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Re: PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5) [

FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT
MAP NO. 48086-(5) __
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT/THREE-VOTE MATTER

Dear Supervisors:

Your Board previously held a duly-noticed public hearing on the above-
referenced Project related to the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086-(5) ("Amendment"). The Amendment adjusts the sequencing
of compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related to
grading, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, and landscaping
installation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are responsible for
implementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds conditions to
address climate change considerations. The Project is located adjacent to the
Antelope Valley Freeway near Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad Zoned
District. Raintree Investment Corporation applied for the Amendment. Project
approval also includes approval of the environmental review document. At the
completion of the hearing, you indicated an intent to deny the appeal and
approve the amended Project. Enclosed are findings and conditions for your
consideration.

Very truly yours,
MARY C. WICKHAM

County, Counse __ A
JILL! Y
Senipr Deplty County Counsel
Prope iviston

JJss
Enclosures

c: Sachi A. Hamali, Chief Executive Officer
Celia Zavala, Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Amy J. Bodek, Director, Department of Regional Planning
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FINDINGS OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AND ORDER
PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086-(5)

1. The Los Angeles County ("County") Board of Supervisors ("Board") held a duly-
noticed public hearing on March 26, 2019, in the matter of Project No. 86-044-
(5), consisting of a fourth amendment ("Amendment") to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086-(5) ("Vesting Map") and Addendum to the Environmental Impact
Report ("Addendum") associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 (collectively, the "Project Amendment"). The County Regional
Planning Commission ("Commission”) previously approved the Project
Amendment at a duly-noticed public hearing on January 9, 2019. The Project
Amendment approval was appealed to the Board on January 21, 2019 by Lynne
Plambeck representing the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the
Environment ("Appellant").

2. The subdivider, Raintree Investment Corporation ("Subdivider"), requests the
Amendment to the Vesting Map, pursuant to Section 21.38.010 of the
Los Angeles County Code ("County Code"), to adjust the sequencing of
compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measures related to
grading, road, infrastructure, parks and trails improvements, as well as
landscaping installation. The Amendment also clarifies which parties are
responsible for implementation and approval of mitigation measures and adds
conditions to address climate change considerations.

3. On August 3, 2004, at a duly-noticed public hearing, the Board approved the
Vesting Map, Plan Amendment No. 96-044, Zone Change Number 96-044,
Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044, Qak Tree Permit Number 96-044,
and certified the final Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") and adopted Findings
of Statement of Overriding Consideration and incorporated the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program into the conditions of approval (collectively,
the "Project"). These approved entitlements authorized creation of a clustered
hillside residential development of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station
site, a Sheriff substation site, 3 private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated
to the public, 12 debris basin lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1
acres. Previous amendments to the Project authorized changes including
relocation of the school site, adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations,
redesign of a park site, street pattern revisions, relocation of a water reservoir,
drainage facilities and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor changes, street
section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions
of approval and mitigation measures. :

4, The Project site is located north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce Canyon, in
the Soledad Zoned District ("Project Site"). The irregularly-shaped property is
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vacant and undeveloped, in a mostly natural condition, with level to hilly and
steeply- sloping topography.

The Project Site is located within the Urban Residential ("H2") land use category
of the 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan ("Community Plan"). Residential
development is permitted within the H2 land use category. The Project Site is
located within Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feset
Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residential, 7,000
Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family
Residential, 8,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone R-1-10,000
(Single-family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area), Zone
R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area), Zone R-1-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural).

Surrounding zoning within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site includes:

North: Zone A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required
Area);

South: Zone A-2-1;

East: Zone A-2-1; and

West: Zones A-1-1 {Light Agricultural, One Acre Minimum Required Area),

R-1-11,000 (Single-Family Residential, 11,000 Square Feet Minimum
Required Area), and the City of Santa Clarita.

Surrounding land uses within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site include:

North: Single-family residences and undeveloped land;
South: Antelope Valley Freeway;

East: Mineral processing; and

West: Single-family residences.

Prior to the Department of Regional Planning ("Regional Planning") Hearing
Officer's ("Hearing Officer") duly-noticed public hearing on the Amendment, an
Addendum to the EIR associated with Environmental Assessment No. RPPL
2018004166 for the Amendment was prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.) ("CEQA"), the State
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.) ("State CEQA
Guidelines"), and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.

On September 18, 2018, at a duly-noticed public hearing, the Hearing Officer
considered the Amendment and associated Addendum. The Hearing Officer
moved to continue the matter to October 16, 2018, requesting additional time to
review the County Subdivision Committee reports and recommendations for
conditions of approval. The County Subdivision Committee, which consists of
representatives of the County Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works,
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Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health, reviewed the Project and cleared
it for public hearing.

10.  On October 16, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Regional Planning staff
("Staff") recommended approval of the Project Amendment, subject to the
conditions of approval and clarified mitigation measures.

Subdivider addressed the Hearing Officer with information to show why the
Amendment was needed to adjust the timing of implementation of the conditions
of approval and mitigation measures.

A member of the public expressed concerns that the Addendum comment period
did not afford the public a reasonable amount of time to consider the proposed
Amendment.

The Hearing Officer questioned whether or not the proposed Project Amendment
changes would permit the County to receive the same mitigation for impacts that
was intended with the original Project approval and continued the public hearing

to November 6, 2018, to allow Subdivider and Staff adequate time to respond.

11.  On November 6, 2018, at the continued public hearing, Staff's report addressed
the Hearing Officer’s concerns by indicating that the proposed conditions of
approval and clarified mitigation measures were consistent with the original
Project.

The Hearing Officer approved the Addendum, certifying that it had been
completed in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County,
and approved the Amendment, subject fo the recommendations and conditions
of approval submitted by the County Subdivision Committee.

12, Appellant timely filed an appeal with the Commission asserting that the proper
level of environmental review had not been conducted. ‘

13. OnJanuary 9, 2019, at the duly-noticed public hearing, the Commission heard
presentations from Staff, Subdivider, and Appellant.

Appellant was represented by two speakers that voiced their concems over
greenhouse gas emissions, water availability for the Project, and the limited
response by the County to the previously-approved Project's environmental
impacts. Appellant felt there should have been a longer public comment period
for the Addendum that was less proximate to the public hearing date. Appellant
also argued that the entitiement sought, a Map Amendment, was not appropriate.
Appellant argued this should have been processed as a Revised Map, which
would have allowed for a broader scope of review from the Commission. '
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

Subdivider informed the Commission of the Project status and the anticipated
next steps of final map recordation. Subdivider also answered questions from
the Commission.

Staff clarified that the Project Amendment was appropriate as this approval
sought only to implement minor changes in implementation of the Vesting Map.
The Commissioners inquired as to low and moderate housing requirements, and
County Counsel informed the Commission that such considerations were outside
the limited purview of the Project Amendment before them.

After closing the item's public hearing, the Commission discussed the merit of a
continuance to review additional materials received the morning of the public -
hearing. The Commission decided there was no reason to continue the item and
the Commission denied the appeal, thus upholding the Project Amendment
approval.

On January 21, 2019, pursuant to County Code Section 22.240.010, Appellant
filed an appeal with the Board. '

On March 26, 2019, at a duly-noticed public hearing, the Board considered the
appeal. The Board heard testimony from Subdivider, Appellant, and several
members of the public. The public comments were aligned in commending the
fact that after the Commission hearing, Subdivider worked with Appeliant and
agreed to incorporate project design features to address Appellant's concerns
about greenhouse gas emissions. The Board then indicated its intent to approve
the Addendum and Amendment, subject to the conditions of approval, which
would include the project design features.

The Board finds that the Subdivision Map Act defers to local jurisdictions
regarding procedures for amendments to tentatively approved maps, prior to the
recordation of a final map.

The Board finds that Regional Planning has developed procedures for the
processing of amendment map requests and that amendment requests may
authorize minor modifications to tentatively approved maps.

The Board finds that Subdividers Amendment, as conditioned, reduces the
Project's potential environmental impacts.

The Board finds that Staff's review is limited to the Addendum and Amendment.

The Board finds that the requested adjustments and sequencing changes are in
keeping with the intent of the original tentative approval and are necessary for
Project implementation.

The Board finds that the Project is consistent with the applicable regulations of
the County Code.
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22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

31.

The Board finds that the Project Amendment is consistent with the Community
Plan, because the Amendment does not alter Project elements which are
consistent with the applicable land use designations and the Community Plan's
policies.

The Board finds that it is appropriate to require the filing of a modification or
elimination of conditions, pursuant to County Code Section 22.236, to ensure that
the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the conditions of approval for the
Amendment. The modification will capture changes with respect to earth
material export and will ensure the timing of the conditions of approval of both the
CUP and Amendment are consistent and will be required prior to issuance of
grading and/or building permits.

The Board finds that the adjustment to the timing of the required Sulphur Springs
School District consultation with the County's Traffic and Lighting Division of the
Department of Public Works ("Public Works") is necessary, prior to issuance of
building permits for the development of the school site.

The Board finds that the naming of Stonecrest Road is consistent with the current
proposal for street naming, and the previously-approved Project and the
associated third amendment, approved on October 2, 2012.

The Board finds that Ordinance Number 82-0050, Section 21.32.200 of the
County Code, applies to the Project, thus Subdivider will contribute its fair share
for regional infrastructure improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad
Canyon Road and SR-14 southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon
Road/Soledad Canyon Road.

The Board finds that it is reasonable to augment the Soledad Canyon Road
Speed Advisory Study by requiring findings and recommendations to be
reviewed and approved, prior to final map recordation, given that results could
impact depictions to be recorded.

The Board finds that detailed striping and signal plans for Soledad Canyon Road
improvements shall be filed prior to building permit issuance, so as to be
prepared for construction, development, and improvement of the area.

The Board finds that requiring installation of Soledad Canyon Road
improvements prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy is necessary.

The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
active park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 213th residential
dwelling unit.

The Board finds that because the final maps and all proposed lots are anticipated
to record simultaneously, it is appropriate to require completion of the proposed
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32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

30.

40.

41.

42.

passive park prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 380th residential
dwelling unit.

The Board finds that because recordation of final maps grants no authorization to
construct single-family residence dwelling units, and because park development
is expected when fewer than 213 dwelling units are constructed, it is appropriate
to require a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks
and Recreation, prior to issuance of the first building permit for a dwelling unit.

The Board finds that because the active and passive parks are anticipated to be
constructed by Subdivider and are expected to meet the acreage obligation for
the development, a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs is authorized.

The Board finds that Subdivider's grant of a fire station lot to the County in fee
title will allow the County to address fire activity and hazard concemns protecting
lives, properties, and property values.

The Board finds that with the provision of a fire station lot within the Project Site
boundaries, and after the proposed improvement of said lot occurs, a maximum
of 300 single-family residence dwelling unit building permits may be issuad
before a second means of access to the Project Site is physically constructed to
the satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.

The Board finds that use of an arched culvert at the southwest corner of the
Project Site, as proposed in the Amendment, is more likely to be utilized by
wildlife than the 60-inch pipe previously approved.

The Board finds that review and approval of landscaping plans for the planting of
manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to issuance of any grading permits.

The Board finds that planting of manufactured slopes is appropriate prior to
issuance of the Project's first residential certificate of occupancy.

The Board finds that it is appropriate to have Subdivider analyze the need for a
transit bus stop on Valley Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works and
the local transit provider prior to issuance of the building permits for lot no. 514
(school site).

The Board finds this tract map was originally approved as a vesting tentative
map. As such, it is subject to the provisions of Section 21.38.010 of the County
Code. The Amendment changes neither the vesting status nor the map
expiration date.

The Board finds that approval of the Amendment does not change any map
expiration dates. The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.

The Board finds that it is appropriate to designate open space on the final map.
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43.

44.

45,

48.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

The Board finds that a conservation easement over the open space areas, in
addition to the required deed restriction, is necessary to protect natural
conservation lands, and to restrict construction on the lot.

The Board finds that it is appropriate to require an experienced agency familiar
with supervision and management of open space to be appointed prior to
issuance of occupancy for the Project. The agency shall maintain the natural,
undisturbed open space consistent with the biodiversity and wildlife connectivity
that presently exist.

The Board finds that the Project Site is approximately 96 percent covered by the
mapped San Gabriel-Castaic Linkage wildlife corridor and that crucial crossings
impacted by the Project are proposed to be improved with infrastructure and
indigenous, native landscaping.

The Board finds that requiring indigenous, native landscaping is consistent with
the existing conditions of approval and mitigation measures and supports easy
care and maintenance, and facilitates safe wildlife passage.

The Board finds that walls and fences beyond the proposed graded pads
constrain wildlife movement and that proposed walls and fences that restrict
movement, or are greater than three feet in height, should be limited to the
developed areas and graded pads of the Project Site.

The Board finds that a low wall of a maximum 42 inches in height, which is within
a developed area, separating Fuel Modification Zones B and C, will preserve
natural undisturbed areas and help prevent snakes and small wildlife from
entering developed areas of the Project Site.

The Board finds that transplantation of holly-leaf cherry trees and/or seedling
propagation and planting supports the native ecology of the area, is important to
the biodiversity of the area, and aids in mitigating development impact.

The Board finds that a conservation easement is required over areas outside of
the approved building pads of iot nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 508, and 513 with
a note placed on the final map to the satisfaction of Regional Planning.

The Board finds that changes in grading, if needed, will allow the County to
require that Subdivider avoid using "V" ditches, which will, in turn, allow
connectivity and wildlife crossing in open space areas and the wildlife corridor.

The Board finds that future detailed development plans of the proposed parcels
must comply with the County's Low Impact Development and Green Building
Ordinances, as applicable, prior to building permit issuance.
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53.

54.

55,

56.

57.

58.

50.

60.

The Board finds that the Commission used the current Mitigation Monitoring
Program to assess the proposed scope of changes and their impact on the
environment, and that proposed changes improved or reduced impacts
anticipated by the originally-approved Project.

The Board finds that soil testing and land banking shall be accomplished to the
satisfaction of the Director of Regional Planning to ensure the success of
mitigation trees planted.

The Board finds that the Final EIR was approved on August 3, 2004, which was
prepared in accordance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County.
The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Technical
Appendices to the Draft EIR dated August 2000, the Supplemental EIR,
Responses to Comments and Appendices dated January 8, 2003, and the Final
EIR, including Responses to Comments dated July 8, 2003 (collectively, the
"Final EIR").

A mitigation monitoring program, dated July 8, 2003, consistent with the
conclusions and recommendations of the Final EIR, was prepared and its
requirements have been incorporated into the conditions of approval for the
Project.

An Addendum to the Final EIR has been considered, as the appropriate
environmental document for the Amendment, pursuant to CEQA, the State
CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines for the County.

After consideration of the Addendum to the certified Final EIR, together with any
comments received during the public review process, the Board finds on the
basis of the whole record before the Board that there is no substantial evidence
that the proposed Amendment will have a significant effect on the environment.

The Board finds that the Addendum reflects the independent judgment and
analysis of the Board, and approves the Addendum.

Approval of the Amendment is subject to Subdivider's compliance with the
attached conditions of approval.

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Board's decision is based in this matter, is the
Department of Regional Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West Temple
Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents and
materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Department of
Regional Planning.
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BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONCLUDES
THAT:

A. The proposed use at the Project Site with the attached conditions will be
consistent with the adopted General Plan and Community Plan; will not adversely
affect the health, peace, comfort, or welfare of persons residing or working in the
surrounding area; will not be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment, or
valuation of property of other persons located in the vicinity of the Project Site;
and will not jeopardize, endanger, or otherwise constitute a menace to the public
health, safety, or general welfare. '

B. The Project Site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls,
fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping, and other development
features prescribed in the County Code, or as is otherwise required fo integrate
said use with the uses in the surrounding area, and is adequately served by
highways or streets of sufficient width and improved, as necessary, to carry the
kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and by other public or
private service facilities as are required.

THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS:

1. Denies the appeal.

2. Approves the Addendum to the Final EIR and certifies that it has been completed
in compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental
Document Reporting Procedures and Guidelines for the County related thereto.

3. Approves the Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 48086-(5),
subject to the attached conditions of approval and recommendations of the
County Subdivision Committee.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5)
FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086-(5)

1. This grant for a fourth amendment ("Amendment") to Vesting Tentative Tract
Map No. 48086 ("Vesting Map"), adjusts the timing of certain conditions of
approval and mitigation measures and clarifies requirements for grading, road
and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements, and
landscaping installation. The Vesting Map and related entitlements (collectively,
the "Project") authorized creation of a clustered hillside residential development
of 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station site, a Sheriff substation site, 3
private park lots and 3 open space lots dedicated to the public, 12 debris basin
lots, and a public school lot on a total of 548.1 acres (collectively, "Project Site").

2. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "Subdivider" shall include
the applicant, owner of the property, and any other person, corporation, or other
entity making use of this grant.

3. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until Subdivider, and the owner
of the subject property if other than Subdivider, has filed at the office of the
Los Angeles County ("County") Department of Regional Planning ("Regional
Planning") their affidavit stating they are aware of and agree to accept all of the
conditions of this grant. Notwithstanding the foregoing, this Condition No. 3 and
Condition Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 shall be effective immediately upon the date
of final approval of this grant by the County.

4. Unless otherwise apparent from the context, the term "date of final approval”
shall mean the date the County's action becomes effective, pursuant to County
Code Section 22.222.230.

5. Subdivider shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County, its agents,

officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the
County, or its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul
this permit approval, which action is brought within the applicable time period of
Government Code section 66499.37, or any other applicable limitations period.
The County shall promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding
and the County shall fully cooperate in the defense. If the County fails to
promptly notify Subdivider of any claim, action, or proceeding, or if the County
fails to cooperate fully in the defense, Subdivider shall not thereafter be
responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the County.

6. In the event that any claim, action, or proceeding as described above is filed
against the County, Subdivider shal! within 10 days of the filing make an initial
deposit with Regional Planning in the amount of up to $5,000, from which actual
costs and expenses shall be billed and deducted for the purpose of defraying the
costs, or expenses involved in Regional Planning's cooperation in the defense,
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10.

11.

12.

13.

including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance provided
to Subdivider, or Subdivider's counsel.

A. If during the litigation process, actual costs or expenses incurred reach
80 percent of the amount on deposit, Subdivider shall deposit additional
funds sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of $5,000. There is
no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior
to completion of the litigation.

B. At the sole discretion of Subdivider, the amount of an initial or any
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.
Additionally, the cost for collection and duplication of records and other
related documents shail be paid by Subdivider pursuant to County Code
Section 2.170.010.

If any material provision of this grant is held or declared to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction, the permit shall be void and the privileges granted
hereunder shall lapse.

In the event that the Vesting Map should expire without the recordation of a final
map, this grant shall terminate upon expiration of the Vesting Map. Entitlement
to the use of property thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then in effect.

Approval of this amendment map does not change any map expiration dates.
The expiration date of the Vesting Map is August 3, 2019.

The Project Site shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with
conditions of this grant and any law, statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the Project Site. Failure of
Subdivider to cease any development or activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.

Notice is hereby given that any person violating a provision of this grant is guilty
of a misdemeanor. Notice is further given that the Board may, after conducting a
public meeting, revoke or modify this grant, if the Board finds that these
conditions have been violated, or that this grant has been exercised so as to be
detrimental to the public's health or safety, or so as to be a nuisance, or as
otherwise authorized, pursuant to County Code Section 22.242.030.

All development pursuant to this grant must be kept in full compliance with the
County Fire Code to the satisfaction of the County Fire Department ("Fire
Department”).

All development pursuant to this grant shall conform with the requirements of the
County Department of Public Works ("Public Works") to the satisfaction of said
department.
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14.

15.

- 16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

All development pursuant to this grant shall comply with the requirements of
Title 22 of the County Code and of the specific zoning of the Project Site, unless
specifically modified by this grant, as set forth in these conditions.

Subdivider shall maintain the Project Site in a neat and orderly fashion.
Subdivider shall maintain free of litter all areas of the premises over which
Subdivider has control.

All structures, walls, and fences open to public view shall remain free of graffiti,
or other extraneous markings, drawings, or signage that was not approved by
Regional Planning. These shall include any of the above that do not directly
relate to the business being operated on the Project Site, or that do not provide
pertinent information about said Project Site. The only exceptions shall be
seasonal decorations, or signage provided under the auspices of a civic, or non-
profit organization.

in the event of graffiti or other extraneous markings occurring, Subdivider shall
remove or cover said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of
notification of such occurrence, weather permitting. Paint utilized in covering
such markings shall be of a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color
of the adjoining surfaces.

The Project Site shall be developed and maintained in substantial compliance
with the Amendment to Vesting Map dated August 14, 2018.

In the event that subsequent revisions to the approved Amendment to Vesting
Map are submitted, Subdivider shall submit five copies of the proposed plans to
the Regional Planning Director ("Director”) for review and approval. All revised
plans must be accompanied by the written authorization of the property owner(s)
and applicable fee for such revision.

All Vesting Map conditions not amended by this Amendment map and all
conditions of previously approved Conditional Use Permit ("CUP") No. 96-044
and Oak Tree Permit No.96-044 apply, except where modified herein, or as will
be required to be modified through the CUP modification process, County Code
Section 22.236, to ensure that the related CUP No. 96-044 is consistent with the
conditions of approval for this Amendment. The modification will capture
changes with respect to earth material export and will ensure the timing of the
conditions of approval of both the CUP and Amendment are consistent and will
be required prior to issuance of grading and/or building permits. Subdivider must
file for the CUP modification prior to final map recordation. '

Prior to issuance of building permits for lot no. 514 (school site), Subdivider shall
coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District to prepare and
submit preliminary improvement plans to the Public Works Traffic and Lighting
Division.
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a GOpyrof
a letter of intent to Caltrans, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic
mitigations within Caltrans' jurisdiction. ‘

Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall comply with County Code
Section 21.32.200, by contributing its fair share for regional infrastructure
improvements at SR-14 northbound ramps/Soledad Canyon Road and SR-14
southbound ramps north of Sand Canyon Road/Soledad Canyon Road to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works a copy of
a letter of intent to the City of Santa Clarita (the "City"), outlining the proposed
monitoring program for traffic mitigations within the City's jurisdiction.

Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall contribute its fair share to
the City to carry out improvements within the boundaries of the City's jurisdiction
to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works ﬁndings
and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to
the satisfaction of said department.

Prior to issuance of building permits, Subdivider shall submit to Public Works
detailed striping and signal plans consistent with the findings and :
recommendations from the Soledad Canyon Road Speed Advisory Study, to the
satisfaction of said department.

Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy for any Project residential
dwelling unit, Subdivider shall construct and complete, or cause to be
constructed and completed, the approved detailed striping and signal pians
consistent with the findings and recommendations from the Soledad Canyon
Road Speed Advisory Study, to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Road widening improvements at the southern portion of the Project Site, adjacent
to SR-14, shall include landscaping with indigenous/native plants that can
connect and provide for wildlife passage between the Spring Canyon 10-foot-
high culvert and continue underneath Valley Canyon Road (proposed future
Yellowstone Lane) to the southern natural, undisturbed slopes. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.

Landscaping with indigenous/native plants shall provide for wildlife passage east
of the Stonecrest Road/Yellowstone Lane intersection. The intersection shall be
configured with indigenous/native landscaping to guide wildlife on the riding-
hiking-wildlife trail to the east and south across Soledad Canyon Road and out of
the intersection. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the
Director prior to issuance of any grading permits.

HOA.1025100586.1 4



31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Indigenous/native vegetation shall be required on all slopes outside of fuel
modification zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in,
adjoining, and adjacent to the active park, shall be completed within five years of
the active park’s complete and final construction to aid with the success and
viability of the plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the
landscape plan and schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional
Planning. Landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director
prior to issuance of any grading permits.

