001 (39 60 
individuals) in annual grassland in the impact area. 

As stated in Response 15.24, the Project has undergone multiple years of special status plant 
surveys, and as such, a substantial and comprehensive understanding of the special status plants 
occurring on the Project site is available. 

Response 15.28. The comment questions whether sufficient data is provided in the Draft SEIR 
to support a less than significant impact conclusion to the southwestern spiny rush and the 
paniculate tarplant. Mitigation measures requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of a set of 
success criteria, with required lead agency approvals prior to Project implementation is a widely 
accepted mitigation approach. However, in an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation 
planning details beyond the Draft SEIR where feasible, a Draft Special Status Plant Species 
Mitigation Plan (which include the spiny rush and tarplant) have been included in Appendix C of 
the Final SEIR. The plan will have Agency oversite, including the lead agency. Mitigation ratios 
are consistent with recent approved CEQA documents in the region. In addition, the proposed 
mitigation for spiny rush and tarplant provide a reasonable approach with an expectation for 
success, based on professional botanist’s and habitat restoration specialist’s professional 
opinions, The mitigation has been planned to replace the lost functions and values at a minimum 
quality of equal to or greater than impacted areas for these special status plant species to reduce 
the impact to less than significant. 

Response 15.29. The comment questions whether sufficient data is provided in the Draft SEIR 
to support a less than significant impact conclusion to the western spadefoot. Mitigation measures 
requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of a set of success criteria, with required lead 
agency approvals prior to Project implementation is an industry standard to mitigation approach. 
However, in an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation planning details beyond the 
Draft SEIR where feasible, a draft Western Spadefoot Mitigation Plan has been included in 
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Appendix C of the Final SEIR. The professional biologists who developed that plan have prepared 
and implemented similar plans that have meet the required criteria and agency approval. 
Therefore, is it a reasonable expectation that the spadefoot mitigation program will replace the 
lost habitat and breeding opportunities at a minimum quality of equal to or greater than impacted 
areas to sufficiently reduce the impact to less than significant. 

Response 15.30. The comment questions whether sufficient data is provided in the Draft SEIR 
to support a less than significant impact conclusion to special status reptiles. As stated on 5.2-36 
of the Draft SEIR, the loss of native habitat for the silvery legless lizard, coastal western whiptail, 
rosy boa, San Bernardino ring-necked snake, Blainville’s horned lizard, and coast patch-nosed 
snake would be considered a less than significant impact. However, the Draft SEIR does 
acknowledge the potentially significant direct loss of these reptiles during Project construction. To 
minimize this impact to the greatest extent practicable, MM 5.2-10 shall be implemented which 
would require a biological monitor during vegetation clearing activities to remove this species from 
harm’s way as they are encountered. The relocation of salvages reptiles to suitable habitat in 
adjacent areas is a common, acceptable practice. Non-impacted habitats adjacent to the 
impacted areas include various sage scrub vegetation types, needlegrass grasslands, annual 
grasslands, wildflower fields, and willow and mulefat thickets. These habitats are expected to 
provide the required conditions to support any silvery legless lizards, coastal western whiptails, 
rosy boas, San Bernardino ring-necked snakes, Blainville’s horned lizards, and coast patch-nosed 
snakes that may be relocated into these areas.  

In the Project Biologist’s expert opinion, having implemented similar salvage measures and 
monitoring programs for special status species, implementation of this measure, conducted in 
conjunction with any required agency permits is expected to reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. 

In addition, Mitigation Measures MM 5.2-1, MM 5.2-2, MM 5.2-3 and MMs 5.2-8, and MM 5.2-11 
would reduce impacts to less than significant through preservation, creation, and enhancement 
of habitat potentially used by these species. These measures would ensure these species would 
persist in the region through replacing potentially suitable habitat impacted at a 2:1 ratio. 
Biological monitoring alone is not expected to reduce impacts to less than significant, but rather 
a combination of those measures. Additionally, in an effort to provide the public with biological 
mitigation planning details in addition to the Draft SEIR, a draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan 
has been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. For additional information regarding the 
components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to 
Comment 16.56. 

Response 15.31. The comment questions whether sufficient data is provided in the Draft SEIR 
to support a less than significant impact conclusion to the coastal California gnatcatcher. The 
error in the Draft SEIR in referencing consultation with CDFW instead of USFWS shall be 
corrected. The following text on page 5.2-37, Special Status Wildlife, of the Draft SEIR is hereby 
revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

Additionally, MM 5.2-15 requires consultation with CDFW USFWS within the 
framework of Section 7 through the USACE regulatory permitting process. 

It should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the 
findings of the Draft SEIR. Mitigation measures requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of 
a set of success criteria, with required lead agency approvals prior to Project implementation is a 
widely accepted mitigation approach. However, in an effort to provide the public with biological 
mitigation planning details beyond the Draft SEIR where feasible, a Draft Conceptual Habitat 
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Mitigation Plan has been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. For additional information 
regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to 
Comment 16.56. 

Regarding the commenter’s assertion that the “sage scrub mitigation does not call for any sort of 
conservation easement” is inaccurate. Page 5.2-47 in part J of MM 5.2-6 of the Draft SEIR 
indicates that a conservation easement is required as part of the Habitat Mitigation Plan. In 
addition, the maintenance period shall be based on meeting the performance criteria and will be 
extended to beyond standard requirements, if necessary. The plan also specifies the period of 
monitoring. Mitigation Measure 5.2-6 on page 5.2-45, the first full sentence of the page shall be 
edited as follows: 

Sage scrub habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more less 
than one year following prior to Project impacts to this habitat type. 

It should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the 
findings of the Draft SEIR. 

Based on extensive profession restoration experience by the project Biologist, sage scrub can be 
established and occupied by gnatcatchers within a 5-year monitoring timeframe. This duration of 
monitoring is also an accepted practice by the USFWS who reviews mitigation plans for projects 
that impact scrub/gnatcatcher habitat. 

Response 15.32. The comment disagrees with the 25-foot buffer around nests as presented in 
MM 5.2-13 and recommends a 200-foot buffer. MM 5.2-13 on page 5.2-55 of the Draft SEIR shall 
be changed to reflective a larger typical buffer and to indicate that the biologist shall determine 
the appropriate buffer. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change 
the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The text will be edited as follows: 

If the Biologist finds an active nest within or immediately adjacent to the construction 
area and determines that the nest may be impacted or breeding activities substantially 
disrupted, the Biologist shall delineate an appropriate buffer zone (at a minimum of 25 
feet) around the nest depending on the sensitivity of the species and the nature of the 
construction activity. Typical nest buffers may be approximately 200 feet for song 
birds and 500 feet for raptors. Any nest found during survey efforts shall be mapped 
on the construction plans. The active nest shall be protected until nesting activity has 
ended. To protect any nest site, the following restrictions to construction activities shall 
be required until nests are no longer active, as determined by a qualified Biologist: (1) 
clearing limits shall be established within a buffer around any occupied nest (the buffer 
shall be 25–100 feet for nesting birds and 300–500 feet for nesting raptors), 
determined by a qualified Biologist and (2) access and surveying shall be restricted 
within the buffer of any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a qualified 
Biologist. 

Regarding the nesting period of raptors, the dates reflected in the mitigation measure are 
consistent with recent CDFW approvals, have remained fairly consistent for a number of years, 
and are expected to accurately capture the raptor nesting period on the Project site. 

Response 15.33 The comment raises questions about the Fire Hazard analysis. The acronym 
VHFHZ is defined as "Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone" in the Local Fire Setting on 
page 5.5-5 of the Draft SEIR. As discussed in Section 5.9, Land Use, in Table 5.9-2, County 
General Plan Consistency, the Project would comply with the Fire Management Program specific 
to the NorthLake Specific Plan which would require compliance with the County Fire Code and all 
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other regulatory standards. Implementation of fuel modification areas and compliance with the 
County Fire Code would provide adequate buffer from undeveloped areas susceptible to wildfires. 
It is also noted that the maximum density proposed by the Project is 18 dwelling units per acre 
which is less than maximum dwelling unit density of 30 units per net acre identified for Limited 
Density Multiple Residence Zone, which is the least dense multi-family zone as stated in 
Section 22.20.310 of the Los Angeles County Municipal Code. Therefore, the Project does not 
propose to locate what would be considered "high density" development within the Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). 

Response 15.34. The commenter is questioning the Fire Management Program. As stated on 
page 5.5-18 of the Draft SEIR, a Fire Management Program was developed as part of the original 
NorthLake Specific Plan. Specifically, the Fire Management Program is included as Section 
IV.C.2 of the NorthLake Specific Plan, on pages IV-11 through IV-13. The Fire Management 
Program continues to apply to the proposed Project and defines guidelines for potential fire 
hazard zones. As noted in Response 15.33, Implementation of fuel modification areas and 
compliance with the County Fire Code would provide adequate buffer from undeveloped areas 
susceptible to wildfires. It is also noted that the maximum density proposed by the Project is 18 
dwelling units per acre which is less than maximum dwelling unit density of 30 units per net acre 
identified for Limited Density Multiple Residence Zone, which is the least dense multi-family zone 
as stated in Section 22.20.310 of the Los Angeles County Municipal Code. Therefore, the Project 
does not propose to locate what would be considered "high density" development within the 
VHFHSZ. 

Response 15.35. The commenter incorrectly asserts that the Project’s GHG analysis failed to 
address the state’s GHG reduction goals beyond 2020. The Draft SEIR evaluated the state’s 
future goals for GHG reduction based on the best available data at the time the Draft SEIR was 
prepared. Notably, the Draft SEIR includes discussion of Executive Order B-30-15 and Executive 
Order S-3-05 and how the state and thus the Project could achieve the state’s 2050 GHG 
reduction goals (see Draft SEIR beginning at 5.7-11). At the time of the preparation of the Draft 
SEIR and currently, the California Air Resources Board has not adopted a Scoping Plan regarding 
how the 2030 goal would be achieved. Furthermore, Los Angeles County and the SCAQMD have 
not adopted a Project level threshold for 2030.  

Nevertheless, in response to the comment, an evaluation matrix (Supplemental Table 1, included 
as Appendix J to the Final SEIR) was prepared to demonstrate that the Project is consistent with 
the goals of SB 32, through consistency with the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update. 
The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update is currently not adopted. As is shown in 
Supplemental Table 1, the Project is consistent with the regulations and anticipated efforts 
outlined in the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan update, which is the State’s evaluation on how 
it will reduce GHG emissions to achieve the goals of SB 32 (notably, to reduce the state’s 
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels). Because the Project is consistent with these Scoping 
Plan measures, the Project does not impede the State’s anticipated efforts to reach the goals of 
SB 32. 

Response 15.36. The commenter misconstrues the analysis included in the Draft SEIR. The 
CCAP meets the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 by predicting growth and 
GHG emissions within the unincorporated areas for 2010 and 2020, and that is the basis for the 
analysis in the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR does not make any claims that the CCAP demonstrates 
compliance with SB 32.  

Nevertheless, as discussed in Response 15.35, an evaluation matrix (Supplemental Table 1, 
included as Appendix J to the Final SEIR) is included to demonstrate that the Project is consistent 
with the goals of SB 32 and will not impede the state’s ability to reach the GHG reduction goal. 
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The comment raises a misplaced concern regarding the 2012 SCVAP. The Draft SEIR 
acknowledges the findings of the 2012 SCVAP in Section 5.7.2. The consistency analysis in the 
Draft SEIR is provided to demonstrate that the Project would be consistent with the policies and 
commitments in the SCVAP. Note also that the SCVAP was last updated in 2012 prior to the 
adoption of the Los Angeles County CCAP in 2015. The Los Angeles County CCAP identified the 
policies and commitments required for Los Angeles County to meet the goals of AB 32. The state 
has also adopted additional regulations since the date when the SCVAP was issued (e.g., 
Renewable Portfolio Standards). Thus, the SCVAP is superseded by the subsequent analyses in 
the Los Angeles County CCAP.  

Furthermore, the Project GHG determination of less than significant impact reached in 
Section 5.7.7 is based on the totality of the consistency with the Los Angeles County CCAP, 2012 
SCVAP, 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, SB 375, EO S-3-05, and EO B-30-15. Thus, the singular finding 
in the superseded 2012 SCVAP does not invalidate the overall consistency of the Project with the 
plans to demonstrate that the Project will meet/be consistent with the goals as addressed by those 
plans. 

Response 15.37. The commenter misconstrues what is stated in the Draft SEIR and the analyses 
that are included in the Draft SEIR. On page 5.7-21 and 5.7-22, the Draft SEIR indicates that a 
consistency analysis with Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15 will be done. On page 5.7-33, 
this analysis is included. The Draft SEIR explains that “compliance by individual land use Projects 
is not addressed in these regulations. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with 
these state plans, policies, and regulations.” Los Angeles County and the SCAQMD have not 
adopted a Project-level threshold related to these executive orders, thus limiting what further 
analyses could be completed specific to the executive orders.  

In the recent case Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of 
Governments (July 13, 2017), the California Supreme Court reinforced the general rule that lead 
agencies have considerable discretion in determining how to evaluate and discuss environmental 
impacts and significance thresholds.6 In line with the Supreme Court decision, the County here 
exercised its discretion in deciding which GHG thresholds are applicable to the Project and the 
analysis was conducted accordingly.  

The analysis presented in the Draft SEIR is consistent with all guidance and requests issued by 
the Los Angeles County Planning Department to date.  

Response 15.38. The commenter incorrectly states that the Project’s GHG emissions are 
significant compared to SCAQMD’s thresholds. According to the presentation given at the 
September 28, 2010 Working Group meeting, SCAQMD staff reviewed the tiered (stepped) 
significance threshold approach7 to determine the appropriate threshold to be used while 
analyzing GHG emissions. However, this approach and the draft thresholds were never adopted. 
Furthermore, the proposed thresholds of 1,400 to 3,500 MTCO2e per year depending on whether 
the Project is commercial, mixed use, or residential, are “screening values”. If a Project’s GHG 
emissions exceed these “screening values”, it is advised to move to Tier 4, or later onto Tier 5 
(i.e. to conduct additional GHG emissions impact analysis). The Draft SEIR includes additional 
analyses to assess the proposed Project’s potential GHG impacts. These analyses are 
summarized in Section 5.7.7. Thus, even though the proposed Project would exceed the draft, 

                                                 
6 Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Association of Governments case. July 2017. Available at: 

http://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/S223603.PDF. Accessed: July 2017. 
7 SCAQMD 2010. CEQA Significance Thresholds Working Group Meeting #15. September 28. Available at 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ghg-meeting-15-main-presentation.pdf. Accessed: July 2017. 
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unadopted “screening values”, additional analysis was conducted that demonstrates the 
proposed Project will be consistent with the various plans, policies and regulations to reduce GHG 
emissions, and is therefore less than significant. The proposed Project has committed to an 
extensive list of Project design features and mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions as 
listed in Section 5.7.7. 

Furthermore, the Project is expected to have lesser development compared to the Existing 
NorthLake Specific Plan. This reduction in land use is shown in Table 1-1 page 1-4 of the Draft 
SEIR. Given the lesser development, the Proposed Plan is expected to have fewer GHG 
emissions compared to the existing NorthLake Specific Plan, and thus would be below the 
screening threshold as discussed in the comment.  

Response 15.39. The commenter seeks clarification on a Project Design Feature (PDF). Due to 
uncertainties as to the amount of viable roof space on particular homes for solar panels, the PDF 
provides the flexibility to ensure that the appropriate level of solar is installed on a given residential 
dwelling unit. The PDF requires that an overall capacity be achieved, and allows for different sized 
systems on different dwelling units. Based on the PDFs and as shown in Table 2-8 of the GHG 
Technical Report to the Draft SEIR, the Project is committed to achieving GHG reductions through 
the installation of solar panels. Specifically, the Project estimates it can achieve GHG reductions 
of approximately 1,560 MT CO2e per year through the installation of 3 kW systems on 50 percent 
of the residential dwelling units at full build out.  

Response 15.40. The commenter disagrees with the finding that the Project is consistent with 
the goal of encouraging land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized 
transportation. The backbone of the Project, as discussed in Section 4.0 of the Draft SEIR, and 
reiterated in the Project Consistency to Goal 8 on page 5.7-38 of the Draft SEIR, is the extensive 
multi-use trail system that provides for non-motorized transportation in the form of bicycles, 
walking, and hiking which connects to key land uses throughout the Project site, including 
residential uses, commercial areas, industrial areas, the existing NorthLake Hills Elementary 
School, and off-site uses in the Castaic community. This primary feature of the Project is directly 
consistent with this goal, meeting the goal of facilitating non-motorized transportation. 
Additionally, as discussed in Response 15.11, Section 5.7.6 of the Draft SEIR states that the 
Project would provide shuttles to major employment centers. The Project will provide public 
transportation for all the residents of NorthLake. The public transportation system will provide 
service to the schools and parks within the NorthLake community. It will also provide service to 
the Castaic Sports Complex and retail centers in downtown Castaic. Additionally, the public 
transportation system will provide NorthLake residents with service to and from the Valencia 
Commerce Center, a major employment area and link to the greater Santa Clarita Valley and Los 
Angeles public transportation systems. An excerpt from the NorthLake Design Guidebook, 
prepared as supplemental materials for the County Department of Regional Planning, that 
includes maps of the conceptual public transit route and stop locations is included in Appendix I 
to the Final SEIR. 

Response 15.41. The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft SEIR does not explain the 
assumptions for the BAU and Project scenarios. Table 3-1 of the GHG Technical Report to the 
Draft SEIR clearly defines the underlying assumptions for the BAU and Project scenarios. It 
includes an explanation for both the regulatory measures, and Project design features 
incorporated into the analyses.  

The commenter also misunderstands the purpose of this analysis. As mentioned in Section 3 of 
the GHG Technical Report, the Project’s 40.1 percent reduction in GHG emissions from the BAU 
scenario is not intended as a significance threshold but rather is a demonstration of the efficacy 
of the Project’s design features to reduce GHG emissions, as well as the reductions achieved 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-78 Responses to Comments 

through compliance with all applicable regulatory plans to reduce GHG emissions. Section 5.7.8 
of the Draft SEIR also clearly indicates that this analysis was included to demonstrate the “efficacy 
of the Project’s design features to reduce GHG emissions”.  

The numbers cited in the comment are incorrect and do not properly represent the Project’s 
reduction from a BAU scenario. The GHG reductions achieved from regulatory programs are real 
and quantifiable and an important component of the State’s efforts to reduce GHG emissions. 
The totality of the reductions from both regulatory programs and Project design features are 
important considerations in the context of comparing to a BAU scenario consistent with how 
CARB has analyzed GHG reductions for the Scoping Plan. 

The comment refers to a Supreme Court Decision, but does not disclose which one. The most 
recent California Supreme Court decision pertaining to GHG thresholds, Center for Biological 
Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 204, approved the use of the BAU 
analysis approach. However, the Supreme Court indicated that additional substantial evidence 
would be needed to determine what an appropriate significance threshold would be for a specific 
Project. Since in this case the BAU analysis is not being used as a significance threshold, rather 
to show efficacy of the Project’s design features to reduce GHG emissions, this analysis is 
consistent with the Supreme Court’s decision. 

Response 15.42. The commenter states that there is no substantial evidence to support that the 
Creek Avoidance Alternative was found to be infeasible. As previously discussed in 
Response 12.12 and as noted by the commenter, the Draft SEIR does make the finding that the 
Creek Avoidance Alternative would be infeasible. As discussed in Section 6.5.1 of the Draft SEIR, 
the Project team did explore a Creek Avoidance Alternative. Based on the Project engineer’s 
preliminary review of an alternative designed to avoid building or grading in the blueline area of 
Grasshopper Canyon, such an alternative would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of 
soil; would eliminate commercial, multi-family, and single-family development; would require 
buttressing of all west facing slopes along Grasshopper Canyon; and would require construction 
of at least three bridges to allow for access and circulation.  

A Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be attached to bridges 
as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility pipelines to bridges would introduce risks of 
accidental spills into the creek that do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a Project design 
that avoids the creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping stations to lift sewage 
up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would add spill and 
contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal system, and increase GHG and 
noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance on fuel-consuming mechanical equipment. 

It should be noted that a school is identified as a potential future land use in conjunction with the 
Creek Avoidance Alternative, consistent with the proposed Project; however, the actual 
development of the school is not solely reliant on the anticipated population. Rather, it would be 
a decision made by the school district based on anticipated enrollment in the local area; therefore, 
the number of residences proposed on the Project site would be considered but would not be the 
sole factor in siting a school on the Project site. Therefore, to be consistent with the NorthLake 
Specific Plan which called for schools within the site, the Creek Avoidance Alternative correctly 
assumes the potential for a school. 

The discussion regarding the reasons for determining that the Creek Avoidance Alternative has 
been modified to provide additional clarification.  

The following clarifications are hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that 
this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 
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The following text on page 6-7, Creek Avoidance Alternative, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

As the current applicant was re-initiating the Specific Plan a land plan was laid out that 
avoided the creek bottom that runs through the middle of the Project. This land plan 
placed development on one side of the creek with development terraced up the slope 
to minimize grading, which would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of 
soil and extensive buttressing along all west facing slopes along Grasshopper 
Canyon. This plan was attempted to avoid impacting the creek habitat, avoid 
jurisdictional wetlands (waters under the authority of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board).  

Although this alternative would be less impactful for some resource areas, it would 
also eliminate more than half of the residential units and the other uses due to the 
limited development area. However Despite the reduction in developable area, 
the infrastructure requirements would be largely the same as access and utilities 
would be required to cross Grasshopper Canyon. The road ways would still be 
needed as well as the need for all of the services to be engineered in place: water, 
sewer, street lights, curbs and gutters, and other utility lines would be required to be 
brought to the site. Up to three bridges would be required to provide for access 
and extension of utilities. The development would also require development of 
amenities including schools, and parks. The amount of development would be 
reduced to the point of not making the development feasible. Additionally, the cost 
of the Project would be increased due to the additional geotechnical engineering 
that would be required and bridge construction. 

A Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be 
attached to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility 
pipelines to bridges would introduce risks of accidental spills into the creek that 
do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a Project design that avoids the 
creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping stations to lift 
sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal 
system, and increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance 
on fuel-consuming mechanical equipment. 
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Response to Comment Letter 16 
 
Center for Biological Diversity 
No Date 
 
Response 16.1. The comment states that a clearer distinction needs to be made between the 
proposed Project and the previously evaluated and approved 1992 NorthLake Specific Plan 
Project. As established beginning in Section 2, on page 2-2 of the Draft SEIR and carried through 
the entirety of the Draft SEIR, the previously certified EIR prepared in 1992 for the NorthLake 
Specific Plan is consistently referred to as the “1992 SP EIR” while the currently proposed Project 
is identified as “proposed Project” or “Project”. In the instances where the specific plan is directly 
referred to, it is identified as the NorthLake Specific Plan; this document remains unchanged from 
the approved version in 1992. As detailed in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft SEIR, the current Project 
would implement the previously adopted Specific Plan and involves an area and intensity of 
physical development that was previously considered in the 1992 SP EIR and further analyzed in 
the 2012 SCVAP EIR. The County made a determination that a Supplemental EIR is appropriate 
(1) to address additions and changes that would update information in the 1992 SP EIR and 2012 
SCVAP EIR to reflect current environmental conditions, (2) to provide Project-level analysis as 
appropriate for those issues for which more detailed Project information is now known for Project 
implementation, and (3) to provide updated program-level analysis as appropriate for those issues 
pertaining to Phase 2 for which more detailed Project information is not now known. 

Response 16.2. The comment states that there are deficiencies in the Project objectives which 
rely on outside data that is not provided in the Draft SEIR. According to Section 15124(b) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines, a statement of objectives should be a clearly written statement of 
objectives to help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate the EIR 
and aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if 
necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the Project.” The 
Project objectives as stated in Section 4.3 of the Draft SEIR achieve the goal of stating the 
underlying purpose of the Project.  

The commenter states that there is no evidence supporting if there is a need for housing or 
evidence supporting the claim that those purchasing homes will stay within the community for 
their employment. As discussed in Response 8.1, the Project would result in (1) the introduction 
of a maximum of 3,150 housing units, 345 of which are senior designated; (2) the creation of an 
estimated 2,800 permanent jobs. The estimate of a buildout population of approximately 9,734 
persons based on a 3.09 persons per household as identified in the Santa Clarita Valley Area 
Plan 2013 EIR. This serves as a conservative estimate used for impact analysis, since the number 
of 345 dwelling units are senior designated. With 3,150 housing units an estimated 
1,100 permanent jobs would be created, including approximately 780 jobs in office and retail and 
approximately 320 industrial positions8. According to the current Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) for unincorporated Los Angeles County as restated in the General Plan Annual 
Progress Report CY 2016, there is a need for 30,145 housing units, with some level of housing 
needed for each income level. The highest need for housing (12,581 units) is in the Above 
Moderate Income level. Although housing values will be dictated by market conditions, it is 
anticipated that many of the housing units proposed as part of the Project would fall within the 
Above Moderate Income level, which would assist the County in achieving their RHNA goals.  

                                                 
8  OfficeFinder Information and Referral Network. How Much Office Space for This? How Much Office Space for 

That? (http://ww.officefinder.com/how.html() and 2007 Buildable Lands Report Employment Density Study. 
(https://snohomishcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7660) 
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Two key policies from the Los Angeles County General Plan are included here to underscore the 
consistency of the Project with the County General Plan. The Project is consistent with both of 
these plans. 

Los Angeles County Goal/Policy 

 Policy LU 5.1: Encourage a mix of residential land use designations and development 
regulations that accommodate various densities, building types and styles. 

 Policy LU 5.10: Encourage employment opportunities and housing to be developed in 
proximity to one another. 

To underscore the need for housing, Governor Brown has signed a comprehensive legislative 
package of bills to increase the state’s housing supply and affordability. “This combination of 
housing bills developed by the Legislature and Governor Brown address many of the issues that 
have taken a toll on the construction of housing in California,” stated by the president of the State 
Building and Construction Trades Council of California. (APA 2017).9  

Regarding to employment, the Project does include employment opportunities associated with 
the on-site light industrial, commercial, recreational and institutional uses. While it is possible that 
some of these jobs may be filled by future residents of the Project, it is too speculative to conclude 
that. It is noted that the Project Objectives (refer to page 4-3 of the Draft SEIR) identify that jobs 
would be created and do not identify that these jobs would necessarily be filled by future residents 
of the Project. Further, the analysis of traffic impacts, and related analyses of air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, are based on vehicle trips traveling off-site for work and school, 
despite on-site and local job opportunities; therefore, for purposes of the analysis and to provide 
a conservative scenario, it is assumed that most future residents would not work on-site. 

Additionally, the goal to “Enhance local economic well-being,” was not stated as a jobs/housing 
balance goal, as implied, but rather to provide enough housing and commercial activity resulting 
in a large enough population to support local businesses and provide for their long-term viability. 
It is anticipated that many who choose to live in the area will also choose to work in the area as 
well. However, it is acknowledged that not all residents will work locally. The impacts from the 
commute have been included in associated issues (traffic, air quality, greenhouse gas) in the EIR.  

The need for schools was an existing need before the current Project was proposed, which is why 
Northlake Hills Elementary School was constructed prior to Project development. The middle 
school that is included in the Project was also as a result of an existing need in the community. 

Response 16.3. The comment states that the Draft SEIR does not clearly illustrate the siting, 
existing conditions, and environmental impacts of proposed water supply, wastewater and sewer 
infrastructure as well as the proposed pipeline relocation. As discussed in Response 1.1, a 
revised pipeline relocation plan has been prepared which proposes to relocate the existing oil 
pipeline to the east but within the grading footprint associated with the NorthLake Specific Plan 
Project, as described in Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR. The revised pipeline 
relocation plan includes two phases to correspond with anticipated buildout of the NorthLake 
Specific Plan. All other utility realignments, relocations, and modifications are described on 
pages 4-4, 4-9, and 5.4-6 of the Draft SEIR and would occur within the development footprint of 
the proposed Project except as detailed in the Off-Site/External Map Improvements. The existing 
conditions of the grading footprint, which would contain the realigned, relocated, and modified 

                                                 
9  American Planning Association, California Chapter. 2017 (October 2). APA California News Flash, Governor 

Brown Signs Comprehensive Legislative Package to Increase State's Housing Supply and Affordability. 
San Francisco, CA , 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-82 Responses to Comments 

utilities, are described in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, the 
impacts associated with development within the grading footprint are addressed throughout the 
Draft SEIR, specifically in Sections 5.1 through 5.12. Therefore, all physical impacts associated 
with these actions are included in the analysis provided throughout the Draft SEIR. Additionally, 
coordination with the utilities will be required throughout the realignment, relocation, and 
modification processes. These coordination efforts would ensure that no disruption of service 
would occur. 

Response 16.4. The comment states that discussion of a school conflicts with objectives 
regarding transportation and emissions reductions and that the Draft SEIR does not contemplate 
the reality that future students of the Project may travel outside of the Project site to attend school. 
However, the traffic analysis, which provides the trip generation for the air quality and greenhouse 
gas analyses, was prepared based on the assumption that a portion of the school-aged population 
would travel off-site to attend local area schools, including private institutions. As discussed in 
Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the Traffic Study included as Appendix J-1 of the Draft SEIR, the trip 
generation rates applied for the single-family and multi-family residential units include a factor of 
travel to schools throughout the community, including outside of the Project site. The trip 
generation rate for the school includes a factor of off-site trips associated with students traveling 
from off-site locations to attend the on-site school. Therefore, the analysis does contemplate that 
not all students would attend the proposed school.  

Further, a supplemental analysis was prepared in April 2016 and is included as Appendix J-2 of 
the Draft SEIR that analyzes the Project without a school. Instead, the analysis replaces the 
potential school use with 50 single-family units and additional part uses. This analysis confirms 
that, should the school not be developed, the vehicle trips would actually be better than if a school 
was developed on-site. Therefore, the traffic analysis as presented in Section 5.11 of the Draft 
SEIR presents a worst-case scenario by including a potential school. 

It is also noted that, although the potential school would generate off-site vehicle trips associated 
students commuting from areas outside of the Project site, the number of potential trips would be 
less than in a scenario where a school would not be located on the Project site, thus forcing all 
students living within the Project to commute to areas outside of the Project site and contribute to 
local traffic congestion. A potential school within the Project site would allow at least a portion of 
the students, or those that live within the Project site, to access the school via pedestrian and 
bicycling routes. Therefore, the potential school would be supportive of reductions in vehicle trips 
and associated emissions. 

Response 16.5. The comment questions the Project’s intention to remediate environmental 
hazards. Through development of the Project, existing environmental hazards would be 
encountered, as detailed in Section 5.6, Geotechnical Hazards, as well as Section 5.5, Fire 
Hazards. Proposed Project features would reduce exposure of future residents to these hazards 
through various remedial efforts (with regard to geotechnical hazards such as landslides, slope 
stability, expansive soils, and corrosive soils, as detailed on pages 5.6-8 through 5.6-12 of the 
Draft SEIR) and reduce exposure of future residents to potential hazards (with regard to fire 
hazards as detailed on pages 5.5-17 through 5.5-21 of the Draft SEIR). Because the Project would 
not exacerbate any hazardous conditions through development, the Project would focus on 
reducing exposure of future residents to existing hazards. The following text addition is identified 
to provide additional clarifying information and will be added to the Final SEIR. However, it should 
be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of 
the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 4-10, Proposed Land Uses, second-to-last sentence, 
of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text 
and strikethrough show the deletions): 
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The proposed Project has been designed to reduce exposure of future residents to 
potential environmental hazards through remedial grading and earthwork, as 
described in Section 5.6, Geotechnical Hazards, and the residential and non-
residential uses are separated from each other in order to protect the residential nature 
of each neighborhood. 

Further, as discussed on pages 7-4 and 7-5 in Section 7.1.7 of the Draft SEIR, the Project would 
consist primarily of residential uses with limited commercial and light industrial uses, which do not 
typically generate hazardous emissions nor they involved the routine use, transport, or disposal 
of hazardous materials. Project construction would involve the “limited transport, storage, use, 
and disposal of hazardous materials such as fuel for construction equipment” and Project 
operation would involve the use of the following hazardous materials on the Project site: “common 
commercial cleansers, solvents, paints, and other janitorial materials”.  

Response 16.6. The comment questions the Project’s landscaping requirements. According to 
the Landscape Design discussion on page 4-22, a number of specific landscaping requirements 
are set forth, including limiting turf areas, use of non-invasive drought-tolerant plant and tree 
species for at least 75 percent of the total landscaped area, implementation of drought-tolerant 
materials and design, use of hydrozoning irrigation techniques. These Project elements are 
further required by the Green Building Standards Code, adopted by reference into Title 31 of the 
County Code, which is addressed through adherence to MMs 5.12-12, 5.12-17, and 5.12-27 (refer 
to pages 5.12-38 and 5.12-39). Additionally, the Water Conservation discussion on page 4-23 
specifically states that a “water budget will be developed for landscape irrigation use installed in 
conjunction with any new building that conforms to the California Department of Water Resources 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance and the California Green Building Code.” It is noted 
that, per the discussion on page 5.9-10 of the Draft SEIR, the Los Angeles County Green Building 
Program referenced by the commenter was developed in response to the mandates set forth in 
the California Green Building Standards Code; therefore, compliance with the California Green 
Building Code would also meet the intent of the Los Angeles Green Building Code. 

Response 16.7. The comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to explain how the Project will meet 
California’s solid waste goals. The commenter is referred to the solid waste discussion included 
in Section 5.12, Utilities, on pages 5.12-40 through 5.12-42 of the Draft SEIR. Specifically, as 
required by the Green Building Standards Code, the analysis states that the Project will recycle 
and/or salvage a minimum of 65 percent of the non-hazardous construction and demolition debris 
and, as required by California’s 75 Percent Initiative, recycle or reuse at least 75 percent of all 
solid waste would be recycled or reused by 2020. The California’s 75 Percent Initiative is a goal 
set by the California Legislature and Governor Brown to reduce solid waste at landfills by 75 
percent by 2020 through recycling, composting, or source reduction. The Applicant has control 
over the recycling of construction waste through the hiring of contractors who are required to 
comply with this mandate. Additionally, per mitigation measures MM 5.12-30 and MM 5.12-34 on 
page 5.12-41 and 5.12-42 of the Draft SEIR, recycling areas and receptacles as well as collection 
services would be provided for all commercial, light industrial, and residential uses. 

Response 16.8. The comment states that the Draft SEIR does not provide an explanation of 
“solar panel equivalent”. Based on the PDF and as shown in Table 2-8 of the GHG Technical 
Report to the Draft SEIR, the Project is committed to achieving GHG reductions through the 
installation of solar panels. Specifically, the Project estimates it can achieve GHG reductions of 
approximately 1,560 MT CO2e per year at full build out through the installation of 3 kW systems 
on 50 percent of the residential dwelling units. The “equivalent” language is to allow the Project 
to size and install the solar panel systems on individual dwelling units in the most effective way, 
while still achieving the overall solar energy benefit as identified. 
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Response 16.9. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is inconsistent in the reference to cattle 
grazing. As noted on page 1-1 of Section 1 of the Draft SEIR, the Project site is used intermittently 
for limited cattle grazing. As noted on page 7-13, cattle grazing has also been a historic use of 
the site. The following text addition is identified to provide additional clarifying information and will 
be added to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially 
change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on 
page 7-13, Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects, third paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

Determining whether the proposed Project may result in significant irreversible effects 
requires a determination of whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed in 
such a way that there would be little possibility of restoring them. The proposed Project 
site has historically been used for grazing purposes and continues to be used for 
limited grazing under existing conditions. However, the County’s General Plan, the 
SCVAP, and the NorthLake Specific Plan anticipate that the site will eventually support 
uses that would provide residential opportunities and generate jobs and revenue. 
Additionally, the proposed Project would permanently alter the site by converting the 
undeveloped property which has previously been used for grazing purposes to urban 
uses. This is a significant irreversible environmental change that would occur as a 
result of Project implementation. Because no significant mineral or agricultural 
resources were identified within the Project limits, no significant impacts related to 
these issues would result from development of the Project site. 

Grazing is only an intermittent activity and only occupies small portions of the Project site 
sporadically; therefore, under existing conditions, the cattle are already grazed in other off-site 
areas that would not be impacted by the Project. No new areas for grazing would be required. 
Further, with regard to animal care, the commenter is referencing a best management practice 
that is intended to deal with any sort of animal care. As discussed on page 4-12 of Section 4, 
Project Description, of the Draft SEIR, there are a number of permitted light industrial uses set 
forth in the NorthLake Specific Plan, which is included as Appendix B to the Draft SEIR and 
incorporated by reference as noted on page 2-2 of the Draft SEIR. Although the Project does not 
specifically propose any animal care facilities, there are permitted uses that could be described 
as animal care uses, including animal hospitals, temporary animal exhibitions, dog kennels and 
training schools, humane societies, and veterinary hospitals. Therefore, under any of these 
circumstances, the referenced best management practice would be applicable. 

Response 16.10. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not analyze or disclose impacts 
of the previously foreseeable uses and therefore provides no firm basis for which to evaluate the 
environmental costs and appropriate mitigation measures of the Project. Please refer to the 
Responses 16.2 through 16.9 for specific references where the Draft SEIR both discloses and 
analyzes the impacts of the uses identified by the commenter. 

Response 16.11. The comment asserts that the alternatives analysis in the Draft SEIR is 
inadequate and fails to include a reasonable range of alternatives. The identification and analysis 
of Project alternatives in the Draft SEIR is consistent with the emphasis of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6 that the selection of Project alternatives be based primarily on the ability to avoid 
or substantially lessen significant impacts relative to the proposed Project. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6 specifically states that an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
to a Project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that 
will foster informed decision-making and public participation. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA, the 
Draft SEIR appropriately analyzed a reasonable range of feasible Project alternatives. With the 
inclusion of four alternatives, the Draft EIR provides the decision-makers with a diverse set of 
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alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between varying densities, heights, designs, and 
land uses. The four alternatives to the Project selected for analysis were evaluated in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. The analysis included in Section VI, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, 
is comprehensive and fully informs the decision makers regarding the alternatives and associated 
environmental impacts. Therefore, as demonstrated in Section VI, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, 
the County has made a good-faith effort to identify and analyze an appropriate set of alternatives. 
CEQA does not require analysis of alternatives suggested by commenters, and does not require 
an alternative to eliminate a potentially significant unmitigable impact, but rather the alternative 
should have a lesser impact than the Project. 

As discussed in Section 6.5.1 of the Draft SEIR, the lead agency did explore a Creek Avoidance 
Alternative. An alternative designed to avoid building or grading in the blueline area of 
Grasshopper Canyon, such an alternative would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of 
soil, would eliminate commercial, multi-family, and single-family development, would require 
buttressing of all west facing slopes along Grasshopper Canyon, and would require construction 
of at least three bridges to allow for access and circulation. The amount of developable land 
allowed under this alternative would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project 
due to avoidance of Grasshopper Canyon; all development would be located east of Grasshopper 
Canyon, which is a central feature that runs through the approximate center of the Project site. 
Because of this, the number of residential units and amount of commercial and industrial 
development would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project. This alternative 
would not fully meet the Project objectives to enhance local economic well-being with commercial 
uses that would create jobs, provide a mix of uses to reduce offsite vehicle trips and VMT, and 
provide a significant amount of housing onsite with a wide range of home sizes and prices. 

In addition, a Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be attached 
to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility pipelines to bridges would introduce 
risks of accidental spills into the creek that do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a 
Project design that avoids the creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping 
stations to lift sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal system, and 
increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance on fuel-consuming 
mechanical equipment. 

The discussion regarding the reasons for determining that the Creek Avoidance Alternative should 
not be considered in greater detail has been modified to provide additional clarification.  

The following clarifications are hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that 
this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 
The following text on page 6-7, Creek Avoidance Alternative, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

As the current applicant was re-initiating the Specific Plan a land plan was laid out that 
avoided the creek bottom that runs through the middle of the Project. This land plan 
placed development on one side of the creek with development terraced up the slope 
to minimize grading, which would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of 
soil and extensive buttressing along all west facing slopes along Grasshopper 
Canyon. This plan was attempted to avoid impacting the creek habitat, avoid 
jurisdictional wetlands (waters under the authority of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board). Under this Alternative, the amount of developable land would be 
substantially reduced. 
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Although this alternative would be less impactful for some resource areas, it would 
also eliminate more than half of the residential units and the other uses due to the 
limited development area. However Despite the reduction in developable area, 
the infrastructure requirements would be largely the same as access and utilities 
would be required to cross Grasshopper Canyon. The road ways would still be 
needed as well as the need for all of the services to be engineered in place: water, 
sewer, street lights, curbs and gutters, and other utility lines would be required to be 
brought to the site. Up to three bridges would be required to provide for access 
and extension of utilities. The development would also require development of 
amenities including schools, and parks. The amount of development would be 
reduced to the point of not making the development feasible.  

A Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be 
attached to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility 
pipelines to bridges would introduce risks of accidental spills into the creek that 
do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a Project design that avoids the 
creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping stations to lift 
sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal 
system, and increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance 
on fuel-consuming mechanical equipment. 

As stated in Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “an EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a Project” and the range of alternatives should “avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the Project.” While the Creek Avoidance Alternative does 
have the potential to lessen impacts to biological resources by limiting development outside of 
the blueline area of Grasshopper Canyon, other impacts summarized above would occur. Further, 
it is noted that the range of alternatives that were analyzed in Section 6.6 of the Draft SEIR include 
three alternatives that would lessen impacts to biological resources to varying degrees, including 
the No Project Alternative, No Industrial Development Alternative, Phase 1 Development 
Alternative. 

Response 16.12. The comment states that the No Project Alternative was impermissibly rejected, 
however, the commenter is directed to Section 6.6.1 and pages 6-8 through 6-11 of the Draft 
SEIR which provides a full analysis of the No Project/No Development Alternative. As stated in 
the Draft SEIR, the No Project/No Development Alternative assumes the retention of the site in 
its existing undeveloped condition. Therefore, this alternative would avoid all impacts associated 
with development. The No Project/No Development Alternative was also identified as the least 
impactful alternative on page 6-28 of the Draft SEIR. This alternative was determined to not be 
feasible because it would not meet any of the Project objectives, as stated on page 6-11 of the 
Draft SEIR. 

Additionally, the Draft SEIR provided a full analysis for the No Development/Development 
Pursuant to the Approved NorthLake Specific Plan, which evaluates the build-out of the previously 
approved Specific Plan in comparison to the proposed Project. As discussed in Section 6.6.2 and 
pages 6-11 through 6-16, development of the Project site under current entitlements would result 
in a more impactful development with a higher unit count, increased development footprint, and 
increased impacts associated with more development (i.e., increased traffic and related air 
pollutant emissions and noise; higher demand for utility services such as water and electricity; 
and greater physical impacts related to biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
and hydrology and water quality associated with a larger development footprint). 
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Response 16.13. The comment asserts that in evaluating the No Project Alternative and the 
Alternative Site, the Draft SEIR should have discussed the need for the Project and whether the 
uses that would potentially occupy the Project could be accommodated in existing areas. As 
discussed previously in Response 16.11, the identification and analysis of Project alternatives in 
the Draft SEIR is consistent with the emphasis of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 that the 
selection of Project alternatives be based primarily on the ability to avoid or substantially lessen 
significant impacts relative to the proposed Project. Therefore, the County has made a good-faith 
effort to identify and analyze an appropriate set of alternatives. Specifically, the commenter notes 
that significant greenhouse gas emissions could be avoided through development within existing 
communities; however, impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions were not identified as 
significant and unavoidable. Despite this finding, 3 of the 4 alternatives that were analyzed would 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions when compared to the Project.  

It is also noted that a key consideration for the proposed Project is the underlying entitlement of 
the Project site pursuant to the NorthLake Specific Plan, which was adopted in 1992 and exists 
as the current zoning for the Project site. As stated on page 4-2 of the Draft SEIR under Project 
Objectives, the “purpose of the proposed Project is the implementation of the NorthLake Specific 
Plan. An overall requirement of the Project is that such implementation should be consistent with 
the goals and policies of the adopted NorthLake Specific Plan.” Additionally, one of the identified 
Project objectives does identify allowing “for a larger population near Castaic Lake that will 
stabilize and support local businesses”, which would preclude alternative sites in existing 
communities. As Development of the Project site under current entitlements is discussed in detail 
in the No Development/Development Pursuant to the Approved NorthLake Specific Plan 
Alternative in Section 6.6.2 and pages 6-11 through 6-16 of the Draft SEIR. As discussed, a more 
impactful development would result with development pursuant to current entitlements due to a 
higher unit count, increased development footprint, and increased impacts associated with more 
development when compared to the modified Project being evaluated in the Draft SEIR. Specific 
impacts that would be larger should development occur pursuant to existing entitlement include 
increased traffic and related air pollutant emissions and noise; higher demand for utility services 
such as water and electricity; and greater physical impacts related to biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, and hydrology and water quality associated with a larger 
development footprint. 

Response 16.14. The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to give any detail about what 
species would be impacted by the development; however, the commenter is referred to Section 
5.2, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR which provides a comprehensive overview of 
anticipated impacts to species, including detailed mapping presenting the location of specific 
species and the anticipated impact areas. As discussed in Section 5.2, Biological Resources, of 
the Draft SEIR, the Project would result in potentially significant direct impacts on biological 
resources relating to loss of native habitat; however, these impacts would be considered less than 
significant after implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. Additionally, significant 
direct impacts on special status biological resources and significant indirect impacts on biological 
resources relating to noise, lighting, and human disturbance from the proposed Project would be 
considered adverse but less than significant following implementation of the mitigation measures 
noted in this section. Cumulative regional impacts from the loss of wildlife habitat after 
development of the Project would also be considered adverse but less than significant, 
incremental impacts from the proposed Project would not be cumulatively considerable and no 
additional mitigation is required. 
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Response 16.15. The comment states that the Draft SEIR concludes that the No Industrial 
Development Alternative would result in fewer environmental impacts than the proposed Project. 
However, as discussed on page 6-21 of the Draft SEIR, “Although the degree of impacts for some 
topics may be worsened with this alternative, the overall impact conclusions would be consistent 
with the proposed Project. Consistent with the proposed Project, the No Industrial Development 
Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality, noise, and 
traffic.” Although the analysis on page 6-20 does state that the No Industrial Development 
Alternative would increase vehicle miles traveled because on-site job opportunities associated 
with the light industrial land uses would be eliminated, this did not result in reducing overall traffic 
impacts. As noted previously, impact conclusions related to air quality, noise and traffic would 
remain significant and unavoidable under this alternative. 

Regarding the comment about developing intensive industrial uses next to a national forest, 
proposed light industrial uses would be located in the southern portion of the Project site, as 
shown on Exhibit 4-1 of the Draft SEIR, which provides no direct interface with any national forest 
land. Further, the proposed light industrial uses are not characterized as “intensive industrial 
uses”. Rather, as noted on page 4-12, the uses are would be “light” industrial uses, similar in 
nature to the County of Los Angeles Light Manufacturing (M-1) zone, but further limited to those 
permitted uses listed in Section III.F.1 of the NorthLake Specific Plan, which is included as 
Appendix B to the Draft SEIR. 

Response 16.16. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not include an explanation on 
why conformance with the 1992 Plan has any relevance to the current Project in 2017. As 
discussed in Response 15.2, the 1992 NorthLake Specific Plan (Specific Plan) is an approved 
planning document that is also referenced in both the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and 
General Plan. Development pursuant to the Specific Plan was fully evaluated pursuant to CEQA 
and an EIR was approved in 1992, and is beyond legal challenge. As stated in Section 5.9, Land 
Use, the Project site is designated “Specific Plan” and the site-specific land uses are tied to the 
Land Use Plan and Development Standards included in the adopted 1992 NorthLake Specific 
Plan, Because the Specific Plan is the applicable land use document for the Project site, the 
analyses throughout the Draft SEIR refer back to consistency with this planning document. 
However, it is noted that the Draft SEIR also includes a discussion of the Project’s consistency 
with the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and County of Los Angeles General Plan as 
discussed in Section 5.9, Land Use, and a discussion of the Project alternatives consistency with 
the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and County of Los Angeles General Plan as discussed 
in Section 6, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, as noted by the commenter, the 
analyses in the Draft SEIR include recommended mitigation measures from the 1992 NorthLake 
Specific Plan EIR; however, only those mitigation measures that are directly applicable to the 
currently proposed Project are included and those measures have been supplemented with 
applicable mitigation from the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan EIR and Project-specific 
mitigation. Therefore, when Project mitigation is referenced in Section 6 of the Draft SEIR (see 
pages 6-9, 6-13, 6-16 through 6-20, 6-23, and 6-27, the mitigation includes all recommended 
mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIR. 

It is also noted that development of the Project site under current entitlements, which is discussed 
in detail in the No Development/Development Pursuant to the Approved NorthLake Specific Plan 
Alternative in Section 6.6.2 and pages 6-11 through 6-16 of the Draft SEIR, would result in a more 
impactful development due to a higher unit count, increased development footprint, and increased 
impacts associated with more development when compared to the modified Project being 
evaluated in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, the proposed Project, which represents a modification to 
the Project evaluated in the 1992 SP EIR, is a more environmentally friendly Project. 
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Response 16.17. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not provide an explanation on 
why the environmentally superior option is not considered the preferred alternative. The comment 
further states that Table 6-5 does not allow for a quantifiable comparison of the alternatives. In 
accordance with Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the discussion in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Draft SEIR focuses on a reasonable range of 
alternatives. Other than the “No Project” alternative(s), which are required by CEQA, each 
alternative must be capable of avoiding or substantially lessening potentially significant effects of 
the Project.  

It is assumed that by the comment “…chose not to make this their preferred alternative...” refers 
to the Phase 1 Development Alternative as it is the designated Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. As stated in Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each 
alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one 
or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the Project as 
proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail 
than the significant effects of the Project as proposed. 

The Phase 1 Development Alternative, although it would result in reduced impacts due to the 
smaller development area and reduced number of housing units and development, would not fully 
achieve all of the Project objectives to enhance local economic well-being related to creation of 
jobs, providing a mix of land uses to reduce offsite vehicle trips and VMT, and provide a significant 
amount of housing. This is primarily because the amount of developable land allowed under this 
alternative would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project and, because of this, 
the number of residential units and amount of commercial and industrial development would be 
greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project. 

For each alternative carried forward for detailed consideration in Section 6.0 of the Draft SEIR, 
an analysis is provided comparing the impact of each alternative to the proposed Project. Each 
of the environmental topics evaluated in the Sections 5.1 through 5.11 of the Draft SEIR is 
evaluated for each alternative. Quantification of impacts is provided as necessary to provide a 
meaningful comparison of impacts. Table 6-5 provides a general comparison of the alternatives 
with the proposed Project and is intended to complement the narrative analyses provided in 
Section 6.6 of the Draft SEIR rather than function as a stand-alone comparison. 

It should be noted that the 1992 Specific Plan is still a valid approval. The purpose of Table 6-2 
was to demonstrate how substantially the Project has been downsized in comparison to what has 
already been approved, as shown below: 
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TABLE 6-2 
LAND USE AREA COMPARISON 

 

 

Existing NorthLake 
Specific Plan Proposed Plan Difference 

(ac) (du) (ac) (du) (ac) (du) 

Residential 600.3 3,623 341.9 3,150 (258.4) (473) 

Commercial 13.2  9.2  (4.0)  

Industrial 50.1  13.7  (36.4)  

Open Space 476  632.5  156.5  

Recreation- Golf 167  0  (167)  

Recreation- Trails/Parks 0  167  167  

School/Park Facilities 23.1  43.5a  20.4  

Right of Wayb   120.5  120.5  

Public Services (Fire 
Station Pad) b 

  1.4  1.4  

Total 1,330.0  1,330.0c    

ac: acres; du: dwelling units; (): negative 
a  Northlake Hills Elementary School was previously constructed on a 20.6-acre site. 
b  The NorthLake Specific Plan did not provide a breakdown of acreages for right of way, or public service facilities. Roadways 

were included in Residential. 
c  Totals may not add due to rounding and mapping. 

Source: Sikand 2015. 

CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally superior alternative. Section 15126.6(e)(2) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative, then the SEIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives, therefore the Phase 1 Development Alternative was identified as 
the environmentally superior alternative. Table 6-5 in Section 6.0 of the Draft SEIR provides in 
summary format, a comparison of the level of impacts for each alternative to the proposed Project. 
CEQA does not require that the environmental superior alternative be selected as the proposed 
Project.  

The County has provided for a meaningful consideration of the alternatives and mitigation 
measures. Further, the proposed Project remains as the preferred alternative because it 
(1) achieves all of the Project objectives, and (2) reduces impacts in comparison to what could be 
developed under current entitlements. Specifically, development of the Project site under 
approved NorthLake Specific Plan, which is discussed in detail in the No 
Development/Development Pursuant to the Approved NorthLake Specific Plan Alternative in 
Section 6.6.2 and pages 6-11 through 6-16 of the Draft SEIR, would result in a more impactful 
development due to a higher unit count, increased development footprint, and increased impacts 
associated with more development when compared to the modified Project being evaluated in the 
Draft SEIR. Therefore, the proposed Project, which represents a modification to the Project 
evaluated in the 1992 SP EIR, is a more environmentally friendly Project and achieves all Project 
objectives.  

The reduction in the size of the Project in comparison to the approved 1992 Specific Plan should 
be taken into consideration. The Project includes approximately 338 fewer acres of development 
and more open space and publicly accessible parks and trails. 

Response 16.18. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not include an analysis of a 
reasonable range of alternatives. Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines clearly states 
that a reasonable range of alternatives be described, but need not consider every conceivable 
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alternative to Project. The Draft SEIR did analyze a smaller footprint Project, although not with 
greater density. A transit-oriented development alternative is not reasonable or feasible in an area 
where there is very little transit available. A low carbon alternative with lower emissions also 
doesn’t seem reasonable as there is currently no development on site and lower emissions isn’t 
attainable. Conversion of the land into a conservation or mitigation bank has nothing to do with 
the objectives of the Project, which is one of the 3 reasons in Section 15126.6(c) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines for eliminating an alternative from detailed consideration. A mixed-use 
development is what is proposed in the Project: residential, commercial, industrial, civic uses, 
recreation and open space. The proposed Project does include enhancement of wildlife habitats. 
In addition to the detail in the Draft SEIR, please refer to Appendix C of the Final SEIR for an 
explanation of the habitat enhancement plans. Although an alternative should not be excluded 
from consideration if it would impede the objectives to some degree, a complete change in 
direction is not a small impedance. The County believes that the range of alternatives is adequate 
for Project analysis, especially in light of the down-sized Project proposal in comparison to the 
approved 1992 Specific Plan. 

Response 16.19. Comment asserts that the Draft SEIR determination that there will be no 
significant unmitigatable impacts to water quality and hydrology is “not supportable.” However, 
the Draft SEIR determination is supported by substantial evidence. The analysis presented in 
Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft SEIR is based on information contained in 
numerous County, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and State Water Board reference 
documents, as well as the referenced Drainage Concept Report and Water Quality Technical 
Report (provided in Appendix H-1 and H-2 of the Draft SEIR, respectively), which include site-
specific hydrologic and water quality technical data (see discussion on pages 5.8-3 through 5.8-13 
of the Draft SEIR). Based on the technical information and analyses presented in the Drainage 
Concept Report and Water Quality Technical Report, Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
of the Draft SEIR thoroughly addresses the Project’s potential hydrologic and water quality 
impacts. The Drainage Concept Report, which was prepared by Sikand and approved by the 
County Department of Public Works, provides the technical support for the analysis of potential 
hydrologic and hydraulic impacts. As such, the Hydrology Study is a technical document that 
includes computer program outputs, as well as corresponding calculations, tables, and technical 
memoranda, intended to provide the technical basis for the analysis and conclusions presented 
in the Draft SEIR.  

Similarly, the Water Quality Technical Report, prepared by Geosyntec Consultants, provides the 
technical support for the analysis of water quality impacts. A water quality model was used to 
estimate pollutant loads and concentrations in Project stormwater runoff for certain pollutants of 
concern for pre-development conditions and post-development conditions. The water quality 
model is one of the few models that takes into account the observed variability in stormwater 
hydrology and water quality. This is accomplished by characterizing the probability distribution of 
observed rainfall event depths, the probability distribution of event mean stormwater runoff 
concentrations, and the probability distribution of the number of storm events per year. These 
distributions are then sampled randomly using a Monte Carlo approach to develop estimates of 
mean annual loads and concentrations. 

As discussed in Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR, the Project would meet or 
surpass the requirements of the County and all applicable NPDES permits by providing drainage, 
flood control, and water quality features such as storm drains, debris basins, water quality 
facilities, and inlet and outlet structures. The proposed stormwater collection system is shown in 
Exhibit 4-10, in Section 4.0, Project Description. As shown, the plan includes a comprehensive 
series of features designed to meet or exceed National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit requirements and protect receiving water bodies. Stormwater best management 
practices (BMPs) incorporated into the Project to address surface water and groundwater quality 
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and hydromodification impacts include erosion and sediment control BMPs to be implemented 
during the Project’s construction phase, and site design, source control, LID, and 
hydromodification control BMPs to be implemented during the post-development (operational) 
phase. Erosion controls, site design, and source control prevent sediment erosion and stormwater 
runoff contamination as a first line of defense. The LID and hydromodification control BMPs would 
then intercept and detain, filter, and infiltrate stormwater runoff from the Project’s developed areas 
prior to discharging to the surface receiving water bodies and groundwater. The proximity of the 
Project to a surface receiving water body does not affect the performance of the water quality 
BMPs in treating stormwater prior to discharge.  

The Project includes a series of Regulatory Requirements (RRs) which were assumed in the 
analysis presented in Section 5-8, listed on page 5.8-45 and 5.8-46 of the Draft SEIR and restated 
below. Compliance with regulatory requirements is not considered mitigation since it applies to 
the Project regardless of impacts; nor is mitigation required in order to ensure regulatory 
compliance, as each regulatory agency has its own respective compliance mechanisms in place, 
such as plan checks, permitting processes, or other procedures. 

RR 5.8-1  Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall be 
responsible for filing a Notice of Intent and the appropriate fees to the 
SWRCB in order to obtain coverage under the NPDES General 
Construction Permit for construction activities. Pursuant to the permit 
requirements, the Project Applicant shall develop a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan that incorporates Best Management Practices for 
minimizing construction-related pollutants in site runoff. 

RR 5.8-2  The Project shall comply with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board MS4 Permit (Order No. R4-2012-0175; NPDES Permit No. 
CAS004001), the County of Los Angeles LID Ordinance, and the County 
of Los Angeles LID Standards Manual. 

RR 5.8-3  The Project shall comply with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board General NPDES Permit and General WDRs for Dischargers 
of Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering (Order No. R4-
2013-0095, NPDES No. CAG994004). 

The Draft SEIR includes one water quality–related mitigation measure. Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 
(see page 5.8-70) requires the Project to develop and implement an Integrated Pest Management 
Plan to control nutrients and reduce pesticide use. 

The commenter asserts that Marple Creek and the Santa Clara River are not mentioned in the 
Draft SEIR. This is incorrect. The Project’s receiving water bodies are described in Section 5.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.8-4 and both Marple Creek and Santa Clara River are 
expressly discussed under their respective subheaders. In addition, as described in the Drainage 
Concept Report and Water Quality Technical Report, the southern-most portion of the Project will 
discharge to Marple Creek. This earthen channel drains southeast approximately 0.4 miles into 
LACDPW’s Violin Canyon Channel, a reinforced concrete channel. Violin Canyon Channel drains 
southeast approximately 1.0 mile to Castaic Creek. The Santa Clara River is described 
extensively in the WQTR (see pages 18-22 of Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR). 

Response 16.20. The comment states that none of the BMP’s listed on pages 5.8-38 through 
5.8-40 of the Draft SEIR are enforceable mitigation measures. As discussed in Response 16.19, 
the Project is required to comply with various permits and ordinances during Project operations, 
including the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-93 Responses to Comments 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit, the County of Los Angeles LID 
Ordinance, and the County of Los Angeles LID Standards Manual. As to construction activities, 
the Project is required to comply with the State Water Resources Control Board National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated 
with Construction Activity, and the Regional Water Board’s General NPDES Permit and General 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for Dischargers of Groundwater from Construction and 
Project Dewatering. 

The referenced BMPs are required elements of the Project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) and LID Plan, which are regulatory requirements; as such, mitigation measures 
are not directly applicable. Compliance with regulatory requirements is not considered mitigation 
since it applies to the Project regardless of impacts; nor is mitigation required in order to ensure 
regulatory compliance, as each regulatory agency has its own respective compliance 
mechanisms in place, such as plan checks, permitting processes, or other procedures. Regulatory 
compliance is mandatory as is compliance with the legal requirements generally. 

An LID Plan has been prepared for the Project and is referenced as an attachment to the Drainage 
Concept Report in Appendix H-1. However, it is noted that the LID Plan was inadvertently left out 
of the Appendix and is included as Appendix K to this Final SEIR. 

Although not necessary, the following clarifications are hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, 
it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the 
findings of the Draft SEIR. The following Project design features will be added to page 5.8-45 of 
the Draft SEIR, immediately following RR 5.8-3 and preceding Section 5.8.6, Threshold Criteria, 
to further ensure appropriate regulatory compliance: 

 PDF 5.8-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permit 
(whichever comes first) and as part of the design level 
hydrology study and facilities plan, a final LID Plan shall be 
prepared consistent with the terms and content of the 
NorthLake Specific Plan Water Quality Technical Report and 
the Low Impact Development Plan, Vesting TTM No. 073336 
NorthLake Phase 1 that specifically identify the LID, treatment, 
and hydromodification control BMPs to be used on the 
NorthLake Project site.  

 PDF 5.8-2: For the post-construction (operational) phase, the Project 
shall implement the following LID BMP Performance Standard 
for runoff volume reduction and water quality treatment: 

LID BMPs shall be selected and sized to retain the volume 
of stormwater runoff produced from a 1.15 inch storm 
event (LID design volume). When it has been demonstrated 
that 100 percent of the LID design volume cannot be 
feasibly infiltrated, then biofiltration shall be provided for 
1.5 times the portion of the LID design volume that is not 
retained. Runoff from roadways shall be retained or 
biofiltered in retention or biofiltration BMPs sized to 
capture the design storm volume or flow, per the guidance 
in USEPA’s Managing Wet Weather with Green 
Infrastructure: Green Streets. Regional facilities shall be 
implemented within the Project to infiltrate or biofilter the 
runoff volume from the 1.15 inch design storm volume that 
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has not been retained or biofiltered within parcels or road 
right-of-ways. 

Response 16.21. The comment states that Section 5.8, of the Draft SEIR includes a significant 
amount of boilerplate information that does not assist the public in understanding Project impacts. 
This is incorrect. The first 47 pages of Section 5.8 of the Draft SEIR provides the necessary 
information to for the reader to put in to context and understand the analytic discussion that 
follows. Specifically, the beginning of section 5.8 provides the methodology; background 
information on related EIRs; describes existing environmental conditions; summarize relevant 
plans, regulations, and policies; relevant Project characteristics; and threshold criteria. This 
information is Project specific and, as noted above, necessary to inform the impact analysis which 
follows thereafter. 

Response 16.22. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does justify why a mitigation measure 
that includes total avoidance of Grasshopper Creek would be infeasible. One of the key provisions 
of the CEQA Guidelines on alternatives (Section 15126.6[b] through [f]) is that “the discussion of 
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the Project or its location which are capable of avoiding 
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the Project, even if these alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attainment of the Project objective, or would be more costly” 
(15126.6[b]).” Because all of the impacts identified for biological resources are mitigated to a less 
than significant level, no significant biological resources impacts would occur. Based on Section 
15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR did not identify any significant and 
unavoidable biological resources; therefore, an alternative that reduces impacts to biological 
resources was not specifically evaluated, however as noted below, some of the alternative 
considered in fact would likely result in reduced biological impacts. It is noted that the proposed 
Project represents a biologically superior alternative to development under current entitlements. 
Development of the Project site under current entitlements, which is discussed in detail in the No 
Development/Development Pursuant to the Approved NorthLake Specific Plan Alternative in 
Section 6.6.2 and pages 6-11 through 6-16 of the Draft SEIR, would result in a more impactful 
development due to a higher unit count, increased development footprint, and increased impacts 
associated with more development when compared to the modified Project being evaluated in the 
Draft SEIR. Therefore, the proposed Project, which represents a modification to the Project 
evaluated in the 1992 SP EIR, is a biologically superior Project.  

However, as previously discussed in Response 12.12 and contrary to commenter’s statement 
that the Draft SEIR did not include a Grasshopper Creek avoidance alternative, the Draft SEIR 
does make the finding that the Creek Avoidance Alternative would be infeasible. As discussed in 
Section 6.5.1 of the Draft SEIR, the lead agency did explore a Creek Avoidance Alternative. An 
alternative designed to avoid building or grading in the blueline area of Grasshopper Canyon, 
such an alternative would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of soil; would eliminate 
commercial, multi-family, and single-family development; would require buttressing of all west 
facing slopes along Grasshopper Canyon; and would require construction of at least three bridges 
to allow for access and circulation. The amount of developable land allowed under this alternative 
would be greatly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project due to avoidance of Grasshopper 
Canyon; all development would be located east of Grasshopper Canyon, which is a central feature 
that runs through the approximate center of the Project site. Because of this, the number of 
residential units and amount of commercial and industrial development would be greatly reduced 
in comparison to the proposed Project. This alternative would not meet the Project objectives to 
enhance local economic well-being with commercial uses that would create jobs, provide a mix 
of uses to reduce offsite vehicle trips and VMT, and provide a significant amount of housing onsite 
with a wide range of home sizes and prices. 
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In addition, a Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be attached 
to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility pipelines to bridges would introduce 
risks of accidental spills into the creek that do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a 
Project design that avoids the creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping 
stations to lift sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal system, and 
increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance on fuel-consuming 
mechanical equipment. 

The discussion regarding the reasons for determining that the Creek Avoidance Alternative has 
been modified to provide additional clarification.  

The following clarifications are hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that 
this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 
The following text on page 6-7, Creek Avoidance Alternative, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

As the current applicant was re-initiating the Specific Plan a land plan was laid out that 
avoided the creek bottom that runs through the middle of the Project. This land plan 
placed development on one side of the creek with development terraced up the slope 
to minimize grading, which would require export of over 10 million cubic yards of 
soil and extensive buttressing along all west facing slopes along Grasshopper 
Canyon. This plan was attempted to avoid impacting the creek habitat, avoid 
jurisdictional wetlands (waters under the authority of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board).  

Although this alternative would be less impactful for some resource areas, it would 
also eliminate more than half of the residential units and the other uses due to the 
limited development area. However Despite the reduction in developable area, 
the infrastructure requirements would be largely the same as access and utilities 
would be required to cross Grasshopper Canyon. The road ways would still be 
needed as well as the need for all of the services to be engineered in place: water, 
sewer, street lights, curbs and gutters, and other utility lines would be required to be 
brought to the site. Up to three bridges would be required to provide for access 
and extension of utilities. The development would also require development of 
amenities including schools, and parks. The amount of development would be 
reduced to the point of not making the development feasible.  

A Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be 
attached to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility 
pipelines to bridges would introduce risks of accidental spills into the creek that 
do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a Project design that avoids the 
creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping stations to lift 
sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage pumping stations would 
add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability of the sewage disposal 
system, and increase GHG and noise impacts due to the pump stations’ reliance 
on fuel-consuming mechanical equipment. 

Response 16.23. The comment states that the description of the Integrated Pest Management 
Plan in the Draft SEIR does not list pesticides that will be used nor is the Plan provided in the 
public review. As described in pages 103 to 106 of the WQTR, (located in Appendix H-2 of the 
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Draft SEIR), pesticides that are used for urban applications change over time as products that are 
found to pose a risk are banned and replaced with newer pesticides. Thus, it would not be 
meaningful to list current pesticides as those that might be used in the future as the Project builds 
out. Pesticide use is regulated at the state level and the Project does not have the legal ability to 
ban the use of specific pesticides by the residents; the Project must achieve regulatory 
compliance.  

The State Water Board is developing a statewide framework for urban pesticides reduction (Urban 
Pesticides Amendments) that will employ a multi-agency approach calling on participation from 
the Water Boards, municipalities, and state and federal pesticide regulators10. A primary goal of 
the statewide Urban Pesticides Amendments is to improve collaboration among regulators, 
leading to better management of pesticides in urban runoff. The statewide Urban Pesticides 
Amendments will also organize coordinated pesticides and toxicity monitoring and data sharing, 
and establish consistent minimum pesticides control efforts for municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (MS4) permittees (i.e., the County of Los Angeles).  

Control of pesticide discharges in urban runoff falls under the responsibility of the operators of 
MS4s, whose discharges are regulated by the State and Regional Water Boards under Clean 
Water Act MS4 permits. However, State law does not allow local authorities to limit pesticides 
sale and use. Municipalities therefore must focus on source control and urban runoff reduction 
efforts to control pesticides in their discharges. The most effective way to reduce urban pesticide-
related impairments now and into the future is source control through coordination with state and 
federal pesticide regulators. Successful coordination in the past between water quality regulators, 
pesticide regulators, municipalities, and others through partnerships such as the Urban Pesticides 
Pollution Prevention Partnership has led to significant improvements in pesticide use regulation 
for the protection of water quality. A statewide framework for working with pesticide regulators 
would ensure these efforts can continue to grow and provide a more efficient, effective, and 
consistent approach to addressing and preventing pesticides-related water quality pollution. 

What the Project can and will do is to implement an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program, 
as required by Mitigation Measure 5.8-1. A mitigation measure, such as this one, is mandatory, 
not voluntary as the commenter suggests. Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 provides detailed information 
on the contents of the plan and provides citation to the State Guidelines for the development of 
such plans. 

The commenter states “the DEIR does not point to any study or analysis that would suggest IPM 
is an effective means to mitigate harm to sensitive species, such as amphibians.” Environmental 
protection is a fundamental principle of IPM (part of the definition) and it is recognized as such by 
the EPA, the University of California, US Fish and Wildlife, and USDA. Table 1 below provides 
additional information regarding IMPs and includes statements about the role of IMP in 
environmental protection from these agencies. 

                                                 
10  SWRCB, 2016. Statewide Urban Pesticides Reduction Fact Sheet. Accessed at 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/publications_forms/publications/factsheets/docs/urban_pesticides_project.pdf on 
8/21/2017. 
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TABLE 1: AGENCY REFERENCES TO INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT 
 

Statement Reference 

IPM is an effective and environmentally-sensitive approach that offers a 
wide variety of tools to reduce contact with pests and exposure to 
pesticides. Knowledgeable, proactive stakeholders can enable a community 
to prevent or significantly reduce pollution from unnecessary pesticide use. 

Introduction to Integrated Pest 
Management, USEPA. 
https://www.epa.gov/managing-pests-
schools/introduction-integrated-pest-
management#main-content  

IPM is a process you can use to solve pest problems while minimizing risks 
to people and the environment. IPM is an ecosystem-based strategy that 
focuses on long-term prevention of pests or their damage through a 
combination of techniques such as biological control, habitat manipulation, 
modification of cultural practices, and use of resistant varieties. Pesticides 
are used only after monitoring indicates they are needed according to 
established guidelines, and treatments are made with the goal of removing 
only the target organism. Pest control materials are selected and applied in 
a manner that minimizes risks to human health, beneficial and non-target 
organisms, and the environment. 

UC Statewide IPM Program. 
http://www2.ipm.ucanr.edu/WhatIsIPM
/ 

IPM is an ecosystem-based strategy that focuses on long-term prevention 
of pests or their damage through a combination of techniques such as 
biological control, habitat manipulation, modification of cultural practices, 
and use of resistant varieties. Pesticides are used only after monitoring 
indicates they are needed according to established guidelines, and 
treatments are made with the goal of removing only the target organism. 
Pest control materials are selected and applied in a manner that minimizes 
risks to human health, beneficial and non-target organisms, and the 
environment. 

University of California Division of 
Agriculture and Natural Resources 
Publication 8093, 2003. Establishing 
Integrated Pest Management Policies 
and Programs: A Guide for Public 
Agencies. 
http://anrcatalog.ucanr.edu/pdf/8093.p
df 

IPM considers if there are sensitive resources present at some of the sites, 
such as rare or listed species, these resources and their locations are 
discussed and low-risk treatment options are selected to protect the 
sensitive species or sites. For example, if an infestation is present on lands 
deemed “high risk potential” for groundwater contamination, an herbicide 
treatment that might contaminate groundwater resources would be 
inappropriate. Similarly, a broad-spectrum herbicide would be inappropriate 
unless it was used as a spot treatment only on the targeted pest and 
precautions are identified to reduce drift, leaching, and runoff to nearby 
sensitive areas. 

The IPM process includes comparing all chemical treatments to endangered 
species and ground/surface water sensitivity analysis models to ensure that 
herbicide applications pose a minimal risk to these biologically sensitive 
areas. 

US Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Integrated Pest Management Plan, 
2004-2009, Devils Lake Wetland 
Management Complex, Devils Lake, 
North Dakota. No date. 
https://www.fws.gov/invasives/staffTra
iningModule/pdfs/planning/IPM%20PL
AN%20Jim%20Revised3-22-
05%20Times%20Roman.pdf  

IPM practices have been developed to improve pest control while 
minimizing impacts on beneficial species, such as pollinators. Integrated 
pest management protects pollinators by combining biological, cultural, 
physical, and chemical tools in a way that minimizes economic, health, and 
environmental risks. It is a long-standing, science-based, decision-making 
process that coordinates the use of pest biology, environmental information, 
and available technology to prevent unacceptable levels of pest damage by 
the most economical means, while posing the least possible risk to people, 
property, resources, and the environment, including pollinators.  

IPM provides an effective strategy for managing outdoor (backyards, golf 
courses, natural areas) and indoor (homes and businesses) pests. IPM 
serves as an umbrella to provide an effective, all encompassing, minimal-
risk approach to protect wildlife, wildlife habitats, and people from pests. 

US Fish and Wildlife Service IPM Fact 
Sheet, October 2006. 
https://www.fws.gov/pollinators/pdfs/I
PMpol.pdf 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) ideally combines biological and cultural 
controls with limited pesticide use to keep pest populations below 
economically damaging levels, prevent future pest problems, and minimize 
the harmful effects of pesticides on humans and natural resources, including 
wildlife. 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, USDA, IPM and Wildlife Fact 
Sheet, April 2004. 
https://policy.nrcs.usda.gov/OpenNon
WebContent.aspx?content=18487.wb
a 
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TABLE 1: AGENCY REFERENCES TO INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT 
 

Statement Reference 

IPM limits pesticide use, which affects non-target species such as beneficial 
insects and wildlife. Estimates of wild birds killed in the United States every 
year by exposure to legally applied pesticides range in the tens of millions. 
Aquatic invertebrates, fish, amphibians, mammals, and others are also at 
risk. Insects are a major vehicle for pollination in orchards and vineyards, 
but their populations decrease after pesticide misuse. Herbicides can 
reduce or eliminate potential wildlife food and cover plants. Use of 
insecticides can reduce beneficial invertebrate populations that help control 
pests and are important food sources to many wildlife species. By using 
insecticides to address pest problems only where other measures fail to 
achieve the desired level of control, IPM seeks to minimize the negative 
effects of pesticide use on wildlife and other natural resources. 

 

Response 16.24. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR provides contradictory information 
pertaining to the Santa Clara River. See Response 16.23 regarding the impracticability of 
prohibiting future pesticides at the current time. As stated on page 5.8-20 of the Draft SEIR, the 
Project’s direct receiving water bodies, Grasshopper Creek, Castaic Lagoon, and Castaic Creek 
are not listed as impaired on the 2012 CWA Section 303(d) List. Downstream of the confluence 
of Castaic Creek with the Santa Clara River, the Santa Clara River is listed as impaired for 
chloride, coliform bacteria, and iron. Santa Clara River Reach 3, approximately 25 miles 
downstream of Reach 5 and below the Dry Gap in Reach 4, is listed for ammonia, chloride, total 
dissolved solids (TDS), and toxicity. Santa Clara River Reach 1, approximately 30 miles 
downstream of Reach 5, is listed for toxicity. The Santa Clara River estuary, located 
approximately 40 miles downstream of Reach 5, is listed for coliform bacteria, chlorinated legacy 
pesticides, toxaphene, toxicity, and nitrate-nitrogen. 

The Los Angeles Regional Water Board is currently developing proposed revisions to the 2012 
CWA Section 303(d) List. The 303(d) listings and draft revisions as of June 9, 2017, for these 
water bodies are summarized in Table 2 below. 
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TABLE 2: 2016 INTEGRATED REPORT SUMMARY OF REGIONAL BOARD 
RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE 2012 303(D) LIST 

 

Water Body 
Segment Pollutant 

Regional Board 
303(d) Listing 

Recommendations Miscellaneous Changes 

New 
Listings 

New 
Delistings 

Pollutant 
Name 

Change Other Revisions 

Castaic Lagoon PCBs Y    

Santa Clara 
River Reach 5 

Ammonia   Y  

Benthic Community Effects Y  Y  

Chloride     

Indicator Bacteria   Y 

TMDL status changed from 
TMDL still required to Being 
Addressed by Completed 
TMDL 

Iron     

Nitrate and Nitrite     

Trash Y    

Santa Clara 
River Reach 3 

Ammonia  Y Y  

Chloride     

Escherichia coli (E. coli) Y    

Indicator Bacteria Y    

Mercury Y    

Selenium Y    

Total Dissolved Solids     

Toxicity     

Trash Y    

Santa Clara 
River Reach 1 

Oxygen, Dissolved Y    

Toxicity     

Trash Y    

pH Y    

Santa Clara 
River Estuary 

Ammonia Y    

ChemA 

   

TMDL status changed from 
TMDL still required to Being 
Addressed by Completed 
TMDL 

Indicator Bacteria 

  Y 

TMDL status changed from 
TMDL still required to Being 
Addressed by Completed 
TMDL 

Nitrogen, Nitrate 

   

TMDL status changed from 
TMDL still required to Being 
Addressed by Completed 
TMDL 

Toxaphene 

   

TMDL status changed from 
TMDL still required to Being 
Addressed by Completed 
TMDL 

Toxicity     

pH     

 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-100 Responses to Comments 

As described in Comment #19 above, the Water Quality Technical Report provides ample 
technical support for the finding of less than significant water quality impacts to the Project’s direct 
receiving water bodies, Grasshopper Creek, Castaic Lagoon, Marple Creek, and Castaic Creek 
for all of the pollutants listed in Table 2. As these receiving water bodies, which are not impacted, 
are tributary to the Santa Clara River through Castaic Creek approximately six miles to the south 
of the Project, it is not possible for the Project to impact the Santa Clara River.  

Additionally, the Castaic Creek watershed comprises 203 square miles (129,680 acres), therefore 
the 1,330 acre Project area comprises approximately 1 percent of the Castaic Creek watershed. 
The Upper Santa Clara River watershed (i.e., the area within Los Angeles County) comprises 
approximately 650 square miles, thus the Project area comprises approximately 0.3 percent of 
the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. Finally, Castaic Lake and Castaic Lagoon are reservoirs 
that are a part of the State Water Project. Castaic Lake provides regulatory storage during normal 
operations. Castaic Lagoon, downstream of Castaic Dam, serves as a recharge basin for the 
downstream groundwater basin. The Castaic Lagoon spillway, which is operated by the 
Department of Water Resources, discharges to Castaic Creek only when water is purposefully 
released from the Lagoon.  

Response 16.25. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not implement additional 
mitigation measures in order to comply with the TMDL requirements. See Responses 16.20 and 
16.24 which fully address runoff issues as well as discussing the substantial evidence in support 
of the Draft SEIR water quality and hydrology determinations and adoption of feasible and 
effective mitigation measures. As detailed in Section 5.8 of the Draft SEIR, all potential impacts 
to hydrology and water quality would be less than significant with compliance of the recommended 
mitigation measures and current standard conditions of approval as indicated throughout the 
section. 

Response 16.26. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR provides an inadequate description 
of mitigation measures for alleviating significant sedimentation impacts because of both 
construction as well as implementation of the Project. Sedimentation impacts due to construction 
would be alleviated with construction phase controls as required by the Construction General 
Permit, as described in WQTR pages 69 through 71 and Draft SEIR pages 5.8-38 and 5.8-39.  

The Project will reduce or prevent erosion and sediment transport and transport of other potential 
pollutants from the Project site during the construction phase through implementation of BMPs 
meeting BAT/BCT in order to prevent or minimize environmental impacts and to ensure that 
discharges during the Project construction phase will not cause or contribute to any exceedance 
of water quality standards in the receiving waters. All discharges from qualifying storm events will 
be sampled for turbidity and pH and results will be compared to Numeric Action Levels (250 NTU 
and 6.5-8.5, respectively) to ensure that BMPs are functioning as intended. If discharge sample 
results fall outside of these action levels, a review of causative agents and the existing site BMPs 
will be undertaken, and maintenance and repair on existing BMPs will be performed and/or 
additional BMPs will be provided to ensure that future discharges meet these criteria.  

The construction-phase BMPs will ensure effective control of not only sediment discharge, but 
also of pollutants associated with sediments, such as nutrients, heavy metals, and certain 
pesticides, including legacy pesticides. In addition, compliance with BAT/BCT requires that BMPs 
used to control construction water quality are updated over time as new water quality control 
technologies are developed and become available for use. Therefore, compliance with the 
BAT/BCT performance standard ensures effective control of construction water quality impacts 
over time. 
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As discussed in Response 16.19, the Project includes a Regulatory Requirement (RR5.8-1) that 
requires compliance with the Construction General Permit. Compliance with regulatory 
requirements is not considered mitigation since it applies to the Project regardless of impacts; nor 
is mitigation required in order to ensure regulatory compliance, as each regulatory agency has its 
own respective compliance mechanisms in place, such as plan checks, permitting processes, or 
other procedures. 

The Draft SEIR at 5.8-2 is summarizing the conditions existing at the time of preparation and 
certification of the 1992 NorthLake Specific Plan EIR and is included as background information 
to provide context for the scope of the SEIR analysis. The Draft SEIR did not assume cattle 
grazing as the existing condition. The analysis of impact on sediment loads from the Project was 
based on the water quality model comparing total suspended sediment concentrations in 
stormwater runoff from open space compared to developed areas (see WQTR, pages 89 – 90). 
Conversion from open space, which has a relatively high concentration of TSS in runoff, to urban 
land uses with LID BMPs, which would have a much lower concentration of TSS in runoff due to 
less erosion from open space and the effective removal of TSS in the LID BMPs, would reduce 
the average TSS concentration in stormwater runoff from the Project site. In addition, post-
construction sediment loads would decrease due to the use of debris basins, which trap natural 
sediment sources, below open spaces that drain into the storm drain system.  

Response 16.27. The comment asserts that the Project could result in significant nutrient loading 
into waterways. However, the comment further states that that information in the Draft SEIR (page 
5.8-55) indicates that nutrient loading from the Project would not affect water quality. Regarding 
sediment loading to Castaic Lagoon, see Response 16.26 above. The comment is correct in 
stating that the nutrients (total phosphorus and nitrogen compounds) analysis in the WQTR 
predicts an increase in the average annual concentrations (aside from nitrate+nitrite-nitrogen) and 
loads of nutrients in the Project’s stormwater runoff (see pages 90 – 96 of the WQTR). The 
potential for Project runoff to impact total phosphorus and nitrogen compound concentrations in 
Castaic Lagoon is a function of: (1) the relative magnitudes of runoff volume and Castaic Lagoon 
storage volume; and (2) the relative magnitude of runoff concentrations and concentrations in 
Castaic Lagoon. Table 3 below (Table 7-9 in the WQTR), provides the results of a mass balance 
calculation used to assess the level of change predicted in Castaic Lagoon as a result of the 
Project. 

TABLE 3: PREDICTED CHANGE IN AVERAGE CONCENTRATION OF 
NUTRIENTS IN CASTAIC LAGOON WITH PROJECT RUNOFF 

 

Nutrient 

Predicted Average 
Annual 

Concentration in 
Project Runoff 

(mg/L) 

Predicted Average 
Concentration in 
Castaic Lagoon 

with Project Runoff 
(mg/L) 

Average Observed 
Concentration in 
Castaic Lagoon 

(mg/L)1 

Predicted Change 
in Average 

Concentration in 
Castaic Lagoon 

with Project Runoff 
(mg/L) 

Total Phosphorus 0.19 0.05 0.04 0.01 

Nitrate + Nitrite-N 1.0 0.29 0.252 0.04 

Ammonia-N 0.2 0.023 0.0053 0.015 

Total Nitrogen 2.4 0.75 0.644 0.11 
1 See Table 2-6. 
2 Nitrate + nitrate average concentration was calculated using available monitoring data for nitrate-N, nitrite-N, and nitrate+nitrite-

N. This value is different than that shown in Table 2-6 for nitrate+nitrite-N, because is includes data reported for nitrate-N and 
nitrite-N as stand-alone values. 

3 Assumes an ammonia-N concentration of ½ of the detection limit (0.01 mg/L) in Castaic Lagoon. 
4 Total nitrogen average concentration in Castaic Lagoon was estimated using available nitrogen compound monitoring data. 
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The significance of the increases in the load discharging into Castaic Lagoon depends on the 
Lagoon's current biological productivity and its assimilative capacity. The concept of a limiting 
nutrient may be used as an indicator of the Lagoon's assimilative capacity for nutrients. The 
limiting nutrient may be evaluated using the ratio of the Lagoon’s total nitrogen and total 
phosphorus concentrations (TN:TP). If phosphorus or nitrogen is the limiting nutrient, an increase 
in the loading of the limiting nutrient would affect Lagoon water quality more than an increase in 
loading of the non-limiting nutrient.  

Based on the average Castaic Lagoon concentrations in monitoring data collected at the Castaic 
Lake Outlet Tower (see Table 7-9 in the WQTR), TN:TP is 16. TN:TP ratios between 10 and 17 
are inconclusive about whether nitrogen or phosphorus is the limiting nutrient. In such cases, algal 
growth may be limited by micronutrients or some other environmental factor. Moreover, limnology 
is complex and there are potentially other variables that affect lake productivity and 
eutrophication, such as lake depth and stratification, suspended solids, dissolved organic matter, 
the hydraulic flushing rate (i.e., the rate and quantity of inputs from Castaic Lake and outflows to 
Castaic Creek), and the macrophyte and phytoplankton populations (such as zooplankton that 
graze on algae) and other factors that affect these biological organisms (such as the presence of 
toxicants). 

Sources of nitrogen and phosphorus compounds in urban areas include atmospheric deposition 
(from sources such as vehicle emissions, industry, and agriculture), fertilizers, soil erosion, human 
waste (from leaking septic systems), pet waste, phosphorous containing detergents, and 
mishandling of leaves and grass clippings. Discharge of nitrogen and phosphorus compounds will 
be reduced through the Project’s source control measures, education of homeowners, and 
provision of waste receptacles in areas where dog walking occurs. The modeling results that 
predict the increase in nutrients are conservative in that the predicted loadings only reflect the 
pollutant removals in the LID BMPs and do not account for the additional load reductions resulting 
from source control measures. In addition, the nutrient concentrations used in the water quality 
model do not reflect the current landscape standards in the Los Angeles County Drought-Tolerant 
Landscaping Ordinance. Post-construction landscape designs must now comply with all of the 
following: 

1. Turf areas shall not exceed 25 percent of the total landscaped area. 

2. Non-invasive, drought-tolerant plant and tree species appropriate for the climate zone 
region shall be utilized in at least 75 percent of the total landscaped area. 

3. Hydrozoning irrigation techniques shall be incorporated into the landscape design. 

These landscape standards will greatly reduce nutrient concentrations and loads in post-
development runoff in comparison to the landscape standards in place in the 1990’s when the 
land use-based water quality data used in the model was collected by Los Angeles County. 
However, potential impacts related to the increase in nitrogen and phosphorus compounds 
entering Castaic Lagoon may be potentially significant based on the lagoon’s biological 
productivity and its assimilative capacity. However, because fertilizers would be a significant 
source of nitrogen and phosphorous compounds entering Castaic Lagoon, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 5.8-1, requiring implementation of an IPM Plan, would reduce this potential 
impact to a less than significant level.  