Indigenous/native vegetation is required on all slopes outside of fuel modification
zones, or 50 feet from structures. Revegetation of slopes in, adjoining, and
adjacent to the passive parks, shall be completed within five years of any passive
park's complete and final construction to aid with the success and viability of the
plantings, depending on the type of habitat designed in the landscape plan and
schedule of revegetation, to the satisfaction of Regional Planning. Landscaping
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any
grading permits.

The bridge over Spring Canyon on Soledad Canyon Road (proposed future
improvement/widening) shall be retained or reconstructed to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning and Public Works. Bridge/street improvement plans, if
implemented by Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shallbe
reviewed and approved by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.

Reduced speed is required at intersections in the wildlife corridor. Plans for the
installation of "wildlife crossing” flashing lights and signage along proposed "B"
Street/gas line easement shall be reviewed and approved to the satisfaction of
the Director. Sign development/improvement plans, if implemented by
Subdivider or by a separate, agreed-upon party, shall be reviewed and approved
by the Director prior to issuance of any building permit.

Prior to issuance of any Project building permit(s), Subdivider shall establlsh a
Homeowner’s Association ("HOA") for the Project.

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") of the HOA shall be
continuously maintained for the HOA. Prior to obtaining final map approval,
Subdivider shall submit a draft copy of the Project's CC&Rs, including
maintenance reserves, and any other covenants or maintenance agreements
entered into with respect to the Project, to Regional Planning for review and
approval.

A copy of these Project conditions of approval shall be attached and included as
conditions in the CC&Rs, and the CC&Rs shall prohibit any such condition from
being amended in any way, or eliminated, without prior approval from the
Director.

HOA.102510056.1 5



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

Where mitigation measures have provisions for buyers to receive information in
escrow packages, the measures shall be recorded in the CC&Rs.

Prior to issuance of any building permits for the Project, Subdivider shall enter
into a park development agreement with the County Department of Parks and
Recreation.

Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 213th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
active park.

Prior to issuance of a building permit for the 380th residential dwelling unit,
Subdivider shall complete, or cause complete construction of, the proposed
passive park.

- Subdivider shall pay the prevailing wage for the park improvements. Subdivider

shall be eligible for a park obligation in-lieu fee credit for actual park improvement
costs.

Subdivider shall grant a fire station lot in fee title to the County at a location and
size to be approved by the Fire Department.

Subdivider shall be authorized to develop a maximum of 300 residential dwelling
units before a second means of access is physically constructed to the
satisfaction of Regional Planning, Public Works, and the Fire Department.

Prior to final map recordation, Subdivider shall place a note or notes on the final
map to designate open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director.

A conservation easement, to be held by an agency experienced in the
management of undisturbed land, and to be approved by the Director, shall be
placed on areas designated as open space and undisturbed areas of lot

nos. 11-15, 33, 39-44, 55-56, 509, and 513 on the tentative map. The
conservation easement shall be filed, reviewed, and approved by the Director
prior o issuance of certificates of occupancy for the project. Upon recordation,
the subject recorded conservation easements shall not be subordinate in title to
any liens, or monetary obligations. Subdivider shall provide a current title report
for each easement parcel to the agency slated to hold the easements and, shall
be responsible for all costs related to the easement review and recordation,
including title insurance.

Prior to issuance of any project certificates of occupancy, Subdivider shall
transfer ownership of undeveloped, natural area depicted as open space to a
public agency, or non-profit conservation organization, to the satisfaction of the
Director, for perpetual maintenance of those portions of the open space and shall
dedicate to the County the right to restrict any and all development on said lots.
The final executed agreement shall include a reasonable endowment for
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maintenance as agreed upon by the public agency, or non-profit conservation
organization and permittee, and must be to the satisfaction of the Director.

48.  Existing native and non-native trees shall be mapped to the satisfaction of the
Director, including individual holly-leaf cherry trees and California junipers.

49.  Holly-leaf cherry trees impacted by the Project shall be replaced and preserved
in open space areas to the satisfaction of the Director. The Subdivider shall
provide mitigation trees of eight to one (8:1) for each tree removed. Soil testing
and land banking for the holly-leaf cherry trees shall be accomplished prior to
issuance of building permits, to the satisfaction of the Director.

50. Mitigation trees shall be planted within one year of the holly-leaf cherry tree
removals. Subdivider shall inform the Director when such trees have been
planted.

51.  Subdivider or authorized party, shall properly maintain each mitigation tree and
shall replace any tree failing to survive due to a lack of proper care and
maintenance with a tree to the satisfaction of the Director. The five-year
maintenance period will begin upon notification from Subdivider that the such
trees have been planted. The maintenance period of the trees failing to survive
five years will start anew with different replacement frees.

52. A low wall made of fire-resistant material, to a maximum 42 inches in height, may
be constructed at the proposed building pad boundaries between fuel
modification Zones B and C. Zone C and beyond, shall have indigenous native
plants to the satisfaction of the Fire Department.

53.  Subdivider shall avoid using "V" ditches in the open space areas, so as o allow
wildlife crossing, to the satisfaction of Public Works and Regicnal Planning.

54.  Every residential dwelling unit within the Project Site shall be built with a solar
panel system to generate electricity equivalent to 3 KwH.

55.  Subdivider shall fund 25 electric vehicle ("EV") charging stations within the
Project Site and/or the surrounding community for the public to access and use
and, once funded, these charging stations shall be installed by a third-party
electric car charging provider, such as ChargePointe or Blink.

56. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
220V outlet in the garage for future EV chargers.

57. No community pool is currently planned in the community; however, if any
community pool is built within the subdivision, it must be equipped with solar
panels for heating.

58. Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
tankless on-demand water heater.,
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59.

60.

61.

62,

63.

64.

65.

66.

Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall comply
with current ordinances and State laws, including low impact and water
conservation.

Pervious pavement shall be utilized in parking areas of the park built within the
Project Site and impervious pavement shall be eliminated wherever possible.

Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall be
plumbed for an optional greywater system to recycle washing machine or kitchen
sink water waste for use in backyard landscaping.

Every residential dwelling unit constructed within the Project Site shall feature a
rainwater collection system to reduce landscape water use.

All landscaping within the common space of the developed portion of the Project
Site and in the front yards of each residential lot shall comply with the County
Code and State laws, featuring drip irrigation with drought tolerant and/or native
landscaping.

Subdivider shall plant indigenous/native vegetation in the open spaces, and on
slopes, as long as it is outside of the fuel modification zones and 50 feet from
structures,

All new home sales offices within the Project Site shall have brochures available
to highlight the benefits of the green initiatives featured at the Project Site and a
brochure from the National Wildlife Federation to inform homebuyers of the
Backyard Habitat Program.

Subdivider has completed a plant survey to document all existing holly-leaf
cherry trees and which trees will be impacted by the development. Subdivider
will prepare, or cause to be prepared, a map to identify and count where the
Project will impact said trees, and show the location of new trees in open spaces.

Attachments:
Subdivision Committee Report
Final EIR Addendum
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<3, Department of Regional Planning
aii 320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE

PROJECT NUMBER HEARING DATE
96044-(5) September 18, 2018

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS

Fourth Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
48086 (RPPL2018004065)

Environmental Assessment RPPL2018004166

OWNER / APPLICANT MAP/EXHIBIT SCM REPORT REPORTS ONLY
‘ DATE: DATE: SCM DATE:
Raintree Investment Corporation, Matthew Villalobos 08/14/18 091718 09/20/18

PROJECT OVERVIEW

To adjust the timing of required conditions of approval relating to triggers and clarifications for grading and road and
infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and landscaping installation.

Subdivision: To create 492 single-family residence lots, a fire station lot, a Sheriff substation lot, three park lots, three
open space lots, 12 debris basin lots and one public school lot, for a total of 514 lots on 548.1 acres.

MAP STAGE
Tentative: [} Revised: [] Amendment: I Amended : [] Modification to : [] Other: [}
Exhibit Map Recorded Map
MAP STATUS
initial; B 15t Revision: [] 27 Revision: [] # Revision (requires a fee): []
LLOCATION ACCESS

North of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon
Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and Agua Dulce
Road.

Soledad Canyon Road.

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER(S) SITE AREA

3211-021-043, -044, -045, -046, -48, -050 and -051 548.1 gross acres

GENERAL PLAN / LOCAL PLAN ZONED DISTRICT SUP DISTRICT
Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Soledad 5th

lLAND USE DESIGNATION ZONES CsD

H2 (Residential 2 — 2 Dwelling Units Per Acre) R-1-6,000, R-1-7,000, R-1-  N/A

RL5 (Rural Land 5 - 1 Dwelling Units Per 5 Acres)
0OS-C (Open Space)

8,000, R-1-10,000, R-1-
15,000, R-1-20,000 and A-2

PROPOSED UNITS MAX DENSITY/UNITS
(DU) (DU)
482 {0.90 DU/AC) HZ = 483 (2 DUW/AC)

RL5 = 61 (1 DU/SAC)

GRADING
(CUT/FILL, IMPORT/EXPORT, ONSITE/OFFSITE)

Approximately 7,932,000 cubic yards combined (cut, fill, over
excavation and export) movement of earth material,
including approximately 82,000 cubic yards proposed to be
deposited on lots no. 1 and 2 of TR36943-01.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (CEQA)
Addendum to the project’s certified final EIR.

SUBDBIVISION COMMITTEE DEPARTMENT CLEARANCE

Department Status
Regional Planning Cleared

Contact

Steven Jones (213) 974-6433 sdiones@planning.lacounty.gov

Updated 8/4/14



SUBDIViSION COMMITTEE REPORT PAGE20F 2
RAM TR48086 RPPL20180040865, 09/17/18

Public Works Cleared Phoenix Khoury (626} 458-3133 pkhourv@dpw.lacounty.gov
Fire Cleared Juan Padilla (323) 890-4243 iuan.padilla@fire lacounty.qov
Parks & Recreation Cleared Loretta Quach (626) 588-5305 lquach@parks.lacounty.gov
Public Health Cleared Vincent Gallegos (626) 430-5381 vaallegos@ph. lacounty.gov

SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE STATUS

Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Meeting: [
Reschedule for Subdivision Committee Reports Only: []

PREVIOUS CASES
TR48086, RAM TR48086-1, RAM TR48086-2, RAM TR48086-3

REGIONAL PLANNING ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND HOLDS

Case Status/Recommendation: Regional Planning staff recommends approval of the amendment to the veéting tentative
map, subject to conditions of approval,



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

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION-SURDIVISION

TRACT NO. 48086-4 AMEND TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

We have no objections to the request to amend Vesting Tract 48086, 48086-02, and
48086-03 to accommodate clarifications to some conditions and mitigations to support
more appropriate sequencing for completing mitigations and satisfying conditions of
approval.

The following report consisting of 74 _ pages are the recommendations of Public Works.

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

1. Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of
the first plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $5,000 with
Public Works to defray the cost of verifying conditions of approval for the purpose
of issuing final map clearances.

2. Comply with all other previously approved subdivision conditions for Tract 48086
and to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prepared by Phoenix Khoury Phone {626) 458-4921 Date 09-05-2018
r48056-4La-new RPPL2018004085.docx
htlp:fiplanning lacounty govicasehigw/amendmant o tract map no 3088,




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 81803-1331
WWW.LADPW.ORG

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921
- Approval of this map pertaining to drainage is recommended.
Prior to Final Map Recordation:

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

2. Place a note of flood hazard on the final map and defineate the areas subject to flood hazard.
Show and label all natural drainage courses. Dedicate to the County the right to restrict the
erection of buildings in the flood hazard area. This is required to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works prior to the filing of the final map.

3. Provide fee title Iot for debris basins/inlets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

4. Notify the State Department of Fish and Game prior to commencement of work within any
natural drainage course. If non-jurisdiction is established by the Department of Fish and Game,
submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to Public Works (Land Development Division).

5. Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a
~ Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.

6. Comply with Caltrans permit conditions for encroaching and connecting to their drainage
systems.

7. Contact the Corps of Engineers to determine if a permit is required for any proposed work within
the major watercourse. Provide a copy of the 404 Permit upon processing of the drainage plans.
If non-jurisdiction is established by the Corps of Engineers, submit a letter of non-jurisdiction to
Public Warks {Land Development Division).

8. Prior to recordation of the final map, form an assessment district to finance the future ongoing
maintenance and capital replacement of SUSMP devices/systems identified on the latest
approved Drainage Concept. The developer shall cooperate fully with Public Works in the
formation of the assessment district, including, without limitation, the preparation of the
operation, maintenance, and capital replacement plan for the SUSMP devices/systems and the
prompt submittal of this information to Land Devefopment Division. The developer shall pay for
all costs associated with the formation of the assessment district. SUSMP devices/systemns shall
include but are not limited to catch basin inserts, debris exciuders, biotreatment basins, vortex
separation type systems, and other devices/systems for stormwater guality.
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10.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 51803-1331
WWW.LADPW.ORG

Prior to recordation of the final map, the developer shall deposit the first year's total assessment
for the entire assessment district, based on the engineers estimate as approved by Public
Works. This will fund the first year's maintenance after the facilities are accepted. The Cotinty
will collect the second and subsequent years’ assessment from the owner(s) of each parcel
within the assessment district. .

Comply with the requirements of the Revised Drainage Concept / Hydrology Study / Standard

Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan which was conceptually approved on 11/18/2010 to the
salisfaction of Public Works..

Date __9/5/18 Phone {626) 458-4921

3 Page 2/2




County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Sheet 1 of 2

PCA L.X001129 Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division

EPIC LA _RPPL2018004065 GEOLOGIC AND SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Telephone: (626) 458-4825 800 §. Fremont Avenue, Athambra, CA 91803

Tentative Tract Map 4B086-4 Tentative Map Dated __8/14/18 (Amended} Parent Tract
Grading By Subdivider? [ ] vorny ya*  Location Spring Canyon

Geologist Byer Geotechnical, Inc. Subdivider Spring Canyon Recovary Acquisition LILC
Soils Engineer Byer Geatechnical, Inc. Engineer/Arch. RBF Consulting

Review of:

Geologic Report(s) Dated:
Solls Engineering Report(s) Dated:
Geotechnical Repori(s) Dated:  9/23/10, 7/14/10

Refarences: J. Byer Group: 6/22/05_4/19/05, 1/31/05; Pacific Soils Engineering: 5/15/00, 12/17/97, 11/12/197: Petra: 7/27/90

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOTECHNICAL STANDPOINT

PRIOR TO FILING THE FINAL LAND DIVISION MAP THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MUST BE FULFILLED:

G1. The final map must be approved by the Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division (GMED) to assure that all
geotechnical requirements have been praperly depicted. For Final Map clearance guidelines refer to policy memo
GS051.0in the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manuaf for Preparalion of Geotechnical Reports. The

Manual is avallable at; httg://dgw.Iacountg.gov/gmed/germits/dccs/manual.gdf.

G2. A grading plan must be geotechnically approved by the GMED prior to Final Map approval. The grading depicted on the
plan must agree with the grading depicied on the tentative fract or parcel map and the conditions approved by the Planning
Commission. if the subdivision is to be recorded prior to the completion and acceptance of grading, corrective geclogic
bonds may be required.

G3. Prior to grading plan approval, a detajled geotechnical report must be submitted that addresses the proposed grading.
All recommendations of the geotechnical consultant(s) must be incorporated into the plan. The report must comply with
the provisions of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Raports.

The Manuat is avallable at: http_://dgw.lacountg.gov/gmed/germits/docs/manual.gd .

G4, All geciogic hazards associated with this proposed development must be eliminated. Alternatively, the geologic hazards
may be designaled as restricted use areas {RUA}, and their boundaries delineated on the Final Map. These RUAs must
be approved by the GMED, and the subdivider must dedicate to the County the right to prohibit the eraction of buildings
or other structures within the restricted use areas. For information on the RUA policy refer to policy memo GS063.0 in
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Manual for Preparation of Geotechnical Reports. The Manual is

availabie at: httg://dgw.lacountz‘gov/gmed/germits/docs/manual.gdﬁ.

51. At the grading plan stage, submit grading plans to the GMED for verification of compliance with County Codes and
policies.

NOTE(S) TO THE PLAN CHECKER/BUILDING AND SAFETY DISTRICT ENGINEER:
ON-SITE SOILS ARE CORROSIVE TO FERROUS METALS.

Geir R. Mathisen

No. 2378

CERTIFIED
ENGINEERING
2 e

Prepared by P

Date 8/28/18

Please complete a Customer Service urvey at hitp://dpw lacounty. govigo/gmedsurvey

NOTICE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsurface exploration, shall be provided in accordance with current codes for excavations, inclusive

of the Les Angeles County Code, Chapter 11.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders,
4B0BB, Spring Canyon, ThM-22_A



COUTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 111

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - GRADING

TRACT NO. 048086 AMEN, TENTATIVE MAP  TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018
1. Approval of this map pertaining to grading is recommended.

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

Comply with approved conditions for Tract Map No. 48086.

me Erik Rodriguez Date- 8/27/2018 Phone (626) 458-4921




- COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES : Page 1/8

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD '
TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.) - AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018

We have no objection to the amendment requests. The following revised conditions
supersedes all previously approved conditions:

1.

©

The centerline of all local streets shall be aligned without creating jogs of less
than 150 feet. A one-foot jog may be used where a street changes width from a
60-foot to a 58-foot right of way.

The minimum centerline radius is 350 feet on all local streets with 40 feet
between curbs and on all the streets where grades exceed 10%.

A minimum centerline curve length of 100-feet shall be maintained on all local
streets. Curves through intersections should be avoided when possible. If
unavoidable, the alignment should be adjusted so that the proposed BC and EC
of the curve through the intersection is set back a minimum of 100 feet away
fram the BCR's of the intersection. Reversing curves of local streets need not
exceed a radius of 1500-feet and any curve need not exceed a radius of 3,000-
feet. '

Adjust the location of the PRC on *B" Street (also known as Pistache Way) so
that it is either at or outside the BCR of “F" Street (also known as Burkwood
Court). If unavoidable, maintain a minimum centerline radius of 400 feet.

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

Provide standard property line return radii of 13 feet at all local street
intersections, including intersection of local streets with General Plan Highways,
and 27 feet where all General Plan Highways intersect, or to the satisfaction of
this Department.

Driveways will not be permitted within 25 feet upstream of any catch basins when
street grades exceed 6 percent.

Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on “A” Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) from Yellowstone Lane to “H" Street (also known as Calluna
Drive), “H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive), Stonecrest Road and
Yellowstone Lane.

Dedicate right of way 30 feet from centerline on “A" Street (also known as
Lindera Avenue) cul-de-sac north of “H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive)
plus additional right of way for the cul-de-sac bulb, "B" St. (also known as




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 2/8
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.) AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018

10.

11.

12.

13.

Pistache Way), “C" Street (also known Pale Leaf Court) from “E” Street (also
known as Shenandoah lLane) to “D" Street (also known as Aster Place, “E"
Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) north of “B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way), “I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue), on “J" Street {(also
known as Madrona Drive) from Stonecrest Road to “I" Street (also known as
Anise Avenue), "K” Street (also known as Aralia Way), “P" Street (also known
as Canyon Oak Way) plus additional right of way for a cul-de-sac bulb, “T"
Street (loop also known as Myrtus Way and Lantana Road) plus additional right
of way for a standard knuckle” and “V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane).

Dedicate right of way 32 feet from centerline on Yellowstone Lane between
Stonecrest Road and the westerly tract boundary. Permission is granted to
reduce the parkway from 12 feet io 4 feet on the south side of Yellowstone Lane
adjacent to the Freeway 14 right of way (Typical Section D-D is not necessarily
approved as shown) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.
Sidewalk is not required on south side of Yellowstone Lane between Stonecrest
Road and the westerly tract boundary (Typical Sections C-C and D-D).

Dedicate right of way 29 feet from centerline plus additional right of way for a
standard cul-de-sac bulb on “C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) west of
“D” Street (also known as Aster Place), “D” Street (also known as Aster Place),
"E" Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) west of “B” Street (also known as
Pistache Way), “F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court), “G" Street (also
known as Spire Court), “J" Street (also known as Madrona Drive) north of "
Street (also known as Anise Avenue) and south of Stonecrest Road, “L" Street
(also known as Lydia Terrace), "M" Street (also known as Daphne Court), “N"
Street (also known as Caffra Place), the unnamed street (also known as
Empress Way), “Q" Street (also known as Hollyleaf Court), “R" Street (also
known as Buckwheat Drive, “W" Street (also known as Privet Way), "X" Street
(also known as Pearbush Court), and “Z" Street (also known as Cassia Way).

Dedicate vehicular access rights on “T" Street (also known as Myrius Avenue)
from the school lot (Lot 514). If the Department of Regional Planning requires
the construction of a wall, complete access rights shall be dedicated.

Permission is granted to reduce the road right of way from 32 feet to
approximately 23 feet from centerline on the easterly half of Stonecrest Road in
the vicinity under the Antelope Valley Freeway adjacent to the proposed
equestrian/wildlife trail to the satisfaction of Public Works. Sidewalks are not
required on the east side of Stonecrest Road in the vicinity under the freeway




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 3/8
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.) AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018
adjacent to the proposed equestrian/wildiife trail. The proposed

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,

24.

equestrian/wildlife trail shall be located outside of the road right of way.

Prior to final map approval, the subdivider shall enter into an agreement with the
County franchised cable TV operator (if an area is served) to permit the
installation of cable in a common utility trench.

Provide and install street name signs to occupancy of building(s).

All existing and new utility lines shall be underground to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works per Section 21.24.400 of Title 21 of the Los Angeles
County Code. Please contact Construction Division at (818) 458-3129 for new
location of any above ground utility structure in parkway.

Provide adequate landing area at a maximum 3% grade on all “tee” intersections
except “F" Street (also known as Burkwood Court) and “Z" Street (also known as
Cassia Way) to the satisfaction of Public Works. Permission is granted to
provide adequate landing area at a maximum grade of 4 percent on “F" Street
and “Z" Street.

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

Construct drainage improvements and offer easements needed for sireet
drainage or sliopes.

Plant street trees on all streets to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Construct curb, gutter, base, pavement, and sidewalks on all streets.
Modifications to sidewalk locations and grades along Stonecrest Road shall be
subject to approval and to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

Construct curb return and offsite pavement transitions at the intersection of
Stonecrest Road and Soledad Canyon Road to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Offsite improvements are required. It shall be the sole responsibility of the
developer to acquire the necessary right-of-way and/or easements.

Provide 64 feet of offsite full street right of way or easement and construct full
street improvements (base, pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalks, street trees, and
street lights) on Yellowstone Lane including the offsite portions fronting the
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.) AMENDMENT MAP DATED 08-14-2018

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

subdivision, on Yellowstone Lane future street within Tract 36943 joining
existing improvements in Tract 36943 and on Stonecrest Road joining Soledad
Canyon Road to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Modified
street cross section shall be approved by the Department of Public Works.

Construct roadside barriers (if needed) at locations to the satisfaction of Public
Works. -

Design the intersection of Stonecrest Road with Soledad Canyon Road to
provide a 60mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal) from the local street.
Provide 650 feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Stonecrest
Road based on its 60mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication and/or grading may be required.

Provide intersection sight distance for a design speed of 40 mph (415 feet) on
“A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue) from "B" Street (also known as
Pistache Way) (northerly direction), from “H" Street {alsc known as Calluna
Drive) (southerly direction), from "O" Street (also known as Empress Way)
(southerly direction) and from “V" Street (also known as Sargent Lane) (northerly
direction); on "H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) from “I" Street (also
known as Anise Avenue) (westerly direction); on Stonecrest Road from *H"
Street (also known as Calluna Drive) (southerly direction); and on Valley Canyon
Rd. from the proposed driveways serving .ot 496 (both directions). Line of sight
shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of
the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be required.

This previously approved road condition is modified to, “Provide intersection
sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph (310 feet) on “B"
Street (also known as Pistache Way) from “Z" Street (also known as Cassia
Way) (Southerly direction), "E” Street (also known as Shenandoah Lane) from
“C" Street (also known as Pale Leaf Court) (southerly direction), on “|" Street
{(also known as Anise Avenue) from “N" Street (also known as Caffra
Place)(southerly direction), Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate
airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.
Additional grading may be required.”