Response 16.28. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR makes a blanket statement that 
mitigation measures will reduce peak runoff and total runoff volume for the entire Project is too 
broad and misleading. As stated in Response 16.19 above, the Project must comply with the Los 
Angeles County MS4 Permit, the County of Los Angeles LID Ordinance, and the County of Los 
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Angeles LID Standards Manual. The Project has been designed to meet the following requirement 
in Section 8.3 of the Los Angeles County LID Standards Manual:  

“Projects required to analyze for hydromodification impacts must conduct hydrology and hydraulic 
frequency analyses for LID, 2-, 5-, 10-, 25-, and 50-year storm events per the LACDPW Hydraulic 
and Hydrology manuals. The frequency analyses, which analyze changes in flow velocity, flow 
volume, and depth/width of flow for all natural drainage systems using HEC-RAS, are used to 
demonstrate compliance with hydromodification requirements and identify drainage impacts on 
off-site property.” 

The Project’s LID Plan (included as Appendix K of the Final SEIR) provides a comprehensive, 
technical discussion of how the Project will comply with all of the requirements of the Los Angeles 
County LID Ordinance and LID Standards Manual, including this peak runoff and total runoff 
volume standard. No mitigation measure is necessary, as this is a regulatory requirement. 

Response 16.29. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not provide details on the 
hazardous materials business plan and defers mitigation. Additionally, the comment asserts that 
the pipeline relocation analysis regarding impacts to water quality is insufficient. The information 
and citation provided by commenter regarding the Draft SEIR appears to be incorrect. The Project 
is not implementing a hazardous materials business plan. Draft SEIR page 5.8-65 is discusses 
pathogen indicators, it does not discuss “setbacks” nor the “hazardous materials business plan.” 
The Draft SEIR includes an analysis of potential impacts from hazardous substances, including: 
pathogens, petroleum hydrocarbons, trash and debris, methylene blue activated substances, 
toxicity, constituents of emerging concerns, and bioaccumulation. In all cases, it was determined 
that the potential impacts from these hazardous substances will be less than significant. See 
Section 5.8 of the Draft SEIR.  

Response 16.30. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR provides conclusory and inaccurate 
statements regarding impacts to groundwater. As discussed on page 5.8-73 and 5.8.-74 of the 
Draft SEIR, the NorthLake Specific Plan Project site is not underlain by a groundwater basin. The 
nearest basin is the Santa Clara River Valley East Basin, which is located south and east of the 
Project site near Castaic Lake (see Exhibit 2-4 in the Water Quality Technical Report (WQTR) 
(see Appendix H-2)). The Project would introduce impervious surfaces to the Project site through 
development activities which would reduce the amount of permeable area within the Project site. 
However, because the proposed development area is not located in an area underlain by a 
groundwater basin, Project-related development would not directly interfere with groundwater 
recharge. 

As discussed in the WQTR on pages 129-130, discharge from the Project’s developed areas to 
groundwater could occur in three ways: (1) through general infiltration of irrigation water, 
(2) through infiltration of urban runoff in the proposed water quality facilities, and (3) infiltration of 
urban runoff, after treatment in the LID BMPs, in Grasshopper Creek and the Castaic Lagoon. 

Infiltration and evapotranspiration of precipitation would decrease within the developed portion of 
the Project due to the increase in impervious area. Geosyntec Consultants used the watershed-
scale modeling analysis developed for the hydromodification impact analysis (see Appendix C of 
the WQTR) to estimate the decrease in infiltration that would result from the development. This 
estimation accounts for infiltration loss in the watershed and percolation through the bottom of the 
water quality facilities. The long-term volume of stormwater infiltrated in the Grasshopper Creek 
watershed would decrease by an estimated 51 ac-ft per year (1.5 percent) due to the proposed 
Project.  
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In contrast, the Project’s surface water runoff is predicted to increase by 98 acre-feet per year on 
average (see Table 7-1 in the WQTR). This increase in surface runoff would flow primarily through 
Grasshopper Creek to the Castaic Lagoon, which will store the surface runoff and recharge it to 
the Santa Clara River Valley East Basin.  

In summary, the Project will slightly decrease infiltration at the Project site and slightly increase 
runoff to the adjacent Castaic Lagoon. The net result is that the Project will provide an increase 
to groundwater supplies and will not cause significant adverse groundwater impacts. 

Regarding potential contaminated runoff from impervious surfaces, the Draft SEIR and the WQTR 
provide a detailed technical analysis of the potential impacts to stormwater runoff quality and 
concludes that there will be no significant adverse impacts to groundwater. 

Response 16.31. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR provides an inadequate analysis of 
growth-inducing impacts resulting from the Project under the requirements of the Napa Citizens 
for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors. Section 7.4 of the Draft SEIR lays 
out a discussion of potential growth inducing impacts based on the guidance provided in the State 
CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, this guidance states that the growth-inducing analysis must 
address two key issues: 1) the potential to foster economic or population growth or the 
construction of additional housing, and 2) the potential to encourage and facilitate other activities 
that could significantly affect the environment. The analysis provided support for both of these 
two key issues and thereby, satisfies the requirements regarding growth inducing impacts.  

Further, an analysis of growth-inducing impacts was provided in the 1992 SP EIR for the originally 
approved NorthLake Specific Plan. This analysis stated that 1) the NorthLake Specific Plan 
Project is in conformance with the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and would comply with the 
assigned allowable densities; 2) the Project site is surrounded by physical impediments which 
would physically limit growth; 3) the economy would benefit through an increased demand for 
goods and services and an increase in the regional tax base; and 4) the anticipated population 
increases are consistent with the anticipated cumulative increases in areawide population and 
would help the County to achieve their share of SCAG’s Regional Housing Allocation. Because 
the Project that was evaluated in the Draft SEIR represents a modification to the NorthLake 
Specific Plan Project as previously evaluated and approved, and because the Draft SEIR is a 
Supplemental EIR that relies on the 1992 SP EIR as appropriate, the analyses contained in the 
1992 SP EIR is still relevant and applicable. Further, the proposed (modified) Project would 
involve development of a smaller Project and less impactful development due to a reduced unit 
count, reduced development footprint, and reduced impacts associated with less development 
when compared to the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. 

Refer to Responses 16.32 through 16.34, below, for additional discussion regarding the adequacy 
of the growth-inducing analysis as presented in the Draft SEIR. 

Response 16.32. The comment states that the Draft SEIR usage of the previously approved 1992 
Project does not include an analysis of growth-inducing impacts. Section 7.4 of the Draft SEIR 
provides two key lines of reasoning for why the proposed Project would not be considered to be 
growth-inducing. As discussed on page 7-13 of the Draft SEIR, and as noted by the commenter, 
the Project is not expected to induce growth outside of the proposed Project area. This is primarily 
a function of physical impediments to connected growth to the Project site. As noted, the Project 
is surrounded by such impediments, or separations, including State and federal lands, the I-5 
freeway, existing development, and Castaic Lake. Therefore, the first part of the analysis focuses 
on how the NorthLake Specific Plan, a currently approved specific plan, is physically isolated from 
areas with the potential for growth.  
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The second part of the analysis discussed on pages 7-14 and 7-15 of the Draft SEIR focuses on 
the potential for growth inducement. As stated in the Draft SEIR, the Project would not induce 
future development because all anticipated extensions of utilities would connect to existing utility 
systems and would not extend into undeveloped areas. Further, all utilities would be sized to meet 
the needs of the proposed Project and would not accommodate additional development in the 
area. 

The analysis in the Draft SEIR provides an independent analysis of the currently proposed Project 
and is specific to existing conditions and current planning documents (i.e., 2012 Santa Clarita 
Valley Area Plan and the Los Angeles County 2035 General Plan). However, it is noted that this 
analysis is consistent with and supported by the growth-inducing analysis provided in the 
previously certified 1992 SP EIR, as discussed in Response 16.33, and which is expected 
because the Project evaluated in the Draft SEIR represents a modification to the previously 
approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Specifically, the proposed (modified) Project would 
involve development of a smaller Project and less impactful development due to a reduced unit 
count, reduced development footprint, and reduced impacts associated with less development 
when compared to the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan Project. Therefore, the Draft 
SEIR in combination with the supporting analysis in the 1992 SP EIR, which is still a valid EIR 
and relied upon in the Draft SEIR, does adequately address growth-inducing impacts.  

In order to clarify the findings of the analysis, the following revision is hereby made to the Final 
SEIR. However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description 
of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 7-14, Growth-Inducing 
Impacts, third and fourth paragraphs, of the Draft SEIR under is hereby revised to read as follows 
(bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

As described in detail in Section 4.0, Project Description, the proposed Project involves 
the development of the Project site with residential, commercial, industrial, 
recreational, utility, school, and open space uses. Approximately 297.2 acres would 
be set aside as undisturbed open space areas. The Project would be located adjacent 
to the Castaic Lake State Recreation Area and Castaic Lake to the east; residential 
development to the south; Interstate 5 (I-5) to the west; and open space and the 
Angeles National Forest to the north beyond the Project site. Therefore, property to 
the north and to the east of the Project site would not be able to accommodate new 
development due to the existing open space/recreational uses of the land. Property to 
the south of the Project site is already developed. Property to the west of I-5 may be 
further developed in the future; however, the development of these areas would 
not be the result of the proposed Project due to the I-5 freeway’s physical barrier 
to connected growth to the Project. 

Property to the west of I-5 may be further developed in the future; however, the 
development of these areas would not be the result of the proposed Project. This 
Project is the implementation of a previous commitment to develop 3,623 residential 
units; 13.2 acres of commercial uses; and 50.1 acres of industrial uses, including a 
golf course, school, park, and fire station site. These commitments were made in 1992 
when the NorthLake Specific Plan was adopted. Therefore, this Project is developing 
housing that was previously planned for and approved. Additionally, Los Angeles 
County is experiencing a shortage of all housing types and the proposed Project would 
be accommodating an existing population and housing demand rather than providing 
a surplus or inviting more growth.  
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Response 16.33. The commenter questions the Project’s accommodation of housing needs. As 
discussed in Responses 8.1 and 16.2, above, the Project would result in the introduction of a 
maximum of 3,150 housing units, 345 of which are senior designated. According to the current 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for unincorporated Los Angeles County as restated 
in the General Plan Annual Progress Report CY 2016, there is a need for 30,145 housing units, 
with some level of housing needed for each income level. The highest amount of housing (12,581 
units) is needed to serve the Above Moderate Income level. Although housing values will be 
dictated by market conditions, it is anticipated that many of the housing units proposed as part of 
the Project would fall within the Above Moderate Income level, which would assist the County in 
achieving their RHNA goals. The Draft SEIR does not claim that the proposed Project would 
accommodate a housing crisis in the City of Los Angeles, as stated by the commenter; rather, the 
Project, being located within unincorporated Los Angeles County, would assist in the 
accommodation of the identified housing shortage in unincorporated Los Angeles County. 

Further, the Project would be consistent with the County of Los Angeles General Plan policies 
LU 5.1 and LU 5.10 related to provision of residential uses, as discussed in Response 16.2. 

To underscore the need for housing, Governor Brown has signed a comprehensive legislative 
package of bills to increase the state’s housing supply and affordability. “This combination of 
housing bills developed by the Legislature and Governor Brown address many of the issues that 
have taken a toll on the construction of housing in California,” stated by the president of the State 
Building and Construction Trades Council of California. (APA 2017).11  

Response 16.34. The comment disagrees with the Draft SEIR, which indicates that no changes 
to current zoning or codes would be required with Project implementation. According to the 
Department of Regional Planning, a conditional use permit (CUP) is required for certain land uses 
which may need special conditions to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses12. While 
the proposed Project does include approval of CUP No. 201500019, as stated on page 4-2 of the 
Draft SEIR, the Project site is currently subject to the 1992 Master CUP which addressed 
implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan and, consistent with the proposed CUP No. 
201500019, addressed grading to occur outside of the Project site boundaries. As stated in the 
Draft SEIR, Project development would not require a general plan amendment or change to 
zoning or County codes. It is noted, additionally, that the discussion found on page 7-15 of the 
Draft SEIR is intended to provide additional support to the analysis associated with growth-
inducing impacts, which previously addressed the two requirements set forth in Section 
15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines (see pages 7-14 and 7-15 of the Draft SEIR) for growth-
inducing analysis.  

Response 16.35. This comment claims the Draft SEIR’s air quality analysis is flawed because it 
underestimates the air quality impacts from the proposed Project. Threshold 5.1-2 of the Draft 
SEIR analyzed the air quality emissions from both construction and operation of the Project 
through utilization of the analysis methodology recommended by the SCAQMD and which is a 
commonly accepted best practice. Further, the analysis provided in Threshold 5.1-2 utilized worst-
case assumptions for both construction and operational activities and is based on the Project’s 
anticipated construction schedule and equipment as well as the traffic study prepared for the 
Project; therefore, the analysis represents an accurate analysis of the Project’s emissions and 
associated impacts; no evidence has been provided that the analysis underestimates potential 

                                                 
11  American Planning Association, California Chapter. 2017 (October 2). APA California News Flash, Governor 

Brown Signs Comprehensive Legislative Package to Increase State's Housing Supply and Affordability. 
San Francisco, CA , 

12  Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (DRP). 2013, August (29). Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
FAQ. http://planning.lacounty.gov/faq/cup. DRP: Los Angeles, CA. 
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impacts. The analysis found a potentially significant impact during construction activities and 
required implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 5.1-1, MM 5.1-2, MM 5.1-3, MM 5.1-4, 
MM 5.1-5, MM 5.1-6, and MM 5.7-21 to reduce construction emissions, however the Draft SEIR 
provides a finding of a significant unavoidable impact for construction activities since there is not 
enough feasible mitigation available to reduce construction emissions to less than significant 
levels. The analysis also found a potentially significant impact during operational activities and 
required implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 5.1-7, MM 5.1-8, MM 5.1-9, MM 5.1-10, 
MM 5.1-11, MM 5.1-12, MM 5.1-13, and MM 5.7-22 to reduce operational emissions, however the 
Draft SEIR provides a finding of a significant unavoidable impact for operational activities, since 
there is not enough feasible mitigation available to reduce operational emissions to less than 
significant levels. The identified mitigation program identified in Section 5.1 of the Draft SEIR 
represents all feasible and reasonable mitigation measures that can be applied to the proposed 
Project based on current and anticipated future technologies. As stated above and in Section 5.1 
of the Draft SEIR, implementation of these measures would not fully reduce all impacts to less 
than significant levels. 

Because this comment only provides non-Project specific information about air quality health 
impacts and does not specify how or what part of the air quality analysis is flawed nor does it 
provide specific feasible mitigation measures that it claims are lacking, the County is unable to 
analyze the claim stated by the commenter. Therefore, the commenter has failed to provide any 
evidence that supports the assertion and no further response is required. 

Response 16.36. This comment claims that the Draft SEIR’s significance analysis is flawed 
because it uses the “Localized Significance Threshold” or “LST” methodology. The LST analysis 
provided in the Draft SEIR was performed pursuant to the methodology provided by the 
SCAQMD. The LST Methodology provides “Look-Up Tables” for Projects that are 5 acres or less. 
For Projects that are greater than 5 acres, the LST Methodology details that modeling should be 
performed, which was the analysis method utilized in the Draft SEIR. The significance thresholds 
utilized in the Localized analysis were not obtained from the LST Methodology, rather they were 
obtained from the following webpage that list both SCAQMD's regional and local thresholds: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2  

This comment also claims that the Draft SEIR cannot avoid analysis or disclosure by simply 
stating that future uses will comply with SCAQMD rules without providing a quantitative LST 
analysis of operational emissions. The discussion on page 5.1-38 of the Draft SEIR details how 
the proposed residential uses are not sources of substantial pollutant and an operational LST 
analysis is not required for residential uses. Page 5.1-38 also details how it is not possible at this 
time to provide a quantitative local criteria pollutant analysis of the proposed industrial and 
commercial buildings that requires specific knowledge of the use of the buildings and locations of 
the emissions sources. The regional criteria pollutant impacts from the proposed industrial and 
commercial buildings were quantified and analyzed under Threshold 5.1-2. The Draft SEIR on 
page 5.1-40 provides an operational LST analysis of the proposed commercial and industrial 
uses, which found that the Project would create a significant impact and provided MM 5.1-14 that 
requires the preparation of a Local criteria pollutant analysis to be prepared prior to the issuance 
of occupancy permits for the industrial buildings. The Draft SEIR is not avoiding analysis or 
disclosure by providing mitigation requiring that the industrial building will meet SCAQMD local 
criteria pollutant standards. 

Under CEQA, the deferral of specifics of mitigation is permissible where the local entity commits 
itself to mitigation and lists alternatives to be considered, analyzed, and possibly incorporated in 
a mitigation plan. (City of Hayward v. Bd. of Trustees of the California State Univ. (2016) 242 
Cal.App.4th 833, 851-856) Since Mitigation Measure MM 5.1-14 is included that commits the 
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Project to a mitigation plan where each industrial building constructed will be required to analyze 
the local criteria pollutant and toxic air concentrations at the nearby sensitive receptors and if 
necessary, reduce emissions to meet the SCAQMD local standards for criteria pollutants and 
toxic air contaminants, the Draft SEIR did not improperly avoid disclosure or defer mitigation of 
the Project’s localized air quality and toxic air contaminant impacts. 

Response 16.37. The comment incorrectly states that the Draft SEIR fails to address mitigation 
measures to address the criteria pollutant and TAC emissions from the proposed commercial and 
industrial buildings. The Draft SEIR provides MM 5.1-14 that requires each industrial building to 
demonstrate that the facility will not exceed the localized NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 standards or 
exceed a cancer or non-cancer (acute and chronic) risks from TAC emissions. 

Although the Draft SEIR does not provide a specific cross-reference to MM 5.1-14 in the 
discussion of an exposure of Project-generated criteria pollutant and TAC emissions on 
page 5.1-40, this measure is a required Project mitigation measure regardless. The Final SEIR 
will incorporate the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph on page 5.1-40. It should 
be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the findings of 
the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.1-40, end of the first paragraph, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions):  

MM 5.1-14 is provided to reduce the operational criteria pollutant and TAC 
emissions to less than significant levels. 

Response 16.38. The comment incorrectly states that health risks from off-site sources would be 
less than significant. The last paragraph on page 5.1-40 of the Draft SEIR found that there would 
be a significant impact from off-site vehicle emissions operating on I-5 and provides MM 5.1-15 
that restricts the placements of active recreational uses west of the SCE easement to reduce the 
impacts to less than significant. 

Response 16.39. The comment incorrectly states the Draft SEIR utilizes outdated studies to 
analyze carbon monoxide. The 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Monoxide and 
SCAQMD's 2003 AQMP were referenced, since these are the most current detailed analyses 
available to analyzed carbon monoxide hotspots in Southern California. In fact the analysis 
provided in these two studies were utilized to re-designate the South Coast Air Basin to 
Attainment, which occurred on June 11, 2007 (the EPA waits a minimum of three years after a 
request for re-designation is received before officially re-designating a pollutant).  

Response 16.40. The comment asserts that statements on page 5.1-17 and page 5.1-21 of the 
Draft SEIR, stating that no County of Los Angeles General Plan Goals or Policies and construction 
BMPs are binding on the Project, are inadequate. Page 5.1-17 of Section 5.1 of the Draft SEIR 
restates key elements of the Project from Section 4.0, Project Description, that are relevant to the 
air quality analysis. The County of Los Angeles Goals and Policies that are relevant to the Project 
are discussed separately as part of Section 5.9, Land Use, and specifically in Table 5.9-2, County 
General Plan Consistency. The Project features that are listed in Section 4.0 and repeated on 
page 5.1.17 of the Draft SEIR include actual implementable features that are based on achieving 
consistency with the goals set forth in the County General Plan, the Santa Clarita Valley Area 
Plan, the adopted NorthLake Specific Plan, and other regulatory documents. Therefore, while the 
goals and policies provide guidance for the Project, the Project features as described in 
Section 4.0 and repeated on page 5.1.17 are binding to the Project. 
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Response 16.41. This comment claims that on page 5.1-17 the DEIR references Best Available 
Control Mechanisms (“BACMs”) and states that they are listed in Appendix C, however this 
information does not appear anywhere in that appendix. 

Page 5.1-17 of the Draft SEIR was reviewed that contains Table 5.1-4 - SCAQMD Criteria 
Pollutant Significant Emissions Thresholds. Neither BACMs nor Appendix C is mentioned 
anywhere on page 5.1-17. In addition, the Draft SEIR was searched for “Best Available Control 
Mechanisms” and that term is not listed anywhere in the Draft SEIR. However, the commenter 
may be trying to reference “Best Available Control Measures,” which are discussed in detail as 
part of Regulatory Requirement RR 5.1-1 on page 5.1-19.  

Response 16.42. The comment questions the use of MM 5.1-9 from the 1992 EIR. Since this is 
a supplemental EIR, the Draft SEIR is required to implement all mitigation measures provided in 
the 1992 EIR, to the extent feasible, even if the mitigation measures may be dated or no longer 
fully possible to be implemented. Mitigation Measure MM 5.1-9 requires the development of a 
commuter computer program for the residents in an attempt to reduce commuter trips generated 
by the proposed Project. Mitigation Measure MM 5.1-9 requires the development of a ridesharing 
computer program, which are now currently commercially available, that connect residents within 
the community who are commuting to similar destinations. The commuter ridesharing program 
that is required from Mitigation Measure MM 5.1-9 will be implemented as part of the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program that is detailed as part of the Project Design 
Features on page 4-23 of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 16.43. The comment states that, because the Draft SEIR indicates that the 2012 
AQMP accounted for the 1992 Plan, the Draft SEIR incorrectly concludes that there are no 
significant impacts regarding obstruction of the AQMP. As discussed on page 5.1-13 in the 
discussion regarding the South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Management 
Plan, it is identified that data from SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS is included in the 2016 AQMP. 
Because the NorthLake Specific Plan Project is an approved Project and is included in all regional 
planning documents (i.e., 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and the Los Angeles County 2035 
General Plan) that are used to develop SCAG planning documents including the 2016 RTP/SCS, 
the anticipated development associated with the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan 
Project would be included in the current 2016 AQMP. Further, because the Project evaluated in 
the Draft SEIR represents a modification to the previously approved NorthLake Specific Plan 
Project and the modification is within the confines of the approved Project (e.g., fewer units, more 
open space, etc.), the assumptions that were included in the AQMP would adequately cover 
development associated with the proposed (modified) Project as evaluated in the Draft SEIR. 

Response 16.44. The comment asserts that habitat destruction is a leading cause of extinction. 
The comment fails to mention many fall surveys conducted in recent years, which provide 
adequate updated information where applicable. For example, surveys for special status species 
have been updated beginning in 2014. Please see Section 5.2 for a discussion of methods, 
surveys conducted, and years completed. Additional surveys, including burrowing owl and bats 
were also conducted in Summer 2017 and the results are included in the Final SEIR in 
Appendix C. All necessary species surveys have been conducted, and results are reported within 
the Draft and Final SEIR. The exact date of Project commencement could vary depending on a 
variety of factors, including availability of financing and market conditions.  

In regard to deferred mitigation: all necessary species surveys have been conducted and results 
reported within the Draft and Final SEIR. A Draft Conceptual Habitat plan and relocation plans 
are included in Appendix C to the Final SEIR. Due to the timing of the Project implementation, 
survey updates in the future are required to confirm site conditions and species status on the 
Project site have not changed and to provide additional information to allow for implementation of 
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mitigation measures. CEQA does not require final design details of the mitigation measures, but 
does require the necessary specific performance criteria which are carried forward into the Habitat 
Plans. The measures drafted in the SEIR state the objectives, how it will be implemented, who is 
responsible for its implementation, where it will occur, when it will occur, and what is the minimum 
performance criteria required. This is the minimum CEQA standard that has been met. It should 
be noted, however, that the mitigation measures (while still meeting the above minimum 
standards) need to have enough flexibility in their implementation to accommodate resource 
agency permits conditions.  

This proposed approach of future approval of detailed plans, subject to specific performance 
criteria, has been consistently utilized and allowed in CEQA documents and approved by the Lead 
Agencies consistently, in particular for biology mitigation. The mitigation measures are not 
inappropriate deferred mitigation. 

Response 16.45. The comment states that the Draft SEIR relies on outdated surveys, particularly 
surveys from 1997 to 2004, 2005, and 2006.  

In response to the additional survey data, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project 
or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, of the Draft 
SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and 
strikethrough show the deletions): 

In addition to the general wildlife surveys, focused surveys were conducted on the Project 
site for the arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) in 2000 and 2014; the western spadefoot (Spea 
hammondii) concurrent with arroyo toad surveys in 2014; the California red-legged frog 
(Rana aurora draytonii) in 2003; the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) in 
2003; the burrowing owl (Athene cuniculariain) in 2007, and 2014-2015, and 2017. 

Response 16.46. The comment states that the Draft SEIR relies upon inadequate surveys for 
special status species and recommends that surveys from the years with average or above 
average rainfall be used. The Draft SEIR included both the 2014-2015 wet season, and 2015 dry 
season surveys reports as well as the 2005-2006 report. Dry season surveys do not require 
rainfall, and are a component of the USFWS protocol for these species. Additional surveys in 
“wetter” years are not required according to the USFWS protocol for these species. The 2014 and 
2015 surveys were adequate to determine the lack of these species presence on the Project. The 
survey reports, which have been submitted to the USFWS, are included as Attachment C in 
Appendix D of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 16.47. The comment states that page 5.2-25 of the Draft SEIR indicates that protocol 
level surveys were conducted in 2014-2015 for each species of fairy shrimp; however, the survey 
report is not included in the Draft SEIR appendix. The Draft SEIR included both the 2014-2015 
wet season, and 2015 dry season surveys reports as well as the 2005-2006 report.  

Response 16.48. The comment states that the 2001 California red-legged frog survey as used in 
the Draft SEIR is too old to provide meaningful information on current site conditions. A habitat 
assessment for California red-legged frog was conducted in 2001, hence the daytime survey. The 
habitat assessment for the California red-legged frog focused on evaluating the suitability of three 
cattle ponds located in the upland areas of the study area and smaller tributaries to Grasshopper 
Canyon along first order streams that supported vegetation that suggested that surface water was 
present. In 2003, a protocol-level focused survey was conducted based on the presence of 
marginally suitable habitat. The California red-legged frog surveys were conducted in 2003 
according to guidelines developed by the USFWS and by a USFWS permitted biologist for this 
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species. Based on the (1) marginally suitable habitat, (2) lack of detection during focused surveys, 
and (3) significantly degraded current conditions of the cattle pond and other tributaries, additional 
surveys were not considered warranted by the Project’s expert biologist. This species is not 
expected to occur onsite based on the professional opinion of the permitted biologist. 

Response 16.49. The comment asserts that protocol level surveys were not implemented for 
California gnatcatchers. Focused protocol level surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher 
were conducted at the appropriate time of year, according to the USFWS guidelines and by 
biologists permitted by the USFWS to conduct surveys for this species. All surveys conducted for 
this species in 2014 and 2015 were reported to the USFWS as part of the biologists USFWS 
permit conditions.  

Response 16.50. The comment states that the Draft SEIR should be recirculated after 
compressive surveys are conducted. Focused surveys for special status species, as well as 
general wildlife and plant surveys over the course of 20 years informed Section 5.2, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft SEIR. Section 5.2 of the Draft SEIR contains a thorough impact analysis, 
mitigation measures, and success criteria per State CEQA Guidelines. Any additional surveys 
conducted are not anticipated to result in new significant impacts and/or materially change the 
description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. This new information does not constitute 
“significant new information” according to Section 15088.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines in that 1) a 
new significant impact would not occur; 2) a substantial increase in the severity of an impact would 
not occur; 3) a considerably different Project alternative or mitigation measure has not been 
identified; and 4) the two prepared plans serve to amplify to the existing analysis which was 
previously adequate. Therefore, the addition of the Draft Western Spadefoot Mitigation Plan and 
Draft Special Status Plant Species Mitigation Plan do not constitute “significant new information” 
and do not necessitate recirculation of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 16.51. The comment asserts that insufficient evidence is presented in the Draft SEIR 
regarding the details and success of a western spadefoot toad relocation program as included in 
MM 5.2-9. Mitigation measures requiring the development of a plan, inclusive of a set of success 
criteria, with required lead agency approvals prior to Project implementation is an industry 
standard to mitigation approach. However, in an effort to provide the public with biological 
mitigation planning details beyond the Draft SEIR where feasible, a draft Western Spadefoot 
Mitigation Plan has been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR.  

The draft plan provides a qualitative analysis of how the final relocation plan will be prepared and 
how it will be successfully implemented. It is acknowledged that most open space areas remaining 
on the Project site after buildout may be too small for establishing ponds and relocating spadefoot. 
The draft relocation plan indicates that if the on-site locations are deemed to be unsuitable for 
creating artificial ponds and relocating spadefoot, either due to the small size of the open space 
patch or other factors, off-site options will be required to be used. The draft plan also discusses 
the appropriate dimensions for pond and home range to meet spadefoot requirements. In addition, 
the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, it should be noted that this 
addition does not materially change the description of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 
MM 5.2-9 on page 5.2-52 is hereby revised to insert as the first bullet the following (bold, 
underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions):  

 Prior to implementing the Spadefoot Relocation Plan, a focused survey will be 
conducted within the prior appropriate season. If any additional ephemeral ponds 
are determined to be occupied besides those identified in recent surveys (i.e. 2015), 
the Spadefoot Relocation Plan will be modified to include replacement of the 
additional occupied pond as well as others.  
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Response 16.52. The comment questions the less than significant conclusion for Project impacts 
to various special status reptile species and indicates that MM 5.2-10 does not address habitat 
destruction caused by the Project or ensure direct mortality will not occur.  

As stated on 5.2-36 of the Draft SEIR, the loss of native habitat for the silvery legless lizard, 
coastal western whiptail, rosy boa, San Bernardino ring-necked snake, Blainville’s horned lizard, 
and coast patch-nosed snake would be considered a less than significant impact. However, the 
Draft SEIR does acknowledge the potentially significant direct loss of these reptiles during Project 
construction. To minimize this impact to the greatest extent practicable, MM 5.2-10 shall be 
implemented which would require a biological monitor during vegetation clearing activities to 
remove this species from harm’s way as they are encountered. The relocation of salvages reptiles 
to suitable habitat in adjacent areas is a common, acceptable practice. The relocation of salvaged 
reptiles to suitable habitat in adjacent areas is a common, acceptable practice. Non-impacted 
habitats adjacent to the impacted areas include various sage scrub vegetation types, needlegrass 
grasslands, annual grasslands, wildflower fields, and willow and mulefat thickets. These habitats 
are expected to provide the required conditions to support any silvery legless lizards, coastal 
western whiptails, rosy boas, San Bernardino ring-necked snakes, Blainville’s horned lizards, and 
coast patch-nosed snakes that may be relocated into these areas. In the Project Biologist’s expert 
opinion, having implemented similar salvage measures and monitoring programs for special 
status species, implementation of this measure, conducted in conjunction with any required 
agency permits is expected to reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures MM 5.2-1, MM 5.2-2, MM 5.2-3 and MMs 5.2-8, and MM 5.2-11 would reduce 
impact to less than significant through preservation, creation, and enhancement of habitat 
potentially used by these species. These measures would ensure these species would persist in 
the region through replacing potentially suitable habitat impacted at a 2:1 ratio. Biological 
monitoring alone is not expected to reduce impacts to less than significant, but rather a 
combination of those measures. Additionally, in an effort to provide the public with biological 
mitigation planning details beyond the Supplemental EIR, a draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation 
Plan has been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. For additional information regarding the 
components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to 
Comment 16.56. 

Response 16.53. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR incorrectly states that “biological 
monitoring” would reduce impacts to Southwester willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo to less 
than significant. The comment further states that proposed mitigation measures do not include 
specifics plans and policies to ensure habitat used by these species will be protected. The Project 
is not expected to have any effect on either the least Bell’s vireo or the willow flycatcher (inclusive 
of the southwester willow flycatcher subspecies). Focused surveys for these species were 
conducted in 1997; annually from 2000 through 2006; 2014, and in 2015 (See page 5.2-26 of the 
Draft SEIR). The Draft SEIR documents that there have been no least Bell’s vireo breeding on 
the Project site. Although a single willow flycatcher was observed in 2006, the protocol survey 
determined that no willow flycatchers bred on-site. Based on repeated protocol survey results, all 
willow flycatchers observed on the Project site have been considered migrant and not breeding 
southwestern willow flycatcher. Off-site, there have been repeated observation of breeding least 
Bell’s vireo at the lower end of Grasshopper Canyon at Castaic Lagoon. However, the Project is 
not expected to have any effect on the off-site lower end of Grasshopper Canyon at Castaic 
Lagoon. The Project impact assessment on biological resources provided in Section 5.2.7 of the 
Draft SEIR is inclusive of downstream indirect impacts potentially caused by the Project as 
mentioned on page 5.2-40 and 5.2-41. In addition, a separate technical memo assessing potential 
impacts on downstream biological resources was prepared and shall be attached to the Final 
SEIR as Appendix B, Biological Resources Downstream Impacts Assessment.  
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Because the riparian habitats do not support breeding populations of the vireo or flycatcher, 
avoidance of riparian habitats is not required for these species. However, the Draft SEIR does 
acknowledge that the Project would impact riparian habitat that could potentially be occupied by 
these species in future years. These potential impacts on occupied riparian habitat would be 
considered potentially significant. Measures MM 5.2-1, MM 5.2-2, MM 5.2-3, MM 5.2-10, and MM 
5.2-11 would reduce this impact to less than significant through biological monitoring during 
vegetation removal and preservation, creation, and enhancement of habitat potentially used by 
these species. These measures would protection and provide for replacement habitat should 
these species return to the Project to nest. 

In addition, the final Habitat Mitigation Plan required by mitigation measures MM 5.2-2, 5.2-3, 
5.2-6, 5.2-7, 5.2-8, and 5.2-11 would include more detailed parameters defining what types of 
land will be considered suitable for mitigation. To provide further information, a Draft Conceptual 
Habitat Mitigation Plan has been prepared and is provided as Appendix C of the Final SEIR. 

Response 16.54. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR vaguely states that impacts to 
California gnatcatcher would be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio; however, the Draft SEIR does not specify 
whether it requires the preservation of 1269.40 acres of California gnatcatcher habitat.  

As stated in MM 5.2-6, the loss of sage scrub (potential habitat for the coastal California 
gnatcatcher) is considered a significant impact. The mitigation requires that sage scrub habitat 
shall be preserved, restored, or enhanced on site and/or off site at a ratio to be determined by the 
LACDRP, but no less than 2:1. Therefore, with a total impact of scrub communities at 634.70 
acres, the mitigation required would be 1,269.39. In an effort to provide the public with biological 
mitigation planning details beyond the Supplemental EIR, a draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation 
Plan has been included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. 

Response 16.55. The comment asserts that there is insufficient evidence in the Draft SEIR to 
support the less than significant conclusion regarding other special status bird species.  

The Draft SEIR concludes the Project would not cause specific special status bird species to drop 
below self-sustaining levels. Potential adverse impacts would be reduced through implementation 
of MMs 5.2-6, 5.2-7, 5.2-8, and 5.2-11 which provide for native vegetation enhancement, 
restoration, and preservation of sage scrub, foothill needlegrass grassland, California annual 
grassland/wildflower fields, and riparian vegetation types all of which support the special status 
bird species. With the proposed mitigation, the regional populations of these species are not 
expected to drop below self-sustaining levels based on the proposed Project impacts relative to 
habitat available for these species in the region. Therefore, impacts are appropriately expected 
to result in less than significant impacts. 

In an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation planning details beyond the Draft SEIR, 
a draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, which described performance criteria in greater details 
and potential options of on and off-site mitigation, has been included in Appendix C of the Final 
SEIR. For additional information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation 
Plan, please refer to Response to Comment 16.56.  

Response 16.56. The comment states that the Draft SEIR’s mitigation measures are not 
adequate to protect special status wildlife. Mitigation Measures MM 5.2-1, MM 5.2-2, MM 5.2-3 
and MMs 5.2-8, and MM 5.2-11 would reduce impacts to less than significant through 
preservation, creation, and enhancement of habitat potentially used by special status species. 
These measures would ensure these species would persist in the region through replacing 
potentially suitable habitat impacted at a 2:1 ratio. Biological monitoring alone is not expected to 
reduce impacts to less than significant, but rather a combination of those measures. Additionally, 
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in an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation planning details beyond the 
Supplemental EIR, a draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been included in Appendix C 
of the Final SEIR. 

The Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan includes the following: 

1. A summary of significant Project impacts to habitat resources (including proposed 
compensatory mitigation ratios).  

2. A brief discussion of the on-site habitat mitigation opportunity areas.  

3. A brief discussion of the on-site habitat preservation opportunity areas. 

4. A brief discussion of the off-site habitat mitigation opportunity areas.  

5. A summary of the proposed mitigation program, including habitat types, conceptual 
(basic) plant palettes, and long-term maintenance and monitoring procedures.  

The Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan also requires that a wildlife biologist familiar with the 
habitat requirements of several key special status wildlife species (i.e., burrowing owl, coastal 
California gnatcatcher, and various bat species) will be involved with the selection of mitigation 
sites to ensure that these areas include potential habitat value for these species. The enactment 
of long-term preservation agreements (upon the completion of the on-site mitigation program) will 
be addressed by the Applicant through fulfilling the requirements of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ (USACE’s) Section 404 permit (not yet issued), the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) Streambed Alteration Agreement (not yet issued), the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) Waste Discharge Requirements (issued on April 4, 2016), and CEQA 
Mitigation Measures.  

Response 16.57. The comment states that the Draft SEIR is unclear about how MMs 5.2-7 and 
5.2-8 will protect burrowing owl populations. Survey for the burrowing owl have been conducted 
in 2007, 2014, 2015, and 2017. The repeated years of focused surveys determined that this 
species does not breed onsite, but has been documented occurring on site in the winter. The 
most recent surveys resulted in negative findings for the 2017 breeding season. Mitigation for 
wintering burrows has been included in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, 
MM 5.2-7, 5.2-8, 5.2-13, and 5.2-14. Based on the most recent survey effort, the burrowing owl 
does not breed on site; therefore, a management plan which typically details the approach to 
relocating breeding individuals and creating alternative breeding burrows is not warranted. 

Burrowing owls have been documented wintering on the Project site; however, negative results 
of 2017 breeding season focused surveys and lack of detection in all cumulative years of wildlife 
surveys on the site clearly indicate that this species does not breed on the Project site. Mitigation 
for wintering burrows has been included in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures, MM 5.2-7, 5.2-8, 5.2-13, and 5.2-14. Mitigation Measure 5.2-14 specifically address 
that if potentially suitable burrows are located in the assessment area, any burrows that may be 
impacted by the Project will be replaced with artificial burrows within on-site or off-site (if 
applicable) preserved areas with potentially suitable burrowing owl habitat. In addition, if a 
burrowing owl is located, the Project shall preserved/restored burrowing habitat at a mitigation 
ratio of no less than 6.5 acres per burrowing owl. The Conceptual Mitigation Plan anticipates 
48.47 acres of required grassland mitigation. This provide up to seven use areas for potential 
burrowing owl occupation. 

Response 16.58. The comment questions the value of the use of offsite mitigation that is not 
connected to other open spaces areas. The requirements for mitigation site selection are 
identified in Mitigation Measures 5.2-6, -7, -8, and -11. The site selection criteria within these 
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measures include, at a minimum, the requirements that the sites (1) are selected in coordination 
with the LACDRP, USACE, the CDFW as appropriate, (2) are located in dedicated open space 
areas, (3) are contiguous with other natural open space areas, and (4) are configured to provide 
maximum habitat values for the target species. 

Response 16.59. The comment states that the proposed Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 
is key to minimizing and mitigating impacts to environmental resources.  

In an effort to provide the public with biological mitigation planning details beyond the 
Supplemental EIR, a draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been included in Appendix C 
of the Final SEIR. 

The Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan includes the following: 

1. A summary of significant Project impacts to habitat resources (including proposed 
compensatory mitigation ratios).  

2. A brief discussion of the on-site habitat mitigation opportunity areas.  

3. A brief discussion of the on-site habitat preservation opportunity areas. 

4. A brief discussion of the off-site habitat mitigation opportunity areas.  

5. A summary of the proposed mitigation program, including habitat types, conceptual 
(basic) plant palettes, and long-term maintenance and monitoring procedures.  

The Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan also requires that a wildlife biologist familiar with the 
habitat requirements of several key special status wildlife species (i.e., burrowing owl, coastal 
California gnatcatcher, and various bat species) will be involved with the selection of mitigation 
sites to ensure that these areas include potential habitat value for these species. The enactment 
of long-term preservation agreements (upon the completion of the on-site mitigation program) will 
be addressed by the Applicant through fulfilling the requirements of the USACE’s Section 404 
permit, CDFW’s Streambed Alteration Agreement, RWQCB’s Waste Discharge Requirements, 
and CEQA Mitigation Measures.  

Response 16.60. The comment asserts that impacts on wildlife from noise are not fully addressed 
in the Draft SEIR. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the long-term “edge effect” by noise increase, 
in addition to the increased edge effects from habitat fragmentation and habitat loss, would be 
considered potentially significant as it would contribute to an incremental loss of viable habitat. 
However, most species in the vicinity of the study area are not listed as Threatened or 
Endangered by State or federal resource agencies. Potential noise impacts to common wildlife 
species are considered adverse but not significant because the noise impacts are not expected 
to affect a substantial portion of the population in the region. 

Potential noise impacts to the southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California gnatcatcher, and 
least Bell’s vireo, if present, and potential nesting raptor species, were addressed on page 5.2-40 
of the Draft SEIR. As stated on page 5.2-40: 

southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California gnatcatcher, and least Bell’s vireo, if 
present, and potential nesting raptor species, would incur temporary short-term impacts 
from construction noise if present in the vicinity of the Project impact area and may be 
temporarily displaced due to these disturbances. Indirect noise impacts on these species 
would be considered potentially significant because these species are protected by federal 
and State wildlife agencies. Impacts on these species would be reduced to less than 
significant with implementation of MMs 5.2-16 and 5.2-18 which requires transition zones 
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to screen noise from the development as well as a Fencing Plan to deter human activity 
in natural areas. 

Response 16.61. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not address the problematic 
interactions between humans and wildlife.  

Indirect impacts such as human activity were analyzed in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures. Indirect impacts from human activity were deemed potentially significant 
and mitigation is required. As stated on pages 5.2-40 and 5.2-41:  

The disturbance of natural open space remaining in or adjacent to the Project site 
would be increased by the human activity (i.e., noise, foot traffic) from the 
development. The value of the habitat in the study area would diminish as human 
disturbance from the development may disrupt normal foraging and breeding 
behavior of wildlife remaining in the study area and vicinity. The disturbance from 
human activity in conjunction with the increased edge effects from habitat 
fragmentation and habitat loss would be considered potentially significant as it 
would contribute to an additional incremental loss of habitat. Implementation of 
MM 5.2-18 would reduce this impact to a less than significant level which requires 
a Fencing Plan to deter human activity in natural areas. 

In addition, MM 5.2-16 shall be implemented to limit the amount of operational noise (i.e., from 
residents) to surrounding natural open space areas by the establishment of a 100-foot buffer 
within the fuel-modification zone. The vegetation within the transition zone buffer will block sound 
waves and screen noise from the adjacent development so that the amount of indirect noise 
reaching the wildlife habitat would be reduced. 

Response 16.62. The comment makes a general statement with respect to the human and 
wildlife interaction aspect that is not commonly considered in the likelihood of increasing 
dependency of certain wildlife species on human–supplied food sources and human-created 
habitats which benefit invasive species over native species.  

As with the increased noise disturbance area along the Project development edges, this similar 
“edge effect” is anticipated by human presence and the actions associated with humans (i.e., 
noise, foot traffic, glass windows, bird feeders, and domestic cats and dogs, etc.). The 
disturbances from human activity alone is considered adverse but not significant because these 
human edge affects are not substantial enough to reduce wildlife populations in the region below 
self-sustaining levels and are not expected to affect a substantial portion of the wildlife population 
in the region.  

Response 16.63. The comment is introductory and states the Project is inconsistent with multiple 
General Plan policies. Refer to Responses 16.64 through 16.72, below. 

Response 16.64. The commenter incorrectly states that the DEIR defers conducting an analysis 
of the elements of the SCVAP 2012. Table 5.9-3 of the Draft SEIR includes an in-depth 
consistency analysis for all applicable goals and policies of each element of the SCVAP 2012. In 
particular, the table addresses policies 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.4, 1.1.6 and 1.2.2 of the Circulation 
Element and policies 7.1.1 and 8.1.13 of the Conservation and Open Space Element which deal 
with reduction in vehicle trips. Further, Table 5.9-3 of the Draft SEIR analyzes the Project’s 
consistency with policies 7.3.1 and 7.3.3 of the Land Use Element, policies 4.1.9, 4.2.4, 4.3.1, 
4.3.7 and 4.4.1 of the Conservation and Open Space Element, policy 2.1.3 of the Safety Element. 
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Response 16.65. The comment questions whether the General Plan Update is binding on the 
Project. The comment further questions why the goals from Los Angeles 1980 General Plan no 
longer apply. Per the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, the Los Angeles 
County 2035 General Plan was adopted by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors on 
October 6, 2015 (http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan/).  