Provide intersection sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 25mph
(260 feet) on “L" Street (also known as Lydia Terrace) from "M" Street (also
known as Daphne Court) (northerly direction). Line of sight shall be within right
of way or dedicate airspace easement to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works. Additional grading may be required.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 30 mph
(200 feet) along "I" Street (also known as Anise Avenue) in the vicinity of lots 491
to 492. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements
to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Additional grading may be
required.

Provide stopping sight distance commensurate with a design speed of 40mph
(300 feet) along “A" Street (also known as Lindera Avenue} in the vicinity of lots
186 to 190; along “H" Street (also known as Calluna Drive) in the vicinity of lots
209 to 213, lots 416 to 418 and lot 502; along Stonecrest Road in the vicinity of
lots 401 to 403; and along Yellowstone Lane in the vicinity of lots 8 to 10 and lot
494. Line of sight shall be within right of way or dedicate airspace easements to
the satisfaction of Public Warks. Additional grading may be required.

In determining the adequate sight distance with respect to the position of the
vehicle at the minor road, the driver of the vehicle is presumed to be located 4
feet right of centerline and 10 feet back the top of curb (TC) or flow line (FL)
prolongation. When locking left, we consider the target to be located at the
center of the lane nearest to the parkway curb. We use 6 feet from TC as a
conservative rule. When looking right, the target is the center of the lane nearest
to the centerline or from the median TC (when present). The lines of sight
and/or airspace easements as depicted on the amendment map are not
necessarily approved.

Permission is granted for street grades up to 12.5% on the off-site portion of
Yellowstone Road within Tract 36943 and 11% on “E" Street (also known as
Shenandoah Lane) only at locations to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Permission is granted to vacate excess right of way on Yellowstone Road.
Easement shall be provided for all utility companies that have facilities remaining
within the vacated area.

Provide a site plan showing driveway locations and parking lot circulation for Lot
514 (school site) to avoid queuing problems on any of the choice of access point
from either Stonecrest Road or “H" St (also known as Calluna Drive). and for a
more efficient drop-off/pick-up area to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prepare signing and striping plans for Stonecrest Road and Soledad Canyon
Road within or abutting this subdivision to the satisfaction of Public Works.
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37.  Prior to Building permit issuance, pay the fees established by the Board of

38.

38.

40.

41.

42.

Supervisors for the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District (B&T District). The fee is to be based upon the fee rate
in effect at the time of building permit issuance. The current applicable fee is
$19,440 per factored unit and is subject to change. Record a covenant (subject
to the approval of Public Works) at fina!l map approval to encumber
parcels/property owners with provisions requiring payment of applicable B&T
District fees prior to building permit issuance.

If any ultimate improvements are constructed by the subdivider and accepted by
the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, or if any fair share
payments for ultimate improvement work are made and are included as District
improvements in the Eastside (Route 126) Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Construction Fee District, then the subdivider may be issued credits which may
then be used within the Eastside District. Reimbursements will only be made on
improvements constructed by the subdivider that are included as District
improvements and are deemed ultimate improvements (as opposed to interim
improvements).

Prior to issuance of building permit(s) for Lot 514 (school site}), the developer
shall coordinate with and notify the Sulphur Springs School District {SSSD) that
the preliminary school site plan, traffic circulation plan, the informational packets
or brochures, and the student drop-off/pick-up procedures shall be prepared and
submitted to our Traffic and Lighting Division for review and approval. We
recommend a mechanism for enforcement and levying of non-compliance
penalties be included in the plan. The SSSD shall prepare informational packets
containing the approved student drop-off/pick-up procedures and provide them
to the parents/guardians of the students.

Comply with the attached May 15, 2012 memorandum from our Traffic and
Lighting Division to the satisfaction of Public Works. As indicated in the attached
letter, detailed signing and striping and traffic signal plans for the required
improvements on Soledad Canyon Road at Stonecrest Road shall be submitted
to Public Works for review and approval prior to final map recordation and
installed prior to issuance of Building Permit of the first residential unit.

Construct additional pavement and transitions on Soledad Canyon Road to
accommodate the requirements from Traffic and Lighting Division May 15, 2012
memorandum.

The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to Caltrans,
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43.

44,

45.

outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations with the
jurisdiction of Caltrans prior to Final Map recordation. The project shall enter into
an agreement with Caltrans prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.

The project shall submit to Public Works a copy of a letter of intent to City of
Santa Clarita, outlining the proposed monitoring program for traffic mitigations
required per the March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed Management
Division along the south approach improvements at Sand Canyon and Soledad
Canyon within the jurisdiction of City of Santa Clarita prior to Final Map
recordation. The project shall enter into an Agreement with City of Santa Clarita
prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of first residential unit.

The project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well as
speed advisory signs along the Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua
Duice Canyon Road. The project shall submit the findings and any
recommendations resulting from this analysis to Public Works for review and
approval prior to Final Map recordation. Detailed striping and signal plans for
these improvements shall be prepared and submitted to Public Works for review
and approval prior to issuance of Building Permit of first residential unit and
improvements completed prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy of first
residential unit.

Comply with the attached March 27, 2003 memorandum from Watershed
Management Division except for the following conditions which are not
applicable and eliminated:
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46.  Comply with the attached September 4, 2018 street lighting requirements or as
: otherwise modified by Public Works. .

47.  Permission is granted to record 20-acre parcel map prior to recordation of tract
map providing private and future right f ways are offered and slope easements
are dedicated on all streets to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

VC Prepared by Patricia Constanza Phone (626) 458-4921 Date_09-05-2018

tr48088ra4




May 15, 2012

i

TO: Anthony Nyivih
Land Development Division

Aftention Steve Burger,

FROM; DeanR. Lehman'")k{ -
Traffic and Lighting Division

SPRING CANYON PROJECT
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (APRIL &, 2011}
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48088

We reviewed the Technicat Memorandum dated April 8, 2011, {copy atftached)
regarding conditions of approval for the proposed Spring Canyen Project located
on Spring Canyon Road north of Soledad Canyon Road in the unincerporated
Pinetree area.

We generally agree with the Technical Memorandum that the proposed roadway
Improvemenis are acceptable in satisfaction of the mifigation measures and tract
map conditions of approval listed below (copy of Mitigatiory Monitoring Program dated
July 8, 2003, and Tentative Tract Map No. 48088 revised conditions dated March 7, 2000,
are attached). The project shall be solely responsible for implementing the improvements
prior to issuance of any bullding permits, unless the project submits an alternative traffic
cantrol plan acceptabla to Public Works. Detailed striping/signing and traffic signal plans
for the improvements shall be submitted to Public Works for review and approval.

Soledad Canvon Road at Spring Canyon Road
Mitigation measure (July 8, 2003):

“The project applicant proposes to install a new traffic signal and widen the
intersection to provide an eastbound left turn lane and through lane and
a westbound right-turn fane apd through lane. The extent of widening will provide
for sight distance along Soledad Canyon Road for a 60 mph design speed.”

Tentative Tract Map Condition (March 7, 2000):

“Design the intersection of Spring Canyon Road with Soledad Canyon Road
to provide a 60 mph sight distance (vertical and horizontal) from the local strest,
Provide 650 feet of sight distance on Soledad Canyon Road from Spring Canyon
Road based on its 60 mph design speed. Additional right of way or airspace
easement dedication andfor grading may be required.”
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Proposed improvement to safisfy mitigation measure and tentative tract map
condition:

The project shall modify the Intersection to provide one left-turn fane and one free
right-tum |z2ne on the north approach, one shared through/right-turn lane on the east
approach, and one left-lurn [ane and one through lane on the west approach.
The eastbound left turn shail operate as a fully protected left-turn phase.

The project shall install & new traffic signal with advanced warning signs and
flashing beacons in accordance with the concept plan included in Exhibit A,
The flashing beacons shall operate continuously 24 hours a day and 7 days a week.

Soledad Canyon Read — State Route (SR} 14 to Soring Canvon Road

Mitigation measure (July 8, 2003}

"In order to fully mitigate the project traffic impacts on this roadway segment,
Soledad Canyon Road shall be widened to accommodate a total of three fanes.
A three-lane section of roadway should include one lane in each direction plus
a center passing lane that could serve both westbound (in the a.m.) and easthound
(in the p.m.} traffic."

Proposed improvement to satisfy mitigation measure:

The project shall provide one free right-turn lane on the north approach at the
intersection of Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road in accordance with
the concept plan included in Exhibit A,

In addition, the project shall analyze the need for horizontal alignment signs as well
as speed advisery signs along Soledad Canyon Road from SR-14 to Agua Dulce
Canyon Road. The project shali submit the findings and any recommendations resulting
from this analysis to Public Works for review and approval. The project shall be solely
responsible for implementing the improvernents recommended by this analysis prior
ta final map recordation. Detailed sfriping and signing plans for any recommended
improvements shall be submitted fo Public Works for review and approval.

if you have any further quastions regarding the review of this document, please confact
Gerald Ley of the Traffic Studies Section at Extension 4822.

LMS-ch

P iipubtWRFILESWILESIS TR ndsay' EIRVTR 48085 - Ravised Donditions doem

Attach.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOHTH FREMONT AVENTS
ALHAMBRA, CATIFOENIA §1803-1331 -
Telephone: (5154585100

JAMES A. NOYES, Director wwrw. [adpuorg ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O.BOY 1450
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 518071450

REFER TO FiLEr

iNREPLY PLEASE WM_4

March 27, 2003

TO: Dary! Koutnik
Department qf Reglon@P\i‘annmg A

Watershed Management Division

RESPONSE TO A SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT : .
SPRING CANYON PROJEGT cVe;f;;_aj Tentative Tracl Ao. 4808¢ )
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY OF

L.OS ANGELES ARFA OF SPRING CANYON

Thank you far the opporiunity to provide comments on the Environmental impact Report
for the Spring Canyon Project. The project consists of the subdivision of a currently
vacant site Info 542 single-family residential lots, one fire station lot, two private park
sites, and one lot for future elementary school use. The project site is located
immediately north of the Antelope Valley Freeway (Highway 14) and Soledad Canyon
Road within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles area of Spring Canyon. We
have reviewad the submittal and offer the following comments:

Traffic and Lighting

The project, upon its anticipated completion In 2005, is estimated to generats
approximately 6,056 daily vehicle trips, with 626 vehicle trips, and 547 vehicle trips
during the a.m. and p.m, peak hours, respectively.

The Significance Criteria Section on Page 20 for the County of Los Angeles is incorrect
and shall be corrected as follows:
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Accc:rding to the County of Los Angeles' Traffic/Access Guidelines for intersections, a
significant project-refated traffic impact is determined hased on the following:

Fre-Project VIC LOS Project-Related Increase in V/C
0:71t0 0.80 Cc 0.04 or more
0.81 to 0.80 D 0.02 or more
0.91 armare EF ) 0.01 or more

e WeTagreeT Wit the TStidy hat the projsct Tathc aons wil significantly impact the
following intersections and roadways and the following improvements will fully mitigate
the project's impacts to a level of less than significant. The project shall be salely
responsible for-these Improvements.

Spring Canyon Road/Soledad Canven Road

This is the project's main enfrance. The intersectian shall be modified to provide ona
shared leftright-tum lane and one exclusive right-furn fane on the north approach.
On the sast approach, provide sufficient pavement on Soladad Canyon Road for one
through lzne and one shared throughfright-turn Iane (instead of one through lane and
one right-turn lane recommended in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report),
and onthe west approach, a lefi-turn lane and one through lane. o

Pay the enfire cost for the instal!gﬁan of the trafiic signals. Traffic signals shall only be
installed when actual traffic condifions warrant the signals.

install a crosswalk on the east side of the intersection rather than on the west side to
avold heavy duallane rightturn vehicle movements In conflict with pedastrian
maoveaments, .

Detailed striping and. signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared and
submitted ta Public Works for review and approval,

Spring Canvon Road

A minimum vehicle lane width of 18 feet shauld be provided from norh of the
State Route 14 (SR-14) averpass columns to Valley Canyon Read for disabled vehicle
refuge.
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Any grade change in pedesirian sidewalk must comply with the Amencans with
Disabilifies Act. i

Seventeen feet of vertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 mverpass and
Spring Canyon Read.

Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepafed
and submitied to Public Waorks and fo the Siate of California Depariment of

Transpaortation (Calirang) for review and approval, I s

Soledad Canyon Road

Widen Spring Canyon Road from SR-14 eastbound ramps to Spring Canyon Read fo
provide a total of three lanes. A three-lane section of roadway shall include one lane in
gach dirgction in addition {o a center passing lane in the upgrade portlon of the roadway
that could serve both wesibound and easthound traffic,

- Detailed road construction, striping and signage plans shall be prepared and submitted
to Public Works for review and approval.

Since this project is within the Easiside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction
Fee District, the cost of this improvement will be given as a credit toward the project's
Bridge and Major Thorgughfare District fee.

SR-14 Southbound Ramps/Soledad Canyon Road

Pay the entire cost for the instatlation of the traffic signal. Traffic signals shall only be
installed when actual traffic conditions warrant the signals. Since the signalization of
the intersections s included in the Eastside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Consiruction Fee District, the project shall be given the credit against the District fees.

The cumutative traffic of the project and related projects in the study will significantly
impact the following intersections. The project shall pay its falr share of the cost for the
following improvernenis needed to fully mltigate its cumulative traffic impacts to a level
of insignificance.
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SR-14 Northbound Ramps/Soledad Canyon Road

. Resiripe the south approach of this intersaclion o provide for fwo through lanes.
The two thmugh fanes will be carried north of the intersection under the SR-14 Freeway
bridge to join two westbound lanes which currently exist.

The project is within the Easiside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee
District. The project shali pay its fair share of the District fees.

= s m==ha= projett-Will et Ravedny - nipact 10 a Congestion Management Program routs,
intersectlons, or freeways. ,

The following intersections impacted by the project traffic alone are within the City of
Santa Clarita's jurisdiction, Therefore, the Crty 5 approvaE is needed to implement these
mitigation measures:

Sand Canvon Road/Soledad Canyon Road

Pay project’s fair share of the cost o improve the south approach of the intersection for
the ultimate improvements that will provide dual left-durn lanes, two through lanes, .
twa right-turn lanes, and modification of traffic signals.

SR-14 Southbound Ramps North of Sand Canyoen Ro'adiSOI'edad Canvaon Road

Pay project's falr share of the cost to improve the east approach of the intarsection for
the ultimale improvements that will provide dual left-turn larnes, three through lanes,
and modification of traffic signals.

A freeway traffic impact analysis has been conducted and determined that no
project-related significant traffic impact will occur to the mainline freeways. Inasmuch
as Calirans has the jurisdiction over the freeway system, Caltrans shall review this
document for any CEQA trafiic impacts and mitigation measures proposed as

necessary.

If you have any questions, please contact James Chon of our Traffic Studies Section
at {626) 300-4721.
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Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments,
If you have any questions, please contact Kyle Karnells at (626) 300-3322.

Watershed Management

The proposed project should include investigation of watershed management

s e ppOtURIES {0 ThaxmIZE ~Captiie of local rainfall on ihe project site, eliminata
incremental increases in flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows ta
capiure contaminants originating from the project site.

If you have any questions regarding the above comments or the environmental review
process of Public Works, please contact Massie Munroe at the above address or at
nﬂ;\ (626) 458-4359. '
By
b MMk
ff\ ANEIR231.D0C
be: Traffic and Lighting /
Waterworks and Sewer Maintenance

dmj Watershed Management (Lafferty)
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Cctober 30, 2002

TO: James E. Hartl
Planning Director
e s ez = s DEPARMERNt-0ERegional-Planning s s s mms s e o s e e e

Attention Daryl Koutnik

FROM: James A. Noyes
Director of Public Works

SHADOW PINES PROJECT
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY (JULY 30, 2002)
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 480856

We have reviewed the above-mentioned document submitted by the Project traffic consuitant
and agree with the analysis and conclusions in the study.

The Project is generaliy located narth of Soledad Canyon Road at Spring Canyon Road inthe
unincorparated County of Los Angeles area. The Project consists of the development of
542 single-family residential lots, three open space lofs, afire station [ot, a sherifT's substation
lot, and two park site lots. Contiguous to, but not a part of, the Project is a nine-acre
elemeniary school site for a maximum student capacity of 750 siudents.

The Project upon its anticipated completion year in 2005 is estimated to generate
approximately 8,056 daily vehicle trips with 626 vehicle trips and 547 vehicle trips during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively,

We agree with the study that the Project traffic alone will significantly impact the fallowing
intersections and roadways and the following improvements will fully mitigate the Project's
impacts to a level insignificance. The Project shall be solely responsible for these

improvements.

FILE COPY
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Soring Canvon Road/Soledad Canvon Road

“Thisis the Project's main entrance. Theintersectionshallbe modified to provide one
. shared Iaft-/right-turn lane and one exclusive right-turn lane 1o the north approach.
Onthe eastapproach, provide sufficient pavementon Soledad Canyon Roadforone
through lane and one shared through/right-turn lane, and on the west approach,

a left-tum lane and one through lane.

e 1 theentire costfor theinstaliatiomrofthe traffic signals.-Traffic sig nals-shallonlybe-—
installed when actua! traffic conditions warrant the signals.

Install a crosswalk on the east side of the intersection ratherthanonthe westsideto
avoid heavy dual-lane right-turn vehicle movements in conflict with pedestrian

movements.

Detailed striping and signal plans for these improvements shall be prepared and
submitted 1o Public Works for review and approval.

Spring Capyon Road

A minimum vehicle width of 18 feet should be provided from north of the SR-14
gverpass columns lo Valley Canyon Road for disabled vehicle refuge.

Any grade change in pedestrian sidewalk must comply with the Americans with
Disabilities Act. .

Seventeen feet of vertical clearance should be provided at the SR-14 overpass and
Spring Canyon Road.

Detailed striping, signage, and signal plans for these improvemants shall be prepared
and submitted to Public Works and to the State of California Deparment of
Transportation for review and approval.

Soledad Canyon Road

Widen Spring Canyon Road from SR 14 eastbou nd ramps to Spring Canyon Road to
provide atotal of three lanes. Athree-lane section of roadway shall include onelane
in each direction-plus & centerpassing laneinthe upgrade portion of the roadway that
could serve both westbound and eastbound.
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Detailed striping and signage plans shall be preparad and submitted to PublicWarks
far review and approval.

The cumulative frafficofthe Projectand related Projects in the study will significantly impact
the following intersections. The Project shall pay its fair share of the cost for the following
improvements neadead tofully mitigate ts cumulative trafficimpacis to a level insignificance:

Soledad Canvan Road/SR-14 Eastbound Ramps

Restrzpe the scuth appmach of tl‘ns mtarsectmn to provrde for iwo through lanes
The twothroughlanes will be carried north of the intersection under the SR-14 Freeway
bridge {o join two northbound lanas which currently exist.

The Praject is within the Eastside Bridge and Major Thoroughfare Construction Fee District.
The Project shall pay iis fair share of the District fees.

The Project will not have any impact to a Congestion Management Frogram route,
intersections, or freaways.

The following infersections impacted by the Project traffic alone are within the City of
Santa Clarita's jurisdiction and thus City's approval is needed (o implement these mitigation
measures:

Soledad Canyon Road/Sand Canyon Road

Pay Project's fair share of the cost toimprove the south approach of the intersection
far the ultimate impravernanis that will provide dual left-turn lanes, two through lanes,
two right-turn lanes, and medification of traffic signals.

Spledad Canyon Road/SR-14 Westhound Ramps East of Sand Canyon Road

Pay Project's fair share of the cost toimprove the east approach of the intersection for
the ultimate impravements that will provide dual left-iurn lanes and three through lanss

and modification of traffic signals.
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Ifyou have any questions, please contact James Chon of our Traffic and Lighting Division
at (626) 300-4721.

JHC:cn
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cc: Land Design Consulfants, inc. (Chrisly Cuba)

be: Ronald J..Ornee
T. M. Alexander
L and Development (Hunter, Ruiz, Witler)
Watershed Management (David)




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC AND LIGHTING DIVISION
SUBDIVISION, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) & R3 REVIEW
STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS

Date: 9/04/18

TO:

Jose Suarez
Project Entitlement & CEQA Section
Land Development Division

Attention Phoenix Khaury

FROM: Inez Yeung

Street Lighting Section
Traffic and Lighting Division

Prepared by Emmanua! Okolo

STREET LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS
RPPL2018004065 TR 48086-4

.

)

Provide streetfights on concrete poles with underground wiring on all streets and highways within and around TR 48086-
4 to the satisfaction of Department of Pubtic Works or as modified by Depariment of Public Works. The streetlights shall
be designed as a County owned and maintained (LS-3) system. Submit street lighting plans along with existing
andlor proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for
processing and approval,

Provide a streetlight on a concrete pole with underground wiring along the property frontage on to the
satisfaction of Department of Public Works or as modified by Depariment of Public Works. Submit street lighting
plans along with existing andfor proposed underground utilities plans to Traffic and Lighting Division, Street
Lighting Section, for processing and approval.

Frovide streetlights on concrete poles with undergraund wiring on non-gated private or public future streets along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Depariment of Pubtic Warks or as modified by Depariment of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilities plans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.

Frovide streetlights on concrete poles with underground wiring on gated private future streei{s) along the property
frontage on with fixtures acceptable to Southern California Edison and to the satisfaction of
Department of Public Works or as modified by Department of Public Works. The operation and maintenance of the strest
lights shall remain the responsibility of the owner/developer/Home Owners Association until such time as the streel(s}
are accepted for maintenance by the County. Assessments will be imposed on portions of the development served by
gated private and fulure sireets (if any) as a result of benefits derived from existing or future streetlighis on adjacent
public roadways. Submit street lighting plans along with existing andfar propesed underground utilities plans to
Traffic and Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and approval.

Provide street lighting plans to upgrade the existing streetlights from High Pressure Sodium Vapeor to LED along the
property frontage on to the satisfaction of Depariment of Public Works aor as modified by Depariment of
Public Works. Submit street lighting plans along with existing and/or proposed underground utilites plans to
raffic andn Lighting Division, Street Lighting Section, for processing and paproval.

New strestlights are not required.
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ANNEXATION AND ASSESSMENT BALLOTING REQUIREMENTS:

The proposed project or portions of the proposed project are not within an existing lighting district. Annexation to
street lighting district is required. Strest lighting plans cannot be approved prior to campletion of annexation
process. See Conditions of Annexations below,

Upon CUP approval (CUP only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance listed below in order for
the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. It is the sole responsibility
of the owner/developer of the project to have all street lighting plans approved prior to the issuance of building
permits. The required street lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the owner/developer of the
project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior {o the issuance of a certificate of
gceupancy.

Upan issuance of an Agreement to Improve (R3 only), the applicant shall comply with conditions of acceptance
listed below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the streetlights. it is
the sale responsibility of the owner/developer of the project to have all sireet lighting plans approved prior to the
issuance of building permits. The required strest lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibllity of the
owner/develaper of the project and the installation must be accepted per approved plans prior o the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy.

Upon tentative map/parcel map approval (subdivision only}), the applicant shall comply with conditions of
acceptance [isted below in order for the lighting districts to pay for the future operation and maintenance of the
streetlights. 1t is the sole responsibility of the owner/developer of the project to have all street iighting plans
approved prior to the map recordation, The required strest lighting improvements shall be the sole responsibility of
the owner/developer of the project and the instaliation must be accepted per approved plans. If phasing of the
project is approved, the required strest lighting improvements shall be the sole respansibility of the
owner/developer of the project and will be made a condition of approvat to be in place for each phase.