The discussion under the “Los Angeles County 1980 General Plan Development Monitoring 
System” indicates that the Development Monitoring System (DMS) has been replaced by a 
different approach that is used in the Los Angeles County 2035 General Plan. Because the Los 
Angeles County 2035 General Plan replaces the DMS, the DMS is no longer applicable. The 
“policies” identified on page 5.9-8 of the Draft SEIR in the bullet points apply to the Los Angeles 
County 2035 General Plan and not to the Los Angeles County 1980 and capture an overview of 
the goals and policies that are analyzed further in Table 5.9-2, County General Plan Land Use 
Consistency, in the Draft SEIR. Specifically, several policies focus on 1) discouraging sprawling 
development patterns (refer to policies LU 1.11, LU 2.1, LU 6.1, and PS/F 1.1); 2) protecting areas 
with hazard and environmental and resource constraints (refer to policies LU 11.6, S, 3.1 through 
3.7 and S 3.12 for consistency with policies related to fire hazards, policies LU 10.4, C/NR 3.1, 
C/NR 3.5, C/NR 3.9 through 3.11, C/NR 5.6, C/NR 6.2, 1 C/NR 3.9, PS/F 1.7, and S 1.3 for 
policies related to protection of environmental resources); 3) encouraging infill development (refer 
to policies LU 11.4, M 1.1, M 2.4, M 2.10, M 4.2, M 4.3, M 4.4, M 4.15, and LU 2.8); and committing 
to adequate services and infrastructure (refer to policies LU 5.5, P/R 3.8, P/R 4.6, PS/F 1.1, 
PS/F 1.2, and PS/F 1.3). As noted in the consistency analyses, the Project is found to be 
consistent with each of these policies.  

Response 16.66. The comment asserts that the Draft SEIR provides conflicting statements 
regarding access to schools. The policy in question, Policy LU 5.5, discusses the need to ensure 
access to quality education for children. It is noted that the consistency discussion in the Draft 
SEIR does not solely rely on construction of a school on the Project site to meet the stated land 
use policy, as implied by the commenter. Rather, the discussion focuses on the existing school 
districts that provide service to the area, including the Project site, in addition to existing school 
facilities in the immediate area (NorthLake Hills Elementary School) and the potential for new 
schools (public or private) on the Project site. As noted by the commenter, the Project Description 
of the Draft SEIR does identify an optional school site, as described in the Schools discussion on 
pages 4-12 through 4-14 of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, as stated on page 4-13 of the Draft SEIR, 
an existing school mitigation agreement is in place with the Castaic Union School District, which 
includes payment to the school district for resources as needed to adequately serve the Project, 
which may or may not include construction of a school on the Project site. Should the school 
districts make an independent determination that a school is warranted and make the decision to 
construct the school on the Project site, the Project has identified a potential location. 

Further, as discussed in Response 16.4, the traffic analysis, which provides the trip generation 
for the air quality and greenhouse gas analyses, was prepared based on the assumption that a 
portion of the school-aged population would travel off-site to attend local area schools, including 
private institutions. The trip generation rates applied for the single-family and multi-family 
residential units include a factor of travel to schools throughout the community, including outside 
of the Project site. The trip generation rate for the school includes a factor of off-site trips 
associated with students traveling from off-site locations to attend the on-site school. Therefore, 
the analysis does contemplate that not all students would attend the potential on-site school.  

Response 16.67. The comment questions the use of “commuter computer program” as a 
legitimate means of reducing vehicle trips and ensuring consistency with emissions reduction 
goals. The commenter is correct that a “commuter computer program” is referenced in the Draft 
SEIR as a means of reducing vehicle trips. The commuter computer program is intended to 
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encompass flexible work schedules and situations that are enable employees to work remotely 
and reduce the number of commuting days. These programs would be supported by the Project 
through access to high-speed internet and telephone services at all residential uses within the 
Project. It is noted that availability of these programs is dependent on individual companies and 
employers; however, the Project provides access to the necessary technologies to support them. 
Although these programs would be beneficial for the Project through reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled, it is noted that the traffic analysis did not account for any reductions based on commuter 
computer programs; therefore, the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas analyses do not account for 
these programs, either as such represent a conservative analysis. 

Response 16.68. The comment states that the Draft SEIR impermissibly concludes that the 
Project is consistent with water goals because it will comply with a NPDES permit. As noted by 
the commenter, the Land Use Consistency Table states that the Project would comply with the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES); however, the consistency response 
in question on page 5.9-24 of the Draft SEIR also goes on to state that Project would also comply 
with County regulations, including Low Impact Development. The consistency response further 
goes on to point the reader to Section 5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, which provides a full and 
detailed discussion of the Project’s proposed drainage, water quality, and LID features, including 
a list of relevant Project features as stated on pages 5.8-38 through 5.8-45 of the Draft SEIR. 
Based on incorporation of these relevant Project features as well as recommended mitigation 
measures detailed in Section 5.8 of the Draft SEIR, all potential impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality were determined to be less than significant. 

Response 16.69. The comment questions the applicability of the NorthLake Specific Plan. The 
NorthLake Specific Plan is an approved Project of record within the County of Los Angeles and 
is beyond legal challenge. As discussed in Section 2.2.2 of the Draft SEIR, the NorthLake Specific 
Plan was adopted by the County of Los Angeles in 1992. The Project approved under the Specific 
Plan could be constructed today. As such, the EIR for that Project is still a valid and instrumental 
document of reference and beyond challenge. The current Project, as evaluated in the Draft SEIR, 
would implement the previously adopted Specific Plan and involves an area and intensity of 
physical development that is less than what was previously considered in the 1992 SP EIR (refer 
to Table 4-2, Land Use Area Comparison, of the Draft SEIR for a comparison of what was 
originally evaluated and approved for the NorthLake Specific Plan and the revised Project 
evaluated in the Draft SEIR). Specifically, development of the Project site under the approved 
NorthLake Specific Plan would result in a more impactful development due to a higher unit count, 
increased development footprint, and increased impacts associated with more development when 
compared to the modified Project being evaluated in the Draft SEIR. The impacts associated with 
this Project have been carefully assessed and compared to the impacts analyzed under the 
Specific Plan as the proposed Project is a modification of the approved Project under the adopted 
and enforceable Specific Plan. As such, the appropriate comparison is between the Project 
approved under the Specific Plan and proposed hereunder. In areas where the impacts are the 
same or less that the earlier approved Project an analysis was not required as the Project impacts 
had already been assessed under the certified Specific Plan EIR. 

Response 16.70. The comment asserts that that use of the 1992 Specific Plan, which is an 
outdated and irrelevant document, does not provide any binding or necessary information on the 
current Project. Refer to Response 16.69, above. 

Response 16.71. The comment asserts that Table 5.1-1, 2 and 3 do not provide detailed 
explanation how the Project is consistent with applicable policies. The consistency tables 
identified by the commenter cover a broad range of issues discussed in the Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), County General Plan, and 
Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. Throughout Tables 5.9-1, 5.9-2, and 5.9-3 of the Draft SEIR, the 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-119 Responses to Comments 

consistency analyses provide an overview of the consistency and point the reader to specific 
areas of the Draft SEIR for in depth discussion and analyses.  

Specifically, the consistency response for RTP/SCS Goals 4 and 5 does not include a full 
discussion regarding the Castaic Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee District nor 
does it provide detail on how payment into this district works. Rather, the consistency response 
refers the reader to the applicable section of the Draft SEIR for detailed information related to the 
topic. Specifically, for this consistency response, the reader is referred to Section 5.11 of the Draft 
SEIR. It is noted that a full description of the Castaic Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction 
Fee District is provided on pages 5.11-13 and 5.11-14 of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, the analysis 
includes specific discussion as to when and why payment of fees would serve to mitigate 
anticipated impacts (refer to pages 5.11-35, 5.11-40, and 5.11-46). 

With regard to the Project’s consistency with Guiding Principle 4, Excellence in environmental 
resources management, the issue is overarching and touches many of the environmental topics 
discussed in the Draft SEIR, so it is appropriate to refer the reader back to the in depth-
discussions provided throughout the Draft SEIR. Specifically, the 2035 General Plan further 
defines Guiding Principle 4 as the management of the County’s natural resources, such as air, 
water, wildlife habitats, mineral resources, agricultural land, forests, and open space. Additionally, 
this Guiding Principle defers to the goals and policies set forth in the General Plan, which are 
discussed individually in Table 5.9.2 (refer to pages 5.9-15 through 5.9-32 of the Draft SEIR). 

Response 16.72. The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should provide more specific about 
how the Project will comply with Title 31 Green Building Code Standards. The commenter refers 
to page 5.9-11 of the Draft SEIR which provides an overview of the Los Angeles County Green 
Building Program for regulatory context. This discussion is not intended to provide details on how 
the Project would implement Title 31. Rather, the Project’s implementation of and consistency 
with Title 31 is detailed throughout the Draft SEIR (refer to pages 5.9-13, 5.9-14, 5.9-18, 5.9-19, 
5.9-22, 5.9-24, 5.9-27, 5.9-30, 5.9-46, 5.9-47, 5.9-48 of Section 5.9, Land Use, the Sustainable 
Features discussion on pages 4-22 through 4-24 of Section 4, Project Description, and MMs 5.7-1 
through 5.7-11 in Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions).  

Response 16.73. The comment makes general statements regarding the climate change in 
California and the need to address climate change. Using an approach approved by the County 
of Los Angeles, the lead agency for the Project, Section 5.7 of the Draft SEIR demonstrates that 
the Project would have a less than significant impact on GHG emissions. Because the Project is 
not significant for GHG emissions, it is not required to implement any mitigation measures. 
Nevertheless, as shown in the detailed Response 16.75, the Project has made considerable 
commitments in the form of PDFs to reduce GHG emissions where feasible. 

Response 16.74. The comment recommends that all proposed buildings within the development 
have 3 kilowatt solar panel systems or equivalent. The Project’s existing solar commitment is 
substantial in that it will offset approximately one-third of the Project’s GHG emissions associated 
with electricity usage. The Project buildings that do not have rooftop solar at the outset will be 
constructed to be solar ready consistent with Title 24 regulations and thus further solar panels 
can be installed over time. As discussed in the Draft SEIR, the proposed Project will not have a 
significant impact with respect to GHG emissions and therefore no mitigation is required. 

Response 16.75. The comment identifies CAPCOA‘s existing and potential mitigation measures 
that could be applied to the Project. As discussed on page 5.9-19 of the Draft SEIR, the Project 
would, “implement sustainability features in an effort to increase efficiency and minimize impacts 
on non-renewable resources. Specifically, the Project would comply with all applicable codes 
standards, including the County’s Green Building Standards Code, CALGreen Code, California 
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Department of Water Resources Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, low impact 
development requirements, and California’s 75 Percent Initiative related to solid waste.” While the 
standards of these various programs are not identical to LEED’s, they are similar and achieve 
meaningful greenhouse gas emission reductions. 

The Northlake Specific Plan includes various Design Guidelines in order to establish certain 
design features that promote natural light and the passive heating and cooling of buildings. These 
include, “adequate shade trees throughout the Project’s circulation system, minimum landscape 
requirements according to the land use, and use of light-colored paving materials, including brick 
pavers” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-36). 

As discussed on page 5.9-48 of the Draft SEIR, buildings will be designed in compliance with the 
CalGreen Code, and other energy conservation programs and policies. For example, “…plans 
and polices adopted for the purpose of maximizing energy efficiency that are directly applicable 
to the Project include (1) California’s Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and 
Nonresidential Buildings; (2) CALGreen Code; and (3) Title 31 of the County Code (the Los 
Angeles County Green Building Standards Code)" (Draft SEIR, 5.9-48). Once the buildings are 
occupied, continued efforts to promote energy efficiency will be conducted through providing 
homeowners and tenants with educational tools providing information over “energy conservation, 
including the use of energy-efficient lighting and the limiting of outdoor lighting and the capabilities 
of buildings to support solar electricity generation and/or solar water heating” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-37). 

The Project will limit the amount of infrastructure that will be required in general consistency with 
the SCVAP. This will reduce the overall amount of construction and, in turn, reduce the use of 
pavement (Draft SEIR, 5.1-6). Additionally, as mentioned on page 5.9-34 of the Draft SEIR, when 
feasible, infiltration Best Management Practices will be implemented, including utilizing 
permeable pavement in lieu of impermeable materials. 

As mentioned on page 5.8-19 of the Draft SEIR, the Project is proposing to use “…recycled water 
for landscape irrigation purposes by obtaining recycled water from the Valencia [Water 
Reclamation Plant].” These operations will be managed as part of the Municipal Recycled Water 
Landscape Irrigation Use Permit, which will “include operation and maintenance/management of 
transport facilities and associated infrastructure necessary to convey and distribute recycled water 
from the point of production to the point of use” (Draft SEIR, 5.8-35). Additionally, the Use Permit 
addresses best management practices for this recycled water, “including general operations and 
maintenance, which producers and distributors must apply to manage recycled water and prevent 
water quality impacts” (Draft SEIR, 5.8-35). 

The Project will utilize LEDs in accordance with Los Angeles County’s Green Building Program 
and various other State and County standards that include requirements for “efficient lighting 
(including LEDs) for traffic, street, and other outdoor lighting purposes” (Draft SEIR, 5.9-46). 

The Northlake Specific Plan contains Lighting Design Guidelines, which specify, “Project lighting 
would be minimized consistent with required levels for safety and security” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-34). 
These guidelines also specify, “lighting would be directed to minimize effects of glare and 
excessive light falling on adjacent sites” and that any plans for exterior light features would “be 
subject to review by the County Department of Public Works” as an added measure (Draft 
SEIR, 5.9-45). 

Adopted by the State Water Board, Resolution No. 2014-0038 prohibits several activities in an 
effort to promote water conservation. The Project would be subject to these restrictions, which 
include prohibiting, “(1) the application of potable water to outdoor landscapes in a manner that 
causes excess runoff; (2) the use of a hose to wash a motor vehicle except where the hose is 
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equipped with a shut-off nozzle; (3) the application of water to driveways and sidewalks; and 
(4) the use of potable water in non-recirculating ornamental fountains” (Draft SEIR 5.12-17). 
Additionally, the Northlake Specific Plan requires that “…plant material selected for a given area 
would have compatible drought resistant characteristics, whenever possible, and irrigation 
programming would be designed to minimize water applications” (Draft SEIR 5.9-42). 

As part of the CalRecycle initiative, the Project will meet the California Statewide goal of 
“75 percent solid waste diversion by reducing, recycling, and/or composting all generated waste” 
(Draft SEIR, 5.7-24). 

The Project does not include a wastewater treatment plant (Draft SEIR, 5.7-28); however, as 
mentioned in the Los Angeles County Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP) (p. C-5 and C6), 
efforts are being made at the County level to increase biogas capture at local wastewater 
treatment plants and landfills. 

As discussed in the Draft SEIR (5.7-24), the Project has committed to incorporating the use of 
renewable energy. Specifically, the Project is committed to the equivalent of installing 3 kW 
systems on 50 percent of the residential dwelling units. As discussed in Response 16.73, the 
Project buildings that will not have rooftop solar at the outset will be constructed to be solar ready 
consistent with Title 24 regulations and thus further solar panels can be installed.  

As discussed in the Draft SEIR (5.7-24), the Project has committed to incorporating the use of 
renewable energy. Specifically, the Project is committed to the equivalent of installing 3 kW 
systems on 50 percent of the residential dwelling units. Additionally, the Project Applicant or 
Successor Developer will “provide educational information to each nonresidential owner or tenant 
on the capabilities of buildings to support solar electricity generation and/or solar water heating” 
(Draft SEIR, 5.9-47).  

The Project will be designed to “provide electric vehicle (EV) charging facilities and/or 
infrastructure facilitating the installation [of] future EV charging stations at nonresidential buildings, 
parking structures, and parking lots” (Draft SEIR, 5.9-45). Additionally, the Project will ensure that 
100 percent of residences will be pre-wired for an EV charging station and that at least 10 percent 
of residences will have an EV charging station (Draft SEIR, 5.7-22). A substantial portion of the 
electricity powering these stations will be sourced from renewable energy sources through 
existing state programs, such as the Renewable Portfolio Standard, which has an interim goal of 
45 percent for 2027 per California Public Utilities Code Section 399.15(b)(2)(B). 

The Project will limit the amount of infrastructure that will be required by the SCVAP. This will 
reduce the overall amount of construction and in turn, reduce the emissions associated with it 
(Draft SEIR, 5.1-6). Additionally, the Project will “[encourage] use of recycled content building 
materials and [cooperate] with the appropriate agencies to identify pollution sources and adopt 
strategies to reduce their emissions” (Draft SEIR, 5.1-6). 

The Project includes sustainable design features, which will be implemented in order to reduce 
construction-related waste. These features include “construction waste reduction, disposal, and 
recycling, including recycling a minimum of 75 percent of the non-hazardous construction and 
demolition debris” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-27). 

The Project will preserve “nearly 300 acres of undeveloped natural land as undisturbed open 
space and an additional 327 acres of open space as manufactured slopes” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-32). 
One benefit to this conservation is that this land will not require any energy-intensive earth-moving 
activities. Additionally, designated sites where construction and development will take place “are 
located in areas that minimize impacts to resources including biological resources and natural 
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topographic features, by concentrating development along the internal circulation system” (Draft 
SEIR, 5.9-30). This will act to limit the extent and amount of grading related to the Project. 

The Project plans to reduce construction-related emissions by ensuring that “all off-road diesel-
powered construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 3 emissions standards” 
and Tier 4 standards when available (Draft SEIR, 5.7-34). Additionally, all construction equipment 
will be “outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB or equivalent” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-34). 
Aside from this construction equipment, “the Project would not involve uses requiring machinery 
or fleets; however, it is noted that the Project would provide 135 EV charging facilities at non-
residential parking spaces within the community” (Draft SEIR, 5.7-34). 

Response 16.76. The comment states that new construction has the opportunity to embrace and 
incorporate the use of renewable energy and encourages the County to take advantage of this 
opportunity. As discussed in the Draft SEIR (5.7-24), the Project has committed to incorporating 
the use of renewable energy. Specifically, the Project is committed to the equivalent of installing 
3 kW systems on 50 percent of the residential dwelling units. As discussed in Response 16.73, 
the Project buildings will be constructed to be solar ready consistent with Title 24 regulations and 
thus further solar panels can be installed. As discussed in the Draft SEIR, the proposed Project 
impacts with respect to GHG emissions is less than significant and therefore no mitigation is 
required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 17 
 
Joe Bourgeois 
May 14, 2017  
 
Response 17.1. Commenter asks to be on Project mailing list. The County added commenter to 
its Project mailing list. No further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter 18 
 
Ed and Karen Coch 
May 17, 2017  
 
Response 18.1. The commenter asks about the availability of single-story housing units in the 
proposed Project. The Draft SEIR does not specify if any of the proposed housing units would be 
single-story; because the comment is not related to the Draft SEIR, no further response is required 
as part of this Final SEIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter 19 
 
Diane Slauson 
May 20, 2017  
 
Response 19.1. The comment is related to the condition of Castaic Street and the surrounding 
area and does not directly relate to the proposed Project. However, it is noted that the Project 
does include commercial and industrial uses intended to serve the proposed Project and 
surrounding communities. Additionally, the addition of new residents in the area may create new 
demand for more commercial and retail uses in the immediate area, such as along Castaic Street. 
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Response to Comment Letter 20 
 
Shawn Smallwood, PhD 
June 13, 2017 
 
Response 20.1. The comment addresses the potential presence of special status mammal 
species.  

General surveys were conducted simultaneously with vegetation mapping because both activities 
must cover the Project site thoroughly. A botanist was paired with a wildlife biologist during the 
mapping activity. The botanist focused on vegetation mapping, while the biologist focused on 
assessing habitat potential for general and special status species. The wildlife biologist captured 
photographs throughout the Project site and took notes on the general suitability for various 
wildlife species to inhabit the site. The general survey is intended as a habitat assessment and is 
not intended to be a focused protocol level survey for any specific species. For example, the 
wildlife biologist would be identifying large rocky outcrops, caves, or abandoned mines in the 
survey area that may provide roosting habitat for bats.  

The concern for special status mammal species' utilization of the Project site is understood and 
addressed in the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR analysis of special status species' utilization of the 
Project site was based on the potential suitability of the habitat onsite (determined during general 
surveys identified in Draft SEIR Section 5.2.3 Existing Conditions, Survey Methods) and range 
maps for the particular species. The San Joaquin pocket mouse, Tehachapi pocket mouse, and 
Los Angeles pocket mouse all occur outside the Project range or do not occur within the habitat 
types found on the Project site, and are not expected to occur (Zeiner et al.; Hall and Kelson; Best 
1994). Further, the Draft SEIR identified other special status mammal species, such as the 
southern grasshopper mouse, as being potentially present on the Project site based on the 
species’ range and habitat suitability on the Project site determined during general wildlife 
surveys. General wildlife surveys are an effective and widespread method for assessing the 
potential for general and special status species to occur on the Project site, and are widely used 
to produce all varieties of biological documents.  

In regard to the San Diego desert woodrat, due to the taxonomical inconsistencies between the 
literature and the CDFW Special Animals list, the woodrat was not included in the Draft EIR. It 
has been reviewed in response to this comment and the species that occurs onsite, Neotoma 
bryanti intermedia, is considered what CDFW lists as Neotoma lepida intermedia on the Special 
Animals List (July 2017). An analysis of this species has been added to the Final EIR. However, 
it should be noted that these revisions and clarifications do not materially change the description 
of the Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on Table 5.2-4 Special Status 
Wildlife Species Known to Occur in the Project Region, on page 5.2-25, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

Myotis yumanensis  
Yuma myotis 

— SA 
May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; limited suitable foraging 
habitat; no suitable roosting habitat 

Neotoma bryanti intermedia 
 San Diego desert woodrat 

— SSC Observed; suitable habitat 

 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-127 Responses to Comments 

The following text on page 5.2-27, in Section 5.2.3, Existing Conditions, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

Four Three other special status mammals have potential to occur on the Project site 
(Table 5.2-4). The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii), and 
southern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus ramona) may occur on the Project 
site,; and San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma bryanti intermedia), and American 
badger was were observed on the Project site. 

The following text on page 5.2-40, in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis, of the Draft SEIR is hereby 
revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

Four Three other species status mammal species are either potentially present (San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and southern grasshopper mouse) or were observed (San 
Diego desert woodrat, and American badger) on the Project site. Project implementation 
would result in the loss of 1,070.16 combined acres of grassland, coastal sage scrub, and 
riparian habitats that provide potentially suitable habitat for the San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit and southern grasshopper mouse and suitable habitat for the San Diego desert 
woodrat and American badger. 

Response 20.2. The comment addresses potential impacts to bats. In order to provide additional 
data to assess impacts to bats on the Project site, three nights of acoustic bat detection were 
conducted on July 18-20, 2017. The following species were detected during surveys: Pallid bat 
(Antrozous pallidus), Townsend’s big eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis californicus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), hoary bat (Lasiurus 
cinereus), California myotis (Myotis californicus), Western small-footed bat (Myotis ciliolabrum), 
Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), western pipistrelle (Parastrellus hesperus), and Mexican free-
tail (Tadarida brasiliensis).  

In response to these new findings, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of the 
Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text discussing common wildlife species 
on page 5.2-12 of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Mammals 

Bats occur throughout most of southern California and may use any portion of the 
Project site as foraging habitat. The riparian vegetation type and steep rocky cliff faces 
in Grasshopper Canyon provide potential roosting habitat for many bat species. Most 
of the bats that could potentially occur on the Project site are inactive during the winter 
and either hibernate or migrate, depending on the species. Common bat species 
detected or expected to forage or roost on the Project site include big brown bat 
(Eptesicus fuscus), Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), California myotis 
(Myotis californicus), Western small-footed bat (Myotis ciliolabrum), Yuma myotis 
(Myotis yumanensis), western pipistrelle (Parastrellus Hesperus), and hoary bat 
(Lasiurus cinereus), Mexican free-tail (Tadarida brasiliensis). 

In response to these new findings, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of the 
Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on Table 5.2-4, Special Status Wildlife 
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Species Known to Occur in the Project Region, on page 5.2-25 of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

Lasiurus blossevillii 
western red bat 

— SSC 
Detected; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; no 
suitable roosting habitat 

 

In addition to this edit, the three other special status bat species detected during acoustic surveys 
will be edited to show “detected” status. This revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, 
it should be noted that this revision does not materially change the description of the Project or 
the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text in Table 5.2-4 of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised 
to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the 
deletions): 

Antrozous pallidus  
pallid bat 

— SSC 

May occur for foraging and roosting; 
suitable foraging habitat; limited roosting 
habitat Detected; suitable foraging 
habitat; limited roosting habitat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 
Townsend’s big-eared bat 

— CST/SSC 

May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; suitable foraging 
habitat; no suitable roosting habitat 
Detected; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; no 
suitable roosting habitat 

Eumops perotis californicus  
western mastiff bat 

— SSC 

May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; suitable foraging 
habitat; no suitable roosting habitat 
Detected; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; no 
suitable roosting habitat 

 

In response to these new findings, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of the 
Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on, page 5.2-27, Special Status Wildlife 
Species, of Section 5.2.3, Existing Conditions, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as 
follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

Mammals 

Three nights of acoustic bat detection surveys were conducted on July 18-20, 
2017. The focused survey report is included in Appendix C to the Final SEIR. 
The following special status species were detected: Western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis californicus), Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), western red bat 
(Lasiurus blossevillii), and Townsend’s big eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii). SixEight special status bat species have potential to occur on the Project 
site (Table 5.2-4). Four of these species, pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), spotted bat 
(Euderma maculatum), hoary bat, and western small-footed myotis (Myotis 
ciliolabrum), also have potential or limited potential to roost on the Project site. 

In response to these new findings, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. 
However, it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of the 
Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on, page 5.2-39, in Section 5.2.7, 
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Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows 
(bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough show the deletions): 

The proposed Project would potentially impact foraging habitat for the several bat 
species, including pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), 
spotted bat, western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), western red bat 
(Lasiurus blossevillii), hoary bat, California myotis (Myotis californicus), western 
small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum), and Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), 
western pipistrelle (Parastrellus hesperus), and Mexican free-tail (Tadarida 
brasiliensis). This foraging habitat is located in the foothills, a topographical area 
where relatively abundant open spaces still remain in the region. The loss of 1,070.16 
acres of foothill foraging habitats consisting of grasslands, coastal sage scrub, and 
riparian vegetation types for these bat species would contribute to an ongoing 
cumulative loss of regional and local foraging habitat. This impact is considered 
adverse but less than significant under Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
because the Project would not impact a substantial population of the bat species 
mentioned above and would not cause regional populations to drop below self-
sustaining levels. 

The results of the survey do not constitute new significance findings, and therefore, and do not 
trigger the need for recirculation of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 20.3. The comment addresses nocturnal mammal surveys. While nocturnal surveys 
provide definitive proof of the species utilizing the site, they are not necessary for determining 
mammal use of the site. As stated on page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, general wildlife surveys were 
conducted in order to determine the absence or presence of potentially suitable habitat for a 
variety of general and special status mammal species. In the event that potentially suitable habitat 
for a given species is determined present on the Project site (based on general surveys), and the 
species’ range overlaps the Project site, the Draft SEIR analyses potential Project impacts, and 
provides mitigation if the impacts are considered potentially significant per State CEQA 
Guidelines. Potentially suitable habitat was identified during the general survey for the three 
species listed in the comment: the mountain lion, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and American 
badger (observed on site). The Biological Resource Technical Report for the Draft SEIR states 
that the mountain lion is expected, the American badger was observed, and common herbivore 
(like the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit) are expected to occur on the Project site based on 
presence of suitable habitat for these species including various sage scrub vegetation types, 
grasslands, and riparian areas.  

Response 20.4. The comment states that eBird was not used in the Draft SEIR and notes that 
eBird shows California condor sightings within the Project area. The comment additionally states 
that additional threatened or endangered wildlife species might occur, but were not detected 
because of insufficient survey efforts. The comment further stated that the site has a remarkable 
species richness that was downplayed in the Draft SEIR.  

The person who recorded an eBird list was reporting from the vicinity of the Project site and not 
directly from the Project site itself. eBird is an online check list program that allows recreational 
bird watchers to provide information about birds, which is often in error. There are no 
professional/educational requirements to have an eBird account or summit data. The species 
accounts included in the Draft SEIR relied on the experience of professional biologists, resource 
agency lists and data sets, and published literature, not on eBird which includes erroneous 
information.  
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Response regarding California condor can be found in the reply to Response to Comment 20.5 
below. 

Draft SEIR Tables 5.2-4 provides a summary of the state and/or federally listed wildlife species 
that are known to occur in the Project region. The species that have the potential to occur onsite 
include various species of fairy shrimp, arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, Swainson’s hawk, 
southwestern willow flycatcher, California condor, bald eagle, coastal California gnatcatcher, and 
least Bell’s vireo. Focused surveys were conducted on the Project site according to established 
agency protocols for the fairy shrimp, arroyo toad, California red-legged frog, southwestern willow 
flycatcher, coastal California gnatcatcher, and least Bell’s vireo.  

The Swainson’s hawk, California condor, and bald eagle may fly-over the site as a migrant or for 
foraging, but not for nesting. Therefore, focused surveys for these species are not warranted due 
to the lack of nesting habitat. All potentially present threatened or endangered wildlife species 
have been evaluated, and no additionally listed species are expected to occur with any further 
survey efforts 

The Draft SEIR does not “downplay” the biological resources onsite, but rather describes both the 
native habitat value along with the historic and current land uses that have degraded the habitats 
by the present of cattle and exotic species. Regarding statements in the Draft SEIR that some 
species (mostly avian) have potential suitable foraging habitat onsite, but not nesting, this is a 
industry standard to distinguish the difference between foraging and nesting potential onsite. 
Many avian species forage in one type of habitat while nest in another and impacts to these 
habitat components are considered separately in the CEQA analysis.  

Response 20.5. The comment states that there is no analysis provided to support the conclusion 
that California condor would not be expected to forage on the Project site.  

The Draft SEIR addresses all species with potential to occur on the Project site, and assesses 
impacts without bias or attempts to “downplay the functionality of species’ occurrences”. The 
categorization of habitat into breeding versus foraging use of the Project site are factual important 
distinctions and intended to contribute to the knowledge of the reader, and the assessment and 
ultimate determination of impacts. Because breeding habitat (i.e. large trees, cliff faces) is typically 
less abundant that foraging habitat (i.e. grassland, scrub) there are often higher priorities for 
certain species in regard to breeding versus foraging. Typically breeding areas are a smaller 
subset of suitable habitat, and therefore, potentially more susceptible to loss/impacts. 

In response to this comment, an analysis of one year of California condor flight data over the 
Project site was conducted. During 2014 (the only available data of this kind), three occurrences 
and a total of 7 minutes was documented with condor flight over the Project site (USFWS 2014). 
No reported landings occurred, and therefore no foraging, occurred which is expected for this 
area as the Project site is outside the known core foraging range for this species (Snyder and 
Snyder 2005). Because of the ongoing captive condor breeding program, condor future 
movement patterns and behavior are somewhat unpredictable. The Project site does periodically 
contain carrion, a potential attractant for condor, and therefore, the Draft SEIR states that the 
Project site had potentially suitable foraging habitat but that condors were not expected to occur 
(based on known current foraging range and lack of foraging observations). Based on telemetry 
data and known range, it is reasonable to assert that the Project site is not utilized by any 
significant degree by the California condor. California condor are known to fly-over the site from 
high elevation use areas in the western San Gabriel Mountains and the Tehachapi Mountains. 
The recent eBird fly-over sightings of this species near the Project site are acknowledged, and 
the Draft SEIR is consistent with this information.  
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Response 20.6. The comment suggests that the Project site provides bald eagle habitat based 
on observations at a site similar to the Project site. The Altamont Pass is a well-known location 
that supports extensive grasslands that are the dominate habitat type of that area, unlike the 
Project site. It is not reasonable to compare wildlife utilization of the two locations and to assume 
that bald eagle (and raptors in general) use of this particular Project site is the same as Altamont 
Pass. The Project site's grassland habitats constitute only about a third of the Project site while 
the surrounding areas are largely sage scrub and chaparral habitats. If cattle grazing were to 
cease on the Project site, these grasslands would mostly be converted back to sage scrub and 
chaparral habitats. Overall, these habitats are far less valuable to foraging raptors than the 
extensive grasslands of the Altamont Pass area. While the bald eagle has been observed at 
nearby Castaic Lake and Castaic Lagoon (eBird 2017), it is most likely the raptor is attracted to 
these bodies of water for what they can uniquely provide that the Project site cannot—aquatic 
prey. The Project site is not expected to be attractive foraging grounds for the bald eagle. 

Response 20.7. The comment suggests that the Project site provides suitable foraging habitat 
for golden eagles based on observations at a site similar to the Project site.  

The impact analysis in the Draft SEIR states there is potential for golden eagle to nest in the study 
area. The potential for occurrence is considered extremely conservative given the lack of breeding 
records in the Project region and the tendancy for golden eagles in the region to breed in rugged 
mountenous country (Allen et al.). In the unlikely event nesting event does occur, mitigation is 
provided in the Draft SEIR that adresses this remote possibility. The loss of a nest due to Project 
implementation would be considered a violation of Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the 
California Fish and Game Code, and would be considered significant. Implementation of 
MM 5.2-12 and MM 5.2-13 would reduce this impact to less than significant through requiring pre-
construction nesting raptor surveys and providing a biological monitor during vegetation removal 
activities. With implementation of these measures, direct impacts to golden eagle while breeding 
are avoided. In addition, in order to provide clarity and consistancy, the following text on 
Table 5.2-4 Special Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur in the Project Region, on 
page 5.2-23, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the 
additional text and strikethrough show the deletions). However, it should be noted that these 
revisions and clarifications do not materially change the description of Project or the findings of 
the Draft SEIR: 

Aquila chrysaetos 
golden eagle 

— SSC/FP 
Observed; suitable foraging habitat; 
limited no suitable nesting habitat 

 

Response 20.8. The comment states that the Project site is within the wintering range for 
ferruginous hawk. After nearly 20 years of biological surveys on this Project site, the ferruginous 
hawk has been observed only a few times during the winter season; there is no regular wintering 
by this species on this Project site (Appendix D of the Draft SEIR). Although the Project site is 
within the wintering range for the ferruginous hawk in southern California, the ferruginous hawk 
winters at a limited number of valley locations supporting extensive grassland and agricultural 
habitats. The Project site is not within the valley locations known to provide for wintering 
individuals. Although the hawk may rarely occur on the site during winter, the Project site does 
not represent important wintering habitat for this species. The impact analysis for the Draft SEIR 
found that the loss of foraging habitat for this species would be considered adverse but not 
substantial enough on a regional basis to warrant a finding of significance under Section 15380 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Response 20.9. The comment suggests that the Project site provides suitable nesting habitat for 
Swainson’s hawk based on observations at a site similar to the Project site. During spring surveys 
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of the Project site, Swainson's hawk has been observed passing overhead but never observed 
foraging on the Project site. It is possible that a stray migrant may stop and forage. Breeding 
habitat in southern California for Swainson's hawk is associated with areas supporting far greater 
amounts of grassland and/or cultivated habitats than present on the Project site. The Swainson’s 
hawk is considered extirpated for breeding on the coastal slope, which includes the Project region. 
Only a few remnant pairs continue to nest in the Antelope valley (Allen et al. 2016). For reasons 
given, this species is not expected to nest on the Project site. The impact analysis for the Draft 
SEIR found that the loss of foraging habitat for this species would be considered adverse but not 
substantial enough on a regional basis to warrant a finding of significance under Section 15380 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. As with other migratory birds, however, this species may occur as 
a breeder in the future, and 5.2-13 is included to conduct pre-construction protocol surveys for 
the Swainson’s hawk to confirm absence prior to disturbance. If the Biologist finds an active nest 
within or immediately adjacent to the construction area and determines that the nest may be 
impacted or breeding activities substantially disrupted, the Biologist shall delineate an appropriate 
buffer zone around the nest. The active nest shall be protected until nesting activity has ended. 
This mitigation will reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

Response 20.10. The comment notes that the Biological Technical Assessment Report, 
NorthLake Specific Plan Development Project states that white-tailed kite was seen on the Project 
site, while the Draft SEIR analysis states that the species may occur within the Project area. After 
nearly 20 years of biological surveys on this Project site, the white-tailed kite has been observed 
only a few times on the Project site. White-tailed Kites are observed more often by Castaic Lagoon 
where there are more trees. In general, the current Project site footprint provides only a limited 
amount of suitable foraging habitat and marginal nesting habitat for this species. Based on this, 
the Draft SEIR analysis found that impacts would be considered adverse but not substantial 
enough on a regional basis to warrant a finding of significance under Section 15380 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines because the Project would not impact a substantial population of these species 
and would not cause regional populations to drop below self-sustaining levels. 

Response 20.11. The comment states that the Project site is within the wintering range for merlin. 
After nearly 20 years of biological surveys on this Project site, the merlin has been observed only 
a few times during the winter season; there is no regular wintering by this species on this Project 
site (refer to Appendix D of the Draft SEIR). Although the Project site is within the wintering range 
for the merlin, the Project site does not represent important wintering grounds for this species. 
The impact analysis for the Draft SEIR found that the loss of foraging habitat for this species 
would be considered adverse but not substantial enough on a regional basis to warrant a finding 
of significance under Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

Response 20.12. The comment addresses burrowing owl nest fidelity, habitat, and survey results 
and methods. In order to provide additional breeding survey data, an additional breeding season 
survey was conducted in summer 2017 in accordance with CDFW protocol (CDFW 2012). Four 
focused burrowing owl surveys were conducted from June 27 through August 29, 2017 (refer to 
Appendix C of the Final SEIR). No burrowing owls were detected during the survey and no 
burrowing owl sign was observed. Additionally, no potentially suitable breeding burrows were 
detected. This is consistent with the Draft SEIR analysis that burrowing owl do not find the Project 
site suitable for breeding. Over 20 years of experience on the Project site and multiple senior 
biologists very familiar with the biology of burrowing owls have determined the site is not 
potentially suitable for breeding burrowing owls (potentially due to general lack of ground squirrels 
colonies). Focused survey reports can be found in Appendix D of the Draft SEIR and Appendix C 
of the Final SEIR. 

In response to new survey data, the following revision is hereby made to the Final SEIR. However, 
it should be noted that this addition does not materially change the description of Project or the 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-133 Responses to Comments 

findings of the Draft SEIR. The following text on page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

In addition to the general wildlife surveys, focused surveys were conducted on the 
Project site for the arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) in 2000 and 2014; the western 
spadefoot (Spea hammondii) concurrent with arroyo toad surveys in 2014; the 
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) in 2003; the California red-legged 
frog (Rana aurora draytonii) in 2003; the burrowing owl (Athene cuniculariain) in 2007, 
and 2014-2015, and 2017. 

Although the commenter found low site fidelity at the sites he has studied in northern California, 
the literature shows that burrowing owls do exhibit moderate to high nest site fidelity (Ronan 2002, 
Klute et. al 2003). Site fidelity is tied to nest success, and they appear to abandon nest sites that 
fail. These references will be added to the Draft SEIR.  

In regard to survey methods, the diversity of habitats used by this species in southern California 
is recognized and the habitat suitability and subsequent surveys were based on this regional 
knowledge. It is feasible that this species may use steeper slopes in other regions. In addition, 
nearly all of the steep slopes on the Project site are densely vegetated, making them unsuitable 
for burrowing owl for that reason. Through the process of these surveys, and the 20 years of 
previous experience on site, it is highly unlikely that any burrowing owl could occur outside of our 
survey area and not be detected. Further, the commenter provides an assessment of the 2007 
burrowing owl survey and report methods in comparison to the 2012 CDFW protocol. The 2012 
CDFW protocol was not in existence at the time of the 2007 surveys and therefore the comparison 
has little bearing. Secondly, most of the determinations that are regarded as insufficient are not 
required to be reported. Therefore, the lack of information available to the commenter is not 
actually an indication that the information does not exist. For example, it is true that “reporting 
experience” is not included within the 2007 report. However, it is not included in the majority of 
protocol survey reports, because it is not required. The determination statement by the 
commenter that the standard for experience for the burrowing owl surveys is not met is arbitrary 
and is in fact false. Surveys were conducted by highly qualified and experienced senior 
ornithologists and biologists. Lastly, in an effort to provide a current update on the status of the 
species on the site, a breeding survey was conducted in 2017, as described above, and is 
included in Appendix C of the Final SEIR. With this new report, the comparison in Table 1 is 
resolved as the determination of presence or absence can be based solely on the new report. 
Results of the survey are consistent with all conclusions in the Draft SEIR. 

The impact assessment concluding that impacts on breeding burrowing owl is not expected, was 
based on appropriate and sufficient data gathered over the course of many years of biological 
studies on the site by qualified biologists. In addition, an effort to provide additional survey data 
to further support the findings and assessment in the Draft SEIR, a survey was conducted as 
described above. There are no new significant impacts resulting from the new data. The results 
of the survey are consistent with the Draft SEIR, and do not trigger the need for recirculation of 
the Draft SEIR. Impacts on wintering burrowing owl were determined to be potentially significant 
and mitigation was included. 

In regard to the commenter’s statement that the proposed mitigation would not be effective, the 
proposed burrowing owl mitigation is likely to be the most widely accepted method for mitigation 
for this species in southern California, based on direct implementation experience throughout the 
region. In fact, the CDFW 2012 protocol guidelines the commenter frequently refers to includes a 
recommendation for artificial burrows consistent with the mitigation measure MM 5.2-14 on 
page 5.2.6 of the Draft SEIR and includes a discussion of reported success in a study in California. 
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In addition, this measure is typically only required for impacts on breeding burrowing owl; 
therefore, the mitigation is considered conservative and greater than is typically implemented in 
Southern California. Furthermore, the Project includes mitigation in terms of preserving habitat as 
well as defined in MM 5.2-7 and MM 5.2-8. The commenter may have had some personal 
experience with burrowing owls in Northern California where this approach was not successful. 
Although the species is the same, regional differences in habitat preference may result in different 
outcomes. However, the artificial burrows and habitat preservation combined approach is 
considered the preferred and recommended approach by the CDFW based on the 2012 
Guidelines. 

Response 20.13. The comment suggests that the Project site provides suitable habitat for 
tricolored blackbird based on observations at sites similar to the Project site. As indicated by the 
Los Angeles Breeding Bird Atlas and eBird, there are no breeding colonies of the tricolored 
blackbird in the vicinity of the Project site (Allen et al. 2017, eBird 2017). The tricolored blackbird 
needs large stands of sturdy, erect vegetation capable of supporting a large number of nests. In 
the Project region, this species nests in wetlands containing cattail and bulrush; in riparian 
woodlands supporting native (willow, cottonwood) or introduced (Arrundo donax, tamarisk) plants; 
or at upland sites containing stands of blackberries, nettles, thistles, or crops such as wheat or 
barley (Allen et al. 2016). The Project site does not support potentially suitable breeding habitat 
for this species. In areas where this species forage during breeding, dozens to hundreds of birds 
can be seen foraging together. Single individuals far away from colonies are rare events and eBird 
appears to contain many such reports that should require documentation (worn red-winged 
blackbirds are often misidentified as tricolored blackbirds). Single tricolored observations are 
considered anomalies or are explained as incorrect identifications such as what is likely occurring 
in eBird. That said, biological surveys conducted on the Project site since 1997 have not found 
any breeding colonies or suitable breeding habitat on or adjacent to the Project site, and they are 
not expected to occur. 

Response 20.14. The comment suggests that the Project site provides suitable roosting habitat 
for bats. As correctly noted by the commenter bats roost in a wide variety of different habitats and 
features within those habitats. These features and habitats can range from tree foliage in wooded 
areas to the exterior of stucco walls in fully-developed areas. The definition of bat roosting habitat 
used in the Draft SEIR is not intended to encompass all potential roosts but rather to identify 
critical roosting features necessary for species survival. Roosts critical for species survival include 
maternity roost, which are unique features that, among other things, have a specific micro-climate; 
have protection from predation; are sufficiently close to food and open water sources; and provide 
access suitable for entry, exit, and congregation. Many of the temporary roost features that 
individual bats may utilize do not contain the elements required for critical life stages, such as 
rearing young. Therefore, certain roosting habitat is more limited and requires more attention. A 
survey was conducted to identify which species of bat are utilizing the site for foraging and the 
results are included in Appendix C to the Final SEIR. The results are consistent with findings in 
the Draft SEIR indicating foraging for a variety of species. The species observed foraging during 
the survey all have potential to roost onsite However, the roost sites available onsite are poor 
quality and would only be used for convenient access to the higher quality foraging resources, 
according to the Project’s expert biologist. The roosts necessary to support critical stages of bat 
life cycles do not occur on the Project site. The poor-quality roosting habitat onsite is abundant 
both onsite and in the vicinity. Utilizing this roosting habitat onsite is potential for bats and is likely 
temporary. Impacts from loss of this habitat would be less than significant as determined by the 
Project biologist. The direct loss of roosting bats, if detected, however, would be considered 
potentially significant and would require mitigation. Implementation of MM 5.2-12 and 5.2-20 of 
the Draft SEIR would reduce this impact to a level considered less than significant. These 
measures require a biologist during vegetation removal and pre-construction bat surveys, 
including methods for avoiding direct impacts to bats. 
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Response 20.15. The comment addresses the definition of wildlife corridor and the analysis of 
wildlife movement on the Project site. The definitions for wildlife corridors, islands, fragmentation, 
travel route, and other associated terms included in the Draft SEIR are not intended to downplay 
Project impacts. A citation is not provided because Psomas compiled these definitions from a 
variety of sources and professional experience to assist the reader with the terminology used in 
the Draft SEIR. No specific one item of literature was utilized for all definitions. It is not intended 
to change the reader perspective if they have an opinion for a preferred definition but instead tells 
them how the terminology has been applied to the discussion in the Draft SEIR. The commenter 
correctly states that there are many definitions for wildlife corridors and associated terms. In fact, 
the commenter states that they also prefer to define the terms themselves and goes on to share 
their definition. We concur with the approach of the commenter and prefer to utilize our 
terminology specific to the current conversation and have done so in the Draft SEIR. The comment 
also states that because the definition lacks a scientific origin it is not valid for assessing impacts, 
however, there is no scientific consensus on a definition of wildlife corridor as the commenter 
acknowledges. The definitions in the Draft SEIR are loosely based on discussions from a large 
number of studies on the topic such as Beir et al. 2008; Soule and Gilpin 1991; Hoctor et al 2007; 
and Hilty et al. 2006 as refined by the Project biologist. These are only a few of the contributing 
studies that provide the framework for today’s understanding and the application of terminology.  

No focused field surveys (i.e., camera traps) were conducted to document wildlife movement on 
the Project. The wildlife movement analysis was prepared by senior Project biologists with many 
years of experience conducting wildlife movement studies, and with a strong understanding of 
how various taxa move through a landscape. The analysis is based on factors such as 
surrounding land uses, quality of habitat on site, amount of cover on site, topography, existing 
disturbances, and existing barriers. Wildlife traps and other methods for documenting exactly 
which species are moving through the site is not always necessary, and can present problems 
such as false negatives. In addition, wildlife movement is a consideration of gene movement for 
entire suites of animals and plants as well, which are typically discussed on the theoretical level 
regardless of particular species occurring or not occurring. While indicator species, and large 
mobile species are often identified, they are more often than not a representation of a community 
movement. In order to provide additional details, a highway crossing study was conducted to 
review potential crossing point and add the data to the overall Project impact analysis for wildlife 
movement. The technical memo is found in Appendix D of the Final SEIR. 

The comment also states that there is a bias in the wildlife movement assessment because the 
definition is not cited and appears to favor the Project in some way because of it. On the contrary, 
this similar language can be found in many approved EIRs for other Projects in the region exactly 
as it is shown in the NorthLake Draft SEIR. In addition, as mentioned by the commenter, most 
authors, including the text referenced in the comment letter as Smallwood 2015, formulate f their 
own wildlife movement definition based on current literature.  

A second comment states that the assessment is biased because it does not speculate that 
developing Grasshopper Canyon would close off its use as a diverted movement route between 
Castaic Lake and Interstate 5. However, the wildlife movement discussion clearly explains that 
this type of movement is local movement and CEQA does not require the analysis of speculation. 
It does not represent a critical linkage for plant and wildlife species due to the lack of reliance on 
a substantial regional resource as well as the substantial constraints presented by Interstate 5. 
Movement at some level occurs in nearly all open space area ranging from local resident wildlife 
species making daily trips to movement on a regional scale that is a contributing factor in 
maintaining regional populations. The movement suggested by the commenter is local movement 
as described in the assessment. 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-136 Responses to Comments 

One additional comment states that the assessment appears biased because it says only local 
movement of species habituated to the urban landscape are expected to navigate the existing 
barriers, while an earlier section indicates that mountain lions and bobcats occur on site. However, 
the comment is out of context, a careful read of the document on page 5.2-14 of the Draft SEIR 
clearly indicates that the local movement of habituated species is specifically referring to the 
previous sentence, which describes developed features including construction of Castaic Dam, 
Lake, Lagoon, and Castaic SRA and its associated facilities along with residential development 
west of the Lagoon. Note these areas are off of the Project site. This statement in the Draft SEIR 
is true, and it is also true that bobcat and mountain lions may occur on the Project site. In 
conclusion, there is no evidence of bias provided in the comment, and the approaches utilized in 
the Draft SEIR are consistent with industry standards. 

The paragraph quoted from the Draft SEIR explaining why Castaic Creek is no longer considered 
a major linkage between the ANF and the Santa Clara River also applies to Grasshopper Canyon 
to some degree. The various existing developments at the south end of the Project site render 
Grasshopper Canyon a dead end to the south. Terrestrial wildlife are not expected to use 
Grasshopper Canyon to move from one large open space area to another because of physical 
barriers in the south. Wildlife may travel down Grasshopper Canyon, encounter development or 
other human disturbances, and then travel back up. This type of movement, however, would not 
be considered an important wildlife movement route.  

Response 20.16. The comment states that the Draft SEIR did not provide an estimate of impacts 
to wildlife due to increased traffic along roads servicing the Project site. Wildlife that are common 
within urban and suburban areas are expected to use the roads and common areas servicing the 
Project (e.g. Lake Hughes Road), and consequently will result in increased vehicle mortality. It is 
acknowledged that increased traffic may occur in areas where common wildlife are also present, 
and as a result wildlife may be impacted but analysis of such impacts is speculative and CEQA 
does not require analysis of speculative impacts. However, the species expected to experience 
the increase in impacts with vehicles are considered to be almost entirely species that occur within 
the regional urban landscape and not threatened or endangered species. As such, due to the 
large size of the regional populations of non-listed species, increased loss and harm of individuals 
is not expected to drop local populations to below self-sustaining levels. 

Response 20.17. The comment addresses impacts to wildlife due to window collision. The Draft 
SEIR does not address Project impacts to birds from bird strikes because literature shows that 
the majority of bird strikes occur within migrant stopover habitat and when the structure contains 
a high percentage (>45 percent) of glass coverage (Sabo et al. 2016). Surveys for the SEIR did 
not identify the Project site as supporting any exceptional concentrations of landbird migrants. 
Additionally, the general area containing the Project site was not identified as an important bird 
area in an Audubon sponsored study (Cooper 200413). Any area in the region, however, is 
expected to support migrant landbirds and, depending on weather patterns, may support brief 
concentrations of these migrants. Under these conditions, large clear-glass windows, and most 
especially clear-glass walls may be hazardous to landbirds. Most landbirds do not perceive the 
glass barrier and collide with it because they see open space on the other side, or see the 
reflection of vegetation on the window itself. In any case, most residential windows are not 
problematic and developments such as the NorthLake Specific Plan, that are not expected to 
have a high percentage of glass coverage (>45 percent) on individual buildings. Per State CEQA 
guidelines, the potential adverse effect of bird strikes cause by the development is not expected 
to cause regional populations to drop below sustainable levels, and would therefore, not be 
considered potentially significant. No mitigation is required.  

                                                 
13  Important Bird Areas of California by Daniel S. Cooper (2004). Published by Audubon, Pasadena, CA. 
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Response 20.18. The comment suggests that the analysis of cumulative impacts on biological 
resources is insufficient. The cumulative impacts analysis considers both the Project impacts as 
well as the Project mitigation as a whole. The Project mitigation measures will reduce impacts as 
determined by the Project biologist. Looking at the Project without the migration measures would 
not be appropriate under CEQA. In addition, the Draft SEIR does not state that Project mitigation 
reduces all impacts to no impact. It is therefore understood that there is indeed some level of 
impact of the Project after mitigation as all CEQA requires is a reduction of significant impacts to 
less than significant. The cumulative impacts of the Project are assessed to determine if the 
Project contribution is cumulatively considerable. It is entirely feasible to have a Project that has 
a significant impact, mitigation which reduces that impacts to less than significant, and a less than 
significant cumulative impact. In the case of NorthLake, the assessment conclusion is based on 
all information available. As described, the analysis within the DSEIR appropriate considered 
cumulative impacts of the Project. 

Response 20.19. The comment suggests that the mitigaion measures provide no substantial 
benefit and that the measures are a deferral of mitigation that limits future public participation. 
The comment also suggests that protocol-level focused surveys are necessary in order for 
MM 5.2-1 to be suitable. The comment alleges biology mitigation measures are deferred 
mitigation. This is incorrect. All necessary species surveys have been conducted and results 
reported within the Draft and Final SEIR. Draft Conceptual Habitat plan and relocation plans are 
included in Appendix C to this Final SEIR.  

CEQA does not require final design details of the mitigation measures, but does require the 
necessary specific performance criteria which are carried forward into the Habitat Plans. The 
measures drafted in the Draft SEIR state the objectives, how it will be implemented, who is 
responsible for its implementation, where it will occur, when it will occur, and what is the minimum 
performance criteria required. This is the minimum CEQA standard that has been met. It should 
be noted however that the mitigation measures (while still meeting the above minimum standards) 
need to have enough flexibility in their implementation to accommodate resource agency permits 
conditions.  

This proposed approach of future approval of detailed plans has been utilized in CEQA 
documents and approved by the Lead Agencies consistently, in particular for biology mitigation. 
The mitigation measures are not deferred mitigation. 

Furthermore, protocol-level focused surveys of numerous special status species have been 
conducted on the Project site since 1996. The results of these surveys were used to inform the 
Draft SEIR's impact analysis, and Mitigation Measures were subsequently developed in order to 
lessen potentially significant impacts on those species. The purpose of MM5.2-1 is not to assess 
sensitive status species' use of the Project site, but instead to provide mitigation for potentially 
significant direct impacts to special status species occurring during the construction phase of the 
Project. It mandates a trained biologist be on site during construction, and that special status 
species are safely relocated out of the path of construction should they be encountered and that 
the biologist has the power to halt construction in that area with appropriate buffering should any 
breeding, denning, or roosting special status species be detected. Additionally, breeding 
burrowing owls have never been detected on site. Refer to the response to Comment 20.12 for 
additional information on burrowing owl mitigation. 

Response 20.20. The comment states that the Draft SEIR needs to identify which properties are 
protected under MM 5.2-2, as well as how and why they would be protected. The concern for 
appropriate mitigation lands to provide equal or better habitat value is acknowledged. The 
mitigation included in the Draft SEIR for special status resources includes strict parameters for 
the type of lands that shall be acceptable. The mitigation locations shall be determined in 
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coordination with the Project Applicant and the Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning (LACDRP), and the site(s) shall be located in dedicated open space areas, and shall be 
contiguous with other natural open space areas. Due to a dynamic Project design process and 
ongoing biological analysis up to the point of Draft SEIR preparation, it was not feasible to procure 
mitigation lands prior to Draft SEIR distribution. In addition, in an effort to provide the public with 
additional details where feasible, a Draft Conceptual Habitat plan and Spadefoot Relocation plan 
are included in Appendix C to this Final SEIR. Please see Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and 
Mitigation Measures, of the Draft SEIR for additional mitigation land parameters and criteria as 
well as a discussion regarding available appropriate mitigation lands. 

Response 20.21. The comment states that the public should also be engaged during 
implementation of MM 5.2-3. The concern for public review upon removal of riparian resources is 
noted. However, it should be noted that public participation is provided for via public comment on 
the Draft SEIR which includes proposed mitigation measures. The commenter is an example of 
such public participation and comment. Further, the public can continue to comment throughout 
the administrative process. There is no CEQA requirement to coordinate with members of the 
public on the implementation of this measure post Project approval.  

Response 20.22. The comment addresses the locations where translocation of Mariposa lily 
would occur under MM 5.2-4. Mitigation Measure 5.2-4 requires the development of a Mitigation 
Plan to ensure the greatest likelihood of lily survivorship. The Mitigation Plan must be submitted 
for review and approval by LACDRP who oversees its implementation. The Mitigation Plan will 
include details such as suitable translocation locations. The goals of the plan will seek to minimize 
impacts and maximize benefits to these transplantation areas. It is acknowledged that success 
will be less than 100 percent, which is why the migration ratios required are greater than 1:1. This 
approach is designed and expected to result in replacement of functions and values at an equal 
to or greater than level of quality. In order to provide the public with additional information, a draft 
Status Plant Species Restoration Plan has been included in the Final SEIR (refer to Appendix C 
of the Final SEIR).  

Response 20.23. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-5 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to the special-status plant species restoration plan, which would exclude the public from 
commenting on the mitigation. The comment alleges biology mitigation measures are deferred 
mitigation. This is incorrect. All necessary species surveys have been conducted and results 
reported within the Draft and Final SEIR. Please refer to Response 20.19 above.  

In addition, as stated in Response 20.22, in order to provide the public with additional information, 
a Draft Status Plant Species Restoration Plan has been included as part of the response to 
comments process (refer to Appendix C of the Final SEIR). 

Response 20.24. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-6 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to sage scrub conservation, which would exclude the public from commenting on the 
mitigation. Refer to response 20.21 and 20.23 above. In addition, in order to provide the public 
with additional information, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been submitted as part 
of the response to comments process (refer to Appendix C of the Final SEIR). For additional 
information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please refer to 
Response to Comment 16.56. 

Response 20.25. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-7 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to annual grassland/wildflower field conservation, which would exclude the public from 
commenting on the mitigation. It should be noted that public participation is provided for via public 
comment on the Draft SEIR which includes proposed mitigation measures. The commenter is an 
example of such public participation and comment. Further, the public can continue to comment 
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throughout the administrative process. There is no CEQA requirement to coordinate with 
members of the public on the implementation of this measure post Project approval. In addition, 
in order to provide the public with additional information, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation 
Plan has been submitted as part of the response to comments process (refer to Appendix C of 
the Final SEIR). For additional information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat 
Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to Comment 16.56. 

Response 20.26. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-8 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to foothill needlegrass grassland conservation, which would exclude the public from 
commenting on the mitigation. Refer to response 20.25, above. In addition, in order to provide the 
public with additional information, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been submitted 
as part of the response to comments process (refer to Appendix C of the Final SEIR). For 
additional information regarding the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please 
refer to Response to Comment 16.56. 

Response 20.27. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-9 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to the relocation of western spadefoot toads, which would exclude the public from 
commenting on the mitigation. Refer to response 2.4 and 20.25 above.  

Response 20.28. Comment agrees with the proposed clearance sweeps, but suggests that the 
Draft SEIR further explain the relocation of special-status reptile species. As stated in MM 5.2-10, 
if feasible, special status reptiles will be removed from the disturbance area and relocated to 
suitable habitat in adjacent areas. Reptiles in general are fast moving terrestrial animals, and 
capturing them can be a difficult task. Some hand capturing of reptiles is expected to occur, 
though high numbers are not expected due to the inherent difficulty. Capture of reptiles shall occur 
in accordance with CDFW guidelines. Due to the low frequency expected for translocation events, 
impacts to receptor sites are not expected.  

Non-impacted habitats adjacent to the impacted areas include various sage scrub vegetation 
types, needlegrass grasslands, annual grasslands, wildflower fields, and willow and mulefat 
thickets. These habitats are expected to provide the required conditions to support any special 
status reptiles (i.e., silvery legless lizards, coastal western whiptails, rosy boas, San Bernardino 
ring-necked snakes, Blainville’s horned lizards, and coast patch-nosed snakes) that may be 
relocated into these areas. Receptor sites shall be chosen based on the type of habitat in which 
they are captured. Receptor sites shall contain similar biological elements to where the individuals 
originated to ensure that relocation does not harm the relocated individual. Based on the prior 
survey work, it is the opinion of the Project biologist that there will be a limited number of relocated 
reptiles and as such there will not be a significant adverse impact to the adjacent receptor sites. 

Response 20.29. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-11 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to the preparation of a habitat mitigation and monitoring program (HMMP), which would 
exclude the public from commenting on the mitigation. See response 20.23 above. In addition, as 
stated in the Responses 20.25, 20.26, and 20.27, in order to provide the public with additional 
information, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been included as part of the response 
to comments process (refer to Appendix C of the Final SEIR). For additional information regarding 
the components of the Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, please refer to Response to 
Comment 16.56. 

Response 20.30. Commenter agrees with MM 5.2-12 (biological monitor to review demarcation 
of construction disturbance area), but questions value of it. Oftentimes, work areas are improperly 
or unclearly demarcated which can lead to confusion for the equipment operators. This measure 
helps to ensure additional biological resources are not impacted due to improper flagging/marking 
of construction work areas. 
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Response 20.31. The comment suggests that focused detection surveys are necessary in order 
for MM 5.2-13 to be suitable and notes that passive relocation of burrowing owls is destructive. 
All necessary species surveys needed to inform the impact assessment have been conducted 
and results reported within the Draft and Final SEIR.  

Focused surveys for special status species, as well as general wildlife and plant surveys over the 
course of 20 years informed Section 5.2, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR. Section 5.2 
contains a thorough impact analysis, mitigation measures, and success criteria per State CEQA 
Guidelines. Due to the timing of the Project implementation, survey updates in the future are 
appropriate to provide additional information to allow for implementation of mitigation measures, 
such as pre-construction nesting bird surveys as outlined in MM 5.2-13.  

The requirements of MM 5.2-13 are focused detection surveys for nesting birds. The word "pre-
construction" is used because they are conducted immediately prior to construction. Nesting bird 
locations are always temporal and cannot be applied to a later date. Therefore, the mitigation 
measure provides the only solution to detections and avoidance actions. In regard to burrowing 
owl: passive relocation of burrowing owls is an approved method recommended by the CDFW 
per the 2012 guidelines as described in Response 20.12 above. 

Response 20.32. The comment suggests that focused surveys are necessary in order for 
MM 5.2-14 to be suitable. Surveys for the burrowing owl have been conducted in 2007, 2014, 
2015, and 2017. The repeated years of focused surveys determined that this species does not 
breed onsite, but has been documented occurring on site in the winter. The presence of wintering 
individuals does not guarantee the use of the site for breeding. As stated in Response 2.8, 
although the evidence indicating lack of breeding burrowing owls described in the Draft SEIR is 
very strong, in order to provide additional assurances, a breeding season survey was conducted 
in 2017 using the CDFW 2012 protocol. Results of the survey are included in Appendix C of the 
Draft SEIR. Consistent with the Draft SEIR, no breeding burrowing owls were detected. As per 
the Project biologist, and the expert who conducted the most recent surveys, the lack of breeding 
on the Project site may be due to the lack of suitable breeding habitat, and the very low 
concentration of ground squirrels (which are predominantly used for breeding) on the Project site.  

Response 20.33. The comment states that MM 5.2-16 (landscape buffer) requires more detail. 
All water originating on site, including water used in landscaped buffer zones, is treated prior to 
exiting the site to prevent polluted water run-off. Please see Section 5.8, Hydrology for further 
details. The mitigation measures outlined in Section 5.8, address the concerns regarding 
pollutants, including fertilizers. MM 5.8-1 includes the requirement to implement an Integrated 
Pest Management Plan which will serve to control fertilizer and reduce pesticide use. 

Response 20.34. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-17 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to the Lighting Plan, which would exclude the public from commenting on the mitigation. 
Although it is not appropriate for the Lighting Plan to be developed prior to Project approval, this 
measure does include performance criteria for Project lighting such as: lighting from the proposed 
Project shall be directed away from natural open space areas and any proposed biological 
resources mitigation sites; and land uses with high-intensity lighting shall be relocated within the 
development to areas away from natural open space. The measure, which includes the 
development of a Lighting Plan to be reviewed by Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning, reduces the potentially significant indirect impact, to a less than significant level per 
State CEQA guidelines. As it is correctly formulated and included in the Draft SEIR, the public 
was provided ample opportunity to comment upon it. 

Response 20.35. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-18 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to the fencing plan, which would exclude the public from commenting on the mitigation.  
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The measure, which includes the implementation of a fencing plan, will be subject to review and 
approval by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning and a qualified biologist 
as part of the landscape designs for the Project. As it is correctly formulated and included in the 
Draft SEIR, the public was provided ample opportunity to comment upon MM 5.2-18. 

In response to this comment, the following text on page 5.2-57, MM 5.2-18, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

MM 5.2-18 To limit the amount of human disturbance to surrounding natural open 
space areas, a Fencing Plan to deter Project occupants from entering the 
natural areas shall be prepared by the Project developer and implemented. 
The Fencing Plan shall include provisions for signs and wildlife friendly 
split-rail fencing to direct residents to keep out of sensitive natural open 
space and revegetation and/or mitigation areas. 

In areas bordering natural open space and fuel-modification zones, the 
Landscape Plan shall reflect a transition zone designed to buffer natural 
habitats from developed areas and proposed fencing. This transition 
zone should reduce impacts associated with invasion by introduced 
species and should help buffer human activity adjacent to the wildlife 
habitat. Landscaping in areas adjacent to natural open space shall use 
species native to the Project region (e.g., toyon) and be consistent with 
guidelines from the Los Angeles County Fire Department. 

It should be noted that these revisions and clarifications do not materially change the description 
of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. 

Response 20.36. The comment suggests that MM 5.2-19 defers the formulation of mitigation 
related to the landscaping plan, which would exclude the public from commenting on the 
mitigation. The measure includes the review and approval of landscape designs by the Los 
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning and a qualified biologist prior to 
implementation. As it is correctly formulated and included in the Draft SEIR, the public was 
provided ample opportunity to comment upon it. 

MM 5.2-19 includes criteria for Project landscaping design such as: the landscaping design shall 
ensure that no invasive, exotic plant species are used in any proposed landscaping and that 
suitable substitutes are proposed. Only native species from the Santa Clarita Valley region shall 
be used in landscaping along the Project boundaries adjacent to open space.  

In response to this comment, the following text on page 5.2-57, MM 5.2-19, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to read as follows (bold, underline shows the additional text and strikethrough 
show the deletions): 

MM 5.2-19 Landscaping designs shall be submitted to LACDRP for review and 
approval by a qualified Biologist. The review shall ensure that no invasive, 
exotic plant species are used in any proposed landscaping and that 
suitable substitutes are proposed. Ideally, only Only native species from 
the Santa Clarita Valley region shall be used in landscaping along the 
Project boundaries adjacent to open space. 
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However, it should be noted that these revisions and clarifications do not materially change the 
description of Project or the findings of the Draft SEIR. The measure reduces the potentially 
significant indirect impact to a less than significant level per State CEQA guidelines. 

Response 20.37. The comment suggests that focused detection surveys are necessary in order 
for MM 5.2-20 to be suitable. Three nights of acoustic bat detection surveys were conducted on 
July 18-20, 2017. The focused survey report is included as Appendix C to this Final SEIR. The 
following special status species were detected: Western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), 
Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), and Townsend’s big eared 
bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). Per MM 5.2-20, prior to the initiation of any grading and/or 
construction-related activity involving the disturbance and/or removal of potentially suitable bat 
roosting habitat, namely rocky outcrops or trees, a qualified Biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction bat habitat assessment of the potential habitat marked for removal. An intensive 
search by a bat biologist for potentially suitable bat roosts will be conducted prior to removal of 
habitat, and methods to exclude bats from any potentially suitable habitat will be employed prior 
to construction activities. Implementation of MM 5.2-20 would avoid direct impacts to roosting 
bats. Due to the length of time between the Draft SEIR and Project implementation, and the 
potential for changes on the site, identifying potential bat roosts immediately prior to Project 
implementation is the most reasonable strategy and based upon best practices according the 
Project expert biologist. 

Response 20.38. The comment states that obtaining a discharge permit is not mitigation. 
Through this measure, the Applicant is required not only to obtain the permit, but to comply with 
all the provisions of the permit. Implementation of the permit conditions will require all runoff 
originating from the Project to be free from pollution and exit the site with no impacts (including 
erosion) to downstream areas as documented in the Biological Resources Downstream Impacts 
Assessment (Appendix B to this Final SEIR). Compliance with this measure satisfies State CEQA 
requirements. 

Response 20.39. The comment disagrees with mitigation measures MM 5.2-9 through MM 5.2-13 
as mitigation for impacts related to wildlife movement. As stated on page 5.2-62, in Section 5.2.7, 
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft SEIR, the Project site itself does not 
represent an important component of the regional movement of the area. Therefore, Project 
implementation would result in adverse but less than significant impacts on regional wildlife 
movement. Mitigation Measures 5.2-9 through 5.2-13, are intended mitigation for Project impacts 
to special status species, and not wildlife movement as the comment suggests. Please refer to 
Responses 2.3 and 20.15 for thorough discussion on wildlife movement in the Project area. As 
noted therein and in the Draft SEIR, impacts on wildlife movement will be less than significant, 
and no mitigation is required.  

Response 20.40. The comment suggests that focused detection surveys for all potential special-
status species are necessary. General wildlife surveys have been conducted on the Project site 
in order to determine the presence or absence of potentially suitable habitat for all general and 
special status species occurring in the Project region. Detailed information of the project biological 
surveys in included in Draft SEIR Section 5.2.3 Existing Conditions, Survey Methods. In addition, 
focused detection surveys for numerous special status species have been conducted since 1997, 
and have been conducted in accordance with State and federal protocol methodology. Adequate 
detection surveys have been conducted on the Project site, and a well-rounded understanding of 
the species occurring, and potentially occurring, on the Project site has been developed. The 
Draft SEIR impact discussion and mitigation measures have been prepared accordingly.  

Response 20.41. The comment addresses the analysis of wildlife movement on the Project site. 
Please refer to the Response to Comment 2.3 and 20.15. 
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Response 20.42. The comment recommends that the dwelling units be designed to optimize 
rooftop orientation for the use of solar panels. Direct impacts to biological resources from sources 
such as fossil fuel plants, and/or industrial wind turbine or solar Projects would not be applicable 
to the Project because these generation facilities are not part of the proposed Project. The Project 
is required to adhere to policies presented in the Antelope Valley Plan. Policy CO-8.3.4 from its 
Conservation and Open Space Element, states that the Project must “encourage new residential 
development to include on-site solar photovoltaic systems, or pre-wiring, in at least 50 percent of 
the residential units, in concert with other significant energy conservation efforts”. The Project’s 
consistency with the policies related to energy use are presented in Section 5.9, Land Use. 

Response 20.43. The comment addresses roadway design and wildlife undercrossings. Speed 
limits are set by local ordinances and are not set by the Applicant. Based on the wildlife movement 
assessment in Section 5.2 of the Draft SEIR, impacts on wildlife movement are considered less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. However, it is generally expected that slower 
vehicular speeds within the residential neighborhoods will be sufficient to minimize mortality 
events. In addition, culverts within the development are typically associated with drainages and 
are expected to provide alternative crossing for wildlife in some locations. 

Response 20.44. The comment addresses impacts to wildlife due to window collision. As stated 
in the Response to Comment 20.17, impacts to birds due to bird strikes is not considered a 
potentially significant impact due to the design and location of this type of development Project. 
Adherence to window collision guidelines is not standard and are not required in the Los Angeles 
County upland region, and the County as lead agency has the discretion to determine appropriate 
significance thresholds, for which bird collision impacts is not one. Species impacts are fully 
addressed in the significance thresholds adopted by the County. Mitigation for bird strikes is not 
required. 

Response 20.45. The comment states that mitigation properties, and the rationale for selecting 
these properties, should be identified, along with the mitigation plan. In addition, the comment 
states that there must be a nexus between Project impacts and mitigation for those impacts.  

The Project biologist conducted a preliminary review of off-site habitat mitigation opportunities 
(i.e., prior to detailed negotiations with prospective sellers). He determined that there are 
ecologically suitable parcels available for this purpose, such as the 6,000-acre Temescal Canyon 
property as documented in the Draft Conceptual Habitat plan (Appendix C to this Final SEIR). 
The Temescal Canyon property is a large, contiguous, undeveloped land area located less than 
two miles west of the NorthLake property, along the southern boundary of Angeles National 
Forest. Other lands demonstrate similar opportunities such as the Petersen Mitigation Bank and 
Santa Paula Creek Mitigation Bank. Therefore, off-site mitigation is considered a viable option to 
satisfy some or all of the habitat mitigation requirements of the Project. Therefore, the Draft SEIR 
is correct in noting the various options, inclusive of on-site areas. In addition, the final Habitat 
Mitigation Plan required by mitigation measures MM_ 5.2-6, 5.2-7, and 5.2-8 _would include more 
detailed parameters defining what types of land will be considered suitable for mitigation.  

As stated previously, a Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan has been prepared and is 
included in Appendix C to this Final SEIR. The Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, as well 
as the applicable mitigation measures (MM 5.2-6, 5.2-7, 5.2-8, 5.2-11) includes the following 
items: responsibilities and qualifications, performance criteria, site selection determination details 
(such as proximity to open space and maximum habitat values for special status wildlife species), 
seed materials procurement, wildlife surveys and protection, implementation schedule, 
maintenance program, monitoring program, and long-term preservation requirements. 
Performance standards included in the Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan, and in the 
applicable mitigation measures, identify a nexus for protecting special status species habitat 
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above and beyond purely acreage. The mitigation habitat shall carry equal function and value as 
that of the habitat impacted. Habitat preservation requirements shall include the preservation of 
potentially suitable habitat for impacts to special status species, as determined by a biologist.  

Mitigation implementation is hinged on Project implementation, and Project implementation 
requires approval of the Final EIR. In general Project applicants are constrained from proceeding 
with mitigation until Project approval has been granted. The Final Habitat Mitigation Plan shall 
include the information requested by the commenter such as identification of properties used for 
mitigation. Potential mitigation lands are identified in the Draft Conceptual Habitat Mitigation Plan 
as approved mitigation banks in the Project area. 

Response 20.46. The comment recommends that the Project include compensatory mitigation 
for operational impacts to wildlife. The mitigation provided in the Draft SEIR fully mitigates the 
Project’s biology impacts to less than significant. Therefore, additional mitigation, as 
recommended is not warranted or required. 
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Response to Comment Letter 21 
 
Carolyn Poore 
June 15, 2017  
 
Response 21.1. The commenter states concern regarding the increase in traffic and questions 
what improvements would be implemented to solve future problems. The commenter is directed 
to Section 5.11, Traffic, Access, and Circulation, of the Draft SEIR for a full traffic analysis. As 
discussed on page 5.11-15 in Section 5.11.6 of the Draft SEIR, there will be 3 access points to 
the Project, including 2 access points from Ridge Route Road within the Phase 1 development 
area and one access point along Ridge Route Road from the north in the Phase 2 development 
area. Based on the traffic analysis, the Project would result in significant Project-level and 
cumulative impacts at six of the Project’s study area intersections. As detailed in Section 5.11 of 
the Draft SEIR, several improvements have been identified for key study intersections in order to 
address anticipated traffic impacts (refer to MMs 5.11-1, 5.11-2, and 5.11-3 of the Draft SEIR). 
Two intersections are within the County’s jurisdiction; therefore, the County would have full 
authority to implement the recommended mitigation. As discussed in Section 5.11.9 of the Draft 
SEIR, impacts at one of these intersections (Castaic and Ridge Route Road) would be fully 
mitigated; however, impacts at Ridge Route Road and Lake Hughes Drive would be significant 
and unavoidable because the necessary improvements would be geometrically infeasible to 
implement. 

Additionally, the County of Los Angeles and the Project Applicant recognize that, for the remaining 
4 intersections within Caltrans jurisdiction, the Caltrans Project Development Process (PDP) will 
include consideration of alternative roadway improvements as part of the Intersection Control 
Evaluation (ICE) procedure. Prior to implementing the mitigation measures, the PDP provides the 
opportunity to evaluate alternative methods of intersection control and will address aspects of the 
design such as queue lengths. Since the specific improvement will not be known until completion 
of the PDP, the Final SEIR has listed the impacts at the State Highway facilities as “significant 
and unavoidable”. If, however, the mitigation is implemented, impacts to each of the four 
intersections within Caltrans jurisdiction would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Response 21.2. The commenter questions why the Project is still moving forward if significant 
and unavoidable impacts have been identified. The Draft SEIR and this Final SEIR are 
informational documents that analyze a Project’s anticipated impacts on the environment. 
Release of the Draft SEIR for public review and preparation of the Final SEIR do not indicate the 
County’s intention to approve the Project. Rather, these documents will be used by the decision-
makers as a basis to determine whether or not to approve the Project for development. As part of 
the Final SEIR process, the County will prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations for 
consideration by the decision-makers, which will balance the merits of approving a Project despite 
its potential for significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. The Project’s merits will be 
based on the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or 
statewide environmental benefits, while the Project’s environmental impacts will be based on the 
findings of the Draft and Final SEIR. Based on the Statement of Overriding Considerations as 
well as all information in the Project record, including but not limited to the Draft and Final SEIR, 
the decision-makers will have the responsibility to either approve or deny the Project. 
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Response to Comment Letter 22 
 
Joe Bourgeois 
June 17, 2017  
 
Response 22.1. The commenter requests a change to the previously submitted mailing address. 
No response is necessary. 
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Response to Hearing Examiner Comments (Comment Letter 23) 
 
Gina M. Natoli, Hearing Examiner 
May 24, 2017  
 
Response 23.1. The comment questions if the precipitation figure represents a normal wet year. 
Page 1-1 of the Draft SEIR provides an overall description of the environmental setting of the 
Project site, including a statement that “precipitation in the vicinity of the Project site averages 
between approximately 14 and 16 inches per year and generally occurs from November through 
April.” This statement is intended to give a general understanding of the average climate in the 
Project area and represents a normal year. It is noted that this statement is conservative in 
comparison to the Water Quality Technical Report, included as Appendix H-2 of the Draft SEIR, 
which states a mean annual precipitation that varies from 16.5 to 20.5 inches of rainfall. 

Response 23.2. The comment asks if transplantation of Mariposa lilies is considered to be a 
successful mitigation. The proposed mitigation for special status plants, MM 5.2-4, on 
page 5.2-42, and 5.2-43, describes the current appropriate mitigation for these species. Although 
replacement of lilies through a variety of techniques have been previously implemented, the 
proposed method is among the suitable options to mitigate for the species in the region. This 
mitigation presents a feasible method for replacing lost functions and values of the impacted rare 
plant community. In addition, the ratio of 2:1 replacement is intended to offset the potential for a 
less than 100 percent success rate. 

Response 23.3. The commenter asks why level of service was used for the traffic analysis instead 
of vehicle miles traveled. The County of Los Angeles Congestion Management Plan as well as 
the County’s traffic study guidelines require an analysis of traffic impacts based on volume-to-
capacity ratio and level of service for intersections. The State of California has not yet finalized 
the Senate Bill 743 Vehicle Miles Traveled guidelines; therefore, the analysis in Section 5.11 of 
the Draft SEIR was based on existing requirements. 

Response 23.4. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 

Response 23.5. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 

Response 23.6. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 

Response 23.7. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 

Response 23.8. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 

Response 23.9. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 

Response 23.10. The commenter asked about Sheriff services. As noted on page 7-8 of the Draft 
SEIR, Sheriff protection services were analyzed for the Project as part of the Initial Study. As 
identified in this discussion, the Project would be required to pay the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
established fee for law enforcement facilities for North Los Angeles County (refer to SCVAP 
MM 3.15-4 identified on page 7-8 of the Draft SEIR). Payment of the fees would ensure that 
additional and adequate resources are available to serve the Project and payment of the fees is 
deemed to be adequate mitigation under CEQA for any potentially significant impacts. 

Response 23.11. The comment identifies that the Project would increase air pollutants. 
Section 5.1, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR provides a full evaluation of the Project’s anticipated air 
quality impacts by modeling the expected increases in pollutant emissions throughout the life of 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 2-148 Responses to Comments 

the Project. As detailed in Section 5.1 of the Draft SEIR, the Project would increase construction-
related emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which would exceed established thresholds of 
significance. Mitigation measures have been identified, including: 

1)  developing a Construction Traffic Emission Management Plan to minimize emissions from 
constriction vehicles (refer to MM 5.1-1 on page 5.1-23 of the Draft SEIR;  

2)  developing a Construction Dust Emission Management Plan to minimize construction-
related dust and particulate emissions (refer to MM 5.1-2 on page 5.1-24 of the Draft 
SEIR);  

3)  developing a Construction Equipment Exhaust Emission Management Plan to minimize 
construction-related exhaust emissions (refer to MM 5.1-3 on page 5.1-25 and 5.1-26 of 
the Draft SEIR);  

4)  discontinuing grading on days forecast for first state alerts (refer to MM 5.1-4 on 
page 5.1-26 of the Draft SEIR);  

5)  limiting grading near Northlake Hills Elementary School to times when school in not in 
session (refer to MM 5.1-6 on page 5.1-31 of the Draft SEIR);  

6)  limiting unnecessary construction equipment idling to 3 minutes (refer to MM 5.7-21 on 
page 5.1-31 of the Draft SEIR);  

7)  employ a Dust Control Supervisor (refer to MM 5.1-16 on page 5.1-43 of the Draft SEIR);  

8)  implement measures to prevent Valley Fever among construction crews (refer to 
MM 5.1-17 on page 5.1-43 of the Draft SEIR); and  

9)  provide residents with disclosure of temporary risk of exposure to Valley Fever spores 
(refer to MM 5.1-18 on page 5.1-43 of the Draft SEIR).  

Additionally, daily operational emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds 
(VOC), NOx, particulate matter (PM10) and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) would also increase 
and exceed established thresholds of significance. Mitigation measures have been identified, 
including:  

1)  establish a Transportation Management Association to implement and coordinate a ride 
share program and a commuter bus program (refer to MM 5.7-22 on page 5.1-31 of the 
Draft SEIR);  

2)  provide parking for carpools and vanpools (refer to MM 5.1-7 on page 5.1-34 of the Draft 
SEIR);  

3)  allow only natural gas fired hearths (refer to MM 5.1-8 on page 5.1-35 of the Draft SEIR);  

4)  develop a commuter computer program for NorthLake residents (refer to MM 5.1-9 on 
page 5.1-35 of the Draft SEIR);  

5)  incorporate sustainable features into both residential and non-residential buildings (refer 
to MM 5.1-10 and 5.1-11 on page 5.1-35 of the Draft SEIR);  
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6)  require minimum parking for alternative-fueled vehicles, electric vehicles, and bicycles 
(refer to MM 5.1-12 on page 5.1-36 of the Draft SEIR);  

7)  limit idling, post bus and Metrolink schedules, and configure work schedules around local 
bus schedules (refer to MM 5.1-13 on page 5.1-36 of the Draft SEIR);  

8)  demonstrate satisfactory criteria pollutant and toxic air pollutant concentrations (refer to 
MM 5.1-14 on page 5.1-42 of the Draft SEIR); and  

9)  prohibit recreational uses use of the Southern California Edison easement (refer to 
MM 5.1-15 on page 5.1-43 of the Draft SEIR).  

As noted on page 5.1-44, despite implementation of identified mitigation measures, no other 
feasible mitigation is available and these impacts would be significant and unavoidable on a 
Project and cumulative basis. 

Response 23.12. The commenter is concerned with adequacy of the water supply. A Water 
Supply Assessment was prepared for and approved by the Newhall County Water District for the 
Project. As discussed on pages 5.12-27 through 5.12-38, total available water supply to the 
Project would be adequate to serve the anticipated demands during average/normal years, single 
dry years, and multiple dry years.  

Response 23.13. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission for consideration. The comment does not address or question the content of the 
Draft SEIR. 

Response 23.14. The comment identifies that the area is not able to support current traffic when 
the freeway closes. The commenter is referred to Section 5.11, Traffic, Access, and Circulation 
for a full analysis of anticipated traffic impacts. As discussed in Section 5.11, proposed Project 
would result in significant Project-level and cumulative impacts at six of the Project’s study area 
intersections. Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels for one intersection (Castaic and Ridge Route Road). The Project Applicant and 
County will coordinate with Caltrans regarding recommended improvements and potential 
improvements required to reduce impacts to the extent feasible for the intersections of The Old 
Road and I-5 Southbound Ramps, I-5 Northbound Ramps and Lake Hughes Road, I-5 
Southbound On-Ramp and Parker Road, and I-5 Northbound Off-Ramp and Ridge Route Road; 
however, impacts at these four intersections would remain significant and unavoidable because 
the intersection is under the jurisdiction of another agency (Caltrans) and the County cannot 
require that agency to approve and implement the required physical improvements. Additionally, 
the intersection of Ridge Route Road at Lake Hughes would remain significant and unavoidable 
because the necessary improvements would be infeasible. 

Response 23.15. The comment states that adding homes to the area increases risk of wildland 
fires. The commenter is referred to Section 5.5, Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and 
Environmental Safety for a full analysis of impacts related to wildland fires. As discussed in 
Section 5.5 of the Draft SEIR, introduction of residential development into VHFHSZs increases 
the risk of exposing people and property to wildland fires; however, with the implementation of 
the regulatory requirements, the potential impacts related to wildfires would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Response 23.16. The comment states that there is a need to save water. Refer to 
Response 23.12. Additionally, the Project includes many water conservation measures, including 
compliance with the County’s Green Building Standards Code as detailed in Section 4.4.2 in the 
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Sustainable Features discussion of the Draft SEIR. For example, the Project would include 
landscape design features to limit water use through drought-tolerant species, hydrozoning 
techniques; and water conservation features such as use of recycled water, SmartSense 
appliances, tankless water heaters, low flow showerheads, high efficiency dishwashers, grey 
water systems, and Smart Showers. 

Response 23.17. The comment states that there is not enough electricity and natural gas to go 
around. The commenter is referred to Section 5.4, Energy, for a full analysis of impacts related to 
energy. According to the analysis provided in Section 5.4 of the Draft SEIR, compliance with 
applicable plans, policies, and regulations that are detailed in the Draft SEIR as well as 
implementation of mitigation measures requiring that all standards are met would ensure that a 
significant impact related to energy would not occur. 

Response 23.18. The comment states that adding more development will contribute to the loss 
of what makes Castaic unique. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission for consideration. However, because the comment does not address or 
question the content of the Draft SEIR, no further response is necessary. 

Response 23.19. The comment is in support of the Project; no response is necessary. 
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SECTION 3.0 DRAFT EIR CLARIFICATIONS AND REVISIONS 

Any corrections to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) text, tables, and 
figures generated either from responses to comments or independently by the County, are stated 
in this section of the Final SEIR. The Draft SEIR text, tables, and figures have not been modified 
and published in its entirety as a single document to reflect these EIR modifications.  

These Draft SEIR revisions are provided to clarify, refine, and provide supplemental information 
for the Draft SEIR. Changes may be corrections or clarifications to the text and tables of the 
original Draft SEIR. Other changes to the Draft SEIR clarify the analysis in the Draft SEIR based 
upon the information and concerns raised by comments during the public review period. None of 
the information contained in these Draft SEIR revisions constitutes significant new information or 
changes to the analysis or conclusions of the Draft SEIR. 

The information included in these Draft SEIR revisions that resulted from the public comment 
process does not constitute substantial new information that requires recirculation of the 
Draft SEIR. Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines states in part: 

(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of 
the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As 
used in this section, the term “information” can include changes in the Project 
or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New 
information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a 
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible Project alternative) that 
the Project’s proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new 
information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing 
that: 

(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the Project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance. 

(3)  A feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the Project, but the Project’s proponents decline 
to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR 
merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate 
EIR.  