CONDITIONS OF ACCEPTANCE FOR STREET LIGHT TRANSFER OF BILLING:

All required streeflights in the project must be constructed according to Public Works approved plans. The
contractor shall submit one complete set of "as-built” plans. The lighting district can assume the responsibility for
the operation and maintenance of the streetlights by July 1st of any given year, provided all required streetlights in
the project have been constructed per Public Works approved street lighting plan and energized and the
owner/developer has requested a transfer of billing at least by January tst of the previous year. The transfer of
billing could be delayed one or mare years if the above conditions are not met. The lighting district cannot pay for
the operation and maintenance of strestlights located within gated communities,




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

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SEWER

TRACT NO. 48086-4 (Amend.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

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

1. The subdivider shall install and dedicate main line sewers, pump stations and
serve each building/lot with separate house lateral to the satisfaction of Public
Works or have approved and bonded sewer plans.

2. A sewer area study for the proposed subdivision (PC11877AS, dated
10/17/2017) and outlet approvai from the City of Santa Clarita (PC11961AS,
dated 4/30/2018) was reviewed and approved with mitigation. The sewer area
study shall be invalidated should there be an increase in the total number of
dwelling units, an increase in the density, dwelling units occur on previously
identified building restricted lots, a change in the proposed sewer alignment, an
increase in the tributary sewershed, a change in the sewer connection points, or
the adoption of a land use plan or a revision to the current plan. A revision to the
approved sewer area study may be allowed at the discretion of the Director of
Public Works. The approved sewer area study shall remain valid for two years
from the date of sewer area study approval. After this period of time, an update
of the area study shall be submitted by the applicant if determined to be
warranted by Public Works.

3. See the attached will serve letter agreement from the Newhall County Water
District dated October 12, 2018.

4, See the attached Outlet Approval requirement with the sewer mitigation
agreement from the City of Santa Clarita dated April 30, 2018.

5. See the attached City of Santa Clarita requirement and approval for Final Map
Recordation dated August 2, 2018.

6. The subidvider shall install off-site sewer mainline to serve this subdivision to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

7. The subdivider shall provide any necessary off-site easements to construct the
off-site sewer improvements to the satisfaction of Public Works. It shall be the
sole responsibility of the subdivider to acquire the necessary easements/or right
of way.

Prepared by Nikko Pajarillaga Phone (626) 458-3137 Date 08-23-2018

TR48086-4-5A-NEW
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City of
SANTA CLARITA

23920 Valencia Boulevard ¢ Suire 300  Santa Clarita, California 91355-2196
Phone: (661} 259-2489 » FAX: (661} 259.812%
wa santa-claria. com

August 2, 2018

Mr. Diego G. Rivera, PE
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
900 S. Fremont Ave,
Albhambra, CA 91803

Dear Mr. Rivera

Subject: TR 48086 - Spring Canyon Development, City Approval for Final Map Recordation
City Record Number: SS18-00009

This letter is intended to notify the County of Los Angeles (County) that the City of Santa Clarita
(City) is granting approval for the recordation of Final Maps for the proposed Spring Canyon
Development project (Tract 48086).

Our recent discussions with representatives for the Spring Canyon Recovery Acquisition, LLC
(Developer) have indicated that the Developer will obtain the required bonds on behalf of the
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency for the Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station improvements prior
to the County Board of Supervisors’ hearing date of Septernber 25, 2018.

Based upon these commitments by the Developer, the City grants approval to allow for the
project Final Maps to be recorded by the County. Please contact me at (661) 255-4968 or at
spickett@santa-clarita.com if you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further.

Sincerel

. Shannon L. Pickett, PE, LS
Interim Assistant City Engineer

SLP:dly

5 PWENGINEERING Profectd\ENGOS-D005] - Spring CymiSS 12-00009 CinyLetter_SewerApproval_07 26 2018 docx

ce: Robert Newman, Director of Public Works
Mike Hennawy, City Engineer
Ronil Santa Ana, Assistant Engineer
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We Moke a Difference

OFF-SITE
SEWER AREA STUDY
FOR SPRING CANYON DEVELOPMENT

THOMAS GUIDE: 4462 & 4463
TENTATIVE TRACT NO.: 48086
SEWER MAINTENANCE DIVISION INDEX: 1512

' PC: 11961 AS

Developer:
Spring Canyon Recovery Acquisition, LLC
c/o Pautson & Company, Inc.
(858) 500-8781
Contact: Patrick M. Parker

Engineer;
Michael Baker International

2729 Prospect Park Drive, Suite 220 -
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
Contact: Safa Kamangar, P.E.
(949) 330-4138

{ -( i -
A
! LS a
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Agency Approval;

of 3] 2l

' City gf Santa C.;f:eidla ™
M%/ A / 26 / 221 ¢

Santa Cla}ita flaifey Water'Agency / Date

MBAKERINTL.COM
2729 Prospect Park Drive, Suite 2201 Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

Office: 516.92B.1113 | Fax: 916.3611574




We Make o Difference

There were two different design criteria used to analyze the sewer system, the LACDPW
criteria and the City of Santa Clarita/NCWD criteria. Each sewer reach was analyzed with the
appropriate design criteria based on the ownership of the pipe, i.e. City pipes were analyzed
using City design guidelines and LACDPW pipes were analyzed using LACDPW guidelines.
Below is a brief description of each agencies design criteria,

The Los Angeles Counlty Department of Public Works design criteria as stated in; Policies for
Managing Available Sewer Capacity and Sewage Discharge in Excess of Design Capacily,
identifies maximum sewer capacities. The Los Angeles County design criteria ideniifies that
all sewer pipes 15-inches and smaller are considered full (100 percent} when the ratia of the
depth of flow () over the pipe diameter (D) is equal to 0.5, expressed as /D = 0.5, For
those pipes that exceed this capacity (101 percent to 150 percent), na flow measurementis or
mitigation is required unless maintenance records warrant these actions. If the capacity
exceeds 150 percent, flow measurements are required. Sewsr pipes 15-inches and greater
are considered full (100 percent} when the ratio of the depth of flow {d) aver the pipe
diameter (D) is equal to 0.75. If should be noted that the County is in the process of refining
the maximum capacity criteria for sewer pipes 15-inches and greater, therefore this report
identifies alf pipes 15-inches and greater with a d/D equal to or greater than 0.75. Upon final
review, same of these pipes may not require mitigation or flow monitoring.

The City of Santa Clarita and NCWD design criteria state that pipes that are 15-inches and
smaller must not excead 50 percent full, while pipes 15-inches and greater may flow 75
percent full,

Vil PROPOSED MITIGATION
Based on the existing sewer capacity analysis, it was found that under each scenario portions
of the existing sewer system exceed the maximum capacity currently allowed and require
mitigation. 1t was agreed upon by the City, that any existing sewer pipe that exceeds its
allowable capacity due to the addition of Spring Canyon flows, shall be up-sized to
accommodate the ultimate flow. Any pipe that exceeds capacity based upon future
developments (beyond Spring Canyon), shall be the responsibility of the future development
project to improve. A Sewer Mitigation Agreement was recorded between the developer and
the City agreeing to the proposed off-site sewer mitigation (See Appendix J). Pipelines that
require mitigation have been identified in Appendix D, as well as Table 3 below. Please also
seea Exhibit 5, which identifies the pipelines that require mitigation.
Table 3 — Deficient Pipe Summary
Minimum
Ultimate Segment Existing Pipe Properties Required Pipe
PC . ;
Street Name Number Flow Properties
(cfs) Size | Slope | Length 4/D (%) Diameter | d/D
MH# | MH# | {in) (%] (ft) {in} (%)
Sequoia Road 11184 2.551 207 52 8 6.20 347 52.3% 12 31.9
Seguoia Road 11184 2.588 51 50 8 2.00 273 78.3% 15 314
Sequaia Road 11184 2.606 50 45 8 2.12 239 77.1% 15 31
Sequoia Road 11184 2.629 49 48 8 2.72 311 70.4% 15 29.3
Sequoia Road 11184 2.705 48 47 8 6.32 141 55.1% 12 32.6
Lost Canyon Road 10484 7.046 267 266 18 0.52 328 75.6% 21 47.1

SEWER AREA STUDY

TTM NO. 48086
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Lost Canyon Road | 10484 7.045 266 | 265 | 18 | 052 302 75.6% 21 47.1
Lost Canyon Road | 10484 7.046 265 | 264 | 18 | 052 303 75.6% 21 47.1
Lost Canyon Road | 10484 7.076 264 | 263 | 18 | 052 302 75.9% 21 47.2
l.ast Canyon Road 9768R 14.010 142 141 18 0.20 157 100.0% 30 533
Lost Canyon Road | 9768R 14.010 | 141 | 140 | 18 | 0.20 114 100.0% 30 53.3
Lost Canyon Road | 9768R 14.010 | 14p | 339 | 18 0.20 19 100.0% 30 53.3
Lost Canyon Road | 9768R 14010 | 139 | 138 | 18 0.20 350 100.0% 30 53.3

Note: Deficient pipes identified for Scenario 1 only. Please also note that ullimate flows account for additional requirements
sel forth by the City of Santa Clarita as well as planned upgrades by the NCWD. See Appendix H for details.

Vil

SHADOW PINES SEWER LIFT STATION

The Shadow Pines Sewer Lift Station (SPSLS) is currently owned and operated by the
Newhall County Water District (NCWD). NCWD has been in discussions with the City of
Santa Clarita and the County to transition ownership of the lift station and farce main to the
City, and operation of the facility to the County. Per review by the County, the lift station does
not meet the County's current design standards. The City and the County have requested
that the lift station be upgraded to the current County design standards, prior o the lifi station
being transferred. The County provided a comment letter to NCWD identifying the elements
of the lift station that do not meet current County design criteria. NCWD and the developer
are currently reviewing the feasibility of implementing these improvements as a part of the
Spring Canyon project. Upgrades to SPSLS will be required in order to accommodate the
development. The extent of the upgrades will uitimately be determined by the owner of the
lift station.

CONCLUSION

Based on the findings of this report, a majority of the existing dawnstream sewer system has
adequate capacity to accommodate the propased Spring Canyon development. However,
some of the existing sewer lines may exceed maximum allowable capacity as future
developments are constructed, and may require mitigation.

Table 3 contains deficient pipelines identified using Scenario 1 flows. These pipes have been
analyzed under an uitimate flow condition to determine the minimum required pipe diameter.
The ultimate flow condition accounts for flows identified in Scenaria 3, with additional flows
added as a request by the City of Santa Clarita as well as future upgrades planned by the
Newhall County Water District. Please see Appendix H for a detailed description of the
ultimate flow used to determine the proposed diameters, as well as the capacity calculations
far the mitigated pipes. 1t should be noted that the mitigated pipes were examined with the
same slope and length as the existing pipes.

Flow tests may be required to determine actual flow conditions, and will require cooperation
and coordination between the City of Santa Clarita, Newhall County Water District, and the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Flow test locations will be selected based
on this analysis and discussions with the above-mentioned agencies.

SEWER AREA 5TUDY
TTM NO. 48086
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
City of Santa Clarita

Development Services Division

23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302 -
Santa Clarita, CA 91353

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Armine Chaparyan, Interim City Clerk
City of Santa Clarita

23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 120
Santa Clarita, CA 91333

Spave ahove this boe for Reonrder™s use

TITLE(S)

SEWER MITIGATION AGREEMENT




SEWER MITIGATION AGREEMENT

This SEWER MITIGATION AGREEMENT {the “Apreement”™) is made and entered
imto effective as of DecEmpEr— 1B . 2012 by and between the Uity of Sania Clarifa, a
municipal corporation. located at 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300, Senta Clarhia, California
01353-2194, {the “City™} 2nd Samta Clarita Land IME. LLC, a Delaware limited Liability
company located at 23622 Calabasas Road, Suite 200, Calabasas, CA 91302 (“SCL™),
collectively known as the “Parties.”™

PRELIMINARY STATEMENTS

Al SCL is engaged in a residential developmeni project located in the County of Los
Angeles {the “County™) adjacent to the City of Santa Clarita, known as Spring Canyon Tentative
Tract No. 48086 {the “Sprng Canyvon Development™. the legal description for which is attached
hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein by reference {the “Property™).

B. The City and SCL acknowledge that additional development adjacent (o the City
creates sewer capacity issues that contribule to the need for a sewer improvement project; and as
a condition to the City’s approval of the sewer area study, as set forth in a report dated June 24,
2011 prepared by RBF Consulling, (the “Off-Site Sewer Area Study for the Spring Canyon
Development™), the City desires that the City and SCL enter into this Agreement.

C. The City has requested, and SCL has agreed, that, subject to the provisions of this
Agreement, SCL will construct the approximately 3,186 linea! feet of sewer line upgrade
improvements described in “Table 3 — Deficient Pipe Summary™ of the Off-Site Sewer Area
Study for the Spring Canyon Development, chiefly consisting of the upsizing of five existing 8-
inch diameter sewer segments (1,311 LF) to the required 12-inch and 15-inch diameter gravity
sewer line in Sequota Road between Mammoth Lane and the northeast intersection with
Yellowstone Lane; and the upsizing of four existing 18-inch diameter sewer segments (1,235 LF)
to the required 21-inch diameter gravity sewer line in Lost Canyon Road beginning at Oak
Spring Road and heading westerly; and the upsizing of four existing 18-inch diameter sewer
segments (640 LF} to the required 30-inch diameter gravity sewer line in Lost Canyon Road
beginning at Sand Canyon Road and heading westerly (the “Project”™). Aitached hereto as
Exhibit “B” and incorporated herein is a conceptual schematic of the Project.

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

1. Prerequisites to Recordation of Final Tract Map. Prior to the recordation
hereafler on behalf of SCL of the first final tract map pertaining to any portion of the Spring
Canyon Development for which a connection will be made to the existing sewer linc in
Yellowstone Lane (the “First Recordation™), SCL shall (a) obtain the City’s approval of the
Projeet, including the design of the Project, which approval shall not be withheld unreasonably,
and (b) provide to the City documentation, reasonably satisfactory to the City, of a performance




bond pertaining 1o the Project in an amount egual 1o One Hundred Percent {106%4) of the Cost
Tsumate as defined below in Paragraph 2.

2. Cost Estimate. "As used herein, the “Cost Estimate™ is thai aguregate amoumi 1o be
determined, based on improvement plans prepared by RBF Consuliing as referenced above in
Recital “C.” by a cost and quantity estimate by SCL and approved by the City prior to the First
Recordztion.

3. Completion of Project: SCL must complete the Project prior to the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works certifving the completion of the Yellowstone Lifi Station
and the 1ifi siation being placed into service.

4. Alternate Mitization. 1f ai any lime prior to SCL's commencement of the actual
construction of the Project as envisioned above, the City approves a different sewer area study
that may affect the routing of sewage from the Spring Canyon Development, SCL may submit
for the City’s consideration a proposal for an allernative to the Project to mitigate the issues
referenced above in Recilal “B.” In the event of such submission. the City agrees (¢ evaluate
such aliernative in good faith.

3. Cooperation: Reimbursements. Upon execution of this Agreement, SCL and the
City shall confirm fo the County that SCL has satisfied the City’s sewer mitigation requiremenis
related 10 the Project. In addition, the City agrees that SCL’s full performance in accordance
with this Agreement shall satisfy all obligations 1o the City related 1o impacts of the Spring
Canyon Development upon, and connection 1o, the sewer service within the City. This
Agreement shall not prevent or preclude SCL’s entitlement to reimbursements from third party
projects benefitted by the upsized sewer improvements incorporated by SCL into the Project for
the cost of sewer facilities constructed by SCL pursuant to this Agreement having a capacity
exceeding that required o mitigate the sewer impact of the Spring Canyon Development, as such
reimbursements are provided under applicable law.

6. Governing Laws. This Agreement shall be governed by, interpreted by, and
construed in accordance with the laws of the State of California. Any litigation or claims related
to this Agreement shall be determined by the state and federal courts located in Los Angeles,
CA.

7. Partial Invalidity. If any provisions of this Agreement shall be held invalid or
unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this Agreement shall
nevertheless continue in full force and effect.

8. Non-Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective
unless in writing and signed by the authorized representative of a Party. No failure or delay by a
party in exercising any right, power or remedy under this Agreement shall operate as a waiver of
the right, power or remedy.

9. Entire Agreement. This Agreement sets forth the entire agreement between the
Parties with respect to the subject business contemplated in this Agreement and supersedes all




PTioT 2nd OPRISTIpCIENe0TS Agreements. Iepraseniations and distussions, wriden oromal, by or
betwoen the Parties with respect thereto. No amendment to this Agreement shall be effective
unless in writing ard sigrad by the duly authonized representatives of both Parties. This
Agreement shall be inure of the bepefit of and be binding upon the Parties and their respective
successors aad essipns and affiliates. The obligations st forth herein shall be binding upon SCL
and any olher cumen! of subseguent owners of the Property.

1B, Asorpeys” Fees. The prevailing party in any litigation related 10 arising under
this Agreement shall be entitied 10 recover i easonable attomeys” fees and costs from the non-
prevailing party.

1. No Third-Paniv Bepeficiary. This Agreement is solely for the benefit of the
Parties and their respective suceessoss, and no third party shall claim any right or benefit
hereunder.
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County of @‘f Rﬂ{j € )

On (D(‘,‘% % A2~ before me,  Susan W. Manrow, Notary Public Notary Public,
pesonally appeared  Johin (o, MacKiey who
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence fo be the person{f) whose name(s) is‘are
subscribed o the within instrument and acknowledged 1o me that he/shefthey executed the same
in histhesitheir authorized capacity{ies)—and thal by histherfthetr signature{%) on the instrument
the person{#). or entity upon behalf of which the person{z) acted, executed the insttument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my official hand and Seal.

/7 |
“Stioam U )/ M{Mmmb |

SUSAN W MANROW
Commission # 1945111
Notary Public - Catilornia

ﬁﬁlary Public \2 “ {range Eounty
l My Comm. Lanires Aug 19, 2015 ‘

State of California )

County of ]_J:)‘ﬁ A‘ﬂ ales )

On Decorber 180V % before me, l/l f}dﬂ% ‘\)ﬁwm{"ﬂ , Notary Public,
personally appeared Lol —rSevrotPyredeys A mire. (N aaran who
proved to me on the basis of safis ry-bvidence 1o be the personfs) whose~hamels) is/gte
subscribed to the within instrument and ac ledged 1o me thal hé/she/tliey executed the same
in hidher/their auihorized capacity(igs), and that s/her/thgir signaturefs) on the instrument
the person(y), or entity upon behalf of which the person{#Facted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the z of California that the

foregoing paragraph is true and correct,
See At che

WITNESS my official hand and Seal.

O/V'"Q W\V’ — LINDA R, NEWMAN

: 7 CUEYh  Commission # 1060227
Notary Public i aall]  Nolary Public - Cailfornla
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Siate of Califonmiz .
County of LDS A}qﬁ-@ﬁes
oDeemr 1 130 posore me, ﬂd& ﬂNemman M;s‘m Pulhic

Daip lﬂmﬂ Foreee vtk Tk o tha (Rkcer
’E"E‘?fcs ,q:wvg,

who proved to me on the basis of satisfaclory
svidence to be the person{g] whose name(d) isigpe
subseribed o the within instrument and acknowledged
to me that he/sjedifey execulted the same in
histhgrthdir authorized capacity(igh), and that by
hisfhgt/ihgir signalure(s) on the instrument the
person(sy. or the enlity upon behalf of which the
parsml(z) acted, exgculed the instrument.

i cerlify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the
laws of the Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph is iruve and comecl.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signaiure@w‘-Q‘ WM

Flace Moty Seaf Abave Sugrature of Nowary Pubie
OFTIONAL

Though the ifprmation below is nol required by law, ## may prove valuable 1o persons relying on the document
and could prevent fraudulent removal and reattachment pf this form te another document,

Description of Aftached D o ent

Titte or Type of Document: k&"{ﬁ@rrwf’
Document Date: ’Batﬁ mbxA \ REa%Z® \ - Number of Pages: __§

Signer{s) Other Than Named Above:
Capacity{ies) Claimed by Signer(s)

R I Y Y e o S T T D Y M v AN s

Signer's Name: Signer's Name:
£1 Corporate Officer — Title(s): [ Corporate QOfficer — Title(s):
i1 individuat [ 1Individuat
{1 Partner — { {Limited {J General { Top of thumn hero I 1Partner — (5 Limited (3 General | Top of thunts here
[t Altorney in Fact 1 Attarney in Fact
[T Frustee L) Trustee
{0 Guardian or Conservator {1 Guardian or Gonservator
g Other: ] Other;
Signer Is Representing: Signer Is Representing:
A A A R A A A A AN A O A R S O S AP A

© 2040 Natlenal Notary Associalion - NatignatMNotary org - 1-800-US NOTARY {1.800-876-6827) flam #5807
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Phwce Motary Seal Abaee

OPTIONAL

who proved o me on the basis of satisfaciory
evidence 10 be the person|g) whase namsfs) islere
subsoribed Yo the within instrumernt and acknowledged
o me that péfsheﬂhéy execuled the same in

r authorized capamtyﬁés) and that by
hisherfiheir signaturefd) on the instrument the
personfg), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acled, execuled the msirument.

I cedify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the
laws of the Siate of Califomnia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

SIgnamre(W« Q—M/Vr’\h/\)

Sgralure of Nolary Puttic

Though the inlonmation below is not reguired by law, it may prove valuable 10 persons relying on the document
and could prevent fraudulent remaval and reattachment of this form fo another document.

Description of Attached Dncu%
Titke or Type of Document: m\w"fﬂ )"‘%’)’)‘f*

Documeril Date; ‘DeCﬁf“bz'r ] g ’]/{)\’2__, Number of Pages: l

Signer{s} Other Than Named Above:
Capacity({ies) Claimed by Signer{s)
Signer's Name:

Signer’s Name:

.} Corporate Officer — Titie(s):

[ 1Corporate OHicer — Title(s):

[} Individual AIGHT THUMBPRINT 171 Individual RIGHT THUMBPRINT
- o _ OF SIGNER o OF SIGNER
Top of thurnb hera

{1 Partner — {1 Limited []General | t4p of thumb has

{1 Altomey in Fact

O Trustee

[1 Guardian or Conservator
O Other:

Signer I1s Representing:

t I Partner - " Limited |.} General
[l Attornay in Fact

O Trustee

[J Guardian ar Conservatar

3 Other:

Signer Is Reprassnting:

& 2010 National Nolary Asserialion - Nalmaanlary org + 1 800-US NOTARY {1-800-876- eazn
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N WTINESS WHEREDF, ihe Partics have caused this Agrecment 1o be execuied and
delivered by thelr respective duly authorized representatives.

Date:__VJi7[ze02

Date: / :sz%w ~ . PRt D

;.{:ii}_-a

City of Santa Clariia,
2 mumicipal corppralion

By

£
Ryteet'NAvman, Director of Public Works

=5CL”

Santa Clarita Land JME, LLC,
a Delaware lunited liability company

B@%L% . /;ﬁ»fé&u-,/ J

{J})hn G. Markley, Managegj

ATTEST:

L

ey

CITYCLERK ~, ‘Agwime CHaparYAn

(18]

DATE



EXHIBIT “A”

Leos] Descrintion of Propeny

{See attachment)




Page 1 ' DESCRIPTION
Order No. 371006448

PARCEL 1:

THE WEST ONE HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION B, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE
14 WEST, SAN BERNARDING MERIDIAN IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, ACCORDING TO THE QFFICIAL PLAT DF SAID LAND FILED I[N THE DISTRICT
|LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23. 1880.

EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNBIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST 1N AND TO ALL DIL AND GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID 1LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, [N PATENT
RECORDED 1N BDOK 17785 APGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM ALL ‘CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM AND ALL
KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS
BELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,
INC., A CORPDRATIDN, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 IN BOOK D 3699 PAGE 2971 AS
INSTRUMENT ND. 2700 OFFIC1AL RECORDS. =

PARCEL 2:

THE EAST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14
WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED
IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 18BO.

EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-SIXTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OIL AND GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA IN PATENT RECORDED
IN BOOK 17785 PAGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSO EXCEPY THEREFROM ALL CRUDE OIL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM AND ALL
KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS
BELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVEIW PROPERTIES,
INC., A CORPORATION, BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 IN BOOK D 3699 PAGE 291 AS
INSTRUMENT NO. 2700 OFFICIAL RECORDS.

PARCEL 3:

THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8 AND THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 17, ALL IN TOWHSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MER{DIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FIiLED IN THE
DiSTRICT LAND OFFICE DN APRIL 23, 1880.

EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-S|XTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OIL AND GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 1N PATENT
RECORDED N BOOK 17785 PAGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM, ALL CRUDE 0iL, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM, AND ALL
KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS
BELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TO FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,

INC., A CORPORATION BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1967 [N BOOK D 3698 PAGE 291 AS

{INSTRUMENT NO. 2700, OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ALSO EXCEPT FROM SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION
17, THAT PORTION THEREOF DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
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BEGINNING AT A POINT 310.76 FEET NORTH OF THE SDUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 17; THENCE 250 FEET NORTHEAST
FOLLOWING COUNTY ROAD:; THENCE 150 NORTHWEST 70 SECTION LINE: THENCE 300 FEET
SDUTH TO THE POINT OF BEGINNTNG.

ALSD EXCEPT THAT PORTIDN OF SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
SECTION 17 LYING SOUTHERLY OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED LINE:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID
SECTION 17 DISTANT THEREON SOUTH O DEGREES 18°21" WEST 827.82 FEET FROM THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 17 SA!D LAST MENTIONED POINT BEING ALSO THE
TRUE PDINT OF BEGINNING OF THE DESCRIPTION AND BEING A CURVE CONCAVE
NORTHWESTERLY, HAVING A RADIUS OF 420 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE, TROM A TANGENT #WHICH BEARS NORTH 69 DEGREES 28'45" EAST THROUGH AN ANGLE
OF 29 DEGREES 36700 AN ARC DISTANCE OF 216.898 FEET. TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
SOUTHERLY, HAVING A RABRIUS OF 480 FEET; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE,
THROUGH AN ANGLE OF 57 DEGREES D3°11" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 477.97 FEET; THENCE
TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENTIONED CURVE, SOUTH 83 DEGREES 34°04" EAST, 116,61 FEET
TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET: THENCE
EASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF 26 DEGREES 25'23 AN ARC DISTANCE
OF 262.87 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SAID LAST MENT!ONED CURVE. NORTH 70 DEGREES
30°33" EAST, 563.84 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY HAVING A
RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF
32 DEGREES 26°'37" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 322.76 FEET TO THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 17 DISTANT ALONG SAID LAST MENTIONED NORTHERLY LINE
NMORTH 89S DEGREES 38'55™ WEST 516.81 FEET FROM THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 17.

PARCEL 4:

THE EAST HALF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14
WEST, SAN BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED
{N THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON APRIL 23, 1880,

EXCEPT THAT PORTION OF SAID LAND, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF SAID EAST HALF, THENCE ALONG THE
SOUTHERLY LINE THEREOF, NORTH 83 DEGREES 38'55" WEST 516.81 FEET TO A CURVE
CONCAVE NORTHWESTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 570 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG
SAID CURVE FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 38 DEGREES 03'56" EAST, THROUGH AN
ANGLE OF 1 DEGREES 35'13" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 15.7B FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO SA1D
CURVE NORTH 36 DEGREES 28'43" EAST 92.04 FEET TO A TANGENT CURVE CONCAVE
SOUTHEASTERLY HAVING A RADIUS OF 630.00 FEET; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY ALONG SAID
CURVE, THROUGH AN ANGLE OF 20 DEGREES 15°'539" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 222.84 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 56 DEGREES 44'42" EAST 272.19 FEET; THENCE NORTH 4B DEGREES 189'16"
EAST 95.05 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF SAID WEST HALF, DISTANT ALONG SAID
EASTERLY LINE NORTH O DEGREES 54'32" EAST 454.57 FEET FROM SAID SOUTHEASTERLY
CORNER, THENGE ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE SOUTH O DEGREES 54'32" WEST 454.57 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPT THEREFROM AN UNDIVIDED ONE-S|XTEENTH INTEREST IN AND TO ALL OIL AND GAS
IN AND UNDER SAID LAND AS RESERVED TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA [N PATENT RECORDED
IN BOOK 17785 PAGE 112, OFFICIAL RECORDS.
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ALSD EXCEPT THEREFREM OIL CRUDE D1L, PETROLEUM, GAS, BREA, ASPHALTUM AND ALl
KINDRED SUBSTANCES AND OTHER MINERALS UNDER AND IN SAID LAND OWNED BY GRANTORS
RELOW A DEPTH OF 500 FEET FROM THE SURFACE AS GRANTED TU FAIRVIEW PROPERTIES,
INC., A TDRPDRATION BY DEED RECORDED JULY 11, 1867 IN BOOK D 3598 PAGE 291 AS
INSTRUMENT NB. 2700, OFFITI1AL RECORDS.

PARCFL 5:

THAT PORTION OF THE NORTH HALF OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER
OF SECTI0ON 717, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN BERNARDINC MERIDIAN,
ACCORDING TO THE DFFICIAL PLAT OF SAID LAND FILED IN THE DISTRICT LAND OFFICE ON
APRIL 23, 18B0, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWESTERLY CORNER OF SAID NORTH HALF OF SAID NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID NORTHWEST QUARTER; THENCE ALONG THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID
SECTION 17, SOUTH 89 DEGREES 3B'55" EAST, 731.65 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 42 DEGREES
547 49" WFST, 96.17% FEET: THENCE SOUTH 71 DEGREES 17'08" WEST, 268.71 FEET;
THENCE WESTERLY IN A DIRECT LINE TO A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID
NORTHEAST QUARTER, DISTANT ALONG SAID WESTERLY LINE 307.84 FEET SOUTHERLY FROM
SAID NORTHWESTERLY TORNER; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE, 301.64
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPTING AND RESERVING UNTQ THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ANY AND ALL RIGHTS OF
INGRESS TO AND EGRESS FROM THE REAL PROPERTY HEREIN CONVEYED TO OR FROM THE
FREEWAY LYING SOUTHERLY OF SAID REAL PROPERTY, AS SET FORIN IN DEED RECORDED
NOVEMBER 15, 1563 1IN BOOK D2257 PAGE 819, DFFICIAL RECORDS.

IT {S THE PURPOSE OF THE FOREGDING EXCEPTION AND RESERVATION TQ PROVIDE THAT NO

EASEMENT OF ACCESS IN AND TO SAID FREEWAY SHALL ATTACH OR BE APPURTENANT TO THE

PROPERTY HEREBY CONVEYED BY REASON OF THE FACT THAT THE SAME ABUTS UPON A PUBLIC
WAY ADJOINING SAID FREEWAY, WITH ACCESS ONLY TG THE FREEWAY BEING RESTRICTED.

ALSO EXCEPT THEREFROM ALL MINERALS, 01L, GASES AND OTHER HYDROCARBONS BY
WHATSDEVER NAME KNOWN THAT MAY BE WiTH OR NOT OTHERWISE RESERVED UNDER THE
PARCEL OF LAND HERE!NABOVE DESCRIBED WITHOUT, HOWEVER, THE RIGHT TO DRILL DIG OR
MINE THROUGH THE SURFACE THEREOF, AS EXCEPTED !N THE DEED ABOVE MENTIONED.

PARCEL 6:

THAT PORTION OF THE EAST HALF OF SECTION B, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 14 WEST, SAN
BERNARDINO MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREON DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE WESTERLY LINE OF SAID EAST HALF DISTANT THEREON
NORTH O DEGREES 54'32" EAST 389.68 FEET FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID EAST
HALF; THENCE NORTH 48 DEGREES 19'16” EAST 1047.46 FEET; THENCE NORTH 35 DEGREES
37'05" EAST 978.26 FEET; THENCE NORTH 49 DEGREES 41'00" EAST 411.66 FEET,; THENCE
FROM A TANGENT WHICH BEARS NORTH 28 DEGREES 18'50" EAST NORTHEASTERLY ALONG A
CURVE CONCAVE SOUTHEASTERLY AND HAVING A RADIUS OF 2170 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 29 DEGREES 14'57" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 1107.77 FEET; THENCE TANGENT TO
SAID CURVE NORTH 57 DEGREES 33'47" EAST 295,65 FEET: THENCE NORTH 21 DEGREES
09'17" EAST 415.75 FEET TO A POINT IN THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION DISTANT
THEREON NORTH 4 DEGREES 22'56" WEST 831.11 FEET FROM THE QUARTER CORNER IN SAID
EAST LINE; THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE NORTH 4 DEGREES 22'56" WEST 1820.28 FEET,
MORE OR LESS, TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 8; THENCE ALONG THE NORTH
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LINE OF SAID SECTION NORTH B9 DEGREES 42°5B" WEST 2594.66 FEET, WORE OR LESS, TD
THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID EAST HALF OF SAID SECTION 8; THENCE ALONG SAID
WESTERLY LINE DF SA1D EAST HALF S0UTH O DEGREES 54'32" WEST 4935.08 FEET, MORF
OR 1ESS, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPT THOSE PORTIDNS INCLUDED WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER AND THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHEAST
QUARTER OF SAID SECTIDN B.

EXCEPT THEREFROM 57% OF ALL PETROLEUM, OIL. NATURAL GAS. MINERALS, OR OTHER
HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN DR UNDER THE LAND DESCRIBED, EXCEPT ALL PETROLEUM,
011, NATURAL GAS. MINERALS OR ANY OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES IN OR UNDER THE
LAND ABOVE A DEPTH OF 525 FEET FROM THE SURFACE, WITHOUT THE RIGHT OF SURFACE
ENTRY, GRANTOR COVENANTS AND AGREES WITH GRANTEE AND FOR HIS HEIRS, SUCCESSORS
AND ASSIGNS THAT iF GRANTOR OR HiS HEIRS, SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL FOR A
PERIOD OF 20 YEARS FROM DATE OF THIS DEED COMMENCE DRILLING OR MINING OPERATIONS
FOR PETROLEUM, Q1L., NATURAL GAS, MINERALS, OR OTHER HYDROCARBON SUBSTANCES THE
GRANTEE AND HIS HEIRS, SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO REMOVE ANY
DRILLING RIGS, TOWERS, OR OTHER STRUCTURES WHICH MAY BE ERECTED TO A HEIGHT
GREATER THAN 20 FEET ABOVE THE SURFACE WITHIN 180 DAYS AFTER THE CESSATION OF
SUCH DRILLING OR MINING OPERATIONS BUT IN NO EVENT MORE THAN 2 YEARS AFTER THE
COMMENCEMENT THEREDF, AS RESERVED IN THE DEED DATED JULY 9, 1976 AND RECORDED
JULY 20, 1976 AS INSTRUMENT NO. 1213, OFFICIAL RECORDS.




WATER AND SEWER SERVICE AGREEMENT

I IDENTIFICATION.
This Water and Sewer Service Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered

wto effective this_12  dayol Oectoger » 20006, by and between PARDEE HOMES,

a California corpomtion- (hereaficr “Deveioper™), and NEWHALL COUNTY WATER
DISTRICT, 4 public water district ("NCWD™), sometimes referred to individually as a “Party”

and collectively as Partics”, and is based upon the following facts:
2 RECITALS.

Al Developer has the right to acquire approximately 548 acres of property in
the uinincorporated area of Los Angeles County known as Pinetree . Said property is described

m Exhibit A and depicted on Exhibit B attuched hereto (the “Property”).

B. Developer has plans to develop the Property for residential use into 494
lots, plus related public facilities lor fire protection, law enforcement and open space parks. The
improved residential lots and related public facilities are known us Tract Map No. 48086 and

commonly referred to as “Spring Canvon™ (hereafier the “Development™).
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C. In order to accommodate the inlended residential use of the Property,
Developer needs to obtain a reliable water supply and a means by which wastewater may be

collected and trunsmitted 1o Counly Sanitation District facilities for treatment and disposal.

D, On October 19, 2000, NCWD issued the County of Los Angeles a water

service Wil Serve letter for the Development.

E. NCWD provides water on a retail hasis ior domestic and fire protection
purposes within its boundaries and operates a sewage Iift station and various sewer transmission
lines in the vicinily of the Property (together “Water and Sewer Service” and separately “Water

Service” or “Sewer Service” as the case may be).

E. NCWD currently provides Water Service from groundwaler supplies and
from imported water purchased from Castaic Lake Water Agency (“CLWA™), a wholesaler of

unported water supplies.

G. In order for NCWD to provide Water and Sewer Service 1o the Property,
certain new water and sewer facilitics will have to be designed and constructed and other
existing facilities for the production, transmission, storage and distribution of water and waste

waler operated by NCWD may have to be upgraded and/or expanded.

H. NCWID acknowledges that upon the upgrading of existing water and sewer

svstemn facilities and the construction of additional water and sewer system improvements. and

LI
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provided there is an adequate waler supply available, NCWD should be able to provide Water

and Sewer Service to the Development, subject to NCWD’s rules and regulations regarding

Water and Sewer Service.

I Developer is willing to enter into this Agreement to provide for the design
and construction of the additional water and sewer system improvements and upgrading of
certain existing water and sewer system facilities required by NCWD in order for NCWD to

provide Water and Sewer Service to the Development.

3. AGREEMENTS.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

3.1 DEVELOPER REQUIREMENTS AND OBLIGATIONS. Developer

agrees lo perform or cause to be performed the following:

3.1, The Parties acknowledge and agree that although some water
and sewer facililies necessary to provide service to the Development exist, NCWD cannot now
determine or identify what upgrades or additional water and sewer facilities need to be designed
and constructed to accommedate the Development. Accordingly, Developer shall design and
construct, or cause to be designed and construcied. at its sole cost and expense in accordance

with NCWD’s Standard Specifications for Construction, subject to the inspection and reasonable

S3.
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approval of NCWD, including approvals of materials, and in compliance with all legal
requirements and applicable rules and regulations, all upgrades of existing facilities and
additional water and sewer system facilities which NCWD shall reasonably determine are
neeessary to provide service to the Development (together “Water and Sewer System Facilities”
and separately “Water System Facilities and “Sewer System Facilities”). Developer shall pay for
or reimburse NCWD for all oul—olf—pockel costs (including the reasonable value of staff time)
incurred by NCWD in reviewing and approving the design of the Water and Sewer System
Facilities in accordance with (and subject to) Paragraphs 3.1.2[ and 3.1.22 helow. The Parties
acknowledge and agree that, for futurc planning purposes, some of the Water System Facilities
may be designed and constructed with excess capucity or oversized to accommodate future
growth. To the extent Developer incurs actual reasonable costs in excess of the reasonable
design and construction cosls related 1o the Water System Facilities necessary to support and
accommodate only the Development and not future growth, Developer shall be entitled lo be

reimbursed for such excess costs pursuant to Paragraph 3.1.5 below.

3.1.2.  NCWD has approved Developer’s relention of RBF Consulting
("RBF") to provide design services for the Water and Sewer System Facilities. A report
prepared by RBF entitled Water and Wastewater Analysis that identifies the facilities needed to
adequately provide the Development with water and sewer service is attached hereto as Exhibit
“D”. Subject to the reasonable approval of NCWD and, further, subject lo the requirements of
this Agreement, Developer shall enter into a cantract with a general contractor or contractors for

the construction of the Water and Sewer System Facililies.

..
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3.1.3.  Prior to the commencement of any construction work, Developer
shall provide to NCWD a policy or certificate of liability insurance in which NCWD is named as
an additional insured, along with its directors_, olficers, employces, agents, consulants,
engineers, attorneys and volunteers, against all claims arising out of or in connection with the
work to be performed. The policy (or policies) of insurance shall remain in full force and effect
until the work is accepted by NCWD. NCWD, its directors, officers, employees, agents,
consultants, engineers and volunteers shall be covered as additional insureds under the insurance
provided by Developer with respect to Lhe following: hability arising out of activities performed
by or on behalf of Developer or any contractor or subcontractor; products and completed
operations of Develaper or any contractor or subcontractor; premises owned, occupied or used
by Developer or any contractor or subcontractor; or automobiles owned, leased, hired or
borrowed by Developer or any contractor or suhcontractor. The coverage shall contain no
special limitations on the scope of protection afforded the additional insureds, The above-
referenced insurance policy {or policies) shall be furnished at Developer’s expense, in a form and
with insurance companies authorized to do business and having an agent [or service of process in
Californta and an “A-" policyholder’s rating and a financial rating of at least Class VIII in
accordance with the most recent Best’s Insurance Guide, or if Best’s is no longer published,
comparable ratings from a service reasonably acceptable to NCWD. Such insurance, in addition
to the multiple additional named insured endorsements set forth above, shall be broad form
commercial general liability insurance in the amounts set forth below, and shall contain
additional endorsements providing as follows: (i) blanket coﬁlractua[ labtlity coverage for
Developer or contractor indemnification obligations owing to District and others pursuant (o this

Agreement and any agreements between Developer and contractor(s); {1i) coverage for
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exploston, collapse, underground excavation and removal of lateral support; (111) that the
insurance may not be canceled or reduced uniii thirty (30) days after NCWD has actually
received wrilten notice of such cancellation or reduction; (v) “cross liability” or “severability of
interest” coverage for all insureds under the policy or policies; {v) that any'olhcr insurance
maintained by NCWD or any other named or additional insured is excess insurance, and not
cordributing insurance wilh the insurance required herein; and (vi) that the coverage afforded the
additional insureds shall not be aifected by any failure of Developer, contractor or any
subcontractor to comply with reporting requirements or other provisions of the policy or policies,

including breaches of warranties. The amaount of coverage shall be no less than the following:

(a) General bodily injury and property damage - Five Million

Dollurs (35,000,000} per occurrence, and aggregate.

{(b) Automobile bodily injury and property damage — Five
Million Dollars ($5,000,000) per occurrence, including owned, non-owned

and hired aulos, and providing coverage for loading and unloading.

The evidence of insurance required to be provided 1o NCWD
shall include original copies ol the 1SO CG 2010 (or insurer’s equivalent) signed by the insurer’s
representative and certificate(s) of insurance {Accord Form 25-S or equivalent) reflecting the
existence of the required insurance. Commercial general liability insurance must include

NCWD’s and Developer’s Protective Coverage, Products-Completed Operations Coverage.
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Premises-Operations Coverage, and coverage of NCWD's facilities during the course of

construction.

Developer shall insure that the contractor and all subcontractors
performing work on the Water and Sewer System Facilities are aware of the provisions of
Section 3700 of the California Labor Code which requires every employer to be insured against
liability for workers’ compensation or to undertake self-insurance in accordance with (he
provisions of that code, and that all contractors will comply with such provisions before
commencing the performance of the work under any agreement with Developer. Developer shali
insure thal the contractor and subcontractors keep workers’ compensation insurance for their

employees in effect during performance of all work covered or contemplated by this Agrecment.

3.14. Subject to the terms and conditions contained herein, Developer
shall pay during the term of this Agreement NCWD’s prevailing charges for any plan checking,
meters, mspection, meter selung, meler boxes, check valves and other oulside services
concerning the Development in accordance with NCWD Rules and Regulations and as set forth
in Paragraph 3.1.21, below. For purposes of this Agreement, a “prevailing charge” shall mean a

charge that is imposed generally through out the Pinetree Service Area [or comparable uses.

3.1.5. Developer shall pay all sums owing to NCWD under its policies,
rutes and regulations for water service conmection fees under the Connection Fee Policy for the
Pinetree Service Area and other charges and fees, prior to commencement of Water Service to

the Development. Developer acknowledges NCWD has delivered a copy of the Connection Fee
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Policy to Developer. The Water Connection Fees are subject to adjustment pursuant lo the
Connection Fee Policy. Water Connection Fees shall be calculated in accordance with the

Connection Fee Policy in effect at the time such fees are paid.

3151, Developer acknowledges that the Water Connection
Fees adopthI by the Connection Fee Policy constitute the sum of two component [(ees:
(1)a Master Plan Facilities Fee based on the reasonable cost of designing and
constructing new Water System Facilities required to serve the Development; and (2) a
Back-Up Fuacilities Fee based upon the reasonable cosl of replacing, repairing and
maintaining cxisting NCWD water system facilities which will support and benefit the

Development.

3152, Developer shalt pay to NCWD the Back-Up Facilities
Fec portion of the Water Connection Fees in cash for any connection in the Development
at or before the time Developer obtains a building permit for such residence or other
lacility. Developer’s payment of all costs related to the design and construction of the
Water System Facilities shall constitute full payment of the Master Plan Facilitics Fee

portion of the Connection Fees for the Development.

31.53.  Duning the course of construction of the Waler
System Facilities, Developer shall prepare and submit to NCWD periodie accountings in
such form as NCWD may reasonahly require, certified as correct by Developer, which set

forth in detail all expenditures made by Developer in connection with the design and
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construction of the Water System Facilities during the preceding reporting period. Such
statements shall be submitted by Developer periodically as the Parties shall agree, but not
less Frequently than each calendar quarter (January 1, April 1, July 1 and October 1}
while the Water System Facilities arc under construction. Developer shall also submit
such supporting or additional documentation pertaining lo such expenditures as NCWD
may reasonably require, including but not limited to all billings and invoices related to
satd work and all records of Developer relating to said construction, which shall be

subject to audit and verification by NCWD.

3154, After completion of construction of all Water System
Facilitics and conveyance to and acceplance thereof by NCWD pursuant to Paragraph
3.1.27 below, Developer shall submit a final accounting for NCWD’s approval
summarizing all expenditures related to the Water Systern Facilities. Thercafter, the
Parties shall negottate in good faith using their best efforts to reach agreement on the
amount of expenditures incurred and paid by Developer because the Water System
Facilities were oversized or designed with excess capacity to accommodale future growth
in the Pinctree Service Area. If the Parties cannot reach such agreement within thirty
(30) calendar days afier submission of Developer’s final accounting, the Parties shail
Joinily prepare a statement of cach Party’s final position with respect to such cxcess
expenditures. Thereafter, the Parties shall Jointly appoint a single neutral arbitrator with
engineering and/or construction cxpenses to determine said amount and, if the Parties
cannot so agree within seven {7) calendar days, they shall apply to American Arbitration

Association (“AAA"} to appoint a qualified arbitrator to make such determination. In
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cither event, the arbitrator appointed shall conduct such hearing(s) as the arbitrator, in his
or her sole discretion, decms necessary and/or appropriate, but may only select the [inal
offer of either Party as set forth in the joint statement as the appropriate amount. The
Party whose final proposal is not selected by the arbitrator shall pay all costs associated
with the arbitrator’s determination, including the arbitrator’s fee and costs, and all
expenses and charges of the AAA related thercto. The arbitrator shall render his or her

decision within fificen {15) calendar days of appointment by the Parties or AAA.

3.1.5.5. Developer shall be entitled to be rcimbursed by
NCWD for such excess expenditures as determined in Paragraph 3.1.5.4., above, in

accordance with the following formula:

EE
= § peredu
edu
EE: Excess Expenditures
eduw: number of connections outside the Development

which NCWD designed the Water System
Facilities to accommodate as future growth.

Reimbursements by NCWD shall be paid over lo Developer within thirty {30} days after
NCWD receives payment of a Back-Up Facilities Fee payment from a person, developer
or enlity actually connecting to the Water System Facilities. Such payment shall be
accompanied by an accounting showing how the payment was calculated. Developer's
right 1o receive reimbursement under this Paragraph 3.1.5.5. is subject to the right of

District to off-set against any sums payable to Developer the amount of any indcbtedness
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due or owing by Developer to District. Further, Developer's right to receive
reimbursements hereunder shall terminate twelve (12} years after the date District accepts
the transfer and conveyance of the Water System Facilities from Developer under

Paragraph 3.1.27.