The changes to the Draft SEIR included in these SEIR modifications do not constitute “significant” 
new information. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft SEIR is not required because the new 
information added to the SEIR through these modifications clarifies or amplifies information 
already provided or makes insignificant modifications to the already adequate Draft SEIR. 
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The EIR modifications contained in the following pages are in the same order as the information 
appears in the Draft SEIR. Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where text has 
been removed and by underlining (underline) where text has been added. The applicable page 
numbers from the Draft EIR are also provided where necessary for easy reference. 

Section 1 – Executive Summary 

1. Page 1-2, Section 1.3, First Paragraph, Second Sentence is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

 The proposed Project involves implementation of the previously approved Specific Plan; 
specifically, the proposed Project would involve development of up to 3,150 residential 
units, 9.2 acres of commercial uses, 13.97 acres of industrial uses, 791.6799.5 acres of 
parks and open space, a 23-acre school site in the Phase 2 area, and a 1.4-acre pad for 
a future fire station. 

2. Page 1-2, Section 1.3, Third and Fourth Paragraphs are hereby revised to read as follows: 

To implement the project, the project Applicant has requested approval of: (1) VTTM 
No. TR073336 to subdivide 737720 acres into a total of 407386 lots; and (2) Conditional 
Use Permit No. 201500019 to authorize: (a) Northlake Specific Plan site plan review: (b) 
grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards; and (c) construction of water tanks and water 
supply infrastructure. 

Collectively, the Project is defined as the entire 1,330-acre Specific Plan site including the 
737720-acre VTTM No. TR073336 area and associated External Map Improvements 
(Phase 1), and the remaining property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time. 

3. Page 1-3, Section 1.3.1, Fifth Paragraph, First and Second Sentence is hereby revised to 
read as follows: 

 The purpose of the No Industrial Development Alternative is to evaluate the short-term 
construction and long-term operational impacts related to build-out of the proposed Project 
without the 13.97-acre industrial component. Under this alternative, future development 
would be limited to the proposed Project site, similar to the proposed Project; however, 
the impact footprint would be 13.97 acres smaller than the proposed Project. 

  



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 3-3 Draft EIR Clarifications and Revisions 

4. Page 1-4, Table 1-1 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 1-1 
LAND USE AREA COMPARISON 

 

 

Existing NorthLake 
Specific Plan Proposed Plan Difference 

(ac) (du) (ac) (du) (ac) (du) 

Residential 600.3 3,623 341.9 3,150 (258.4) (473) 

Commercial 13.2  9.2  (4.0)  

Industrial 50.1  13.97  (36.24)  

Open Space 476  624.6632.5  148.6156.5  

Recreation- Golf 167  0  (167)  

Recreation- Trails/Parks 0  167  167  

School/Park Facilities 23.1  43.75a  20.64  

Utilitiesb   7.3  7.3  

Right of Wayb   120.5  120.5  

Public Services (Fire 
Station Pad) b 

  1.4  1.4  

Total 1,330.0  1,330.0c    

ac: acres; du: dwelling units; (): negative 
a  Northlake Hills Elementary School was previously constructed on a 20.6-acre site. 
b  The NorthLake Specific Plan did not provide a breakdown of acreages for utilities, right of way or public service facilities. 

Roadways were included in Residential. 
c  Totals may not add due to rounding and mapping. 

Source: Sikand 2015. 
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5. Page 1-5, Table 1-2 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 1-2 
LAND USE STATISTICAL SUMMARY TABLE 

FOR PHASE 1 (VTTM 073336) 
 

Use 

Phase 1 (VTTM 073336) 

Number 
of Units 

Area 
(Acres) 

Residential: Single-Familya  588 78.673.3 

Residential: Multi-Familya 1,041 69.274.5 

Residential: Seniorab 345 49.1 

Commercial  6.7 

Commercial Highway  2.5 

Industrial  13.97 

Park(s)  

 Trails  10.5 

 Grasshopper Creek Park  10.6 

 Enhanced Parkway  38.3 

 Castaic Lagoon Park  17.2 

 Sports Park  25.8 

 Cody Dog Park  1.0 

Open Space- Manufactured Slope  136.9143.9 

Open Space- Undisturbed  167 

Utilities and Water Quality Features 

 Water Tank  6.5 

 Pump Station  0.2 

Roadways  84.3 

Fire Station Pad  1.4 

VTTM: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
a  It is noted that there are 300 detached, condominium units that are classified multi-family on the Vesting Tentative 

Tract Map which are identified as single-family units for purposes of the SEIR analysis. 
ab  This overlay provides for a development option of attached single-family residences and age-restricted areas designated for 

homeowners that are 55 years of age and older. Lot sizes and configurations will be similar to those in the Single-Family area 
with the addition of the Attached Single-Family designation as an option. It should be noted that development within these 
areas may or may not be age-restricted. 

Source: Sikand Engineering 2015. 

 

6.  Table 1-3, MM 5.1-3, second bullet, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

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, and between 7:00 PM and 6:00 
AM provided that a noise disturbance is not generated across a residential or 
commercial property line). 

7. Table 1-3, MM 5.1-6 and the following text, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

MM 5.1-6 The Project Applicant or Construction Manager shall ensure that, 
during mass grading activities, mass grading shall not occur within 
1,600 feet of the Northlake Hills Elementary School when school is 
not in session to the maximum extent feasible. 
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MM 5.1-19 Prior to the issuance of each grading and building permit, the 
applicant/developer shall require in contract specifications, 
that contractors set goals to limit unnecessary construction 
equipment idling to 3 minutes and include methods to 
encourage equipment operators to achieve the 3-minute goal. 

MM 5.1-20 Prior to the issue of the first occupancy permit for commercial 
or industrial facilities, the master developer shall establish the 
NorthLake Community Transportation Program to establish 
and coordinate the following programs that would reduce 
single-vehicle commuting and the associated criteria pollutant 
and GHG emissions: 

 Ride share program – The program will establish a 
system for coordinating ride sharing among employees 
of on-site commercial and industrial businesses. The 
program will also work with employers to support 
vanpools. 

 Commuter bus program – The program will coordinate 
with Santa Clarita Valley Transit to (1) extend the 
existing bus routes into the NorthLake Project area and 
(2) determine employee demand for express commuter 
buses to the Project Site and establish commuter bus 
service in response to demand. 

The following Project specific MMs from Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
are relevant to this analysis: 

MM 5.7-21, MM 5.7-22 

8. Table 1-3, MM 5.1-9, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

A commuter computer program shall be developed for the NorthLake residents in 
an attempt to reduce commuter vehicle trips generated by the proposed projects. 
(1992 SP EIR MM 4.5-9) 

9. Table 1-3, MM 5.1-10, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Prior to the issuance of each non-residential building permit, the Applicant and its 
contractors shall provide plans and specifications to the County demonstrating that 
the following features have been incorporated into the building designs. Proof of 
compliance shall be provided to the County prior to the issuance of occupancy 
permits. 

 For buildings that are greater than 100,000 square feet of building space 
or with more than ten tenant-occupants, changing/shower facilities shall be 
provided as specified in Section A5.106.4.3, Nonresidential Voluntary 
Measures, of the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code.8 

 Facilities shall be installed to support future electric vehicle charging at each 
non-residential building with 30 or more parking spaces. Installation shall be 
consistent with Section A5.106.5.3, Nonresidential Voluntary Measures (Tier 
1), of the CALGreen Code. 
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 The Project shall install 135 electric vehicle (EV) chargers9 at nonresidential 
parking spaces within the community 

10. Table 1-3, MM 5.1-17, second bullet, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Require crews to use NIOSH-approved respiratory protection with particulate 
filters masks or respirators that are adequate to restrict inhalation of particulates 
during Project clearing, grading, and excavation operations in accordance with 
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health regulations. 

11. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-6, the sixth sentence of the first paragraph is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

Sage scrub habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more 
less than one year following prior to Project impacts to this habitat type. 

12. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-6, the first sentence in Part ‘d’ is hereby revised to read as follows: 

At least two three years prior to mitigation implementation of the Project Applicant 
or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of the native seed materials 
specified in the HMMP. 

13. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-9, is hereby revised to insert as the first bullet the following:  

 Prior to implementing the Spadefoot Relocation Plan, a focused survey 
will be conducted within the prior appropriate season. If any additional 
ephemeral ponds are determined to be occupied besides those 
identified in recent surveys (i.e. 2015), the Spadefoot Relocation Plan 
will be modified to include replacement of the additional occupied pond 
as well as others.  

14. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-13, is hereby revised as follows: 

If the Biologist finds an active nest within or immediately adjacent to the 
construction area and determines that the nest may be impacted or breeding 
activities substantially disrupted, the Biologist shall delineate an appropriate buffer 
zone (at a minimum of 25 feet) around the nest depending on the sensitivity of the 
species and the nature of the construction activity. Typical nest buffers may be 
approximately 200 feet for song birds and 500 feet for raptors. Any nest found 
during survey efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans. The active nest 
shall be protected until nesting activity has ended. To protect any nest site, the 
following restrictions to construction activities shall be required until nests are no 
longer active, as determined by a qualified Biologist: (1) clearing limits shall be 
established within a buffer around any occupied nest (the buffer shall be 25–100 
feet for nesting birds and 300–500 feet for nesting raptors), determined by a 
qualified Biologist and (2) access and surveying shall be restricted within the buffer 
of any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a qualified Biologist. 

15. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-18, last sentence of the first paragraph and first sentence of the second 
paragraph are hereby revised to read as follows: 

The Fencing Plan shall include provisions for signs and wildlife friendly split-rail 
fencing to direct residents to keep out of sensitive natural open space and 
revegetation and/or mitigation areas. 
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In areas bordering natural open space and fuel-modification zones, the Landscape 
Plan shall reflect a transition zone designed to buffer natural habitats from 
developed areas and proposed fencing. 

16. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-19, last sentence of the first paragraph and first sentence of the second 
paragraph are hereby revised to read as follows: 

MM 5.2-19 Landscaping designs shall be submitted to LACDRP for review and 
approval by a qualified Biologist. The review shall ensure that no 
invasive, exotic plant species are used in any proposed landscaping 
and that suitable substitutes are proposed. Ideally, oOnly native 
species from the Santa Clarita Valley region shall be used in 
landscaping along the project boundaries adjacent to open space. 

17. Table 1-3, MM 5.2-20, is hereby revised as follows:  

If the potential for colonial roosting is determined, CDFW will be consulted and 
those rocky outcrops or trees shall not be removed during the bat maternity roost 
season (March 1 to July 31). 

In addition, the following sentence is hereby inserted as the last sentence of MM 5.2-20: 

In addition, the habitat replacement requirements of other Mitigation 
Measures further reduces the impact to bats through the preservation, 
enhancement, restoration and/or creation of impacted vegetation which 
shall be generally suitable for impacted bat species. 

In addition, the following sentence is hereby revised to insert the following sentence as 
the last sentence in the mitigation measure:  

Prior to disturbance of any roosting habitat, a Bat Relocation Monitoring 
Plan (BRMP) shall be submitted and approved by the CDFW and the LADRP. 
The BRMP shall include, at a minimum, the following discussion items: (1) 
species of bats present onsite, (2) habitat uses of the site (i.e., roosting, 
hibernating, etc.) (3) roosting habitat replacement feature guidelines, (4) 
construction monitoring guidelines, (5) habitat replacement feature 
monitoring, and (6) reporting requirements. Reporting shall occur annually 
to LADRP and CDFW. The BRMPs will be submitted annually for five years 
or until performance standards are met. 

18. Table 1-3, MM 5.3-1, first sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

All Project-related ground-disturbing activities in native sediments 
archaeologically sensitive sediments shall be monitored by a qualified 
Archaeologist to reduce any archaeological resources impacts to a level 
considered less than significant. 

19. Table 1-3, MMs 5.7-2 through 5.7-13 are hereby revised to read as follows: 

 MM 5.7-2 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of energy- efficient designs, in accordance with 
the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
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County standards, such as those found in the Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) Green Building 
Ratings and/or comply with Title 24, Part 11, the California Green 
Building Standards Code. (SCVAP MM 3.4-2) 

MM 5.7-3 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of energy efficient lighting, heating and cooling 
systems, appliances, equipment, and control systems, in 
accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted 
pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-3) 

MM 5.7-4 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements, 
in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted 
pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-4) 

MM 5.7-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of efficient lighting (including LEDs) for traffic, 
street, and other outdoor lighting purposes, in accordance with the 
requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s 
Green Building Program and other applicable State and County 
standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-5) 

MM 5.7-6 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of efficient pumps and motors for pools and 
spas, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances 
adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and 
other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-6) 

MM 5.7-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of the ability to install solar, and solar hot water 
heaters, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances 
adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and 
other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-7) 

MM 5.7-8 Prior to the issuance of building permits for, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of water-efficient landscapes, in accordance with 
the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-8) 

MM 5.7-9 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of water efficient irrigation systems and devices, 
such as soil-based irrigation controls and use water-efficient 
irrigation methods, in accordance with the requirements of the 
ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building 
Program and other applicable State and County standards. 
(SCVAP MM 3.4-9) 

MM 5.7-10 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant or their 
contractor shall submit a site construction management plan for 
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the reuse and recycle construction and demolition (including soil, 
vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard) to the 
Department of Public Works for review and approval in 
accordance with the requirements of the ordinances developed 
pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-10) 

MM 5.7-11 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of reuse and recycling receptacles in residential, 
industrial, and commercial projects, in accordance with the 
requirements of the ordinances developed pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-11) 

MM 5.7-12 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). (SCVAP 
MM 3.4-12) 

MM 5.7-13 Prior to implementing project approval, the applicant shall preserve 
existing trees, to the extent feasible and consistent with mitigation 
measures, encourage the planting of new trees consistent with the 
final landscape palettes, and create open space where feasible. 
(SCVAP MM 3.4-13) 

Section 4 – Project Description 

1. Page 4-1, bottom of the page, item 1, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

1. VTTM No. 073336 to subdivide 720 acres into a total of 384386 lots. 

2. Page 4-2, first paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Collectively, the proposed Project is defined as the entire 1,330-acre site, including 
the 1) Phase 1 (defined as 720-acre VTTM No. 073336, totaling 720 acres); area 
and 2) the remainder property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time; 
and 3) associated off-site external map Iimprovements totaling on 65.13 acres, 
more particularly which are described on page 4-8 and , which include remedial 
grading, drainage features and road and utility alignments,and the remainder 
property for Phase 2 to be developed at a future time (the “External Map 
Improvements”). In addition to updating program-level information from the 1992 
Specific Plan EIR, this SEIR evaluates Project-level impacts from implementation 
of the NorthLake Specific Plan, including both development of Phase 1 as well as 
future development of Phase 2. 

3. Page 4-3, Phase 1 Implementation, item 1, is hereby revised as follows: 

1. VTTM No. 073336 to subdivide 720 acres into a total of 384386 lots. 
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4. Page 4-4, Site Constraints and Associated Approvals Required, second paragraph, is 
hereby revised to read as follows: 

An existing crude oil pipeline easement containing two oil pipelines that traverse 
the entire north-south length of the Project site will be relocated approximately 
1,500 to 2,000 feet to an alignment along the eastern boundary of the proposed 
development area and within the identified grading footprint property within a 
new easement. The relocation of the alignment for one of the oil pipelines, the 
Pacific Oil pipeline, is proposed through adjacent lands owned by the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and the Castaic Lake State Recreation 
Area (SRA). Agreements between the Applicant and both agencies for receipt of 
easements to realign the pipeline through these publicly owned properties are 
pending and would be a condition of approval prior to initiation of development. 

5. Page 4-6, Table 4-2 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 4-2 
LAND USE AREA COMPARISON 

 

 

Existing NorthLake 
Specific Plan Proposed Plan Difference 

(ac) (du) (ac) (du) (ac) (du) 

Residential 600.3 3,623 341.9 3,150 (258.4) (473) 

Commercial 13.2  9.2  (4.0)  

Industrial 50.1  13.97  (36.24)  

Open Space 476  624.6632.5  148.6156.5  

Recreation- Golf 167  0  (167)  

Recreation- Trails/Parks 0  167  167  

School/Park Facilities 23.1  43.75a  20.64  

Utilitiesb   7.3  7.3  

Right of Wayb   120.5  120.5  

Public Services (Fire 
Station Pad) b 

  1.4  1.4  

Total 1,330.0  1,330.0c    

ac: acres; du: dwelling units; (): negative 
a  Northlake Hills Elementary School was previously constructed on a 20.6-acre site. 
b  The NorthLake Specific Plan did not provide a breakdown of acreages for utilities, right of way or public service facilities. 

Roadways were included in Residential. 
c  Totals may not add due to rounding and mapping. 

Source: Sikand 2015. 
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6. Page 4-7, Table 4-3 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 4-3 
LAND USE STATISTICAL SUMMARY TABLE 
FOR PHASE 1 (VTTM 073336) AND PHASE 2 

 

Use 

Phase 1 (VTTM 073336) Phase 2 

Number 
of Units or 

square footage 
Area 

(Acres) 

Number 
of Units 

Area 
(Acres) 

Residential: Single-Familya  588 78.6 73.3 1,176 145.0 

Residential: Multi-Familya 1,041 69.2 74.5 - - 

Residential: Seniorab 345 49.1 - - 

Commercial  6.7  - 

Commercial Highway  2.5  - 

Industrial  13.97  - 

Park(s)  

 Trails  10.5  1.7 

 Grasshopper Creek Park  10.6  5.6 

 Enhanced Parkway  38.3  2.5 

 Castaic Lagoon Park  17.2  - 

 North Ridge Route Park  -  8.5 

 Northvalley Paseo Park  -  8.8 

 Northvalley Park  -  9.7 

 Sports Park  25.8  - 

 Cody Dog Park  1.0  - 

 Vista Park  -  26.8 

Open Space- Manufactured Slope  136.9 143.9  190.7 161.0 

Open Space- Undisturbed  167  130.2 160.6 

Utilities 

 Water Tank School  6.5-  0.643.5 

 Pump Station  0.2  - 

Roadways  84.3  36.2 

Fire Station Pad  1.4  - 

VTTM: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
a  It is noted that there are 300 detached, condominium units that are classified multi-family on the Vesting Tentative 

Tract Map which are identified as single-family units for purposes of the SEIR analysis. 
ab  This overlay provides for a development option of attached single-family residences and age-restricted areas designated for 

homeowners that are 55 years of age and older. Lot sizes and configurations will be similar to those in the Single-Family area 
with the addition of the Attached Single-Family designation as an option. It should be noted that development within these 
areas may or may not be age-restricted. 

Source: Sikand Engineering 2015. 

 

7. Page 4-8, Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 0073336 (Phase 1), third and fourth sentences, 
are hereby revised to read as follows: 

The proposed VTTM 073336 provides for a total of 1,974 dwelling units, including 
588 single-family units on approximately 78.673.3 acres and 1,041 multi-family units on 
approximately 69.274.5 acres, and 345 senior multi-family units on approximately 49.1 
acres. Lots are also provided for light industrial parcels (13.97 acres), commercial 
development parcels (9.2 acres), open space and parks (407.3414.3 acres which is 
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comprised of 167 acres golf course replacement), utilities (6.7 acres), roadways (84.3 
acres), and a fire station pad (1.4 acres). It is noted that there are 300 detached, 
condominium units that are classified multi-family on the Vesting Tentative Tract 
Map which are identified as single-family units for purposes of the SEIR analysis. 

8. Page 4-9, Phase 2 Undeveloped Area, is hereby modified and moved to page 4-8 
immediately preceding the Off-Site/External Map Improvements subsection: 

Phase 2 Undeveloped Area 

The remainder of the Project site, referred to as the Phase 2 area, is included in 
VTTM 073336 and the CUP as 35 21 large lot parcels (20 40 acres or more) for 
future lease and finance purposes. Future development of the Phase 2 area is fully 
analyzed as part of this SEIR and proposed land uses are detailed previously in 
Table 4-3. 

9. Page 4-10, Proposed Land Uses, second-to-last sentence, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The proposed Project has been designed to reduce exposure of future residents 
to potential environmental hazards through remedial grading and earthwork, 
as described in Section 5.6, Geotechnical Hazards, and the residential and 
non-residential uses are separated from each other in order to protect the 
residential nature of each neighborhood. 

10. Page 4-12, Industrial, first sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Approximately 13.97 acres of industrial areas are proposed… 
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11. Page 4-13, Table 4-4, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 4-4 
LAND USE AREA COMPARISON WITH OPTIONAL PHASE 1 SCHOOL SITE 

 

 

Existing NorthLake 
Specific Plan Proposed Plan Difference 

(ac) (du) (ac) (du) (ac) (du) 

Residential 600.3 3,623 333.4 3,150 (266.9) (473) 

Commercial 13.2  9.2  (4.0)  

Industrial 50.1  13.97  (36.24)  

Open Space 476  633.1641.3  157.1165.3  

Recreation- Golf 167  0  (167)  

Recreation- Trails/Parks 0  167  167  

School/Park Facilities 23.1  43.75a  20.64  

Utilitiesb   7.3  7.3  

Right of Wayb   120.5  120.5  

Public Services (Fire 
Station Pad) b 

  1.4  1.4  

Total 1,330.0  1,330.0c    

ac: acres; du: dwelling units; (): negative 
a  Northlake Hills Elementary School was previously constructed on a 20.6-acre site. 
b  The NorthLake Specific Plan did not provide a breakdown of acreages for utilities, right of way, or public service facilities. 

Roadways were included in Residential. 
c  Totals may not add due to rounding and mapping. 

Source: Sikand 2015. 
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12.  Page 4-14, Table 4-5, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 4-5 
LAND USE STATISTICAL SUMMARY TABLE FOR PHASE 1 (VTTM 073336) 

AND PHASE 2 WITH OPTIONAL PHASE 1 SCHOOL SITE 
 

Use 

Phase 1 (VTTM 073336) Phase 2 

Number 
of Units or 

square footage 
Area 

(Acres) 
Number 
of Units 

Area 
(Acres) 

Residential: Single-Familya  431588  59.150.6 1,176 156.0 

Residential: Multi-Familya 1,041 69.2 - - 

Residential: Seniorab 345 49.1 - - 

Commercial  6.7  - 

Commercial Highway  2.5  - 

Industrial  13.97  - 

Park(s)  

 Trails  10.5  1.7 

 Grasshopper Creek Park  10.6  5.6 

 Enhanced Parkway  38.3  2.5 

 Castaic Lagoon Park  17.2  - 

 North Ridge Route Park  -  8.5 

 Northvalley Paseo Park  -  8.8 

 Northvalley Park  -  9.7 

 Sports Park  25.8  - 

 Cody Dog Park  1.0  - 

 Vista Park  -  26.8 

Open Space- Manufactured Slope  133.3141.5  202.6161.0 

Open Space- Undisturbed  167  130.2160.6 

Utilities  

 Water TankSchool  6.523  0.643.5 

 Pump Station  0.2  - 

Roadways  84.3  36.2 

Fire Station Pad  1.4  - 

VTTM: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
a  It is noted that there are 300 detached, condominium units that are classified multi-family on the Vesting Tentative 

Tract Map which are identified as single-family units for purposes of the SEIR analysis. 
ab  This overlay provides for a development option of attached single-family residences and age-restricted areas designated 
for homeowners that are 55 years of age and older. Lot sizes and configurations will be similar to those in the Single-Family area 
with the addition of the Attached Single-Family designation as an option. It should be noted that development within these areas 
may or may not be age-restricted. 
Source: Sikand Engineering 2015. 

 

13. Page 4-15, Open Space, Recreation, and Parks, first sentence is hereby revised to read 
as follows: 

The Project includes a total of 791.6799.5 acres of land for recreation and open space 
purposes 
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14. Page 4-15, Open Space, second sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Approximately 624.6632.5 acres of open space will remain undeveloped on the Project 
site, including 303.9310.9 acres in Phase 1 and 320.9321.6 acres in Phase 2. 

15. Page 4-16, Second Paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

There will be approximately 327.6304.9 acres of undeveloped landscaped open space 
(i.e., graded slopes) throughout the Project site. An additional 297.2327.6 acres will be set 
aside as undisturbed open space areas within the Project site. 

17. Page 4-17, Relocation of Facilities, last sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

One of the crude oil pipelines (the 14-inch Pacific Pipeline) would be relocated to 
an alignment along the eastern boundary of the proposed development area 
and within the identified grading footprint approximately 1,500 to 2,000 feet to 
the east within property owned by the LADWP and the Castaic Lake SRA. 

18. Page 4-23, second bullet, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal and Recycling. The Project will 
recycle and/or salvage a minimum of 65 percent of the non-hazardous construction 
and demolition debris or meet a local construction and demolition waste 
management ordinance. Additionally, in response to California’s 75 Percent 
Initiative, at least 75 percent of all solid waste will be recycled or reused by 2020. 
This will be accomplished through reuse, salvage, and recycling of 
construction materials and implementation of an on-going recycling 
program including use of recycling receptacles and pick-up of recyclable 
materials by the selected waste management service.  

19. Page 4-23, footnote 2, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Assumed Required to be Level 2 chargers that can provide enough electricity to 
provide a 25 mile driving range per hour spent charging. 

Section 5.1 – Air Quality 

1. Page 5.1-21, fifth paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

For site preparation, 1,000 hauling trips were assumed. Additional haul trips were 
assumed for the fine grading phases. This analysis assumed that site 
preparation would require 2,000 hauling truck trips, Fine Grading of Phase 1 
would require 1,000 haul truck trips, and Fine Grading of Phase 2 would 
require 1,000 haul truck trips. 

2. Page 5.1-25, MM 5.1-3, second bullet, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

 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, and 
between 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM provided that a noise disturbance is not 
generated across a residential or commercial property line). 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 3-16 Draft EIR Clarifications and Revisions 

3. Page 5.1-31, MM 5.1-6, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The Project Applicant or Construction Manager shall ensure that, during mass 
grading activities, mass grading shall not occur within 1,600 feet of the Northlake 
Hills Elementary School when school is not in session to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

4. Page 5.1-31, Mitigation Measures 5.7-21 and 5.7-22, are hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The following Project specific MMs from Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, are relevant 
to this analysis: 

MM 5.7-211-19 Prior to the issuance of each grading and building permit, the 
applicant/developer shall require in contract specifications, that 
contractors set goals to limit unnecessary construction equipment 
idling to 3 minutes and include methods to encourage equipment 
operators to achieve the 3-minute goal. 

MM 5.7-221-20 Prior to the issue of the first occupancy permit for commercial or 
industrial facilities, the master developer shall establish at 
Transportation Management Association the NorthLake 
Community Transportation Program that would be established 
through the creation of Covenants, Codes and Restrictions 
(CC&Rs) for all commercial and industrial properties within the 
Specific Plan to establish and coordinate the following programs 
that would reduce single-vehicle commuting and the associated 
criteria pollutant and GHG emissions: 

•  Ride share program – The program will establish a system 
for coordinating ride sharing among employees of on-site 
commercial and industrial businesses. The program will 
also work with employers to support vanpools. 

•  Commuter bus program – The program will coordinate with 
Santa Clarita Valley Transit to (1) extend the existing bus 
routes into the NorthLake Project area and (2) determine 
employee demand for express commuter buses to the 
Project Site and establish commuter bus service in 
response to demand. 

5. Page 5.1-35, MM 5.1-10, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Prior to the issuance of each non-residential building permit, the Applicant and its 
contractors shall provide plans and specifications to the County demonstrating that 
the following features have been incorporated into the building designs. Proof of 
compliance shall be provided to the County prior to the issuance of occupancy 
permits. 

 For buildings that are greater than 100,000 square feet of building space 
or with more than ten tenant-occupants, changing/shower facilities shall be 
provided as specified in Section A5.106.4.3, Nonresidential Voluntary 
Measures, of the California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code.8 
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 Facilities shall be installed to support future electric vehicle charging at each 
non-residential building with 30 or more parking spaces. Installation shall be 
consistent with Section A5.106.5.3, Nonresidential Voluntary Measures 
(Tier 1), of the CALGreen Code. 

 The Project shall install 135 electric vehicle (EV) chargers9 at nonresidential 
parking spaces within the Project limits and/or the greater Castaic 
community. 

6. Page 5.1-40, first paragraph, following the last sentence, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

MM 5.1-14 is provided to reduce the operational criteria pollutant and TAC 
emissions to less than significant levels. 

7. Page 5.1-40, fourth paragraph, last sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Based on the distance and topographical location of proposed residential park and 
playground areas relative to I-5, it is considered that the health risks to these 
receptors would be less than significant and no mitigation is required,. 

8. Page 5.1-43, MM 5.1-17, second bullet, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

 Require crews to use NIOSH- approved respiratory protection with 
particulate filters masks or respirators that are adequate to restrict 
inhalation of particulates during Project clearing, grading, and excavation 
operations in accordance with California Division of Occupational Safety and 
Health regulations. 

Section 5.2 – Biological Resources 

1. Page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows: 

In addition to the general wildlife surveys, focused surveys were conducted on the 
Project site for the arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) in 2000 and 2014; the western 
spadefoot (Spea hammondii) concurrent with arroyo toad surveys in 2014; the 
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) in 2003; the California red-
legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) in 2003; the burrowing owl (Athene 
cuniculariain) in 2007, and 2014-2015, and 2017. 

2. Page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Dry season surveys are currently underway were completed in 2015 and results 
will be available in mid-summer 2015. R results of the completed surveys are 
included in Attachment C of the Biological Technical Report.  

3. Page 5.2-4, Wildlife Surveys, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to have the following text 
inserted at the end of the Wildlife Surveys section: 

Wildlife movement within and surrounding the Project site was assessed 
through a literature review, including South Coast Missing Linkages (Penrod 
et al. 2005) and site surveys (see Wildlife Crossing Assessment Technical 
Memo in Appendix D to the Final SEIR). Each of the I-5 under-crossings with 
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potential to support wildlife movement was visited on multiple occasions in 
the Summer of 2017 by Psomas Senior Biologist Marc Blain and Psomas 
Biologist Sarah Thomas. Initial visits include photographic documentation 
of the crossing followed by recording dimensions and assessing the 
topographic features and vegetative cover within the area. Each visit 
included a search for evidence of wildlife use such as tracks or scat. 

4. Page 5.2-12 of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Mammals 

Bats occur throughout most of southern California and may use any portion of the 
Project site as foraging habitat. The riparian vegetation type and steep rocky cliff 
faces in Grasshopper Canyon provide potential roosting habitat for many bat 
species. Most of the bats that could potentially occur on the Project site are inactive 
during the winter and either hibernate or migrate, depending on the species. 
Common bat species detected or expected to forage or roost on the Project site 
include big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida 
brasiliensis), California myotis (Myotis californicus), Western small-footed bat 
(Myotis ciliolabrum), Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), western pipistrelle 
(Parastrellus Hesperus), and hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), Mexican free-tail 
(Tadarida brasiliensis). 

5. Page 5.2-14 of the Wildlife Movement section of the Draft SEIR on Page 5.2-14 is hereby 
revised to read as follows: 

West of the Project site, a single underpass beneath the southbound lanes of I-5 
is likely feasible to be utilized by a variety of wildlife as a safe crossing to and from 
either side of the highway. However, use of this undercrossing is expected to 
be minimal for a variety of factors. The location of the crossing is not 
associated with any notable natural landscape feature, which typically would 
concentrate movement such as a ridge line, water feature, or drainage. The 
location is associated with an unimproved road but the road travels across 
a slope providing vehicular access to transmission towers but offering little 
to no cover for wildlife. In addition, the location is not associated with any 
corresponding crossing in the vicinity that allows wildlife to travel under the 
north bound lanes of the I-5. There are no ridge lines or drainages or similar 
features that typically convey concentrated movement to or from a crossing 
of the northbound lanes of I-5. In fact, the nearest under-crossings of the 
northbound lanes are located approximately one mile north and 
approximately two miles south of this crossing. As a result, potential 
undercrossing events of both the northbound lanes and the southbound 
lanes at this location are expected to be rare at best.  

A second crossing west of the southern tip of the Project includes both 
northbound and southbound lanes. However, the southbound crossing 
stretches over 700 feet within a narrow concrete-lined channel rendering it 
as low potential for use by most wildlife. Furthermore, the northern entrance 
extends upstream into the un-vegetated concrete lined-channel with 
adjacent developed land offering no cover for wildlife.  

A third under-crossing of the southbound lanes is located immediately west 
of the northwestern portion of the site. Similar to the undercrossing to the 
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south described above, this location is not associated with any notable 
natural landscape feature, which typically would concentrate movement 
such as a ridge line, water feature, or drainage. However, this location does 
have a corresponding undercrossing directly opposite under the 
northbound lanes, 1,600 feet to the west, which may render it more likely 
than others to be utilized on occasion. In addition, the east side of this 
crossing provides access to the northeast without significantly steep slopes 
rendering it more compatible to movement events. Due to the constraints of 
the southern and eastern edges of the site, wildlife using these this crossings are 
expected to move to and from the crossing and areas north of the Project site to 
allow continued east-west movement. Under existing conditions, the Project site 
itself does not represent an important component of the regional movement of the 
area. Consequently, although the Project may inhibit access for wildlife 
moving from south of the Project, such movement is only expected to 
represent infrequent local movement due to existing impediments east and 
south of the Project site. 

One additional I-5 undercrossing in the area is likely to represent the greatest 
potential for wildlife movement traversing the I-5 in the area. At this location, 
the I-5 freeway lanes are combined so that the single underpass, Templin 
Highway, traverses both the northbound and southbound lanes. In addition, 
the crossing is aligned and associated with a canyon bottom and drainage 
leading from the west and the east, which include areas of significant 
vegetative cover. Furthermore, the open space linkage opportunities are 
minimally constrained from this crossing. Of all the crossing described, this 
is the only one that provides for movement to the east/northeast without the 
formidable barrier of Castaic Lake. 

It should be noted that the Project site is partially within the Linkage Design 
of the South Coast Wildlands Missing Linkages Sierra Madre-Castaic 
Connection (Penrod et al. 2005). However, only the northern tip of the Project 
site falls within the southern edge of Linkage Design which has a width of 
approximately 17 miles within the area. The Project represents an extremely 
small percentage of the linkage width. In addition, the Linkage Design 
provides further evidence that Castaic Lake represent a formidable barrier 
and excludes movement other than shallow areas at the northern tip of the 
lake. 

6. Page 5.2-21, Special Status Plant Species, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

Round-leaved filaree (Erodium macrophyllum) is a CRPR of 1B.1 species. One 
population of 39 60 round-leave filaree individuals were observed on the Project 
site during the 2003 2001 botanical surveys.  
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7. Page 5.2-22, Table 5.2-4, Special Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur in the Project 
Region, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised as follows:  

Species 
Status Potential to Occur 

on the Project site; 
Results of Surveys USFWS CDFW 

Spea hammondii  
western spadefoot 

— SSC 
Observed during 2014 focused surveys 
and incidentally during other surveys 
in 2005 and 2015; suitable habitat 

 

8. Page 5.2-23, Table 5.2-4, Special Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur in the Project 
Region, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised as follows:  

Species 
Status Potential to Occur 

on the Project site; 
Results of Surveys USFWS CDFW 

Aquila chrysaetos 
golden eagle 

— SSC/FP 
Observed; suitable foraging habitat; 
limited no suitable nesting habitat 

 

9. Page 5.2-25 Table 5.2-4, Special Status Wildlife Species Known to Occur in the Project 
Region, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Mammals 

Antrozous pallidus  
pallid bat 

— SSC 

May occur for foraging and roosting; 
suitable foraging habitat; limited roosting 
habitat Detected; suitable foraging 
habitat; limited roosting habitat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 
Townsend’s big-eared bat 

— CST/SSC 

May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; suitable foraging 
habitat; no suitable roosting habitat 
Detected; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; 
no suitable roosting habitat 

Euderrna maculatum  
spotted bat 

— SSC 
May occur for foraging and roosting; 
suitable foraging habitat; limited suitable 
roosting habitat 

Eumops perotis californicus  
western mastiff bat 

— SSC 

May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; suitable foraging 
habitat; no suitable roosting habitat 
Detected; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; 
no suitable roosting habitat 

Lasiurus blossevillii 
western red bat 

— SSC 
Detected; not expected to occur for 
roosting; suitable foraging habitat; 
no suitable roosting habitat 

Lasiurus cinereus  
hoary bat 

— SSC 
May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; suitable foraging 
habitat; no suitable roosting habitat 

Lepus califomicus bennettii  
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit 

— SSC May occur; potentially suitable habitat 

Macrotis califomicus 
California leaf-nosed bat 

 SSC 
Not expected to occur; limited suitable 
habitat; outside current known range 
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Myotis ciliolabrum  
western small-footed myotis 

— SA 
May occur for foraging and roasting; 
suitable foraging habitat; limited roosting 
habitat 

Myotis yumanensis  
Yuma myotis 

— SA 

May occur for foraging; not expected to 
occur for roosting; limited suitable 
foraging habitat; no suitable roosting 
habitat 

Neotoma bryanti intermedia 
 San Diego desert woodrat 

— SSC Observed; suitable habitat 

Onychomys torridus ramona  
southern grasshopper mouse 

— SSC May occur; potentially suitable habitat 

Taxidea taxus  
American badger 

— SSC Observed; suitable habitat 

 

10. Page 5.2-26, fourth sentence under Amphibians on is hereby revised as follows:  

However, during all these 2014 surveys and during incidental observations in 
2005 and 2015, the western spadefoot was observed both in the cattle pond in 
the northwestern portion of the site and in both the ephemeral ponds located 
in the central portion of the site (see Attachment D of the Biological 
Technical Report). 

11. Page 5.2-27, Special Status Wildlife Species, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read 
as follows: 

Mammals 

Three nights of acoustic bat detection surveys were conducted on July 18-
20, 2017. The focused survey report is included in Appendix C of the Final 
SEIR. The following special status species were detected: Western mastiff 
bat (Eumops perotis californicus), Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), western 
red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), and Townsend’s big eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii). SixEight special status bat species have potential to occur on the 
Project site (Table 5.2-4). Four of these species, pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), 
spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), hoary bat and western small-footed myotis 
(Myotis ciliolabrum), also have potential or limited potential to roost on the Project 
site. 

Four Three other special status mammals have potential to occur on the Project 
site (Table 5.2-4). The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus 
bennettii), and southern grasshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus ramona) may 
occur on the Project site,; and San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma bryanti 
intermedia), and American badger was were observed on the Project site. 

12. Page 5.2-34, in Section 5.2.6, Relevant Project Characteristics, of the Draft SEIR is 
hereby revised to have the following text inserted after the first sentence of this section:  

This undeveloped natural open space would be undisturbed by the Project 
and does not include fuel modification areas. The development footprint 
impact area includes a fuel modification buffer zone. 
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13. Page 5.2-34, in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, of the Draft SEIR 
is hereby revised as follows:  

Special Status Plants 

Eight Seven special status plant species are known to occur on the Project site: 
round-leaved filaree club-haired mariposa lily, slender mariposa lily, Peirson's 
morning-glory, paniculate tarplant, bobtail barley, southern California black walnut, 
and southwestern spiny rush. 

Bobtail barley changed from on-site to off-site due to project boundary changes over time. 
The initial discussion of this species on page 5.2-21 of the DEIR and Exhibit 5.2-2 of the 
DEIR correctly reflect the species as off-site but the second discussion was never revised 
and incorrectly indicated the species as on-site. The sentence has been corrected by 
removing the species name and changing the value for the number of species on-site from 
eight to seven at the beginning of the sentence. 

14. Page 5.2-35, Special Status Plant Species, of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

Round-leaved filaree was previously found at one location in 2003 2001 (39 60 
individuals) in annual grassland in the impact area. 

15.  Page 5.2-36, under the Special Status Plants section, the first sentence of the first full 
paragraph is hereby revised as follows: 

Southern California black walnut was observed along the road in the southern 
northern portion of the study area. 

16. Page 5.2-37, under the Special Status Wildlife section, the second to the last sentence is 
hereby revised as follows: 

Additionally, MM 5.2-15 requires consultation with CDFW USFWS within the 
framework of Section 7 through the USACE regulatory permitting process. 

17. Page 5.2-39 and 5.2-40, in Section 5.2.7, Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures, of the 
Draft SEIR is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The proposed Project would potentially impact foraging habitat for the several bat 
species, including pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), 
spotted bat, western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), western red bat 
(Lasiurus blossevillii), hoary bat, California myotis (Myotis californicus), 
western small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum), and Yuma myotis (Myotis 
yumanensis), western pipistrelle (Parastrellus hesperus), and Mexican free-
tail (Tadarida brasiliensis). This foraging habitat is located in the foothills, a 
topographical area where relatively abundant open spaces still remain in the 
region. The loss of 1,070.16 acres of foothill foraging habitats consisting of 
grasslands, coastal sage scrub, and riparian vegetation types for these bat species 
would contribute to an ongoing cumulative loss of regional and local foraging 
habitat. This impact is considered adverse but less than significant under Section 
15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines because the Project would not impact a 
substantial population of the bat species mentioned above and would not cause 
regional populations to drop below self-sustaining levels. 
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The study area provides potential, but limited, daytime roosting opportunities for 
bat species such as pallid bat, spotted bat, and small-footed myotis. Areas such 
as shallow voids between or under rocks, rock crevices, and tree foliage 
(particularly western sycamore) can potentially provide day roosting habitat. 
Habitat that could potentially support maternity or hibernation roosts, do not occur 
in the study area. Maternity and hibernation roost generally include areas such as 
rock crevices, spaces between rocks in rock outcrops, and mines or caves. The 
study area contains few large rocks or boulders with fractures/cavities or rock 
outcrops. Most of the larger rocks in the study area are associated with creek 
bottoms. There are some areas on steep slopes, mostly in the northern portion of 
the study area, that contain exposed rocks, but these rocks are generally not 
assembled into rock outcrops. Caves and mines do not occur in the study area. 
Project implementation may impact bats directly and indirectly if large trees or 
rocky areas are used for roosting by bats. Roosting habitat in the study area is 
considered to be marginal and unable to support large numbers of bats; therefore, 
this impact would contribute to an ongoing cumulative loss of regional roosting 
habitat that is considered adverse but less than significant under Section 15380 of 
the State CEQA Guidelines. The direct loss of roosting bats, however, would be 
considered potentially significant and would require mitigation. Implementation of 
MM 5.2-12 and 5.2-20 would reduce this impact to a level considered less than 
significant. These measures require a biologist during vegetation removal and pre-
construction bat surveys, including methods for avoiding direct impacts to bats. 

Four Three other special status mammal species are either potentially present 
(San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and southern grasshopper mouse) or were 
observed (San Diego desert woodrat, and American badger) on the Project site. 
Project implementation would result in the loss of 1,070.16 combined acres of 
grassland, coastal sage scrub, and riparian habitats that provide potentially 
suitable habitat for the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and southern grasshopper 
mouse and suitable habitat for the San Diego desert woodrat and American 
badger. These impacts would be considered adverse but not substantial enough 
on a regional basis to warrant a finding of significance under Section 15380 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines for these three species because the Project would not 
impact a substantial population of these species mentioned above and would not 
cause regional populations to drop below self-sustaining levels. 

18. Page 5.2-41, bottom of the page, above the last line of text, is hereby revised as follows: 

Hydrologic Changes to Downstream Areas 

Without appropriate engineering considerations, modification of 
undeveloped and/or undisturbed lands have the potential to result in 
hydrologic changes downstream of modified areas. Changes may include 
increases and/or decreases in stream flow characteristics such as volume, 
velocity, sediment transport, and duration of surface flow. Such changes 
may in turn result in impacts on many other factors such as turbidity, 
erosion, depth, and width (i.e., hydromodification). Stream ecosystems have 
typically evolved under existing conditions for many years resulting in 
consistent suitable conditions for a particular suite of biological resources. 
Impacts resulting from hydrologic modifications have the potential to disrupt 
these conditions, which may result in less than suitable or unsuitable 
conditions for plant and wildlife species occupying the area. Many aquatic 
species have maximum and/or minimum thresholds of various habitat 
parameters such as turbidity, velocity, and temperature which may change 
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as a result of Project induced flow modification. Ultimately, the impacts may 
result in the loss of particular vegetation types and/or plant and wildlife 
populations from affected areas. 

Los Angeles County has adopted a Low Impact Development (LID) 
Ordinance, consistent with the requirements of the Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s latest Los Angeles County Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
Program No. CASOO4001). A primary purpose of the LID Ordinance, which 
includes a hydromodification standard, is to “lessen the adverse impacts of 
stormwater runoff from development and urban runoff on natural drainage 
systems, receiving waters and other water bodies” (Section 12.84.410 of the 
County of Los Angeles Municipal Code). As described in Section 1.2, the 
Project design incorporates a regional detention/retention basin system, 
which complies with the LID ordinance and reduces potential impacts 
downstream such that associated biological resources are not expected to 
be effected by the Project. Additional details can be found in Biological 
Resources Downstream Impacts Assessment technical memo in Appendix 
B of the Final SEIR. As a result, downstream impacts on biological resources 
resulting from hydrologic changes are considered less than significant. 

19. Page 5.2-43, MM 5.2-4, fourth and fifth bullets of the mitigation measure is hereby revised 
as follows: 

• Approximately 6020 percent of the seeds and bulbs collected shall be spread 
and/or placed in the fall following soil preparation. Forty Eighty percent of the 
seed and bulbs shall be kept in storage for subsequent seeding, if necessary. 

• Approximately 60 percent of the seeds and bulbs collected shall be spread 
and/or placed in the fall following soil preparation. Forty percent of the seed 
and bulbs shall be kept in storage for subsequent seeding, if necessary. 

20. Page 5.2-44, MM 5.2-6 of the Draft SEIR, the second sentence of the mitigation measure 
is hereby revised as follows: 

Sage scrub habitat restoration/enhancement implementation shall begin not more 
less than one year following prior to project impacts to this habitat type. 

21. Page 5.2-45, MM 5.2-6 of the Draft SEIR, the first sentence under Part ‘d’ of the mitigation 
measure is hereby revised as follows:  

At least two three years prior to mitigation implementation of the Project Applicant 
or its consultants/contractors shall initiate collection of the native seed materials 
specified in the HMMP. 

22. Page 5.2-52, MM 5.2-9 of the Draft SEIR is hereby revised as follows to insert as the first 
bullet the following:  

Prior to implementing the Spadefoot Relocation Plan, a focused survey will 
be conducted within the prior appropriate season. If any additional 
ephemeral ponds are determined to be occupied besides those identified in 
recent surveys (i.e. 2015), the Spadefoot Relocation Plan will be modified to 
include replacement of the additional occupied pond as well as others. 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 3-25 Draft EIR Clarifications and Revisions 

23. Page 5.2-55, MM 5.2-13, is hereby revised as follows: 

If the Biologist finds an active nest within or immediately adjacent to the 
construction area and determines that the nest may be impacted or breeding 
activities substantially disrupted, the Biologist shall delineate an appropriate buffer 
zone (at a minimum of 25 feet) around the nest depending on the sensitivity of the 
species and the nature of the construction activity. Typical nest buffers may be 
approximately 200 feet for song birds and 500 feet for raptors. Any nest found 
during survey efforts shall be mapped on the construction plans. The active nest 
shall be protected until nesting activity has ended. To protect any nest site, the 
following restrictions to construction activities shall be required until nests are no 
longer active, as determined by a qualified Biologist: (1) clearing limits shall be 
established within a buffer around any occupied nest (the buffer shall be 25–100 
feet for nesting birds and 300–500 feet for nesting raptors), determined by a 
qualified Biologist and (2) access and surveying shall be restricted within the buffer 
of any occupied nest, unless otherwise determined by a qualified Biologist. 

24. Page 5.2-56, Mitigation Measure 5.2-18 shall be revised as follows: 

MM 5.2-18: To limit the amount of human disturbance to surrounding natural 
open space areas, a Fencing Plan to deter project occupants from 
entering the natural areas shall be prepared by the project 
developer and implemented. The Fencing Plan shall include 
provisions for signs and wildlife friendly split-rail fencing to direct 
residents to keep out of sensitive natural open space and 
revegetation and/or mitigation areas. 

In areas bordering natural open space and fuel-modification zones, 
the Landscape Plan shall reflect a transition zone designed to buffer 
natural habitats from developed areas and proposed fencing. This 
transition zone should reduce impacts associated with invasion by 
introduced species and should help buffer human activity adjacent 
to the wildlife habitat. Landscaping in areas adjacent to natural open 
space shall use species native to the project region (e.g., toyon) 
and be consistent with guidelines from the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department. 

25. Page 5.2-57, Mitigation Measure 5.2-19 shall be revised as follows: 

MM 5.2-19: Landscaping designs shall be submitted to LACDRP for review and 
approval by a qualified Biologist. The review shall ensure that no 
invasive, exotic plant species are used in any proposed landscaping 
and that suitable substitutes are proposed. Ideally, only Only native 
species from the Santa Clarita Valley region shall be used in 
landscaping along the project boundaries adjacent to open space. 

26. Page 5.2-57, Mitigation Measure 5.2-20 shall be revised as follows:  

If the potential for colonial roosting is determined, CDFW will be consulted and 
those rocky outcrops or trees shall not be removed during the bat maternity roost 
season (March 1 to July 31). 
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27. Page 5.2-57, the last sentence of Mitigation Measure 5.2-20 shall be revised as follows: 

In addition, the habitat replacement requirements of other Mitigation 
Measures further reduce the impact to bats through the preservation, 
enhancement, restoration and/or creation of impacted vegetation, which 
shall be generally suitable for impacted bat species. 

28. Page 5.2-57, following the last sentence of Mitigation Measure 5.2-20 shall be revised as 
follows:  

Prior to disturbance of any roosting habitat, a Bat Relocation Monitoring 
Plan (BRMP) shall be submitted and approved by the CDFW and the LADRP. 
The BMRP shall include, at a minimum, the following items: (1) species of 
bats present onsite, (2) habitat uses of the site (i.e., roosting, hibernating, 
etc.) (3) roosting habitat replacement feature guidelines, (4) construction 
monitoring guidelines, (5) habitat replacement feature monitoring, and (6) 
reporting requirements. Reporting shall occur annually to LADRP and 
CDFW. The BRMP will be submitted annually for five years. 

29. Page 5.2-58, Threshold 5.2-2 shall be revised in the first and eighth sentence, as follows:  

Implementation of the proposed Project would impact 1,104.97 1,071.07 acres of 
natural open space and wildlife habitat. The impact areas of the proposed Project 
are shown in Exhibit 5.2-4, Project Impact Area, and impact acreages are 
summarized in Table 5.2-5, Impacted Vegetation Types. [] The combined loss of 
1,070.16 1,071.07 acres of native habitat and annual grassland habitat would be 
considered a significant impact on biological resources, because these habitats 
provide valuable nesting, foraging, roosting, and denning opportunities for a wide 
variety of wildlife species. 

Section 5.3 – Cultural Resources  

1. Page 5.3-2, Existing Conditions, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Southern California has a long history of human occupation, with dates of 
the earliest evidence of occupation during the late Pleistocene (Glassow et 
al. 2007: 191; Jones and Kennett 2012: 40; Madsen 2015). Several chronologies 
are generally used to describe the sequence of the prehistoric periods of Southern 
California. William Wallace (1955) developed the first comprehensive California 
chronologies and defines four periods for the southern coastal region. This 
framework is divided into four major periods: Horizon I: Early Man or Paleo-
Indian Period (11,000 BCE to 7,500 BCE); Horizon II: Milling Stone 
Assemblages (7,500 BCE to 1,000 BCE); Horizon III: Intermediate Cultures 
(1,000 BCE to 750 CE); and Horizon IV: Late Prehistoric Cultures (750 CE to 
1769 CE). 

Wallace’s synthesis is largely “descriptive and classificatory, emphasizing the 
content of archaeological cultures and the relationships among them” (Moratto 
1984:159). Wallace relies on the concept of “cultural horizons”, which are generally 
defined by the temporal and spatial distribution of a set of normative cultural traits, 
such as the distribution of a group of commonly associated artifact types. As a 
result, his model does not allow for much cultural variation within the same time 
period, nor does it provide precise chronological dates for each temporal division. 
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Nonetheless, although now more than 60 years old, the general schema of the 
Wallace chronology has provided a general framework for Southern California 
prehistory that remains valid today. 

Horizon I: Early Man or Paleo-Indian Period (11,000 BCE14 to 7,500 BCE). 
While Wallace (1955) initially termed this period the Early Man Horizon (I), this 
early stage of human occupation is commonly referred to as the Paleo-Indian 
Period today (Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984:24). The precise start of this period 
is still a topic of considerable debate (Jones and Kennett 2012: 39-40). 
Archaeological evidence from coastal and inland sites during this period 
indicate that the economy was a diverse mixture of hunting and gathering, 
with a major emphasis on aquatic resources in many coastal areas (Jones et 
al. 2002). Although few Clovis-like or Folsom-like fluted points have been 
found in southern California, it is widely thought that there was a greater 
emphasis on hunting at near-coastal and inland sites during the Paleo-Indian 
Period than in later periods (e.g., Dillion 2002; Erlandson et al. 1987). At inland 
archaeological sites, the surviving material culture of this period is primarily lithic, 
consisting of large, extremely well made stone projectile points and tools such as 
scrapers and choppers. Encampments were probably temporary, located near 
major kills or important resource areas. 

Horizon II: Milling Stone Assemblages (7,500 BCE to 1,000 BCE). 
Encompassing a broad expanse of time, the Milling Stone Period was named for 
the abundant milling stone tools associated with sites of this period and is the 
earliest well-established period of occupation in the southern California 
(Glassow et al. 2007: 192; Erlandson 2012: 30). This period is characterized 
by an ecological adaptation to collecting, accompanied by a dependence on 
ground stone implements (Hildebrandt and McGuire: 2010: 134) associated 
with the horizontal motion of grinding small seeds: milling stones (i.e., 
metates, slabs) and hand stones (i.e., manos, mullers). Milling stones are 
found in large numbers for the first time and become more numerous toward 
the end of this period. As evidenced by their tool kits and shell middens in 
coastal sites, people during this period practice a mixed food-procurement 
strategy. Subsistence patterns became more specialized as groups became 
better adapted to their regional or local environments. Projectile points from 
this period are relatively rare, but are large and generally lea-shaped, and 
were probably employed with darts or spears thrown with atlatls. Bone tools, 
such as awls, and items made from shell, including beads, pendants, and 
abalone dishes, are also quite common. Evidence of weaving or basketry is 
present at a few sites. The mortar and pestle, associated with the vertical 
motion of pounding foods such as acorns, were introduced during the 
Milling Stone Period, but do not become common until the Intermediate 
Period. These tools, the mano and metate, were used to process small, hard 
seeds from plants associated with shrub-scrub vegetation communities. An 
annual round of seasonal migrations was likely practiced, with movements 
coinciding with ripening vegetal resources and the periods of maximal 
availability of various animal resources. Along the coast, shell midden sites 
are common site types. Some formal burials, occasionally with associated 
grave goods, are also evident. This period of time is roughly equivalent to 
Warren’s (1968) Encinitas Tradition. Warren (1968) suggests that, as 

                                                 
14  BCE is defined as “Before Common Era” and generally refers to that time period commonly referred to as “Before 

Christ” (B.C.). 
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millingstones are common and projectile points are comparatively rare 
during this period of time, hunting was less important than the gathering of 
vegetal resources. 

More recent studies suggest that a diversity of subsistence activities, 
including hunting of various game animals, were practiced during this 
period. At present, little is known about cultural change during this time 
period in Southern California. While this lack of noticeable change gives the 
appearance of cultural stasis, almost certainly many regional and temporal 
cultural shifts did occur. Future research that is focused on temporal change 
within the Milling Stone Period would greatly benefit the current 
understanding of Southern California prehistory. 

Horizon III: Intermediate Cultures (1,000 BCE to 750 CE15). The Intermediate 
Period is identified by a mixed strategy of plant exploitation, terrestrial hunting, and 
maritime subsistence strategies. Chipped stone tools, such as projectile points, 
generally decrease in size, but increase in number. Abundant bone and shell 
remains have been recovered from sites dating to these time periods. In coastal 
areas, the introduction of the circular shell fishhook and the growing abundance of 
fish remains in sites over the course of the period suggest a substantial increase 
in fishing activity during the Intermediate Horizon. It is also during this time period 
that mortar and pestle use intensified dramatically (Glassow et al. 2007: 199). The 
mano and metate continued to be in use on a reduced scale, but the greatly 
intensified use of the mortar and pestle signaled a shift away from a subsistence 
strategy based on seed resources to that of the acorn and other pulpy plant 
foods (Glassow et al. 2007: 200). It is probably during this time that the acorn 
became the food staple of the majority of the indigenous tribes in Southern 
California. This subsistence strategy continued until European contact. Material 
culture became more diverse and elaborate and included steatite containers, 
perforated stones, bone tools, ornamental items, and asphalt adhesive. 

2. Page 5.3-4, Existing Conditions, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The NorthLake Specific Plan Project area is the traditional use area of the 
Native American group known as the Tataviam. The Tataviam were hunter-
gatherers that spoke a variant of the indigenous Takic language. Takic-speakers 
are believed to have migrated into Southern California from the Great Basin 
sometime between 1,000 and 3,000 years ago, an event some archaeologists 
believe interrupted the long-standing Milling Stone way of life. Tataviam 
subsistence centered upon the seasonal gathering of plant foods (yucca, acorns, 
sage seeds, and juniper berries) and hunting (rabbit, rodents, deer, and antelope). 
Acorns, the staple food of most Late Period groups in California, may have been 
less important to the Tataviam, who utilized yucca more extensively. The plant was 
roasted in stone-lined earth ovens, often identified archaeologically. 

The Tataviam territory was known to include the upper reaches of the Santa 
Clara River drainages and traveled north to the southwestern edge of the 
Antelope Valley (King and Blackburn 1978). However, it should be noted that 
these boundaries were defined in the early 1900s as part of the Bureau of 
American Ethnology mapping of Native American groups and (Robinson et 

                                                 
15  CE is defined as “Common Era” and generally refers to that time period commonly referred to as “annō Dominī” 

(A.D.). 
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al. 2012: 275) and there is a possibility the traditional use area for the 
Tataviam encompasses a much larger area. Nonetheless, most of what is 
known about the Tataviam has been gleaned from raw field notes taken by 
anthropologists John P. Harrington and Alfred L. Kroeber; from records at Mission 
San Fernando, where many Tataviam were taken; and diaries of early Spanish 
explorers. At the time of historic contact, the total Tataviam population was 
approximately fewer than 1,000 people. In 1776, Francisco Garces explored 
the area that the Tataviam inhabited and found them to share similar culture 
traits to their southern Takic neighbors in dress, political organization, and 
language (King and Blackburn 1978). These southern neighbors included the 
Cahuilla, Luiseno, Juaneno, Gabrielino, and Serrano.  

Late Period archaeology is generally better understood because the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century descendants of these groups 
provided additional information to early anthropologists. Similar 
associations between the Tataviam and the Takic groups have been found 
in the archaeological record, including the types of artifacts found and the 
internal organization of cemeteries and villages. Possible shared concepts 
of ritual and religion may have also existed between the Tataviam and the 
neighboring Chumash as evidenced from ritual paraphernalia documented 
in caves, such the nearby Bowers Cave (Elsasser and Heizer 1963, Robinson 
et al. 2012: 283-284). 

With the establishment of the mission system within California beginning in 
1769, nearly all the Tataviam had been baptized at the San Fernando Mission 
(King and Blackburn 1978). Furthermore, the descendants of most of the 
Tataviam had married members of other Native American groups at the 
mission or in the Tejon region. 

However, so few descendants could be identified from the Tataviam or 
Alliklik, whose territory included the Castaic Creek area, that very little of 
them is known. By the time anthropologists began to collect data about traditional 
native cultures in California (about 1900), the opportunity to learn first-hand and 
collect more information about the group became increasingly difficult. 
Fortunately, groups such as the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission 
Indians is dedicated to preserving the cultural identity of the Tataviam for 
future generations through member participation in cultural education, 
linguistic and ethnographic research, archaeological analysis, and oral 
tradition.  

Decimated by Spanish missionization and absorbed by other groups 
through inter-marriage, the Tataviam vanished rapidly from the cultural 
landscape. What is known about their culture has been reconstructed 
through linguistic and ethnohistoric research, archaeological analysis, and 
remembrances of individuals from neighboring bands. 

Recent work with these materials has helped considerably in understanding 
more about Tataviam life. Their territory encompassed a roughly triangular 
area from the Piru area, eastward along the upper Santa Clara River through 
the Newhall area to Soledad Pass, and northward across the Sierra Pelona, 
Sawmill, and Liebre Mountains to the westernmost edge of the Antelope 
Valley and southernmost slopes of the Tehachapi Mountains. 
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With the Santa Clara River Valley and Antelope Valley acting as east-west 
corridors between the deserts and coast, the Tataviam likely participated in 
“down the line” long-distance trade. Shell beads found in the western Mojave 
Desert, for example were acquired by the Takic-speaking Kitanemuk through 
a trade network in which the Tataviam may have been linked with Hokan-
speaking Chumash on the coast. 

3. Page 5.3-11, Threshold 5.3-2, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Based on consultation with the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) 
at California State University, Fullerton, two known historic resource sites are 
located within ½ mile of the Project site:  

 CA-LAN-990H. CA-LAN-99OH. This historic resource, known as Old Ridge 
Route, is a roadway listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
and on the CRHR. This road was opened in 1915 and was the most direct 
automobile and truck route connecting Los Angeles to Northern California 
(P.5.3-11). 

 The Old Ridge Route (CA-LAN-990H) (CA-LAN-99OH), which is adjacent to 
a portion of the Project site, is a roadway listed on the NRHP as well as on 
the CRHR (P.5.3-13). 

4. Page 5.3-12, Last Paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

SubsequentlyContrary to the Jones & Stokes finding of lack of significance, 
in 2007, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), in a communication with 
SCE, made the determination that the line was an NRHP eligible property. 
SHPO further concurred with Edison’s proposal to conduct Level II Historic 
American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic 
American Landscapes Survey (HABS/HAER/HALS) documentation for each tower 
as ongoing changes and maintenance occur to the line, which had been 
determined a NRHP eligible property. According to the letter (refer to Appendix E 
of the Cultural Resources Assessment [included as Appendix E-1]) SCE would 
bear the responsibility associated with this documentation at the time modifications 
are proposed; therefore, impacts would be fully mitigated by Edison and no 
further mitigation would be required. 

5. Page 5.3-13, First Paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The Old Ridge Route (CA-LAN-99OH), which is adjacent to a portion of the Project 
site, is a roadway listed on the NRHP as well as on the CRHR. According to the 
NRHP, this road was opened in 1915 and was the most direct automobile and truck 
route connecting Los Angeles to Northern California. The segment of Ridge Route 
Road that is considered historic, per the CNRHP and CRHR criteria, is an 
unbroken span of the original Ridge Route roadway that retains most of its original 
1914 to 1917 engineering features, and additional upgrades and modifications 
undertaken before 1933 (BonTerra Psomas 2015). 

6. Page 5.3-14, Net Level of Significance, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Net Level of Significance: Less than significant. The Project would impact 
several utility lines through proposed development and relocation activities;. With 
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the exception of the Bailey-Pardee and Pardee-Pastoria 220-kilovolt 
Transmission Lines which were determined to be an NRHP eligible property 
and which would be fully mitigated by Edison thus requiring no further 
mitigation however, these structures do not meet any of the criteria necessary for 
listing in the registries and therefore do not appear eligible for listing in the NRHP 
or CRHR as significant historic resources. 

7. Page 5.3-14, Threshold 5.3-3 and Threshold 5.3-4, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Based on consultation with the SCCIC, four six previously recorded 
archaeological sites are located within ½ mile search radius of the Project site: 

 CA-LAN-323. This resource consists of prehistoric lithic artifacts, midden, 
and bedrock mortar features. The site was first recorded in 1965. 

 CA-LAN-325. This resource consists of a prehistoric rock shelter containing 
basketry and beads. The site was first recorded in 1965. 

 CA-LAN-1222. This resource consists of a prehistoric rock shelter and an 
associated lithic artifact. This site was first recorded in 1985. 

 CA-LAN-1672H. This resource consists of the remains of a historic ranch, 
including ceramic, glass, and metal artifacts. This site was first recorded in 
1989. 

 CA-LAN-4475. This resource was first recorded in 2014 and consists of 
a prehistoric lithic scatter. 

 CA-LAN-4478H. This resource consists of a historic telephone pole 
alignment. The site was recorded in 2014. 

In addition to the previously recorded archaeological sites identified within 
the search radius, the cultural resources survey resulted in the discovery of three 
new historic archaeological sites (NL-1, NL-2, and NL-3) within the NorthLake 
Specific Plan Boundary. The historic archaeological sites consist of two historic 
refuse deposits (NL-1 and NL-2) and the remains of a wooden structure (NL-3). 
These sites lack sufficient density, diversity, and integrity for inclusion in the CRHR 
(BonTerra Psomas 2015). The survey also discovered five previously unrecorded 
isolated occurrences (isolates) of prehistoric artifacts. The prehistoric isolates 
consist of ground and chipped stone artifacts. Isolated artifacts will not meet the 
criteria for inclusion in the CRHR (BonTerra Psomas 2015). Therefore, these sites 
neither the three newly identified historic archaeological site nor the five 
prehistoric isolates are not archeological resources under CEQA. 

None of the identified archaeological resources discussed above occur within 
Project site boundaries the Project Disturbance Area or in the External 
Improvements Area; therefore, implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan 
would not impact these recorded resources. 

5.3.8 Cumulative Impacts 

The SCCIC records searches identified six previously recorded cultural 
resources within the ½ -mile search radius of the Project area (CA-LAN-323, 
CA-LAN-325, CA-LAN-1222, CA-LAN-1672H, CA-LAN-4475, and CA-LAN-
4478H). The previously recorded resources include four prehistoric sites and 
two historic sites. The prehistoric sites include rock shelters and a habitation 
site. The historic sites include a historic electrical transmission line dating 
to 1913 and the historic Old Ridge Route. Of the six previously recorded 
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cultural resources identified in the search radius, the two historic sites are 
located within the NorthLake Specific Plan boundary. In addition to the 
previously recorded archaeological sites identified within the search radius, 
the cultural resources survey resulted in the discovery of three new historic 
archaeological sites and five prehistoric isolates within the NorthLake 
Specific Plan boundary. 

The resources indicated that human occupation occurred on the Project area 
during both the prehistoric and historic periods. However, none of the 
identified archaeological resources discussed above occur within the 
Project Disturbance Area or in the External Improvements Area; therefore, 
implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan would not impact these 
recorded cultural resources. 

Additionally, the paleontological resources records search results were 
negative for paleontological resources within the NorthLake Specific Plan 
boundary. Therefore, unless ground disturbing activities occur within buried 
geologically sensitive sediments in is unlikely that the NorthLake Specific 
Plan will impact significant paleontological resources. 

The known archaeological resources in the vicinity are either inundated by the 
water in Castaic Lake or on the opposite side of the freeway from the Project site. 
There are no known archaeological or paleontological resources on the Project 
site.  

Impacts to potential historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources as a 
result of the proposed Project are less than significant with the implementation of 
the recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 
generate cumulative impacts to historical, archaeological or paleontological 
resources 

8. Page 5.3-17 under Section 5.3.8, Cumulative Impacts, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The SCCIC records searches identified six previously recorded cultural 
resources within the ½ -mile search radius of the Project area (CA-LAN-323, 
CA-LAN-325, CA-LAN-1222, CA-LAN-1672H, CA-LAN-4475, and CA-LAN-
4478H). The previously recorded resources include four prehistoric sites and 
two historic sites. The prehistoric sites include rock shelters and a habitation 
site. The historic sites include a historic electrical transmission line dating 
to 1913 and the historic Old Ridge Route. Of the six previously recorded 
cultural resources identified in the search radius, the two historic sites are 
located within the NorthLake Specific Plan boundary. In addition to the 
previously recorded archaeological sites identified within the search radius, 
the cultural resources survey resulted in the discovery of three new historic 
archaeological sites and five prehistoric isolates within the NorthLake 
Specific Plan boundary. 

The resources indicated that human occupation occurred on the Project area 
during both the prehistoric and historic periods. However, none of the 
identified archaeological resources discussed above occur within the 
Project Disturbance Area or in the External Improvements Area; therefore, 
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implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan would not impact these 
recorded cultural resources. 

Additionally, the paleontological resources records search results were 
negative for paleontological resources within the NorthLake Specific Plan 
boundary. Therefore, unless ground disturbing activities occur within buried 
geologically sensitive sediments in is unlikely that the NorthLake Specific 
Plan will impact significant paleontological resources. 

The known archaeological resources in the vicinity are either inundated by the 
water in Castaic Lake or on the opposite side of the freeway from the Project site. 
There are no known archaeological or paleontological resources on the Project 
site.  

Impacts to potential historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources as a 
result of the proposed Project are less than significant with the implementation of 
the recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 
generate cumulative impacts to historical, archaeological or paleontological 
resources. 

9. Page 5.3-16, MM 5.3-1, first sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

All Project-related ground-disturbing activities in native sediments 
archaeologically sensitive sediments shall be monitored by a qualified 
Archaeologist to reduce any archaeological resources impacts to a level 
considered less than significant. 

Section 5.5 – Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and Environmental Safety 

1. Page 5.5-6, Santa Clarita Area Fire Department Resources, first paragraph, is hereby 
revised to read as follows: 

The Santa Clarita Valley area receives primary fire protection services from the 
LACFD as part of the Consolidated Fire Protection District. There are 416 fire 
stations within Los Angeles County, 172 170 of which are operated by LACFD 
(LACFD 2017)(FireDepartment.net 2015). According to the SCVAP 2012, tThere 
were a total of 15 13 LACFD stations as of 2015 2009 (including 1 3 temporary 
stations) with plans to replace the temporary station with a permanent one by 
2020 (LACFD 2017)serving the area with plans to build 15 new, permanent 
stations by 2016 (LACDRP 2012b). The Project site is approximately 2.7 miles 
from the nearest station, No. 149, located to the south at 31770 Ridge Route Road 
in the Community of Castaic. This station houses one engine company, one patrol 
unit and one paramedic squad unit (FireDepartment.net 2015, LACFD 2017). 
Other stations in the area include 3 stations in the City of Santa Clarita: Station 76 
located at 27223 Henry Mayo Drive, Station 156 located at 24525 Copper Hills 
Drive, and Station 126 located at 26320 Citrus Street (FireDepartment.net 2015). 
Should a significant incident occur, the resources of the entire LACFD, not just the 
stations closest to the Project Site, would be used. 
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2. Page 5.5-14, Project Design Features, second paragraph, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The existing oil line that currently traverses the Project site would be relocated, 
prior to grading activities, to an alignment along the eastern boundary of the 
proposed development areas and within the identified grading footprint. 

Section 5.7 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

1. Table 5.7-4, Row LUT-3: Transit Expansion, Second Column, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

Existing Initiatives and New Actions NorthLake Specific Plan Implementation Actions 

LUT-3: Transit Expansion. Work with Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LA 
Metro) on a transit program that prioritizes transit by 
creating bus priority lanes, improving transit facilities, 
reducing transit-passenger time, and providing 
bicycle parking near transit stations. Construct and 
improve bicycle, pedestrian and transit infrastructure 
to increase bicyclist and pedestrian access to transit 
and transit stations/hubs. 

Consistent. The proposed mobility plan would minimize 
vehicular trips through the linkage of land use areas and 
site elements via a multi-modal system including bike 
lanes, bus routes, and pedestrian connections. The 
Transportation Management AssociationNorthLake 
Community Transportation Program would include a 
program to extend Santa Clarita Valley Transit into the 
Project site. Bus stops would be added with the 
development of the Project and the Castaic Middle 
school. Implementation of bus priority lanes, improving 
transit facilities, reducing transit-passenger time, and 
providing bicycle parking near transit stations is the 
responsibility of and directed to the County of Los 
Angeles. The Project will include a variety of TDM 
measures, including provision of a shuttle system to 
major employment centers. 

 

2. Page 5.7-38 through 5.7-39, MMs 5.7-2 through 5.7-13 are hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

 MM 5.7-2 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of energy- efficient designs, in accordance with 
the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
County standards, such as those found in the Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (“LEED”) Green Building 
Ratings and/or comply with Title 24, Part 11, the California Green 
Building Standards Code. (SCVAP MM 3.4-2) 

MM 5.7-3 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of energy efficient lighting, heating and cooling 
systems, appliances, equipment, and control systems, in 
accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted 
pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-3) 

MM 5.7-4 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of light colored “cool” roofs and cool pavements, 
in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances adopted 
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pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-4) 

MM 5.7-5 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of efficient lighting (including LEDs) for traffic, 
street, and other outdoor lighting purposes, in accordance with the 
requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s 
Green Building Program and other applicable State and County 
standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-5) 

MM 5.7-6 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of efficient pumps and motors for pools and 
spas, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances 
adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and 
other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-6) 

MM 5.7-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of the ability to install solar, and solar hot water 
heaters, in accordance with the requirements of the ordinances 
adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and 
other applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-7) 

MM 5.7-8 Prior to the issuance of building permits for, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of water-efficient landscapes, in accordance with 
the requirements of the ordinances adopted pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-8) 

MM 5.7-9 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of water efficient irrigation systems and devices, 
such as soil-based irrigation controls and use water-efficient 
irrigation methods, in accordance with the requirements of the 
ordinances adopted pursuant to the County’s Green Building 
Program and other applicable State and County standards. 
(SCVAP MM 3.4-9) 

MM 5.7-10 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant or their 
contractor shall submit a site construction management plan for 
the reuse and recycle construction and demolition (including soil, 
vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and cardboard) to the 
Department of Public Works for review and approval in 
accordance with the requirements of the ordinances developed 
pursuant to the County’s Green Building Program and other 
applicable State and County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-10) 

MM 5.7-11 Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall 
provide evidence of reuse and recycling receptacles in residential, 
industrial, and commercial projects, in accordance with the 
requirements of the ordinances developed pursuant to the 
County’s Green Building Program and other applicable State and 
County standards. (SCVAP MM 3.4-11) 
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MM 5.7-12 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). (SCVAP 
MM 3.4-12) 

MM 5.7-13 Prior to implementing project approval, the applicant shall preserve 
existing trees, to the extent feasible and consistent with mitigation 
measures, encourage the planting of new trees consistent with the 
final landscape palettes, and create open space where feasible. 
(SCVAP MM 3.4-13) 

3. Page 5.7-71, MM 5.1-9 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

MM 5.1-9 A commuter computer program shall be developed for the 
NorthLake residents in an attempt to reduce commuter vehicle trips 
generated by the proposed projects. (1992 SP EIR MM 4.5-9) 

Section 5.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

1. Page 5.8-45, immediately following RR 5.8-3 and preceding Section 5.8.6, Threshold 
Criteria, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

PDF 5.8-1: Prior to the issuance of any grading or building permit 
(whichever comes first) and as part of the design level 
hydrology study and facilities plan, a final LID Plan shall be 
prepared consistent with the terms and content of the 
NorthLake Specific Plan Water Quality Technical Report and 
the Low Impact Development Plan, Vesting TTM No. 073336 
NorthLake Phase 1 that specifically identify the LID, treatment, 
and hydromodification control BMPs to be used on the 
NorthLake Project site.  

PDF 5.8-2: For the post-construction (operational) phase, the Project 
shall implement the following LID BMP Performance Standard 
for runoff volume reduction and water quality treatment: 

LID BMPs shall be selected and sized to retain the volume 
of stormwater runoff produced from a 1.15 inch storm 
event (LID design volume). When it has been demonstrated 
that 100 percent of the LID design volume cannot be 
feasibly infiltrated, then biofiltration shall be provided for 
1.5 times the portion of the LID design volume that is not 
retained. Runoff from roadways shall be retained or 
biofiltered in retention or biofiltration BMPs sized to 
capture the design storm volume or flow, per the guidance 
in USEPA’s Managing Wet Weather with Green 
Infrastructure: Green Streets. Regional facilities shall be 
implemented within the Project to infiltrate or biofilter the 
runoff volume from the 1.15 inch design storm volume that 
has not been retained or biofiltered within parcels or road 
right-of-ways. 
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2. Page 5.8-71, Industrial Activities, first sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The proposed Project contains approximately 13.97 acres of property zoned for 
light-industrial land uses. 

3. Page 5.8-72, Wastewater Discharges, fourth paragraph, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

In order to comply with the Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL, the SCVSD 
will need to add facilities because the existing treatment processes do not provide 
chloride removal. Advanced treatment of the Valencia WRP effluent would be 
necessary for the SCVSD to comply with the 100 mg/L chloride limit in the 
treated wastewater discharged by the SCVSD’s two wastewater treatment 
plants to the Santa Clara River. The Valencia WRP NPDES Permit (Order No. 
R4-2015-0071) includes requirements and deadlines for several implementation 
actions related to adding chloride removal facilities, which are required to be 
constructed by July 1, 2019. During this period, an interim effluent limitation for 
chloride, which is a three-month rolling average that reflects the Saugus WRP and 
Valencia WRP monthly effluent flows and chloride concentrations, but not to 
exceed a maximum of 230 mg/L, is in effect. The Valencia WRP discharges have 
been in compliance with this interim effluent limitation. 

Section 5.9 – Land Use 

1. Page 5.9-12, Relevant Project Characteristics, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

As detailed in Section 4.0, Project Description, the Project will include a variety of 
recreational amenities such as an enhanced park network, a sports park, recreation 
facilities, and a greenbelt-trail loop system that is integrated with the adjacent open space 
trails system. A 1.4-acre site is designated as a future fire station site located within the 
residential component of Phase 1 of the proposed Project site. A total of 791.6 799.5 acres 
of land is proposed for recreation and open space purposes, consisting of a sports park; 
community and neighborhood parks; and an extensive greenbelt and trails system. Of this 
land, approximately 327.6 304.9 acres of undeveloped landscaped open space (i.e., 
graded slopes) will be provided throughout the Project site and an additional 297.6 327.6 
acres will be set aside as undisturbed open space areas. 
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2. Table 5.9-1, Title, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

SCAG RTP/SCS COMPASS GROWTH VISION CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 

3. Table 5.9-2, Row Policy P/R 3.1, Policy P/R 3.2, Policy 3.9, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy P/R 3.1: Acquire and develop local and 
regional parkland to meet the following County 
goals: 4 acres of local parkland per 1,000 residents 
in the unincorporated areas and 6 acres of regional 
parkland per 1,000 residents of the total population 
of Los Angeles County. 

Consistent. Based on an anticipated population 
increase of approximately 9,734 new residents, 
approximately 48.67 acres of parkland would be 
required to be consistent with the County standard of 
5 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents as 
recommended by the SCVAP 2012. Approximately 
791.6799.5 acres of parks and open space are 
proposed within the NorthLake Specific Plan and, 
within these areas, approximately 166.9 acres would 
be designated as parkland and other recreational 
facilities, including parks, enhanced parkways, trails, 
a sports park, and neighborhood parks. As part of the 
Project, a portion of this acreage would be 
designated as public parklands, consistent with the 
County Code and the Quimby Act. 

Policy P/R 3.2: For projects that require zone 
change approvals, general plan amendments, 
specific plans, or development agreements, work 
with developers to provide for local and regional 
parkland above and beyond their Quimby 
obligations. 
Policy P/R 3.9: The Department of Parks and 
Recreation does not accept undeveloped park sites 
from developers. Developers are required to provide 
a developed park to the County on a “turn-key” basis 
and receive credit for the costs of developing the 
public park up to and against any remaining Quimby 
obligation, after accounting for the net acreage 
dedicated to the County. 

 

4. Table 5.9-3, Row Policy CO-2.2.3, Policy CO-2.2.4, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy CO-2.2.3: Preserve designated natural 
ridgelines from development by ensuring a minimum 
distance for grading and development from these 
ridgelines of 50 feet, or more if determined 
appropriate by the reviewing authority based on site 
conditions, to maintain the Santa Clarita Valley’s 
distinctive community character and preserve the 
scenic setting. 

Consistent. Open space is integrated throughout 
the proposed Project site to respond to topographical 
conditions; to preserve ridgelines and hillsides; to 
create a buffer adjacent to natural resources; to 
provide view amenities; to accommodate the 
greenbelt trail; and to separate residential 
neighborhood enclaves. Approximately 624.6632.5 
acres of open space will remain undeveloped on the 
Project site. Much of this open space area consists 
of interior and perimeter slopes. The largest 
expanses of undeveloped open space will be located 
along the edges of the Project site, including areas 
to the north, west, south, and east. 

Policy CO-2.2.4: Identify and preserve significant 
geological and topographic features through 
designating these areas as open space or by other 
means as appropriate. 
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5. Table 5.9-3, Row Policy CO-3.1.10, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Goal/Policy Project Consistency 

Policy CO-3.1.10: To the extent feasible, encourage 
the use of open space to promote biodiversity. 

Consistent. As described in Section 4.0, Project 
Description, approximately 624.6632.5 acres of 
open space would remain undeveloped on the 
Project site. Much of this open space area consists 
of interior and perimeter slopes. The largest 
expanses of undeveloped open space will be located 
along the edges of the Project site, including areas 
to the north, west, south, and east. There would be 
approximately 327.6304.9 acres of undeveloped 
landscaped open space (i.e., graded slopes) 
throughout the Project site. An additional 297.2 
327.6 acres will be set aside as undisturbed open 
space areas within the Project site. 

 

6. Table 5.9-3, Row Policy CO-10.2.1, Policy CO-10.2.2, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Goal/Policy Project Consistency 
Policy CO-10.2.1: Encourage provision of vegetated 
open space on a development project’s site, which 
may include shallow wetlands and ponds, drought 
tolerant landscaping, and pedestrian hardscape that 
includes vegetated areas. 

Consistent. Open space is integrated throughout 
the proposed Project site to respond to topographical 
conditions; to preserve ridgelines and hillsides; to 
create a buffer adjacent to natural resources; to 
provide view amenities; to accommodate the 
greenbelt trail; and to separate residential 
neighborhood enclaves. Approximately 624.6 632.5 
acres of open space will remain undeveloped on the 
Project site. Much of this open space area consists 
of interior and perimeter slopes. The largest 
expanses of undeveloped open space will be located 
along the edges of the Project site, including areas 
to the north, west, south, and east.  

There will be approximately 327.6 304.9 acres of 
undeveloped landscaped open space (i.e., graded 
slopes) throughout the Project site. An additional 
297.2 327.6 acres will be set aside as undisturbed 
open space areas within the Project site. 

Policy CO-10.2.2: Encourage that open space 
provided within development projects be usable and 
accessible, rather than configured in unusable strips 
and left-over remnants, and that open space areas 
are designed to connect to each other and to 
adjacent open spaces, to the extent reasonable and 
practical. 

 

7. Page 5.9-54, NorthLake Specific Plan, Third Paragraph, Third Sentence, is hereby revised 
to read as follows: 

The Project proposes to develop 13.97 acres of the 50.1 industrial acres and 9.2 acres of 
the 13.2 commercial acres, remaining consistent with the Specific Plan. 

8. Page 5.9-54, NorthLake Specific Plan, Fourth Paragraph, Fourth Sentence, is hereby 
revised to read as follows: 

The proposed Project designates a total of 791.6 799.5 acres of land as recreation and/or 
open space, consistent with the NorthLake Specific Plan. 
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Section 5.10, Noise 

1. Page 5.10-36, Construction Noise, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

There would be a potential for significant cumulative construction noise and vibration 
impacts if off-site construction would occur near a sensitive receptor concurrently with on-
site construction near that same receptor. There are no identified projects that are near 
off-site sensitive receptors that would be developed concurrently with the proposed 
Project. 

Section 5.11 – Traffic, Access, and Circulation 

1. Page 5.11-49, Second Paragraph is hereby revised to read as follows: 

As shown in Table 5.11-32, the proposed Project is forecasted to add 150 or more peak 
hour trips to both of these monitoring locations. At the segment of I-5 north of the SR-126, 
the Project would contribute a maximum of 772 vehicles per hour in the northbound 
direction and a maximum of 756 vehicles per hour in the southbound direction. This would 
not be a significant impact based on CMP criteria because a freeway mainline segment is 
considered to be significantly impacted if each of two conditions are met: the segment is 
forecast to operate deficiently (i.e., worse than LOS E) and compared to the V/C in the no-
project alternative, the V/C in the with-project alternative increases by greater than or 
equal to 0.02. In this case, the segment operates at a LOS B in the PM peak hour (max 
772 vehicles in NB direction) and LOS D in the AM peak hour (max 756 in SB direction) 
as shown in Table 5.11-28. At the I-5 segment north of SR-14, the Project would 
contribute a maximum of 182 vehicles per hour in the northbound direction and a 
maximum of 178 vehicles per hour in the southbound direction. This would also not be 
a significant impact based on CMP criteria because the segment does not operate 
worse than LOS E. The segment is forecast to operate at a LOS D in both the AM 
and PM peak hours as shown in Table 5.11-28. The analysis presented in Table 5.11-
28 shows that the trips generated by the Project, when added to the I-5 freeway 
together with additional cumulative growth in traffic, do not result in a significant 
impact to the I-5 freeway since the level of service is not worse than the CMP criteria 
of LOS E. The next two closest CMP freeway monitoring locations do not meet the CMP 
analysis criteria since the maximum number of Project trips at those locations is less than 
150 vehicles per hour during the peak hour. 

2. Page 5.11-54, Third full paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The proposed Project would not conflict with the City’s County’s adopted policies, plans, 
or programs supporting alternative modes of transportation. Impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Section 5.12 – Utilities 

1. Page 5.12-10, Water Supply Specific to Newhall County Water District, fourth paragraph, 
is hereby revised to read as follows: 

CLWA currently has a contract with the Los Angeles County Sanitation District for 
1,700 1,600 afy of recycled water that became available in 2003). However, the 
NCWD does not currently have any infrastructure in place to utilize recycled water, 
but the NCWD does indirectly benefit because any recycled water use will allow 



NorthLake Specific Plan 
 Final SEIR 
 

 
R:\Projects\WCP_Woodrid\J0001\Final EIR\Final SEIR_NorthLake-011118.docx 3-41 Draft EIR Clarifications and Revisions 

for an offset of potable water supplies (including groundwater and SWP water) to 
be used in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley, including the Proposed Project. 

2. Page 5.12-11, Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, second paragraph, first 
sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Collectively, the Sanitation Districts own, operate, and maintain over 1,400 miles 
of main trunk sewers and 11 wastewater treatment plants with a total design 
capacity of 634.6 650.8 million gallons per day (mgd) (LACSD 2016a). 

3. Page 5.12-12, Cumulative Design Capacity, the first paragraph is hereby revised to read 
as follows: 

The SCVJSS has a permitted treatment capacity of 28.1 mgd (6.5 mgd at SWRP 
and 21.6 mgd at the VWRP) and currently processes an average flow of 19.3 17.9 
mgd (LACSD). A 2-phase expansion of the VWRP (Stages V and VI) was 
approved and will ultimately increase the treatment capacity of the SCVJSS by a 
total of 15 mgd. The first phase (Stage V) of 9.0 mgd was completed in 2003 2005; 
the second phase (Stage VI), which has not been completed as of May 2015, will 
consist of an additional 6 mgd and would increase the total treatment capacity of 
the SCVJSS to 43.1 mgd. Construction of Stage VI has not occurred because 
the need for the additional capacity has not yet materialized. 

4. Page 5.12-24, On-site Operational Impacts, first sentence, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The proposed Project would result in a total increase in water demand of 2,575 
2,580 afy at Project buildout, thereby affecting existing water treatment and 
conveyance facilities. 