116 Developer shall pay all sums owing to NCWD under its policies,
rules and regulations for Sewer Service Connection Fees under the Sewer Connection Fee Policy
for the Pinetree Area. Said payment shall be made in cash at or before the time Developer
obtains a butlding permil for any residence or other facility within the Development. Developer
acknowledges that NCWD is now in the process of developing the Sewer Connection Fee Palicy
for the Pinetree Area, which policy will specify that Sewer Service Connection Fecs will be
subject to adjustment from time Lo time by NCWD. Sewer Connection Fees will be calculated in
accordance with the Sewer Connection Fee Policy in effect at the time such fees are paid.
Developer shall not pay any such fees until after NCWD has adopted the Sewer Connection Fee

Policy establishing the Sewer Service Connection Fees.

3.1.6.1. Tlée Parties anticipate that the Sewer Connection Fee
Policy will establish a fee composed of two parts: (1) a Master Plan Facilities Fee which
shafl be the actual cost of designing and constructing new sewer system facilities, or
upgrading existing sewer facilities. required 10 serve the Development; and {2) a Back-
Up Facilities Fee based upon the reasonable cost of replacing, repairing and maintaining

existing NCWD sewer system facilitics which will support the Development.
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3.1.0.2.  Developer shall pay to NCWD the Back-Up Facilities
Fee portion of the Sewer Conncction Fees in cash for any connection in the Development
at or before the lime Developer obtains a building permit for the structure or facilily to be
connecled to or through NCWD's Sewer System Facilities. Developer shall also pay all
costs related to the design and construction of new Sewer System Facilitics, or the
upgrading or expansion qfexisting Sewer System Facilitics, if any, necessary to'pmvidc

Sewer Service to the Development.

3163,  Developer shall submit upon completion of
construction a financial statement and accounting for NCWD approval summarizing all
expenditures incurred and paid by Developer in designing, constructing and upgrading
the Sewer System Facilities, with such additional supporting documentation as may be

reasonably requested by NCWD.

J.1.7.  Developer shall pay to CLWA all connection or other fees

established by CLWA relating 1o Water Service to the Property and the Development.

3.1.8. Developer shall acquire and transfer, at its sole cost and expense,
any an-:i. all easements and other interests in real property within the Development which are
reasonably necessary for the construction and operation of the Water and Sewer System
Facilities, together with title insurance showing tlitle vested in NCWD as to cach casement or
other interest, in an amount valued at not less than Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000)

each. If NCWD determines there are other easements and/or real property interests outside the

.12
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boundaries of the Development which are necessary in order for NCWD to provide Water or
Sewer Service to the Development, the Parties shall cooperate in good faith to obtain such
easements or real property interests. All costs associated with acquisition of such easements or

real property interests shall be paid by Developer.

3.1.9.  Developer shall comply, and require that the contractor and all
subcontractors comply, with applicable laws, rules, regulations and requirements related to or
connected in any way with the design and construction of the Water and Sewer System Facilities,

including but not limited to the prevailing wage requirements relating to public improvements.

3.1.10.  Developer shall beneficially usc water provided by District

pursuant to this Agreement solely and only in connection with the Development on the Property.

3.I.11. To the fullest extent permitted by law, Developer shall
indemnify and hold harmless NCWD, its directars, officers, agents, employees, consultants and
volunteers (together “Indemnified Parties™) consultants and volunieers from and against all
claims, damages, losses, expenses, and other costs, including, but not limited to, costs of defense
and attorneys® fees, arising out of or resulting from or in connection with the design or
construction of the Water and Sewer System Facilities, the Development or the Property (the
“Work™), both on and off the job site, provided that any such liahility (1)is altributable to
persenal injury, bodily injury, sickness, disease or death, or to injury to or destruction of tangible

property, including the loss of usc resulting therefrom, and (2) is caused in whole or in part by an
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act or omission of Developer, contractor, any subcontractor, any supplier, anyone directly or
indirectly employed by any of them or anyone for whose acts or omissions any of them may be
liable, except to the extent caused by the active negligence or willful misconduct of any one of
the Indemnified Parties, in which case, such indemnity shall not apply. The obligation hereunder
shall not be abridged, reduced or discharged by the maintenance ol insurance by any contractor
or Developer. Developgr shall indemnify and hold harmless the Indemnilied Parties from and
against all losses, expenses, damages (including damages (o the Property or Water and Sewer
System. Facilities), attorneys’ fees, and other costs, including all costs of defense, which any of
them may incur with respect to the failure, neglect, or refusal of Developer or any contractor {o
faithiully perform the Work and/or any of their obligations under this Agreement or under any

agreement between Developer and contractor,

3112, To the extent Developer requires the use of construclion water,
such water shall be provided through a separate meter and in accordance with the NCWD Rules

and Regulations in effect at the time the permit is issued for the construction work.

3.1.13.  Upon completion of the Water and Sewer System Facilities, and
concurrently with acceptance thereof by NCWD as hereinafter provided, Developer shall provide

NCWD with as-built drawings depicting the Water and Sewer System Facilities.

3.1.14.  AH work relating to the Water and Sewer System Facilities shall
be performed or supervised by a general contractor possessing that class of contraclor’s license

tssued pursuant to Division 3, Chapter 9, of the Business and Professions Code required for

4.
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consiruvlion of the said Facilities. The general contractor with whom Developer propoeses to
enter inlo a contract for construction of any Water or Sewer System Facility shall be subjeet to
the reasonable prior approval of NCWD. The approved general conlractor retained by Developer
is sarnciimes referred to herein as the “Contractor.” Developer shall secure from the Contractor

and pivvide to NCWD the following information for review and approval by NCWD:

3.1.14.1.  Information regarding the Contractor’s experience,
financial condition and business references to he set forth on the form attached as
Exhibit E. Contractor shall have at least five (5) years” experience in performing similar

work.

3.1.14.2. The Contractor’s Licensing Statement in the form

attached as Exhibit F.

3.1.14.3. The names und addresses of subcontractors, if any,
who wil!'per‘fonn work under the contract between Developer and Contractor or who will
specially fabricate and install a portion of the work, shall be set forth on the form
attached as Exhibit G. The contract between Contractor and Developer shall provide that
subcontractors may not be substituted without NCWD’s prior approval. Contractar may
not subcontract for more than fifty percent (50%) of the work 1o be performed under its

contract with Developer.
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3115, NCWD shall at reascnable times and upon reasonable notice
have access to the Development, the Property and sites where Water and Sewer System Facilities
are under construction or being insmlie;i and shall be provided with every opporlunity for
ascertaiping full knowledge respecting the progress, workmanship, and character of the materials
and equipment used and employed in construction of said Facilities. Contractor shall give at
least forty-eight (48) hours notice to NCWD in advance of any work being performed on a
Saturday, Sunday or holiday designated by NCWD, or for mare than cight (8) kours in a work
day. Contractor shall give at least twenty-four (24) hours notice to NCWD in advance of back
filling or otherwise covering any part of the said Facilities constructed so that NCWD may, if
desired, inspect such work before it is concealed. The observation, if any, by NCWD of the
construction of the said Facilities shall not relieve Developer or Contractor of any of their
obligations under this Agreement. Defective work shall be made good, and materials and
equipment furnished and work performed which is not in accordance with the approved plans,
and NCWD’s current Standard Specifications for Construction, may be rejected notwithstanding

the fact that such materials, equipment and work have been previously inspected by NCWD.

3.1.16.  Devcloper shail have a written agreexﬁcnt with Contraclor, which
agreement shall incorporate by reference the terms and conditions ol this Agreement and shall
contain a provision by which the Contractor agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of
this Agreement. A fully executed copy of the agreement between Developer and Contractor

shall be delivered to NCWD prior to commencement of work by the Contractar,
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3.1.17. Prior to Contracior’s commencement of construction of (he
Waler and Sewer System Facilitics, Developer shall furnish and deliver to NCWD a bond with a
responsible corporate surety or corporale sureties reasonably acceptable to NCWD conditioned
upon the faithful performance by Developer of all covenants and conditions of this Agreement
with respect to the construction of the Water and Sewer System Facilities. Said bond shall be in
the form attached hercto as Exhibit H and shali be in an amount that is not less than onc hundred
percent (100%) of the total amount payable under Contractor’s agreement with Developer for the

construction of the Water and Sewer System Facilities.

3.1.18. Prior to commencement of work, Developer shall furnish a
payment bond. Said payment bond shall be in a sum not less than one hundred percerd (100%)
of the total amount payable under contractor’s agreement with Developer for the construction of
the Water and Sewer System Facilities, and shall be on the mandatory form attached hereto as

Exhibit i,

3.1.19.  The surety or sureties on any bond fumished hereunder must be
reasonably satisfactory to NCWD. If during the course of construction any of the sureties in the
reasonable discretion of NCWD are or become insufficient, NCWD may require additional
sufficient sureties which the Contractor shall furish to the satisfaction of NCWD within fiflcen

(15) calendar days after written notice thereo!.

3.1.20.  Developer shall provide NCWD with a schedule for construction

of the Waler and Sewer System Facilities and shall keep NCWD advised of the schedule and

-17-
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progress of work. The construction work hereunder shall not commence unless {a) there has
been a pre-construction meeting with representatives of NCWD, Developer and Contractor in
atiendance; {b) NCWD has been given written notice of the name and telephone number of
Contractor’s job supenintendent who shall be Contractor’s representative at the job site and shall
have authority to act on behalf of Contractor, and the name and telephone number of
Contractor’s aliernate in the event the job superintendent is unavailable; and (c) NCWD has been
given at least five (5) business days written notice of the commencement of construction.
Construction of the Water and Sewer System Facilities shall commence within thirty (30) days
after the pre-construction meeting and shall be completed {except for minor punchlist itemns)
within two (2) years after commencement. Developer shall not be deemed in breach of this
Agreement because of delays in completion of construction of the Water and Sewer System
Facilities due 1o unforesceable causes beyond the reasonable control and without the fault of

Developer and/or Contractor. Developer shall include such time for completion in its agreement

with Contractor.

3.1.21.  Devcloper shall pay NCWD’s prevailing charges for meters,

inspection, meter setting, contract administration, Water Connection Fees, Sewer Connection

_ Fees, meler boxes, check valves, meter jumpers and outside services then in effect upon issuance
jump

of a building permit for any residence within the Development. The prevailing charges as of the

date hereof are;
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{(a) Meter, meter boxes and valves $345.64 each meter
boxes and valves

{b) Meter setting $350.00 cach
(c) NCWD Labor, Equipment, $ Billed at Cost
and Material
{d) Water Connection Fees $ To be determined in
(Pinetree Service Area) accordance with the
applicable policy
(e) Sewer Connection Fees 3 To be determined in

accordance with the
applicable policy to be

adopted by NCWD
(f Contract Administration $ Billed as provided
and Inspection in Paragraph 3.1.22
{g) Qutside services % Bilied at Cost
Total § To be determined

3.1.22  Developer shall pay to NCWD a fee for NCWD’s design,
inspection and contract administration costs and services equal to two point twenty-five percent
(2.25%) of the Total Project Cost incurred hy Developer for the design and construction of the
Water and Scwer System Facilities, exclusive of any and all other payments to NCWD under
Paragraph 3.1.21, above. Prior to commencement ol work, Developer shall pay one-half (}4) the
inspection and contract administration fees owed to NCWD based on the agreement(s) between
Developer and Contractor(s). Thereafler, Developer shall pay NCWD one-half (1) of the
balance of such fees one (1) year after commencement of work and the remainder two {2) years
after commencement of work. Any increase in the cost of design and construction by change
order, or otherwise, shall result in a corresponding increase in the inspection and contract

administration fees payable to NCWD.
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3.1.23. " All work related to construction of the Water and Sewer Syslem
Facihties 1s for the convenience of and at the request of Developer, who shall be solely
responsible for all costs and expenses in connection therewith. NCWD shall not be responsihle
to Contractor or its subcontractors, suppliers or materialmen for such work. Developer shall not
permit licns or claims of any type to be enforced against the Water and Sewer System Facilities,
however such liens or claims may arise. Regardless of the merits of any such lien or claim,
Developer shall, within len (10) business days of the assertion thercof, cause said claim to be

discharged or provide a bond releasing such claim, in a form reasonably satisfactory to NCWD.

3.1.24. The agreement between Developer and Contractor shall require
that: (a) Contractor shall conduct its operalions so as to avoid injury or damage to any person or
property, and lo minimize any obstruction and inconvenience to the public; (b) Contractor shall
comply with all applicable laws or regulations relating to the work under the agreement with
Developer, including safety measures applicable in particular operations or kinds of work;
{¢) Contractor shall provide and maintain such fences, barriers, directional signs, lights, and flag
men as are nccessary to give adequate wamning to the public at all times of any dangerous
conditions to be encouniered as a result of the construction work and to give directions to the
public; and (d) Contractor shatl be solely and completely responsible for conditions of the job
site, including safety of all persons and property dunng construction of the Water and Sewer

System Facilities,

-20-
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3.1.25.  Developer guarantees all work against defects in workmanship
or materials for a period of one (1) year after NCWD’s acceptance of the Water and Sewer
System Facilities. Developer shall repair or remave and replace any and all such waork, together
with any other work which may be displaced in so doing, that is found to be defective in.
workianship and/or materials within said one (1) year period, without expense whatsoever to
NCWD. In the event of a failure by Developer to comply with the above-mentioned conditions -
within scven (7) business days after being notified in writing, NCWD shall be entitled to have
the defects remedied and the work repaired or replaced at the expense of Developer. Developer
agrees to pay all such expenses promptly on demand therefore by NCWD. The performance
bond and the payment bond shall continue in full force and effect for the guarantee period.
Additionally, Developer shall provide NCWD with any manufacturer warranties that may be

applicable to materials or equipment included in the Water and Sewer System Facilities.

3.1.26.  Developer shall protect and maintain the Water and Sewer
System Facilitics through completion thercof and until transferred to NCWD pursuant lo
Paragraph 3.1.27, below. In the event all or any part of the Water and Sewer System Facilities
are damaged or destroyed prior to Developer transferring the same to NC WD, Developer shall

repair or replace said Facilities withoul cost to NCWD.

3.1.27. Upon completion of construction, the Water and Sewer System
Facilities shall be transferred und conveyed by Developer 1o NCWD free and clear of all liens,
claims and encumbrances and shall become the property of NC'WD upon acceptance thercof for

operation, maintenance, and repair by NCWD. NCWD may require Developer to provide a
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deed, bill of sale, or other instrument of conveyance, conveying the Water and Sewer System

Facilities {from Developer to NCWD.

3.1.28.  Should the Property or Development require imrigation water,
Dreveloper shall apply for service through a separate meter in accordance with NCWD rules and
regulations, NCWD reserves the right to limit irrigation water to off-peak hours between 10:00
p.nt. and 3:00 a.m. except for the landscape installation period. Developer shall cause its
landscaping to be planted over a reasonable period of time so that portions of the landscaping
will be watered in sequence rather than all al one time. NCWD will not be liable for any losses -

or damages to the landscaping due to the lack of water.

3.1.29.  Developer shall provide NCWD with an estimate of the amount
of water required for irrigation including irrigation of slopes, green belts, parkways and open
spaces. The estimate shall include the daily water demand. Developer shall also provide NCWD
with a written statement showing the types of sprinklers and controllers it proposes to use.
Developer's irmigation system shall include scensors for moisture, temperature and wind, and
devices which will turmn 0th’ water when there is adequate moisture in the ground, when the
temperature is excessively warm and when there is excessive wind. When Developer provides

NCWD with its estimated irrigation needs, Developer’s report shall inchide the period

commencing with initial planting through the period when the landscaping is established.
3.1.30.  Before NCWD will provide Water Service to the Development,
and at least two {2) weeks prior to pouring concrete footings and foundation slabs for residences
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and any other improvements constructed within the Development, Developer must request
temporary meter jumpers. Developer will be responsible for providing a list of names and lot
numbers, along with maps pertaining to the jumper requesl. Developer shall also be responsible
for obtaining the jumpers from the NCWD warehouse and for their installation. Upon jumper
instalfation, a water account will be established and a Twenty-Four Dollar (324.00) monthly flat
fee will be charged for each jumper. Jumpers will be used at individual lets in the Development
solely for plumbing pressure tests, conerete, block or brick finish work, plastering, scratch,
brown and color coat, and labor and too! clean-up. Al other use of jumpers is prohibited and
will be considered as unauthorized water use under NCWD’s Rules and Regulations. Landscape
meters must be requested prior to hydro seeding of hillsides and greenbelt areas, or any other
landscaping in the Development. At least one week prior lo fandscaping individual Jots within
the Development, Developer shall request meter boxes. Developer will be responsible for
obtaining all meter boxes from the NCWD warchouse, and installing meter boxes to final grade
behind the sidewalks. Developer shall also be responsible for localing and digging out angle
stops, venfying angle stop size, type and correct positions, and culting of angle stop down o
grade per NCWD specifications. Upon inspeetion by NCWD and the above criteria being met,
meters will be installed by NCWD. Developer also shall be responsible for ensuring that the
Contractor, and any subconiractors working at the Development, comply with NCWD rules and

regulations regarding setting, location, and maintenance of meters during construction.

3.1.31. Developer shall have the responsibility to ascertain the fire Mow

requirements for the Property and the Development. NCWD neither guarantees nor agrees (o
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supply water in any specific quantities, qualities or pressures for fire Aow, domestic use or for

any other purpose whatsoever and no such obligations shall be implied.

3.1.32. Developer hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and hold harmless
NCWD from all claims, liabilities, causes of action, liens, expenses, or damages of any type,
including reasonable attorneys’ fees. and expenses, ncurred by NCWD arising from any claim,
action or proceeding under the California Environmental Quality Act (Californin Public
Resources Code §§21000, et seq.) related to the Development or connected in any way with the
Water or Sewer System Facilities constructed by Developer or from any chai-lenges to this
Agreement or NCWD’s right and authority to enter into or perform under this Agreement. With
respect to any claim [or which NCWD has requested indemnification under this Section 3.1.32,
Develeper shall assumc the defense of any related litigation, arbilration or other proceeding,
provided that NCWD may, at its clection and expense, participate in such defense. At
Developer’s reasonable request, NCWD will cooperate with Developer in the preparation of any
delense to any such claim, and Developer will reimburse NCWD for any reasonable expenses

incurred in connection with such request.

3.1.33. A failure by Developer to complele construction of the Water
System Fucilities and commence Water Service to the Development within five (5) years from
the effective date of this Agreement shall relieve NCWD of any obligation to provide water
service to the Development under this Agreement.  However, the Parties recognize that
completion of the entire Development within that time frame may not reasonably be assured.

Therefore, NCWD agrees to extend the time for commencement of water service for an
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additional two (2) years pro\ndud Developer: (a) undertakes the construction of the Facilities
within ai‘(ECCI] (16} months after execution of this Agreement; (b)demonstrates that il is
procceding with reasonable diligence to complete the Development; and {c) applies for an
extension of time before this Agreement expires. Further, if the seven (7) year period noted
above in this subparagraph has expired and Waler Service to the Development has not
commenced despite Developer’s diligent good-faith performance of all obligations under this
Agreement, Developer may request in writing a further extension of the deadline to commence
Water Service to the Development to a date certain, which request may be granted or dented by

NCWD, in its sole discretion.

3.2, NCWD REQUIREMENTS AND OBLIGATIONS. Promptly upon full
performance of this Agreement by Developer and full and complete compliance with NCWD’s
Rules and Regulations, and provided there is an adequate supply of water available, NCWD shall

provide Water Service and Sewer Service to the Development in accordance with NCWD's

Rules and Regulations.

3.3.  DEVELOPER AND NCWD AGREE:

33.1. Netther Developer, nor the Contractor is the agent or

representative of NCWD. Neither has any authority 1o bind NCWD.

332, Developer acknowledges that NCWD's waler supply may be a

blend of groundwater and State Water Project water and, as a result, certain chemicals and
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mincrals may concentratc in NCWD’s water supply. Developer acknowledges that it may be the
nature of the water 1o be corrosive and have corrosive effects on waler facilities. Developer
acknowledges that certain materials utilized for the conveyance of water may bc more

susceptible than others to corrosion and its related cffects.

3.33. NCWD will not provide any type of Water Service to the
Property and/or Development unless and until: (i) Developer has designed and constructed the
Water and Sewer System Facilities and said Facilitics have been donated to and accepted by
NCWD as contemplated by this Agreement; (ii) all fees, charges and other amounts due to
CLWA and NCWD hereunder, by law and in accordance with the applicable Rules and
Regulations of CLWA and NCWD, have been paid; and (iii) all requirements of CEQA have

been met with respect to the Development.
4. MISCELLANEOQUS PROVISIONS,

4.1. Al any action at law or in equity, including an action for declaratory relief
secking to interpret or enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prevailing Party shall be entitled
to recover a reasonable amount as attorneys’ fees und costs incurred in prosecuting or defending
such action, including any dispute submilteq to arbitration, in addition o any other relief to

which the Party is entitled.

4.2 Except as may otherwise be provided herein, the rights and obligations of

Developer under this Agreement are not assignable without the wrillen consent of NCWD and
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anty prior written consent of NCWD shall not operate to release, excuse or discharge Developer

from any of its obligations under this Agreement.

4.3.  This Agreemen! and the application or interpretation thereof shall be
gorerned exclusively by its terms and by thé laws of the State of California. Venue for all
purposes shall be deemed to lie within Los Angeles County, California, and any action (o enforce
this Agreement or for any remedies, damages or other relief shall be brought only in the State
Courts of the State of California for. the County of Los Angeles or in the United States District

Court, Ceniral District of California.

4.4, Saubject to the provisions relating to assignment, each and all of the terms,
conditions and agreements herein contained shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the

successors and assigns of the Parties hereto.

4.5, This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the Parties with
respect to the subject matter hercof and no amendment, modification or alteration of the terms
hereof shall be binding unless the same is in writing, dated subsequent to the date hereof and

duly approved and executed by each of the Parties.

4.6.  Devcloper represents that the person or persons executing this Agreement

on its behalf have the full and complete authority to do so, and NCWD represenls and warrants
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that the execution of this Agreement by its representative has been duly autherized by NCWD's

Board of Directors.

Fxecuted at SANTA (LA TH , California.
NEWHALL COUNTY WATER DISTRICT PARDEE HOMES, a California corporation
m /—//—}
pa /// y,

L /,m . A
By /NS I A
r

r

/ { / :
/4&5 €. Bizzelle, IIT

Its:  General Manager
Vice President, Community Development
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS '
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - WATER

TRACT NO. 48086 (Amend.)

TENTATIVE MAP DATED 08-14-2018

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

1.

ES

A water system maintained by the water purveyor (including off-site pump station),
with appurtenant facilities to serve all lots in the land division, must be provided.
The system shall include fire hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-
site) as determined by the Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to
accommodate the total domestic and fire flows.

Provide a “Written Verification” and supporting documents from the water supplierto
indicate the availability of a "Sufficient Water Supply” as required per Section -
66473.7 of the Subdivision Map Act (SB 221) prior to filing any map or parcel map
to the satisfaction of Public Works and the Department of Regional Planning.

Install off-site water mainline to serve this subdivision to the satisfaction of
Public Works.

Easements (including off-site easements) shall be granted to the County,
appropriate agency or entity for the purpose of ingress, egress, construction, and
maintenance of all infrastructures constructed for this land division to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Submit landscape and water efficient plans for each open space lot in the land
division, with landscape area greater than 500 square feet, in accordance with the
Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

Prepared by Tony Khalkhali Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 09-04-2018

tr48086-4wa-new.doc




% COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT
FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION

Land Development Unit
5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, CA 90040
Telephone (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783

CASE NUMBER: RPPL.2018004065 MAP DATE: August 14, 2018

. TR48086 —~ Amendment Map and Amendments to DPW
PROJECT NUMBER: conditions and Traffic Mitigation Measure.
e P PR

- THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS AS PRESENTLY SUBMITTED.