5. Table 5.12-29, is hereby revised to read as follows: 
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TABLE 2.1-1 
POTABLE WATER DEMAND 

 

Land Use 

Development Summary 1992 Demand Coefficients 2006 Demand Coefficients 

1992 NorthLake1 2014 NorthLake2 

Demand 
Coefficient1 

Demand 
Units 

Average Day 
Demands 

Demand 
Coefficient3 

Demand 
Units 

Average Day 
Demands 

Acreage 
(acre) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(DU) 

Acreage 
(acre) 

Dwelling 
Units 
(DU) 

1992 EIR 
(afy) 

Proposed 
Project 

(afy) 
1992 EIR 

(afy) 

Proposed 
Project 

(afy) 

Single Family Residential 

Low Density  
2,337 

 430 
0.64 

afy/DU 
1,505 1,041 

0.90 afy/DU 
2,107 

388 

Low/Medium Density   1,187 afy/DU 0.63 afy/DU 745 

Subtotal  2,337  1,617   1,505 1,041   2,107 1,133 

Multi-Family Residential 

High Density  1,286  1,527 0.12 afy/DU 154 183 0.27 afy/DU 352 418 

Non-Residential 

Commercial 3.94  9.2  4.55 afy/acre 18 41 3.99 afy/acre 16 37 

Industrial 12.54  13.95  2.58 afy/acre 32 36 3.99 afy/acre 50 55 

Institutional 23.1  10.7  4.37 afy/acre 101 47 2.51 afy/acre 58 27 

Pro/Shop 1.44  0.0  0.27 
afy/ 1,000 

ft 
16 0 3.99 afy/acre 6 0 

Landscape 
Areas/Recreation and 
Manufactured Slopes8 

314.0  
322.46,7 

 2.00 
afy/acre 

628 
645 2.51 afy/acre 789 810 

40.06  80 2.51 afy/acre 0 100 

Recreation Areas not 
Irrigated 

0.0  126.99  0.00 afy/acre 0 0 0.00 afy/acre 0 0 

Golf Course 166.9  0.0  2.40 afy/acre 400 0 2.51 afy/acre 419 0 

Subtotal 521.8  521.9    1,195 849   1,337 1,029 

Total  3,623  3,144   2,855 2,073   3,796 2,580 

Source: AKEL Engineering Group, Inc. 2015 

1  Source: Excerpt of 1992 NorthLake EIR 
2  Unless noted otherwise, acreages and dwelling units are taken from NorthLake Conceptual Plan. It is noted that the water demand is based on slightly larger acreages of industrial and commercial 

lands, however, this analysis scenario for water demand represents a more conservative analysis of water supply. 
3  Source: 2006 Castaic Water System Master Plan, Table 3-1 (Average Water Demand Unit Use Factors by Land Use Type) 
4  Acreage calculated from square feet floor area given in Excerpt of 1992 NorthLake EIR 
5 Actual acreage is 13.7 acres; this figure represents a conservative calculation 
56  Landscape Areas/Recreation and Manufactured Slopes includes 322.4 acres of Irrigated Manufactured Slopes and approximately 40 acres of Park 
67  Source: Open Space Exhibit 
78  Demand (afy) = Demand (gpm) x 1.61 
89  Recreation land use includes Park and Open Space land use types 
9  Approximately 126.9 acres of Recreation land uses are intended as passive park systems and are not irrigated 
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Section 6 – Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

1. Page 6-2, Project Description, first paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The proposed Project involves implementation of the previously approved Specific 
Plan; specifically, the proposed Project would involve development of up to 3,150 
residential units, 9.2 acres of commercial uses, 13.97 acres of industrial uses, 791.6 
799.5 acres of parks and open space, school uses, and a 1.4-acre pad for a future fire 
station. 

2. Page 6-7, Creek Avoidance Alternative, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

As the current applicant was re-initiating the Specific Plan a land plan was laid out 
that avoided the creek bottom that runs through the middle of the pProject. This land 
plan placed development on one side of the creek with development terraced up the 
slope to minimize grading, which would require export of over 10 million cubic 
yards of soil and extensive buttressing along all west facing slopes along 
Grasshopper Canyon. This plan was attempted to avoid impacting the creek 
habitat, avoid jurisdictional wetlands (waters under the authority of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board).  

Although this alternative would be less impactful for some resource areas, it would 
also eliminate more than half of the residential units and the other uses due to the 
limited development area. However Despite the reduction in developable area, 
the infrastructure requirements would be largely the same as access and utilities 
would be required to cross Grasshopper Canyon. The road ways would still be 
needed as well as the need for all of the services to be engineered in place: water, 
sewer, street lights, curbs and gutters, and other utility lines would be required to be 
brought to the site. Up to three bridges would be required to provide for access 
and extension of utilities. The development would also require development of 
amenities including schools, and parks. The amount of development would be 
reduced to the point of not making the development feasible.  

A Project design that avoids the creek would require all utility pipelines to be 
attached to bridges as they cross over the creek. Attaching active utility 
pipelines to bridges would introduce risks of accidental spills into the creek 
that do not exist in other Alternatives. Furthermore, a Project design that 
avoids the creek would require the addition of several sewage pumping 
stations to lift sewage up and over the creek. These additional sewage 
pumping stations would add spill and contamination risks, decrease reliability 
of the sewage disposal system, and generate GHG and noise impacts due to 
the pump stations’ reliance on fuel-consuming mechanical equipment. 

3. Page 6-11, Immediately following the Greenhouse Gas Emissions paragraph, the 
following text is hereby added: 

Energy Resources 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not use, or create a new 
demand for, energy sources because no new development would occur. 
Less than significant impacts resulting from the proposed Project related to 
public services and utilities would be avoided. 
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Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and Environmental Safety 

Under this alternative, the project site would remain undeveloped and there 
would be no impacts related to creation of hazards, exposure of people to 
hazards, or resulting in inadequate emergency access. 

4. Page 6-11, Attainment of Project Objectives, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Attainment of Project Objectives 

The No Project/No Development Alternative would not meet any of the project 
objectives identified in Section 6.3. Retention of the site as a vacant area that has 
been subject to historic cattle ranching activities and utility construction and 
maintenance would not fulfill the objective related to developing housing that 
satisfies the needs of the present and future residents of the NorthLake community 
and would not help to meet the new housing demands in the County. Additionally, 
this alternative would not create new jobs, economic growth, or stability for the 
County through the creation of a permanent employment center within the local 
community, and would not increase the tax revenue for the County. 

5. Page 6-11, Section 6.6.2, Description of the Alternative, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The purpose of the No Project/Development Pursuant To The Approved Northlake 
Specific Plan is to evaluate the short-term construction and long-term operational 
impacts related to build-out of the previously approved Specific Plan in comparison 
to the proposed Project. Under this alternative, future uses include a greater 
number of residential units, additional commercial and industrial acreage, and a 
golf course as the primary recreational use. The maximum allowed development 
for each land use under this alternative scenario is shown in Table 6-2 below 
compared to the currently proposed Project. 
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6. Page 6-12, Table 6-2, Land Use Area Comparison, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 6-2 
LAND USE AREA COMPARISON 

 

 

Existing NorthLake 
Specific Plan Proposed Plan Difference 

(ac) (du) (ac) (du) (ac) (du) 

Residential 600.3 3,623 341.9 3,150 (258.4) (473) 

Commercial 13.2  9.2  (4.0)  

Industrial 50.1  13.97  (36.24)  

Open Space 476  624.6632.5  148.6156.5  

Recreation- Golf 167  0  (167)  

Recreation- Trails/Parks 0  167  167  

School/Park Facilities 23.1  43.75a  20.64  

Utilitiesb   7.3  7.3  

Right of Wayb   120.5  120.5  

Public Services (Fire 
Station Pad) b 

  1.4  1.4  

Total 1,330.0  1,330.0c    

ac: acres; du: dwelling units; (): negative 
a  Northlake Hills Elementary School was previously constructed on a 20.6-acre site. 
b  The NorthLake Specific Plan did not provide a breakdown of acreages for utilities, right of way, or public service facilities. 

Roadways were included in Residential. 
c  Totals may not add due to rounding and mapping. 
Source: Sikand 2015. 

 

7. Page 6-13, Cultural Resources, is hereby revised as follows: 

Cultural Resources 

The No Project/Development Pursuant To The Approved Northlake Specific Plan would 
involve disturbance of on- and off-site areas that would occur with implementation of the 
NorthLake Specific Plan; however, this alternative would involve a larger development 
footprint and areas designated for natural, undisturbed open space would be reduced in 
acreage. Development of the No Project/Development Pursuant To The Approved 
Northlake Specific Plan would have the potential to impact a greater number of unknown 
archaeological and paleontological resources during ground-disturbing activities as than 
with the proposed Project. Consistent with the proposed Project, these impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels with implementation of identified mitigation 
measures. 

8. Page 6-15, Noise, is hereby revised as follows: 

Noise 

Development of the No Project/Development Pursuant To The Approved Northlake 
Specific Plan would involve construction activities similar to proposed Project, however 
construction-related noise impacts would occur for a longer duration due to the 
larger development footprint. Therefore, short-term noise and vibration effects related 
to construction of the approved NorthLake Specific Plan would be similar to the 
construction impacts associated with the proposed Project. As with the proposed Project, 
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construction noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant except for 
impacts from blasting which would be significant and unavoidable; long-term off-site 
traffic noise impacts at off-site residential uses and the Northlake Hills Elementary School 
would be significant for direct project impacts and cumulative impacts. 

9. Page 6-16, Immediately following the Greenhouse Gas Emissions paragraph, the 
following text is hereby added: 

Energy Resources 

The No Project/ Development Pursuant To The Approved NorthLake Specific 
Plan Alternative would create new demand for energy, and the level of 
demand would be comparatively greater than with the proposed Project due 
to the increase in overall development. Despite the increase in demand, 
impacts related to energy would be less than significant with this alternative 
and the proposed Project. 

Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and Environmental Safety 

The No Project/Development Pursuant To The Approved Northlake Specific 
Plan would involve disturbance of on- and off-site areas that would occur 
with implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan; however, this 
alternative would generate a larger population and would expose more 
residents to hazards, including fire hazards. Consistent with the proposed 
Project, these impacts would be less than significant. 

10. Page 6-16, No Industrial Development, Description of the Alternative, first paragraph, is 
hereby revised to read as follows: 

The purpose of the No Industrial Development Alternative is to evaluate the short-term 
construction and long-term operational impacts related to build-out of the proposed Project 
without the 13.97-acre industrial component. Under this alternative, future development 
would be limited to the proposed Project site, similar to the proposed Project; however, 
the impact footprint would be 13.97 acres smaller than the proposed Project. The 
maximum allowed development for all other land uses under this alternative scenario 
would be the same as the proposed Project as shown previously in Table 6-2. 

11. Page 6-17, Biological Resources, first paragraph, second sentence is hereby revised to 
read as follows: 

However, the development footprint, and therefore, the impact area, would be reduced by 
approximately 13.97 acres when compared to the proposed Project due to the elimination 
of 13.97 acres of industrial development. 

12. Page 6-18, Geology and Soils, first paragraph, first sentence is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

The No Industrial Development Alternative would involve development of the Project site 
including off-site areas that would occur with implementation of the proposed Project; 
however, this alternative would result in a slightly smaller impact footprint when compared 
to the proposed Project due to the elimination of 13.97 acres of industrial development. 
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13. Page 6-19, Land Use and Planning, first paragraph, first sentence is hereby revised to 
read as follows: 

The No Industrial Development Alternative would result in the development of a primarily 
residential Project, similar to the proposed Project except for the elimination of 13.97 acres 
of industrial uses. 

14. Page 6-19, Noise, first paragraph, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Noise 

Development of the No Industrial Development Alternative would involve construction 
activities similar to proposed Project; however, construction noise would not occur as near 
to Northlake Elementary School as with the proposed Project due to the elimination of the 
industrial uses. As with the proposed Project, short-term noise and vibration effects related 
to construction of the proposed Project would be less than significant assuming 
implementation of MMs identified in Section 5.10 of this SEIR. A significant and 
unavoidable impact related to blasting would continue to occur with the alternative. 
Long-term, operational noise impacts in the area proposed for industrial uses would be 
lessened, including those that might impact NorthLake Elementary School; however, 
these impacts were found to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures. As with the proposed Project, the number of project-related vehicles traveling 
along Ridge Route Road for the No Industrial Development Alternative would increase 
ambient noise levels in the surrounding residential community to a level considered to be 
significant and unavoidable. 

15. Page 6-20, Public Services and Utilities, first paragraph, first sentence is hereby revised 
to read as follows: 

The No Industrial Development Alternative would create new demand for public services 
including fire protection services and police services, but the level of demand for service 
calls and regular patrols may be slightly reduced when compared to the proposed Project 
due to the elimination of 13.97 acres of industrial development. 

16. Page 6-20, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, first paragraph, first sentence is hereby revised 
to read as follows: 

The No Industrial Development Alternative would result in a minor reduction in 
construction-related GHG emissions generated by on-site uses and occupants due to the 
elimination of 13.97 acres industrial uses associated with the proposed Project. 

17. Page 6-21, Immediately preceding the Conclusions paragraph, the following text is hereby 
added: 

Energy Resources 

The No Industrial Development Alternative would create new demand for 
energy, but the level of demand would be slightly reduced when compared 
to the proposed Project due to the elimination of 13.9 acres of industrial 
development. Consistent with the proposed Project, potential impacts 
resulting from the No Industrial Development Alternative would be less than 
significant. 
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Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and Environmental Safety 

The No Industrial Development Alternative would involve not include any 
industrial development; therefore, impacts associated with hazardous 
materials would be reduced when compared to the Proposed Project. No 
additional impacts related to emergency response and environmental safety 
would occur. As with the Proposed Project, no significant impacts requiring 
mitigation would occur. 

18. Page 6-21, Ability to Avoid or Substantially Lessen the Significant Impacts of the Project, 
is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Ability to Avoid or Substantially Lessen the Significant Impacts of the Project 

Development of the Project site with the No Industrial Development Alternative would 
decrease development intensity compared to the proposed Project. Although the degree 
of impacts for some topics may be worsened less with this alternative, the overall impact 
conclusions would be consistent with the proposed Project. Consistent with the proposed 
Project, the No Industrial Development Alternative would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic. No additional significant 
impacts would occur with this alternative. 

19. Page 6-21, Attainment of Project Objectives, second paragraph, first sentence is hereby 
revised to read as follows: 

As discussed previously under Land Use and Planning, because the overall development 
would eliminate 13.97 acres of industrial development that is part of the proposed Project, 
the No Industrial Development Alternative would not maximize the development potential 
of the 1,330-acre Project site allowed by the NorthLake Specific Plan. 
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20. Table 6-3 is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 6-3 
LAND USE STATISTICAL SUMMARY TABLE 

FOR PHASE 1 (VTTM 073336) 
 

Use 

Phase 1 (VTTM 073336) 

Number 
of Units 

Area 
(Acres) 

Residential: Single-Family  588 78.673.3 

Residential: Multi-Family 1,041 69.274.5 

Residential: Seniora 345 49.1 

Commercial  6.7 

Commercial Highway  2.5 

Industrial  13.97 

Park(s)  

 Trails  10.5 

 Grasshopper Creek Park  10.6 

 Enhanced Parkway  38.3 

 Castaic Lagoon Park  17.2 

 Sports Park  25.8 

 Cody Dog Park  1.0 

Open Space- Manufactured Slope  136.9143.9 

Open Space- Undisturbed  167 

Utilities and Water Quality Features 

 Water Tank  6.5 

 Pump Station  0.2 

Roadways  84.3 

Fire Station Pad  1.4 

VTTM: Vesting Tentative Tract Map 
a  It is noted that there are 300 detached, condominium units that are classified multi-family on the Vesting Tentative 

Tract Map which are identified as single-family units for purposes of the SEIR analysis. 

a  This overlay provides for a development option of attached single-family residences and age-restricted areas designated for 
homeowners that are 55 years of age and older. Lot sizes and configurations will be similar to those in the Single-Family area 
with the addition of the Attached Single-Family designation as an option. It should be noted that development within these 
areas may or may not be age-restricted. 

Source: Sikand Engineering 2015. 

 

21. Page 6-25, First Paragraph, immediately follow the last sentence, the following text is 
hereby added: 

While this alternative would be meet the goals and policies as described, it would 
not be to the same extent as the proposed Project due to the reduced number of 
housing units and reduction in park and open space areas. 

22.  Page 6-25, Noise, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Noise 

Development of the Phase 1 Development Alternative would involve construction activities 
similar to proposed Project; however, the duration of construction noise would be reduced 
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in comparison to the proposed Project due to the elimination of development in the 
northern portion of the NorthLake Specific Plan area. As with the proposed Project, short-
term noise and vibration effects related to construction of the proposed Project would be 
less than significant assuming implementation of MMs identified in Section 5.10 of this 
SEIR. A significant and unavoidable impact related to blasting would continue to 
occur with the alternative. Long-term, operational noise impacts related to traffic would 
be reduced due to a reduction in anticipated vehicle trips, including those that would 
impact off-site residential uses due to Project-generated traffic on Ridge Route Road north 
of Castaic Lake Road and Ridge Route Road north of Lake Hughes Road, thus potentially 
reducing significant and unavoidable impacts to less than significant levels. 

23. Page 6-26, last two paragraphs are hereby revised to read as follows: 

As shown in the Table 6-4, with the Phase 1 Development Alternative, most 
intersections within the study area continue to operate at LOS B or better. The 
locations closest to being impacted are the on and off-ramp intersections at Ridge 
Route/Parker Road, which are forecast to operate at LOS C with a peak hour ICU 
of 0.72, but would not be significantly impacted by the Phase 1 Development 
Alternative based on the County’s significant impact criteria. Therefore, the 
Phase 1 Development Alternative would avoid impacts to three study 
intersections, discussed in Section 5.11, Traffic, Access and Circulation. 
However, impacts at two study intersections would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed Project, the No Industrial Phase 1 Development Alternative 
would not conflict with the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program, 
would provide or accommodate non-vehicular transportation facilities, and would 
not conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation. 

24. Page 6-26, immediately following the Greenhouse Gas Emissions paragraph, the 
following text is hereby added: 

Energy Resources 

The Phase 1 Development Alternative would create new demand for energy, 
and the level of demand would be comparatively less than with the proposed 
Project due to the reduction in overall development. Consistent with the 
proposed Project, impacts related to energy would be less than significant 
with this alternative and the proposed Project. 

Fire Hazards, Emergency Response, and Environmental Safety 

The Phase 1 Development Alternative would involve disturbance of a smaller 
development area. This alternative would generate a smaller population and 
would thereby expose fewer residents to hazards, including fire hazards in 
comparison to the proposed Project. Consistent with the proposed Project, 
these impacts would less than significant. 
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25. Table 6-5 is hereby revised as follows: 

TABLE 6-5 
ALTERNATIVES IMPACT COMPARISON 

 

Environmental 
Topic Proposed Project 

Alternative 1:  
No Project/No 
Development 

Alternative 2:  
No Project/ 

Development 
Pursuant to the 

NorthLake 
Specific Plan 

Alternative 3:  
No Industrial 

Alternative 4: 
Phase 1 

Development 

Aesthetics 
Less than 
Significant 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Air Quality 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

More Emissions; 
Consistent with 

Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Biological 
Resources 

Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Cultural 
Resources 

Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Energy 
Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed 

Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Fire Hazards, 
Emergency 
Response, and 
Environmental 
Safety 

Less than 
Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed 

Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Geology and 
Soils 

Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

More Emissions; 
Consistent with 

Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Land Use 
Less than 
Significant 

Policies not met to 
same extent; 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Noise 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Public Services 
and Utilities 

Mitigated to Less 
than Significant 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Traffic, Access 
and Circulation 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

Greater than 
Proposed Project 

Consistent with 
Proposed Project 

Less than 
Proposed Project 

 
26. Page 6-28, last paragraph, is hereby revised as follows: 

In compliance with Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Phase 
1 Development Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative. 
Due to the reduction in development area footprint as well as the reduction in 
proposed dwelling units, the impact levels would be less than the proposed Project 
for traffic and noise, primarily due to the reduction in VMTs since. The Phase 1 
Development Alternative would result in fewer significant and unavoidable 
impacts when compared to the proposed Project. 
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Section 7 – Other CEQA Topics 

1. Page 7-3, Section 7.1.4, Biological Resources, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Biological Resources 
 Convert Oak Woodlands or Otherwise Contain Oak or Other Unique Native 

Trees: Based on preliminary biological surveys conducted for the proposed 
project, there are no oak trees or areas characterized as oak woodlands on the 
project site and no other unique native trees would occur within the project 
disturbance footprint. No impact would occur. 

2. Page 7-5, Second Bullet, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Hazardous Materials Sites Compiled Pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California 
Government Code: There are currently no active sites listed on the CERCLIS Database 
or the Envirostor Database on the NorthLake Specific Plan project site. A Phase I ESA 
was completed on December 23, 2013 by Cardno ATC. It is attached to this Final 
SEIR as Appendix F. As detailed in the Phase I ESA, no recognized environmental 
conditions were identified in connection with the Project site and no further action 
is recommended. 

3. Page 7-9, Parks, second sentence, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

Approximately 791.6799.5 acres of parks and open space are proposed within the 
NorthLake Specific Plan and, within these areas, approximately 166.9 acres would be 
designated as parkland and other recreational facilities, including parks, enhanced 
parkways, trails, a sports park, and neighborhood parks. 

4. Page 7-13, Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects, third paragraph, is hereby 
revised to read as follows: 

Determining whether the proposed Project may result in significant irreversible 
effects requires a determination of whether key resources would be degraded or 
destroyed in such a way that there would be little possibility of restoring them. The 
proposed Project site has historically been used for grazing purposes and 
continues to be used for limited grazing under existing conditions. However, 
the County’s General Plan, the SCVAP, and the NorthLake Specific Plan anticipate 
that the site will eventually support uses that would provide residential opportunities 
and generate jobs and revenue. Additionally, the proposed Project would 
permanently alter the site by converting the undeveloped property which has 
previously been used for grazing purposes to urban uses. This is a significant 
irreversible environmental change that would occur as a result of Project 
implementation. Because no significant mineral or agricultural resources were 
identified within the Project limits, no significant impacts related to these issues 
would result from development of the Project site. 

5. Page 7-14, Growth-Inducing Impacts, third and fourth paragraphs, is hereby revised to 
read as follows: 

As described in detail in Section 4.0, Project Description, the proposed Project 
involves the development of the Project site with residential, commercial, industrial, 
recreational, utility, school, and open space uses. Approximately 297.2 acres would 
be set aside as undisturbed open space areas. The Project would be located 
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adjacent to the Castaic Lake State Recreation Area and Castaic Lake to the east; 
residential development to the south; Interstate 5 (I-5) to the west; and open space 
and the Angeles National Forest to the north beyond the Project site. Therefore, 
property to the north and to the east of the Project site would not be able to 
accommodate new development due to the existing open space/recreational uses 
of the land. Property to the south of the Project site is already developed. Property 
to the west of I-5 may be further developed in the future; however, the 
development of these areas would not be the result of the proposed Project 
due to the I-5 freeway’s physical barrier to connected growth to the Project. 

Property to the west of I-5 may be further developed in the future; however, the 
development of these areas would not be the result of the proposed project. This 
Project is the implementation of a previous commitment to develop 3,623 residential 
units; 13.2 acres of commercial uses; and 50.1 acres of industrial uses, including a 
golf course, school, park, and fire station site. These commitments were made in 
1992 when the NorthLake Specific Plan was adopted. Therefore, this Project is 
developing housing that was previously planned for and approved. Additionally, 
Los Angeles County is experiencing a shortage of all housing types and the 
proposed Project would be accommodating an existing population and housing 
demand rather than providing a surplus or inviting more growth. 

Appendix E-1 – Cultural Resources Technical Report 

1. Page MS-2, Dates of Investigation, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

A cultural resources records search was conducted by BonTerra Psomas for the 
Project at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State 
University, Fullerton on May 13, 2014. A subsequent SCCIC records search was 
conducted on September 12, 2017. Native American consultation was initiated on 
May 9, 2014, with a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and 
information can be found in Appendix B. The NAHC responded on May 16, 2014, 
and provided BonTerra Psomas with a list of Native American groups and individuals 
who may have knowledge regarding Native American cultural resources not formally 
listed on any database. Letters were sent to Native American tribes and individuals 
on May 20, 2014 (Appendix B). The field survey of the property was conducted from 
June 2 through June 10 of 2014. The Plains Pipeline was evaluated in January of 
2015 by Pamela Daly. David M. Smith prepared and completed this technical report 
in January 2015. 

2. Pages MS-2 and MS-3, Recommended Mitigation Measures, are hereby revised to read 
as follows: 

Section 15064.5(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a lead agency “should 
make provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally 
discovered during construction”. To that end, BonTerra Psomas recommends that a 
qualified Archaeologist be retained for the Project during construction to observe 
grading activities in the uppermost layers of sediment (soils and younger 
Quaternary Alluvium) and to salvage and catalogue archaeological resources, 
as necessary. The designated Archaeologist should be present during the pre-
grade meeting to discuss cultural resources sensitivity and to assess whether 
archaeological resources have the potential to be encountered. The Archaeologist 
should also be present during all Project-related ground disturbing activities in native 
sediments to reduce any archaeological resources impacts to a level considered less 
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than significant. If potential archaeological evidence (e.g., stone artifacts, dark ashy 
soils or burned rocks, old glass, metal, or ceramic materials, or structural 
foundations) becomes apparent during construction-related ground disturbances, 
work in that location should be diverted under the supervision of a qualified 
archaeologist. The project proponent should then be notified if the materials are 
believed to be potentially significant, and the archaeologist may recommend further 
study. The Archaeologist must first determine whether an archaeological 
resource uncovered during construction is a “unique archaeological 
resource” pursuant to Section 21083.2(g) of the California Public Resources 
Code or a “historical resource” pursuant to Section 15064.5(a) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. If the archaeological resource is determined to be a “unique 
archaeological resource” or a “historical resource”, the Archaeologist shall formulate 
a mitigation plan in consultation with the County of Los Angeles. Additionally, when 
the Project Archaeologist is on-site for monitoring activities, it is recommended that 
a qualified Native American Tribal Monitor shall be invited to observe ground-
disturbing activities that satisfies the requirements of the above-listed Sections. 

1. If human remains are encountered during excavation activities, all work shall halt 
in the vicinity of the remains and the County Coroner shall be notified (California 
Public Resources Code §5097.98). The Coroner will determine whether the 
remains are of forensic interest. If the Coroner, with the aid of a qualified 
Archaeologist, determines that the remains are prehistoric, s/he will contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC will be responsible 
for designating the most likely descendant (MLD), who will be responsible for the 
ultimate disposition of the remains, as required by Section 7050.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code. The MLD shall make his/her recommendation 
within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. If feasible, the MLD’s 
recommendation shall be followed and may include scientific removal and 
non-destructive analysis of the human remains and any items associated with 
Native American burials (California Health and Safety Code §7050.5). If the 
landowner rejects the MLD’s recommendations, the landowner shall rebury the 
remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a location that will not be 
subject to further subsurface disturbance (California Public Resources Code 
§5097.98). 

3. Page 1, Project Personnel, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The cultural resources study for the NorthLake Project was completed by David M. 
Smith, Patrick O. Maxon, M.A., RPA, Mark Roeder, Anthony Kuhner, Todd Perry, 
and Pamela Daly, M.S.H.P. Mr. Smith authored this report. Revisions to the report 
were made by Charles Cisneros, M.S., RPA in September 2017. 

4. Pages 5 and 6, Prehistoric Background, paragraphs 1 through 5, are hereby revised to 
read as follows: 

Southern California has a long history of human occupation, with dates of the 
earliest evidence of occupation during the late Pleistocene (Glassow et al. 
2007: 191; Jones and Kennett 2012: 40; Madsen 2015). Several chronologies are 
generally used to describe the sequence of the prehistoric periods of Southern 
California. William Wallace (1955) developed the first comprehensive California 
chronologies and defines four periods for the southern coastal region. This 
framework is divided into four major periods: Horizon 1: Early Man or Paleo-
Indian Period (11,000 BCE to 7,500 BCE), Horizon II: Milling Stone 
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Assemblages (7,500 BCE to 1,000 BCE), Horizon III: Intermediate Cultures 
(1,000 BCE to 750 CE), and Horizon IV: Late Prehistoric Cultures (750 CE to 
1769CE). 

Wallace’s synthesis is largely “descriptive and classificatory, emphasizing the 
content of archaeological cultures and the relationships among them” (Moratto 
1984:159). Wallace relies on the concept of “cultural horizons”, which are generally 
defined by the temporal and spatial distribution of a set of normative cultural traits, 
such as the distribution of a group of commonly associated artifact types. As a result, 
his model does not allow for much cultural variation within the same time period, nor 
does it provide precise chronological dates for each temporal division. Nonetheless, 
although now more than 50 years old, the general schema of the Wallace chronology 
has provided a general framework for Southern California prehistory that remains 
valid today. 

Horizon I: Early Man or Paleo-Indian Period (11,000 BCE16 to 7,500 BCE). While 
Wallace (1955) initially termed this period the Early Man Horizon (I), this early stage 
of human occupation is commonly referred to as the Paleo-Indian Period today 
(Chartkoff and Chartkoff 1984:24). The precise start of this period is still a topic of 
considerable debate (Jones and Kennett 2012: 39-40). Archaeological evidence 
from coastal and inland sites during this period indicate that the economy was 
a diverse mixture of hunting and gathering, with a major emphasis on aquatic 
resources in many coastal areas (Jones et al. 2002). Although few Clovis-like 
or Folsom-like fluted points have been found in southern California, it is widely 
thought that there was a greater emphasis on hunting at near-coastal and 
inland sites during the Paleo-Indian Period than in later periods (e.g., Dillion 
2002; Erlandson et al. 1987). At inland archaeological sites, the surviving material 
culture of this period is primarily lithic, consisting of large, extremely well made stone 
projectile points and tools such as scrapers and choppers. Encampments were 
probably temporary, located near major kills or important resource areas. 

Horizon II: Milling Stone Assemblages (7,500 BCE to 1,000 BCE). Encompassing 
a broad expanse of time, the Milling Stone Period was named for the abundant 
millingstone tools associated with sites of this period and is the earliest well-
established period of occupation in southern California (Glassow et al. 2007: 
192; Erlandson 2012 2012: 30). This period is characterized by an ecological 
adaptation to collecting, accompanied by a dependence on ground stone 
implements (Hildebrandt and McGuire: 2012: 134) associated with the 
horizontal motion of grinding small seeds; milling stones (i.e., metates, slabs) 
and hand stones (i.e., manos, mullers). Milling stones are found in large 
numbers for the first time and become more numerous toward the end of the 
period. As evidenced by their tool kits and shell midden in coastal sites, 
people during this period practice a mixed food-procurement strategy. 
Subsistence patterns became more specialized as groups became better 
adapted to their regional or local environments. Projectile points from this 
period are relatively rare, but are large and generally leaf-shaped, and were 
probably employed with darts or spears thrown with atlatls. Bone tools, such 
as awls, and items made from shell, including beads, pendants, and abalone 
dishes, are also quite common. Evidence of weaving or basketry is present at 
a few sites. The mortar and pestle, associated with the vertical motion of 

                                                 
16  BCE is defined as “Before Common Era” and generally refers to that time period commonly referred to as “Before 

Christ” (B.C.). 
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pounding foods such as acorns, were introduced during the Milling Stone 
Period, but do not become common until the Intermediate Period. These tools, 
the mano and metate, were used to process small, hard seeds from plants 
associated with shrub-scrub vegetation communities. An annual round of seasonal 
migrations was likely practiced, with movements coinciding with ripening vegetal 
resources and the periods of maximal availability of various animal resources. Along 
the coast, shell midden sites are common site types. Some formal burials, 
occasionally with associated grave goods, are also evident. This period of time is 
roughly equivalent to Warren’s (1968) Encinitas Tradition. Warren (1968) suggests 
that, as millingstones are common and projectile points are comparatively rare 
during this period of time, hunting was less important than the gathering of vegetal 
resources. 

More recent studies (Koerper 1981; Koerper and Drover 1983) suggest that a 
diversity of subsistence activities, including hunting of various game animals, were 
practiced during this period. At present, little is known about cultural change during 
this time period in Southern California. While this lack of noticeable change gives 
the appearance of cultural stasis, almost certainly many regional and temporal 
cultural shifts did occur. Future research that is focused on temporal change within 
the Milling Stone Period would greatly benefit the current understanding of Southern 
California prehistory. 

Horizon III: Intermediate Cultures (1,000 BCE to 750 CE17). The Intermediate 
Period is identified by a mixed strategy of plant exploitation, terrestrial hunting, and 
maritime subsistence strategies. Chipped stone tools, such as projectile points, 
generally decrease in size, but increase in number. Abundant bone and shell 
remains have been recovered from sites dating to these time periods. In coastal 
areas, the introduction of the circular shell fishhook and the growing abundance of 
fish remains in sites over the course of the period suggest a substantial increase in 
fishing activity during the Intermediate Horizon. It is also during this time period that 
mortar and pestle use intensified dramatically (Glassow at al. 2007: 199). The mano 
and metate continued to be in use on a reduced scale, but the greatly intensified use 
of the mortar and pestle signaled a shift away from a subsistence strategy based on 
seed resources to that of the acorn and other pulpy plant foods (Glassow et al. 
2007: 200). It is probably during this time period that the acorn became the food 
staple of the majority of the indigenous tribes in Southern California. This 
subsistence strategy continued until European contact. Material culture became 
more diverse and elaborate and included steatite containers, perforated stones, 
bone tools, ornamental items, and asphalt adhesive. 

5. Pages 6 and 7, Tataviam, are hereby revised to read as follows: 

The NorthLake Specific Plan Project area is the traditional use area of the 
Native American group known as the Tataviam. The Tataviam were hunter-
gatherers that spoke a variant of the indigenous Takic language. Takic-speakers are 
believed to have migrated into Southern California from the Great Basin sometime 
between 1,000 and 3,000 years ago, an event some archaeologists believe 
interrupted the long-standing Milling Stone way of life. Tataviam subsistence 
centered upon the seasonal gathering of plant foods (yucca, acorns, sage seeds, 
and juniper berries) and hunting (rabbit, rodents, deer, and antelope). Acorns, the 

                                                 
17  CE is defined as “Common Era” and generally refers to that time period commonly referred to as “annō Dominī” 
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staple food of most Late Period groups in California, may have been less important 
to the Tataviam, who utilized yucca more extensively. The plant was roasted in 
stone-lined earth ovens, often identified archaeologically. 

The Tataviam territory was known to include the upper reaches of the Santa 
Clara River drainages and traveled north to the southwestern edge of the 
Antelope Valley (King and Blackburn 1978). However, it should be noted that 
these boundaries were defined in the early 1900s as part of the Bureau of 
American Ethnology mapping of Native American groups and (Robinson et al. 
2012: 275) and there is a possibility the traditional use area for the Tataviam 
encompasses a much larger area. Nonetheless, most of what is known about the 
Tataviam has been gleaned from raw field notes taken by anthropologists John P. 
Harrington and Alfred L. Kroeber; from records at Mission San Fernando, where 
many Tataviam were taken; and diaries of early Spanish explorers. At the time of 
historic contact, the total Tataviam population was approximately fewer than 
1,000 people. In 1776, Francisco Garces explored the area that the Tataviam 
inhabited and found them to share similar culture traits to their southern Takic 
neighbors in dress, political organization, and language (King and Blackburn 
1978). These southern neighbors included the Cahuilla, Luiseno, Juaneno, 
Gabrielino, and Serrano.  

Late Period archaeology is generally better understood because the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth century descendants of these groups provided 
additional information to early anthropologists. Similar associations between 
the Tataviam and the Takic groups have been found in the archaeological 
record, including the types of artifacts found and the internal organization of 
cemeteries and villages. Possible shared concepts of ritual and religion may 
have also existed between the Tataviam and the neighboring Chumash as 
evidenced from ritual paraphernalia documented in caves, such the nearby 
Bowers Cave (Elsasser and Heizer 1963, Robinson et al. 2012: 283-284). 

With the establishment of the mission system within California beginning in 
1769, nearly all the Tataviam had been baptized at the San Fernando Mission 
(King and Blackburn 1978). Furthermore, the descendants of most of the 
Tataviam had married members of other Native American groups at the 
mission or in the Tejon region. 

However, so few descendants could be identified from the Tataviam or Alliklik, 
whose territory included the Castaic Creek area, that very little of them is 
known. By the time anthropologists began to collect data about traditional native 
cultures in California (about 1900), the opportunity to learn first-hand and collect 
more information about the group became increasingly difficult. Fortunately, 
groups such as the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians is 
dedicated to preserving the cultural identity of the Tataviam for future 
generations through member participation in cultural education, linguistic and 
ethnographic research, archaeological analysis, and oral tradition.  

Decimated by Spanish missionization and absorbed by other groups through 
inter-marriage, the Tataviam vanished rapidly from the cultural landscape. 
What is known about their culture has been reconstructed through linguistic 
and ethnohistoric research, archaeological analysis, and remembrances of 
individuals from neighboring bands. 
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Recent work with these materials has helped considerably in understanding 
more about Tataviam life. Their territory encompassed a roughly triangular 
area from the Piru area, eastward along the upper Santa Clara River through 
the Newhall area to Soledad Pass, and northward across the Sierra Pelona, 
Sawmill, and Liebre Mountains to the westernmost edge of the Antelope Valley 
and southernmost slopes of the Tehachapi Mountains. 

With the Santa Clara River Valley and Antelope Valley acting as east-west 
corridors between the deserts and coast, the Tataviam likely participated in 
“down the line” long-distance trade. Shell beads found in the western Mojave 
Desert, for example were acquired by the Takic-speaking Kitanemuk through 
a trade network in which the Tataviam may have been linked with Hokan-
speaking Chumash on the coast. 

6. Page 11, Cultural Resources Records Search, paragraph 1, is hereby revised to read as 
follows: 

A cultural resources records search and literature review was conducted by 
BonTerra Psomas at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at 
California State University, Fullerton on May 13, 2014 (Appendix A). A subsequent 
records search was conducted on September 12, 2017. The SCCIC is the 
designated branch of the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) for archaeological and historical resources in Los Angeles, Ventura, and 
Orange Counties. The records search was conducted (1) to determine whether the 
Project site had been previously surveyed for cultural resources, and if so, to what 
extent and (2) to identify the potential for any cultural or paleontological resources to 
be adversely affected by the Project. 

7. Page 12, Cultural Resources Sites, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The 2014 and 2017 SCCIC literature review revealed that six eight cultural 
resources sites have been recorded within ½ mile of the Project site. Two of these 
are located on or adjacent to the subject property. 

TABLE 1 
CULTURAL RESOURCES SITES WITHIN ONE-HALF MILE 

OF THE PROJECT SITE 
 

Site Trinomial Year Description Proximity to the Project Site 

CA-LAN-323 1965 Prehistoric lithic artifacts, midden, and 
bedrock mortar features. 

Outside 

CA-LAN-325 1965 Prehistoric rock shelter containing basketry 
and beads. 

Outside 

CA-LAN-1222 1985 Prehistoric rock shelter with lithic artifact. Outside 

CA-LAN-1672H 1989 Historic ranch remains with ceramic, glass, 
and metal artifacts. 

Outside 

19-186861 2003 Historic electrical transmission line dating 
to 1913. 

Within 

CA-LAN_990H 
CA-LAN-99OH 

Unknown? Old Ridge Route. Within 

CA-LAN-4475 2014 Prehistoric lithic artifacts Outside 

CA-LAN-4478H 2014 Historic telephone pole alignment  
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8. Page 12, Cultural Resources Studies, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The literature review also identified 15 16 cultural resources studies undertaken 
within one mile of the current Project site. Three of these studies included at least a 
portion of the Project site. Table 2, below, includes a listing of the studies. 

TABLE 2 
CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES COMPLETED 
WITHIN ONE-HALF MILE OF THE PROJECT SITE 

 
Report 

Number Recorder/Year Type of Study  
Located on the 

Project Site 

LA-00088 Carrico 1973 Archaeological Survey  

LA-01233 Tartaglia 1983 Archaeological Survey  

LA-01667 Woodward 1987 Archaeological Survey  

LA-01808 Robinson 1987 Archaeological Survey x 

LA-02105 Tartaglia 1990 Archaeological Survey  

LA-02987 Woods et al. 1987 Archaeological Survey   

LA-03289 Davis 1990 Archaeological Survey  

LA-03796 1989 Archaeological Survey  

LA-03848 Tartaglia 1989 Archaeological Survey x 

LA-04008 1996 Archaeological Survey  

LA-04287 1995 Environmental Impact Report x 

LA-05184 Nixon 2000 Archaeological Survey  

LA-05552 McKenna 2000 Cultural Resource Evaluation  

LA-06658 Maki 2002 Archaeological Survey  

LA-08255 Arrington and Sikes 2002 Final Monitoring Report  

LA-12892 Vader and Lockwood 2015 Archaeological Survey  

 

9. Page 13, Cultural Resources Survey, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The survey resulted in the re-location of the two previously recorded Historic 
Resource sites, the Ridge Route Road (CA-LAN-990H) (CA-LAN-99OH), and the 
Bailey-Pardee and Pardee-Pastoria 220-kilovolt Transmission Lines (19-186861; 
Table 3); the discovery of three new historic archaeological sites (NL-1, NL-2, and 
NL-3; Table 3), and one new historic resource site (NL-4; Table 3). 
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10. Page 14, Cultural Resources Survey, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

TABLE 3 
HISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

 
Temporary Number Site Type Description 

19-186861 2003 Historic electrical transmission line dating to 1913. 

CA-LAN-990H 
CA-LAN-99OH 

Roadway Old Ridge Route. 

NL-1 Residential/commercial refuse Washer, dryer, box spring, bicycle frames, etc. 

NL-2 Residential/ commercial refuse Glass bottles, tin cans, assorted rusted metal 

NL-3 Building debris Milled lumber, window pane, bricks, enamelware 

NL-4 Petroleum Pipeline 14-inch crude oil pipeline 

 
11. Page 14, Old Ridge Route, paragraph 1, sentence 1, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The Old Ridge Route (CA-LAN-990H) (CA-LAN-99OH), which is adjacent to a 
portion of the Project site, is a roadway listed on the NRHP as well as on the CRHR 
Inventory. 

12. Page 18, Summary, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The SCCIC records searches identified six previously recorded cultural 
resources within the ½ -mile search radius of the Project area (CA-LAN-323, 
CA-LAN-325, CA-LAN-1222, CA-LAN-1672H, CA-LAN-4475, and CA-LAN-
4478H). The previously recorded resources include four prehistoric sites and 
four historic sites. The prehistoric sites include rock shelters and a habitation 
site. The historic sites include two trash scatters, a historic electrical 
transmission line dating to 1913 and the historic Old Ridge Route. Of the six 
previously recorded cultural resources identified in the search radius, the 
historic electrical transmission line and Old Ridge Route are located within the 
Northlake Specific Plan boundary. In addition to the previously recorded 
archaeological sites identified within the search radius, the cultural resources 
survey resulted in the discovery of three new historic archaeological sites and 
five prehistoric isolates within the Northlake Specific Plan boundary. 

The cultural resources survey resulted in the discovery ofThe five 5 prehistoric 
isolated artifacts, which, by definition are are not significant resources and are 
therefore ineligible for the CRHR. The tThree historic archaeological sites, 
consisting of refuse and debris deposits were recorded and evaluated. None of the 
three are recommended eligible for the CRHR. The previously recorded Ridge Route 
Road and 220 kV transmission line have been determined ineligible for inclusion in 
the CRHR. The short section of the Pacific Pipeline on the property has been 
evaluated and determined ineligible for inclusion in the CRHR (Appendix D). 

Archaeologically, the resources indicated that human occupation occurred on 
the Project area during both the prehistoric and historic periods. However, 
none of the identified archaeological resources discussed above occur within 
the Project Disturbance Area or in the External Improvements Area; therefore, 
implementation of the NorthLake Specific Plan would not impact these 
recorded cultural resources. 
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Additionally, the paleontological resources records search results were 
negative for paleontological resources within the Northlake Specific Plan 
boundary. Therefore, unless ground disturbing activities occur within buried 
geologically sensitive sediments in is unlikely that the Northlake Specific Plan 
will impact significant paleontological resources. 

13. Page 19, Recommendations, paragraph 1, is hereby revised to read as follows: 

The presence of subsurface archaeological resources is always a possibility in areas 
where only surface inspection has taken place native sediments. Therefore, it is 
recommended that all Project-related ground-disturbing activities in native 
sediments shall be monitored by a qualified Archaeologist to reduce any 
archaeological resources impacts to a level considered less than significant. 
If potential archaeological evidence (e.g., stone artifacts, dark ashy soils or burned 
rocks, old glass, metal, or ceramic materials, or structural foundations) becomes 
apparent during construction-related ground disturbances, work in that location 
should be diverted and under the supervision of a qualified archaeologist should 
be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. The Project proponent will then be 
notified if the materials are believed to be potentially significant, and the 
archaeologist may recommend further study. Additionally, when the Project 
Archaeologist is on-site for monitoring activities, a qualified Native American 
Tribal Monitor shall be notified and invited to observe ground-disturbing 
activities. The Native American Tribal Monitor shall coordinate with the Project 
Archaeologist and provide input regarding potential resources or cultural 
sites. If human remains are discovered, the Los Angeles County Coroner’s Office 
must be notified immediately under state law, and all activities in that area must 
cease until appropriate measures have been implemented. If the Coroner 
determines that the remains are prehistoric, the NAHC must also be contacted under 
state law. The NAHC will designate a Most Likely Descendent (MLD) who will have 
the authority to make procedural determinations concerning disposition of the 
remains. 
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