ALL PREVIOUSLY APPROVED FIRE DEPARTMENT CONDITIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS ARE STILL APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT.

For any questions regarding the report, please contact Juan Padilla at (323) 880-4243
or Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.

Reviewed by: Juan Padilla Date: September 11, 2018
Page 1 of 1



LOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK OBLIGATION REPORT

| Tentative Map# 48086 DRP Map Date: 08/14/2018 SCM Date: 09/20/2018 Report Date: 09/11/2018

Park Planning Area# 43B CSD: NiA Map Type: Amendment Map - Tract

Park land obligation in acres or in-lieu fees:

ACRES: 4.59
IN-LIEU FEES: $167,145

Sections 21.24.340, 21,24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130, and 21.28.140, the County of Los Angeles Code, Title 21, Subdivision Ordinance provide that
the County will determine whether the development's park obligation is e be met by:

1) the dedication of land for public or private park purpose or,

2) the payment of in-lieu fees or, .

3) the provision of amenities or any combination of the ahove.
The specific determination of how the park cbligation will be satisfied wiil be based on the conditions of approval by the advisory agency as
recemmended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

The Representative Land Vatue (RLVs} in Los Angeles County Code (LACC) Section 21.28.140 are used {0 calculate park fees and are adjusted
annually, based on changes in the Consumer Price index. The new RLVs become effective July 1st of each year and may apply to this subdivision
map if first advertised for hearing before either a hearing officer or the Regional Planning Comemission on or after July 1st pursuant to LACC Section
21.28.140, subsection 3. Accordingly, the park fee in this report is subject to change depending upen when the subdivision is first advertised for
public hearing.

The park obligation for this development will be met by:
Contributing $167,145 in park improvements.

Tralls:
See also attached Trail Report

Comments:
Developer shall receive Quimby credit for private park improvements up to $167,145 and shall otherwise
bear the entire costs to complete the private parks.
Quimby Obligation was calculated based on fee schedule in effect on 08/03/2004 Board approval date.
The Department has no objections to the amendment request, but recommends additional changes
included in the attached memo.

For further information or to schedule an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment:

Please contact Clement Lau at {626) 588-5301 or Loretta Quach at {626) 588-5305

Depariment of Parks and Recreation, 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Unit #40. Building A-9 West, 3rd Floor. Alhambra,
California 91803.

Kathline J. King, Chief 6‘F—PI‘={nnEng

SD-5
September 11, 2018



LLOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEPARTMENT CF PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET

Tentative Map# 48086 DRP Map Date: 08/14/2018 SCM Date: 08/20/2018 Report Date; 09/11/2018

Park Planning Area# 43B CSD; NIA Map Type: Amendment Map - Tract

The formula for calculating the acreage obligation and or in-lisu fee is as follows:

(P)eople x (0.0030) Ratio x (Ujnits = (X} acres obligation
(X) acres obligation x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Where: P = Estimate of number of People per dwelling unit according to the type of dwslling unit as
dstermined by the U.S. Census
Ratio = The subdivision ordinance provides a ratio of 3.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 people
generated by the development. This ratio is calculated as "0.0030" in the formula.
u-= Total approved number of Dwelling Units.
X = Local park space cbligation expressed in terms of acres.
RLV/Acre =  Representative Land Value per Acre by Park Planning Area.

Park Planning Area =  43B

Detached 5.F. Units 3.1 0.0030 492 4,59
M.F. <5 Units 2.08 0.0030 0 0.00

M.F. >= 5 Units 2.51 0.0030 0 0.00
Mobile Units|  2.40 0.0030 0 0.00
Exempt Unitsfez. . - . 0 0.00
TOTAL - 492 4.59

@ (0.0030) $167,145

0 0.00 100.00% 0.00
Total Provided Acre Credit: 0.00

$167,145

SD-5
September 11, 2018



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

E “Parks Make Life Better!”
John Wicker, Director Norma E. Garcia, Chief Deputy Director

September 11, 2018

TO: Steven Jones
Principal Reglonal Planner
Department of Regional Planning

FROM: Kathline J. King 4 V‘{j
Chief of Planning

SUBJECT: PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR
SPRING CANYON PROJECT VTTM 48086

The proposed modifications to the original conditions of approval and Mitigation
Monitoring Program for the Spring Canyon Project (VT TM 48086) has been reviewed by
the Department of Parks and Recreation (the Department). We have no abjections to
the amendment request, but recommend the following changes to be included:

Condition No. 1 - The Department recommends the modification below:

1. Dedicate natural open space Lot 510 and Lot 502 to the County or another public
agency.

Condition No. 5 — The proposed modification below is acceptable with one additional
recommendation from the Department

Prior to the Department-clearing-the-fistfinal{unit}-map issuance of Building Permit of

first residential unit:

5.1 Enter Into Park and Trail Development Agreement (PDA) with the Department for
development of the parks on Lot 497 (active park) and Lot 495 (passive park) and post
Faithful Performance and Labor and Materials bonds with the Department to cover
design and construction of the parks and trails in accordance with cost estimates for the
parks and trails. The PDA shall be substantially similar in form and content to the PDA
approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 8, 2006, and the content of the bonds
shall be substantially similar in form and content to the bonds used by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Warks (DPW).

Planning and Development Agency « 1000 S. Fremont Avenue, Unit #40, Athambra, CA 91803 + (626) 588-5322



Mr. Steven Jones
September 11, 2018
Page 2

Thank you for including this Department in the review of this document. For trail-related
questions, please contact Robert Ettleman at (626) 588-5323 or by email at
rettleman@parks.lacounty.gov. For all other questions, please contact Loretta Quach at
(626) 588-5305 or by email at lqguach@parks.lacounty.gov.

KK:LQ:nr

c. Raintree Investment Corporation (M. Villalobos)
Carolyn Ingram Seitz & Associates (C. Seitz)
Parks and Recreation (C. Lau, M. O'Connor, L. Quach, R. Ettleman)
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g ‘;%n “% COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

XXX Public Health
ZGE MJ“}E{E"‘ E‘{}JH 2 “ Ic ea
HEALTH AGENCY

BARBARA FERRER, Ph.Bb, M.P.H., M Ed.
Direciar

JEFFREY D. GUNIENHAUSER. M.D.. M.P.H.
tnferim Heaith Officer

CTYNTHIA A. HARDING, M.P.H.
Chief Deputy Director

ANGELQ J, BELLOMO. REHS, QEF
Deputy Director for Healh Protection

TERRI 5. WILLFAMS, REHS
Diectos of Envirenmental Health

BRENDA I LOPEL REHS
Assisiant Director of Environmenial Health

5050 Commerce Drive

Baldwin Park, Caifarnia 91704
TEL {626] 430-5374 » FAX (626} B13-3000

September 17, 2018 / update

Amendment to 48086-4_RPP12017004065
PLANNER: Steven Jones
LOCATION: Spring Canyon, Santa Clarita

SUBJECT: RPPL 2018004065

BOARD OF SUPERVIZORS

Hiida L Salis
First Bistrict

Mark Ridley-Fhomas
Second District

$hella Kueh!
Third District
Janice Hohn
Fourth District

Katheyn Barger
Fiftry District

The Department of Public Health Environmental Health Division reviewed the project that
will be utilizing public water from the Newhall County Water District and public sewerage.
This is an addendum to the certified final EIR, MMRP for TR48086 aka Spring Canyon.

The Department recommends clearance approval of the Map amendment.

For any questions regarding the report, please contact Vincent Gallegos at (626)430-5380 or

vgallegos{@ph.lacounty.gov

Prepared by:
Vincent Gallegos, REHS
Environmental Health Specialist v

Planner: Shanna Fawley-ludkins
D-3
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ADDENDUM TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR FOURTH AMENDMENT TO VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 48086
PROJECT NO. 96-044-(5)

1. Existing Entitlements

a. On August 3 2004, the Board of Supervisors approved Vesting Tentative Tract Map (“VTTM”)
No. 48086, Plan Amendment (“PA”) No. 96-044, Zone Change (“ZC") No.96-044, Conditional
Use Permit (“CUP”) 96-044 and QOak Tree Permit (“OTP”) No. 96-044, certified the final
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) and adopted the Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations (“Findings and SOC”) and incorporated the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (“MMRP”) into the conditions of approval. The subject property is located
north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad Canyon Road in the Soledad Zoned District.

b. The approved VITM and CUP authorized creation of clustered hillside residential development
of 542 single-family residence lots, a fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two park lots and
three open space lots on 548.1 gross acres.

c. The PA and ZC authorized the urban land use category of the Santa Clarita Valley Areawide
Plan and Zone R-1-6,000 (Single-family Residential, 6,000 Square Feet Minimum Required
Area) on 62.51 acres of the site, Zone R-1-7,000 (Single-family Residential, 7,000 Square Feet
Minimum Required Area) on 60.57 acres of the site, Zone R-1-8,000 (Single-family Residential,
8,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on 6.97 acres of the site, Zone R-1-10,000 (Single-
family Residential, 10,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on 58.35 acres of the site,
Zone R-1-15,000 (Single-family Residential, 15,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area),
Zone R-1-20,000 (Single-family Residential, 20,000 Square Feet Minimum Required Area) on
27.36 acres of the site, Zone A-2 (Heavy Agricultural) on 306.4 acres of the site..

d. The original OTP authorized removal of four oak trees and their replacements in accordance
with County Code provisions.

€. A subsequent oak tree permit was also authorized removal of four additional oak trees that had
subsequently grown to ordinance-size and their replacements.

f. Mitigation measures identified in the approved EIR and MMRP, and imposed on the project as
a condition of approval, include the following categories: geotechnical, fire hazard and fire
protection, traffic/access, education, water services, environmental safety, library services,
flood hazard, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, sewage disposal, sheriff protection,
solid waste, recreation, visual qualities.

g. First, second and third amendments to the vesting tentative tract map requested by the Sulphur
Springs School District, Newhall County Water District and the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, authorized changes including relocation of a school site,
adjustment of lot lines and lot configurations, redesign of park site, street pattern revisions,
relocation of a water reservoir, drainage facilities and desilting basin changes, wildlife corridor
changes, street section changes for added retaining walls, addition of a sewer lift station, stream
course protection changes, grading changes, and clarified language to conditions of approval
and mitigation measures..



2. Proposed Entitlement Modifications

The proposed project changes require the Fourth amendment to VITM No. 48086 and an Addendum
to the certified final EIR.

3. Proposed Amendment to Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 060922

The fourth amendment to the VTTM, proposes the following:

a. Adjustment of timing triggers of compliance with conditions of approval and mitigation measure
related to grading and road and infrastructure improvements, parks and trails improvements and
landscaping installation.

b. Clarifications for responsible parties for implementation of mitigation measures.

c. All applicable Conditions of Approval for VTTM 48086, CUP 96-044 and OTPs 96-044 and
201300017 shall remain in effect for this proposed Fourth Amendment to VTTM 48086 except
for those conditions specifically called out to be modified by these entitlements (see attached
Amendment Map Conditions).

4. CEQA Addendum Findings Pertaining to Project Modifications

CEQA Guidelines section 15164 authorizes a Lead Agency to prepare an Addendum to a
previously certified EIR if changes or additions to the document are necessary, but none of the
conditions described in Section 15162 are present, as described below:

¢ No substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous
EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in
the severity of previously identified significant effects;

e No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement
of new potentially significant environmental effects or a substantial increase the severity of
previously identified potentially significant effects;

¢ No new information of substantial importance, which was not known, and could not have been known
with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was adopted as complete has
arisen:

* Therefore the project will not have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR;

s Potentially significant effects previously examined will not be substantially more severe
than shown in the previous EIR:

¢ No new mitigation measures or alternatives previously found to be infeasible have
been found to be feasible but declined by the project proponent to be adopted; and



¢ No new mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the previous EIR, and that would substantially reduce one or more
potentially significant effects on the environment, have been found and declined by the
project proponent to be adopted.

The final EIR certified by the Board of Supervisors on August 3, 2004, analyzed the following potential
project impacts: visual quality, noise, air quality, law enforcement services, cumulative traffic, solid waste
disposal, and cumulative global climate change. The Board found that implementation of the project would
result in unavoidable significant effects. The Board found the benefits of the project outweighed those
potential unavoidable adverse impacts and they were determined to be acceptable based upon the overriding
considerations set forth in the Findings and SOC.

Following are comparisons between the originally approved project and the proposed modified project of
the potential impacts identified in the EIR:

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS
DESCRIPTION
EXISTING
OF POTENTIAL 542-UNIT MODIFIED DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATIONS
IMPACTS PROJECT
PROJECT
Praoject Soring Canvon Amended Spring | 542 SFR lots, fire station lot, sheriff substation lot, two
Description pring Y Canyon park lots and open space on 548.1 gross acres.
Project-specific Slope stabilization by No change. N/A.
Geotechnical buttress fills
Address landslides by No change, N/A.
removal and
replacement of
compacted fill,
buttressing or place
area in “Restricted
Use Areas”, as
applicabie.
Subdrain outlet in No change. N/A.
Spring and Tapie
Canyons, concrete
headwalls.
Grading plan required. No change. N/A.
Project-specific Graded, future fire No change. N/A.
Fire Hazard and station lot.
Protective Services




Assess value of fire
station lot prior to
issuance of building
permits.

No change.

N/A.

Project-specific
Noise

Construction of
high solid wall along
the property lines of

lots adjacent to the

freeway.

No change,

N/A.

All windows and glass
doors facing the
freeway on lot nos.
5(:5-521 and lot no.
533 shall be glazed
with STC 32 glazing.

No change.

Lot numbers updated.

Project-specific
Biological
Resources

Deed restrict open
space lots from future
development and
manage as natural
reserves for the life of
the project.

No change.

Final map to note open space.

Open space
management plan
(5‘OSMP”)

No change.

N/A.

Site survey.

No change.

N/A.

Wildlife corridor
mitigation plan,

No change.

N/A.

Construct separate §
wide trail.

No change.

N/A.

Improve and construct
natural habitat
connectivity from
Spring Canyon to the
project site underpass
with native vegetation.

Use locally native
vegetation.

Clarification includes opportunity to employ vegetation
that naturally occurs on the site.

Install a 60" concrete
pipe under proposed
Valley Canyon Road
for wildlife underpass
crossing.

Install a 5°5” tall
by 7’8" wide with
arched culvert.

Allows wildlife to more easily access the existing culvert
for safe crossing; a culvert is more likely to be used.




Pull back grading on
lot nos. 8, 9, 12 and
13.

No change.

Lot numbers updated.

Install and construct a
12’ wide, landscaped
parkway to facilitate

wildlife movement
from open space
through the project
site.

No change.

Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.

Eliminate stream
encroachment and
narrowing of the
existing corridor in the
vicinity of lot nos.
400-403,

No change.

Lot numbers updated.

Develop an aggressive
revegetation plan for
the project.

No change.

Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.

Only use locally
native landscaping
and restrict in the
CC&Rs,

No change,

Update to include locally indigenous/native vegetation.

Place a low wall,
approximately 37 in
height at the brow of
the slopes on all lots
adjacent to preserved
Open Space areas.

No change,

N/A.

Place deed restriction
on the south- and east-
facing slopes of
Spring Canyon within
designated private
lots.

No change.

Clarification needed for distinguishing Spring and Tapie
Canyons.

Salvage topsoil on
south- and west-facing
slopes of Spring
Canyon for
replacement there.

No change.

N/A.

Reconstruct/re-
contour stream course
and slopes.

No change.

N/A.




Relocate, where
feasible, the holly-
leaved cherry trees to
Spring Canyon.

No change.

Attempts failed, re-attempt required to take place in
dedicated open space.

Replacement of scrub
oaks within dedicated
open spaces.

No change.

N/A.

Gather and store seed
for dispersal within
Spring Canyon.

No change.

N/A.

Consult Fire
Department for fuel
modification zones.

No change.

N/A.

Mitipate lighting of
OpER Spaces.

No change.

N/A

Buffer open space.

No change.

N/A.

Incorporate education
signposts on hiking
and riding trails.

No change.

N/A.

Minimize brush
clearance.

No change.

N/A.

Allow non-native
groundcover only in
setback and irrigation
zones (Zones A and
B). No non-natives
elsewhere,

No change.

N/A.

Incorporate on-site

signage and CC&R

provisions for open
space access
prohibition.

No change.

N/A.




Development
landscaping to be
planted with non-

invasive plants native
to the area with no
noxious weeds.

No change.

N/A.

Incorporaie signs for
pet prohibition in open
spaces.

Responsible party
change.

There is no conservation district being created.

Incorporate signs for
trapping, shooting, or
poisoning native
predators prohibition.

Responsible party
change.

There is no conservation district being created.

Filter stormwater
runoff,

No change.

N/A.

Use bio-filters, where
feasible.

No change.

N/A.

Use *least toxic™
pesticides.

Note change.

Notes.

Project-specific
Cultural Resources

Employ
archaeological
menitoring in Shadow
Pines 2-5,

No change.

N/A.

If avoidance is not
feasible, conduct
Phase II testing
program to determine
the nature, extent, and
significance of the
site.

No change.

N/A.

Project-specific
Visual Qualities

Maximize setbacks
from the backyard
edges of pads located
atop the highest
manufactured slopes
with freeway-oriented
rear yards to lessen
potential visibility of
structures walls.

No change.

N/A.




Lot nos. 18, 29, 30, 42
and 43 shall be deed
restricted from any
major alteration of the
natural topography or
the main ridgeline
beyond the initial
graded pad in order to
maintain view of that
ridge.

No change.

Lot nos. need to be updated.

Use tones compatible
with the surrounding
terrain using textured
materials or
construction methods
which create a
textured effect for
understories and
retaining walls higher
than 6°.

No change.

N/A,

Hoods and minimum
spill-over required for
lights.

No change.

N/A.

Minimize proposed
park lights.

No change.

N/A.

Project-specific
Traffic and Access

Participate in
improvements.

Clarify street
name(s); change
in responsible

Caltrans or City of Santa Clarita, as applicable to
implement with subdivider payment of fair share, prior
to issuance of building permits

party and
sequencing.
Project-specific Provide space for a No change. N/A.
Sheriff Protection Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department
sub-station lot.
Project-specific Provide irrigation No change. N/A.
Water Services management plan.
Project-specific Provide resident No change. N/A.
Solid Waste information on
recycling.




Construction-phase No change. N/A.
recycling containers.

Project-specific Observe pas company No change. N/A.
Environmental guidelines during
Safety grading.
Project-specific Dedicate 18 acres of No change. N/A.
Recreation private parkland.

No changes to standard mitigation measures of Code-required provisions are proposed. The amended
Project proposes to implement the same mitigation measures as the previous project where the measures
are not related to the changes.

As shown above, these amendments will result in the reduction of each potential impact identified in the
original EIR, and, therefore, will not cross the thresholds identified in Section 15162 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) that would require a subsequent EIR.

Therefore, this Project Amendment qualifies for an Addendum to the previously certified final EIR, as
authorized under CEQA Section 15164,

By: j

Date: 2018 Septerber 6




Addendum to the
Final Environmental Impact Report
for the

Spring Canyon Project

State Clearinghouse No. 1997031043

QOctober 2006

CHZMHILL

610 Anacapa Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101



Executive Summary

This is an Addendum to a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) previously prepared for
the Spring Canyon Project (Project), located in the Santa Clarita Valley, California. It
provides updated information regarding the Santa Clarita Valley’s water supply and the
reliability of that supply, as well as information regarding how this updated information
could affect previously identified impacts regarding the Project’s water supply. The County
of Los Angeles, acting as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), certified a Final EIR for the Project in 2001. The Project, as approved, includes 542
residential lots, open space, and sites for public service facilities. Water for this Project
would be provided by Newhall County Water District, one of four local water purveyors in
the Santa Clara Valley. The local and imported regional water supplies are cooperatively
managed by those four water purveyors and the Castaic Lake Water Agency, the regional
wholesale water agency.

Since the Project was approved, several studies, plans and water management upgrades
have been completed and modify the existing environmental conditions with regard to
water supply when compared to the conditions existing at the time of Project approval.
These studies, plans and water management upgrades include:

* Perchlorate contamination of several groundwater wells in the Santa Clarita Valley and
completion of steps towards cleanup;

» Completion of steps towards expanded use of recycled water in the Santa Clarita Valley;
» Completion of the Groundwater Management Plan in compliance with AB 3030;

* Completion of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic Water Storage
District;

o Completion of the revised Castaic Lake Water Agency Supplemental Water Project
Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet of State Water Project Table A Amount Final EIR, and
continued implementation of the 41,000 acre-foot water transfer from Kern County
Water Agency and its member unit in Kern County, the Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water
Storage District; :

¢ Completion of long-term groundwater banking arrangements with Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District;

« Initiation of an imported water augmentation agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water;

+ Completion of water quality and capacity improvements to the Earl Schmidt Water
Treatment Plant and planned expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant;

 Planning and construction of treated water supply pipelines (Pitchess and Honby);

* Completion of the Newhall County Water District’s Water Supply Assessment;
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* Completion of annual updates of the Santa Clarita Valley Water Report;
¢ Completion of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan;
» Completion of the California State Water Project Water Supply Reliability Report; and

e Completion of the California Department of Water Resources’ technical memorandum
describing progress made in incorporating climate change into existing water resources
planning and management tools and methodologies.

The current annual water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is approximately 112,000 af
and the current annual demand (2005) is approximately 80,000 af. The Project would add an
additional annual demand of approximately 705 af to the current demand. As described in
the Final EIR, this new, site-specific water demand would be met by a combination of
regional groundwater resources and imported water supplies provided by the Newhall
County Water District.

The Project was identified as “pending” in the Newhall County Water District's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment and was included in the report’s projected water demand. Based on the
Water Supply Assessment, which concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be
available to meet projected demands, the Project’s demand for water would not exceed the
available supply, and the impacts to water supply would be less than significant, as
described in the Final EIR.

Similarly, the Project was included in future water demand projections used in the 2005
Urban Water Management Plan. This plan shows that there is sufficient water to meet
demands within the Castaic Lake Water Agency service area as a whole, and cumulative
water supply impacts, including those of the Project in combination with other projected
development, would be less than significant, as described in the Final EIR.

At the time the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure needed to transport
water to the Project site was insufficient, and the Final EIR identified this as a significant
impact. Although the necessary upgrades have been completed, for the purposes of full
disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as described in the Final EIR and is
significant. Mitigation measures are the same as those included in the Final EIR and have
reduced the impact to less than significant as predicted in the Final EIR.

This Addendum concludes that regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in
the Santa Clarita Valley area have changed since the preparation of the Final EIR for the
Project. However, these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity
of, the water supply impacts described in the Final EIR. Mitigation measures identified in
the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure necessary to
supply the Project site, have not changed and will not represent a substantial change or
significant new circumstance that has bearing on the Project or its impacts.

Therefore, none of the conditions requiring preparation of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement
to an EIR have occurred, and this Addendum is the appropriate mechanism under the
CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since completion of the Final EIR for the
Project.
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SECTION 1

Introduction and Background

1.1 Purpose of this Addendum

The purpose of this Addendum is to evaluate the water supply impacts of the Spring
Canyon Project (also referred to as the Project} in the context of the current (2006} regional
water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley area. This
Addendum supplements information provided in the Spring Canyon Final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR; State Clearinghouse No. 1997031043) and the Supplemental EIR
prepared by the County of Los Angeles. This Addendum is prepared to assist Newhall
County Water District (NCWD) in its consideration of a water service agreement for the
Project. NCWD is a responsible agency for the Project.

1.2 CEQA Regulatory Background

Section 15164(a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states
that the responsible agency “shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if
some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section
15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.”

Section 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines lists the conditions that would require the
preparation of a Subsequent EIR rather than an Addendum. These conditions are:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project, which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken, which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects; or

3. New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was
certified as complete, shows any of the following:

a.) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR;

b.) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous EIR;

c.) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

d.) Mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.

Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the responsible agency “may choose
to prepare a supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if:

1. Any of the conditions described in Section 15162 would require the preparation of a
subsequent EIR, and

2. Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation.”

After evaluating the water supply impacts associated with the Project in the context of the
current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita
Valley area, the NCWD has concluded that none of the conditions requiring preparation of a
Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred. The updated information on
current regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability demonstrates that the
water supply impacts from the Project remain less than significant with mitigation.

Section 15164(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “a brief explanation of the decision
not to prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 should be included in an
addendum to an EIR, the lead agency’s findings on the project, or elsewhere in the record.”
This explanation is provided in Section 5 of this Addendum. Per Section 15164(d) of the
State CEQA Guidelines, NCWD will consider this Addendum with the Final EIR prior to
making a decision on the project.

1.3 Project Background

The Project includes the development of the approximately 548-acre Spring Canyon
property for single-family residential uses, as well as provision of space for several public
service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086 for the Project includes 542 single-
family residential lots on approximately 220 acres, one fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station
lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres, and three open space lots that would
occupy the remaining 30 acres of the property. A 9-acre elementary school site adjacent to
the property on Tract 31973 will also be provided. The majority of the 542 residential lots
are proposed to be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes,
ridgelines, and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.

1.4 Santa Clarita Valley Water Supply Background

141 Water Agencies

One wholesale water agency (Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA)) and four retail water
purveyors provide water service to most residents of the Santa Clarita Valley. The four
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retail purveyors are NCWD, Los Angeles County Water Works District #36 (LACWWD
#36), the Santa Clarita Water Division of CLWA (SCWD), and the Valencia Water Company
(VWC); these four purveyors are collectively referred to as the Local Purveyors. The service
area for CLWA and the Local Purveyors is shown on Figure 1.

NCWD was formed in 1959. It is a municipal utility providing potable water to more than
30,000 people in an area of more than 34 square miles in the Santa Clarita Valley. NCWD's
service area is composed of four separate water service areas (Newhall, Castaic, Pinetree,
and Tesoro), and includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated portions
of Los Angeles County in the communities of Newhall, Canyon Country, Saugus, and
Castaic. NCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
NCWD delivered approximately 11,000 acre-feet (af) of water via approximately 9,200
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a). The NCWD service area is shown on Figure 2. '

SCWD's service area includes portions of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Canyon Country, Newhall, and
Saugus. SCWD supplies water from local groundwater and imported water from CLWA.
SCWD delivered approximately 29,000 af of water via approximately 26,000 connections in
2005 (CLWA 2005a).

LACWWD #36's service area includes the Hasley Canyon area in the unincorporated
community of Val Verde. During most years, the District obtains its water supply from
CLWA. LACWWD #36 delivered approximately 1,200 af of water via approximately 1,300
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).

VWUC's service area includes a portion of the City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated
portions of Los Angeles County in the communities of Castaic, Stevenson Ranch, and
Valencia. VWC supplies water from local groundwater, imported water from CLWA, and
recycled water. VWC delivered approximately 30,000 af of water via approximately 31,000
connections in 2005 (CLWA 2005a).

CLWA was formed for the purpose of contracting with the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) to provide a supplemental supply of imported water from the California
Sate Water Project (SWP) to the Local Purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley. CLWA serves
an area of 195 square miles in Los Angeles and Ventura counties. CLWA, as a SWP
Contractor, holds a water supply contract with DWR with a Table A Amount of 95,200 af!.

1.4.2 Water Supply

There are two main water supplies for the Santa Clarita Valley-local supplies and
imported supplies. Local supplies consist of groundwater and recycled water, and
imported supplies consist of SWT water, and SWP-related supplies such as groundwater
banking programs, transfers, and purchases. Additional information on these supplies is

1 Table A Amount {formerly refermed to as “entitlement”) is named for the “Table A" in each SWP contractor's Water
Supply Contract. It contains an annual buildup in Table A Amounts of SWP water, from the first year of the Water Supply
Contract through a specific year, based on growth projections made before the Water Supply Contract was executed. CLWA,
has augmenled its Table A Amaunt through the acquisition of contract rights fram the Devil's Den Water District (in 1991) and
from the acquisition of contract rights from the Kern County Water Agency via the Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage
District (in 1989). The total of all SWP Contractors’ maximum Table A Amounts is currently about 4.17 miltion af.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

provided in Sections 3 and 4 of this Addendum. Background information on the SWP
system is provided below.

The SWP is a large water supply, storage, and distribution system authorized by an act of
the California State Legislature in 1959. Today, the SWF includes 28 storage facilities,
reservoirs and lakes; 20 pumping plants; six pumping-generating plants and hydroelectric
power plants; and approximately 660 miles of aqueducts and pipelines. The primary water
source for the SWP is the drainage of the Feather River, a tributary of the Sacramento River.
Runoff released from Oroville Dam in Butte County flows down natural channels to the
Sacramento-5an Joaquin River Delta (Delta), where some of the water is pumped through
the North Bay Aqueduct to Napa and Solano counties. In the southern Delta, water is
pumped from the Clifton Court Forebay by the Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant into
the 444-mile-long, Governor Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct {California Aqueduct).
The California Aqueduct conveys water to the primarily agricultural users in the San
Joaquin Valley and the primarily urban regions of the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central
Coast, and southern California. Water intended for use in southern California is conveyed
through the West Branch to Castaic Lake and through the East Branch to Lake Perris, which
are referred fo as terminal reservoirs for the SWP.

The original plan for the SWP included constructing additional water storage facilities as
Contractor demands increased, however, essentally no new construction of additional SWP
storage facilities has occurred since the initial SWP facilities were completed. Although
future construction or other actions can improve the quantity and reliability of SWP
supplies (e.g., the CALFED Bay-Delta Program and the South Delta Improvement Program),
these actions entail their own environmental reviews, potential litigation delays, and multi-
year construction period; therefore, it is likely to take many years before any additional
storage and/or conveyance facilities that improve SWP reliability are operational.

In 1960, DWR began executing individual Water Supply Contracts with public agencies
throughout the State of California for financing and constructing SWP facilities designed to
deliver water to each public agency. (“SWP contractors” or “contractors” collectively refer to
the public agencies that hold SWT Water Supply Contracts with DWR.)

Each Water Supply Contract identifies a Table A Amount, the annual maximum amount of
water to which an SWI Contractor has a contract right. Each Contractor annually submits a
request to DWR for water delivery in the following year, in any amount up to the
Contractor’s Table A Amount. The Water Supply Contracts provide that in a year when
DWR is unable to deliver total Contractor requests, deliveries to all contractors will be
reduced so that total deliveries equal total available supply for that year. While SWP
contractors currently hold Table A Amounts totaling approximately 4.173 million af, the
amount of water actually requested by contractors is less than that due to a number of
contractors whose demands have not yet increased to their full Table A Amount. Even at
these lower current demands, however, the SWP cannot meet all water delivery requests in
some years due to operational and environmental constraints.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.5 Contents of this Addendum

This Addendum contains the following sections in addition to this Introduction:

* Section 2.0, Summary of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides a description
of the aspects of the Project that are relevant to the subject of this Addendum.

» Section 3.0, Relevant New Information. This section provides summaries of the new
studies, plans, and water management upgrades completed since completion and
adoption of the Final EIR.

* Section 4.0, Updated Water Supply Characteristics. This section provides an update of
regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability.

¢ Section 5.0, Impacts of the Spring Canyon Project. This section provides an update of
the water supply impact analysis for the Project in light of the new water supply
availability, quality, and reliability in the Santa Clarita Valley.

* Section 6.0, List of Document Preparers and Organization and Persons Contacted. This
section provides a list of the preparers of this document and the organizations and
persons contacted.

s Sections 7.0, References. This section provides a list of references cited in this
Addendum.
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SECTION 2

Spring Canyon Project and Prior Environmental
Analyses

2.1 Project Description

The Project site is located immediately north of the Antelope Valley Freeway and Soledad
Canyon Road, between Shadow Pines Boulevard and west of Agua Dulce Canyon Road in
the northeast portion of the Santa Clarita Valley (see Figure 3). This portion of the Santa
Clarita Valley is located within unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Project involves
the development of the approximately 548-acre property with single-family residential uses,
open space, and sites for several public service agencies. Vesting Tentative Tract Map 48086
for the Project includes 542 single-family residential lots on approximately 220 acres, one
fire station lot, a sheriff sub-station lot, two parking sites totaling approximately 18 acres,
and three open space lots that would occupy the remaining 30 acres of the property. As part
of the project mitigation, the Project also proposes to provide a 9-acre elementary school site
adjacent to the Project site on Tract 31973. The majority of the 542 residential lots are
proposed to be constructed in the south-central portion of the site along slopes, ridgelines
and flatter portions of both Tapie and Spring canyons.

The Project site is located within NCWD's Pinetree service area (see Figure 2). As shown in
Table 1, the Project would increase regional potable water demand by approximately 706 af
per year. This anticipated water demand would be met by a combination of local
groundwater, recycled water, and imported water supplies. All water would be acquired
from the NCWD, and its wholesale supplier, CLWA. CLWA supplies imported water to the
Pinetree area through the Honby Lateral. NCWD operates and maintains the Lost Canyon
Pump Station, which provides pressure needed to deliver water to the area.

2.2 Previous Environmental Documentation

A Draft EIR for the Project (Vesting Tract 48086) was prepared and released for public
review in August 2000 (County of Los Angeles 2000). The Draft EIR examined the potential
Project-related impacts for the following environmental resource areas:

» Geotechnical » Biological Resources

s Flood Hazard s Solid Waste Disposal

¢ Cultural Resources ¢  Sheriff Protection

» Fire Hazard & Protective Services s Visual Qualities

* Noise ¢ Recreation

e Traffic and Access + Environmental Safety

»  Water Services » Sewage Disposal

*  Air Quality s Library Services

* Education

ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR ‘ 24
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SECTION 2: SPRING CANYON PROJECT AND PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

TABLE 1
Project Water Use Eslimate
Land Use Categories - Water Use Factor Project Estimated Water Use

afy per afy

On-site

Single Family Residential 0.90 sFU’ 542 4878

Fire Station 044  acre® 5.0 0.70

Landscaped Park Area and 3 acre’ 56.4 169.2

Manufactured Slopes

Open Space® 0o acre 266 0

Streets® 0 acre 343 0

Off-site

School Pad Area 3 acre’ 9.3 27.9

Manufactured Slope (School Site) 3 acre’ 8.7 20.1

Open Space {School Site)* 0 acre 4.02 0

Total 705.7

Nate: afy=acre-feet per year

1 Single Family dwelling unit generation factor designated in the "Master Water Plan for Pinetree Water System”
2. Valencia Water Company Water Duty Factor.

3. CLWA Urban Water Management Plan 2000.

4 Open space includes natural park areas {i.e., park areas that are not irrigated).

5 Streets will not have landscaped medians.

Based on the analyses contained in the Draft EIR, all the potentially significant
enviromunental impacts are mitigable to levels that are less than significant with the
incorporation of all available and appropriate mitigation measures, except in the areas of air
quality, visual/aesthetics, and biological resources.

In October 2001, the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission certified the
Final EIR for the Project, and also approved the Project’'s Conditional Use Permit, Oak Tree
Permit, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and recommended that the Board of Supervisors
adopt the Zone Change, General Plan Amendment, and Local Plan Amendments (County of
Los Angeles 2001).

The Final (Certified) EIR consists of the following: (1) the Draft EIR dated August 2000; (2)
the Response to Comments document dated September 25, 2001; (3) the Environmental
Findings document dated September 25, 2001; (4) the Statement of Overriding
Considerations document dated September 25, 2001; and (5) the Mitigation Monitoring
Program document dated September 25, 2001.

In October 2002, a Water Supply Assessment and Required Water Supply Written Verification
in compliance with the requirements of Water Code Section 10910 and Government Code
Section 66473.7 were approved by the NCWD Board of Directors. Based on the evaluation of
the anticipated land uses within the Project, the Water Supply Assessment and Verification
estimated that the Project would result in an additional annual demand of 705.7 af. The
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SECTION 2: SPRING CANYON PROJECT AND PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES

Water Supply Assessment and Verification was conditioned upon the Project developer
entering into an agreement with NCWD relating to the design and construction of water
system improvements related to the Project. This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD
in its consideration of the agreement regarding the design and construction of water system
improvements for the Project.

Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR, a Supplemental EIR was prepared to provide
additional information regarding the Project’s potential environmental analysis on traffic
conditions and to provide the necessary water supply assessment required under Water
Code Section 10910 and Government Code Section 66473.7 (County of Los Angeles 2003).
The Supplemental EIR was approved by the County Board of Supervisors in January 2003.
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SECTION 3

New Relevant Information

This section summarizes the new information on water supply, water quality, and water
supply reliability that was not available for consideration by the County during its prior
approval of the Project (refer to Chapter 4 for an overview of the current supply and
demand characteristics in the CLWA service area). The documents and reports summarized
below are publicly available from NCWD, CLWA, or DWR (refer to Section 7).

31 Local Supplies

Water derived from local sources includes groundwater pumped from the Alluvial or
Saugus Formation aquifers in the Santa Clarita Valley or from recycled water following
treatment and disinfectant at local wastewater treatment plants. New information about
these local sources is provided below.

3.11 Groundwater

The local groundwater source for the Santa Clarita Valley is the Santa Clara River Valley
Groundwater Basin and specifically the East Subbasin. The East Subbasin and the location
of the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers are shown on Figures 4 and 5.

3.1.1.1 Groundwater Management Plan

Water management agencies and those individuals and organizations producing water from
the local groundwater resources in the Santa Clarita Valley prepared and adopted a regional
Groundwater Management Plan in December 2003 (CLWA 2003c). This Plan satisfies all
applicable requirements (including those outlined in Assembly Bill {AB] 134 and AB 3030
and associated sections of the California Water Code). The Groundwater Management Plan
outlines four specific management goals for the East Subbasin (CLWA 2003c):

1. Development of integrated surface water, groundwater, and recycled water supply to
meet existing and projected demands for municipal, agricultural, and other water

supply;

2. Assessment of groundwater basin conditions to determine a range of operational yield
values that will make use of local groundwater conjunctively with SWP and recycled
water to avoid groundwater overdraft;

3. Preservation of groundwater quality, including active characterization and resolution of
any groundwater contamination problems; and,

4. Preservation of interrelated surface water resources, which includes managing
groundwater to not adversely impact surface and groundwater discharges or quality to
downstream basin(s).
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As described in the Plan, implementation of the specific management goals for the Alluvial
aquifer system would result in the preservation of the groundwater levels and quality that is
consistent with the last 30 years of use of that resource. While some specific changes in
groundwater levels have been observed over the last 20 years, there has been no chronic
decline in groundwater level or aquifer storage. Management actions to reduce water
surface fluctuations, sustain aquifer recharge and avoid storage overdraft will accomplish
the basin objectives while continuing to use local groundwater to meet part of the existing
and anticipated water requirements of the Santa Clarita Valley.

Implementation of the specific management goals for the Saugus Formation aquifer would
also result in the preservation of the groundwater levels and quality. However, pumping
rates from the Saugus Formation aquifer may be intermittently higher than the historic
pumping rates during periods of low SWP supply or other emergency conditions. Such
increases in pumping rate would withdraw a small portion of the total aquifer storage and
successfully contribute to local water supplies while meeting the management objective.
Water stored in the Saugus Formation would be expected to recover via a reduction in
pumping during wet or normal conditions.

Development and adoption of the regional Groundwater Management Plan does not change
the water supply available for use in the Santa Clarita Valley. However, the Plan does
provide additional assurances regarding groundwater use and protection of that use
through the four management goals listed above.

3.4.1.2  Ammonium Perchlorate Contamination

Perchlorate, originating at the former Whittaker-Bermite propellant production facility, has
been a water quality concern in groundwater basins of the Santa Clarita Valley. Perchlorate
was first detected in four wells in the Saugus Formation in 1997. In November 2002,
perchlorate was detected in one Alluvial well (Stadium well) near the Whittaker-Bermite
site, and in early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second Alluvial well. All six wells
were removed from active water service, and one of the Alluvial wells has been returned to
active water supply service with the operation of wellhead perchlorate removal technology
approved for operation by California Department of Health Services (DHS; Santa Clarita
Valley Water Purveyors [SCVWP] 2006). In addition, based on zone specific modeling, very
low levels of perchlorate contamination, i.e., approximately 2 parts per billion, were found
in well NC-13 (personal communication, 5. Cole 2006). However, this level is well below the
action level and the well remains in operation (personal communication, S. Cole 2006).

In November 2000, CLWA and the Local Purveyors filed a suit against the then current and
former owners of the Whittaker-Bermite site. The suit seeks to have the defendants cover all
costs of response, contaminant removal, remedial actions, and any liabilities or damages
caused by the contamination. In 2003, the parties reached an interim settlement and
funding agreement, which since expired in January 2005. However, negotiations continue
toward reaching a final settfement (SCVWT 2006). The parties to the lawsuit have also
jointly developed a plan to pump and treat contaminated water from some of the impacted
wells to stop the movement of the plume.

The development and implementation of a cleanup plan for the Whittaker-Bermite site and
the impacted groundwater is being coordinated among CLWA, the Local Purveyors, the
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City of Santa Clarita, California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In February 2003, the DTSC and the impacted Local
Purveyors entered into an agreement in which DTSC will provide review and oversight of
the response activities being undertaken by the impacted Local Purveyors related to the
detection of perchlorate in the five impacted wells (SCVWP 2003).

CLWA and the affected Local Purveyors have undertaken a comprehensive groundwater
containment, treatment, and restoration project to address perchlorate contamination
(CLWA 2005c). The project would intercept the perchlorate plume in the Saugus Formation
groundwater (SCVWP 2006 and CLWA 2005¢). Contaminated water would be pumped
from intercepting wells to the new treatment facility where the chemical would be removed
and the treated water used as part of the Santa Clarita Valley drinking water supply.
Construction is scheduled to begin in November 2006, and startup and monitoring is
planned to begin in April 2007.

Remediation of the contaminated aquifers and lands will restore the production capacity of
the affected wells. Remediation will also eliminate the risk of further contamination of
water stored in either the Saugus Formation or Alluvial aquifers.

3.1.2  Recycled Water

As water demands in the Santa Clarita Valley increase, recycled water will be an important
factor in increasing water supply reliability. Los Angeles County Sanitation District
(LACSD,) is the main supplier water for recycling in the CLWA service area. Distribution of
the recycled water is the responsibility of CLWA. LACSD owns and operates two water
reclamation plants (WRP) in the CLWA service area, the Saugus WRF and the Valencia
WRP.

The Saugus WRP, located in District No. 26, was completed in 1962 and has undergone two
expansions since that time. Its current design capacity is 6.5 million gallons per day (mgd).
Use of tertiary treated water from this plant for water recycling is permitted under the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCRB) Order No. 87-49; however,
there is concern that reducing discharges from this plant may impact habitat in the Santa
Clara River downstream of the WRP (both the Saugus and Valencia WRP discharge treated
water to the Santa Clara River). Because of these concerns, water from the Valencia WRP is
used for recycled purposes.

The Valencia WRP was completed in 1967. After three subsequent expansions, its current
capacity is 21.6 mgd. Use of recycled water from this plant is permitted under LARWQCB
Order No. 87-48. In July 1996, CLWA entered into an agreement with LACSD to purchase
up to 1,700 acre-feet per year (afy) of recycled water from the Valencia WRP. In 2002,
CLWA constructed facilities needed to utilize this supply and began recycled water
deliveries in 2003.

The Saugus and Valencia WRP’s together have a design capacity of 28.1 mgd. To
accommodate future growth in the Santa Clarita Valley and meet LARWQCB standards,
LACSD is expanding the Valencia WRP. The Phase I expansion of 9 mgd was completed in
2002. Phase 2 is expected to be completed in 2010 and would expand the capacity by an |
additional 6 mgd. There are no current plans to expand the Saugus WRP. With completion
of the Phase Il expansion at the Valencia WRP, total combined capacity at the WRPs would

ARDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYCHN PROJECT FINALEIR 37
OCTOBER 2006



SECTION 3: NEW RELEVANT INFORMATION

be 34.1 mgd (38,200 afy). Table 2 provides the existing and projected future wastewater
flow for the Saugus and Valencia WRPs.

TABLE 2
Saugus and Valencia WRP Wastewater Collection and Capacity
Type of Wastewater Capacity (af)

2002 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Wastewater Collected and 20,542 31,500 38200 38200 38,200 38200 38,200
Treated in the Service Area
Quantity that meets Recycled 20,542 31,500 38200 38,200 38,200 38200 38,200
Water Standards

Source: CLWA 2005a.

Use of recycled water by CLWA is constrained by water right holders downstream of the
Santa Clarita Valley. According to Section 1211 of the California Water Code, downstream
water rights holders are protected if the source of return flow is “native water”. Native
water is water that, under natural conditions, would contribute to a given stream or other
body of water. The use of “foreign water,” such as imported SWP water, by downstream
water right holders is not protected under the Water Code. Therefore, groundwater
pumped from and used in the Valley is considered “native water” while imported SWP
water is considered “foreign water”. Only the percentage of foreign water discharged from
the WRPs can be diverted for recycling purposes. While CLWA has been approved to use
1,700 afy of recycled water, it may only do so if the amount of foreign water to be
discharged from the WRP’s meets or exceeds this amount.

Table 3 provides the current and projected future demand and availability of recycled
water. In 2005, foreign water comprised 64 percent of the Valley’s potable water supply,
while the remaining 36 percent consisted of native water. Future (2030) projected potable
water demand is expected to be met with 65 percent foreign and 35 percent native water.
This means that projected recycled water availability will be 65 percent of generated
wastewater.

TABLE 3
Current and Projected Demand and Availability of Recycled Water
Native Foreign Recycled Potable Waste- Foreign Foreign
Water Water Water Water water Water Water
Demand Demand. Demand Demand Flow Percentage Portion of
{afy) (afy)' (afy) Total (afy) (afy) of Potable Wastewater
(a) (b} {c) (a+b+c) Water (afy)
. Demand
2005 Projected 25,500 46,100 © BOO 71,600 31,500 64% 20,100
2030 Future 39,700 72,800 17,931 112,500 38,200 65% 24,830

Source: CLWA 2005a.
Notes: (1) Foreign water includes SWP water, water transfers, and desatination.

In addition to the previously discussed sources of recycled water, the Newhall Ranch
development is planning to construct a water reclamation plant and this new source of non-
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potable water may become available to CLWA in the future. Berry Petroleum, another
potential recycled water supplier, is considering treating the produced water from the
Placerita Qilfield and making it available for CLWA to purchase. This recycled water source
would be available on a short-term basis only because it is a by-product of oil extraction.
The use of these recycled water sources for irrigation and to meet non-potable demand
would allow CLWA to more efficiently use and distribute its potable water, increasing the
reliability of water supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley.

While actual recycled water demand was only 448 af in 2004, projected future recycled
water demands are expected to steadily increase to 3,300 af in 2015, and 17,400 af in 2030
(CLLWA 2005a). Recycled water is used for non-potable, landscape purposes.

3.2 Imported Supplies

Imported water supplies consist primarily of SWP or SWP-related supplies {such as
transfers and groundwater banking programs).

3.21 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects

In 2002 and 2003, CLWA entered into agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage District
{(Semitropic) to store a portion of CLWA's available Table A Amount under Semitropic’s
groundwater banking program (CLWA 2002 and 2003a). In 2002, CLWA stored 24,000 af,
and in 2003, CLWA stored 32,522 af. Under the terms of both storage agreements, water can
be stored for up to 10 years and 90 percent of the amount stored by CLWA, or 50,870 af is
recoverable through 2013 to meet demands in the CLWA service area. Water not recovered
by CLWA after 2013 is forfeited. As described in the 2005 UWMP and in Section 4 below,
CLWA anficipates using the stored water for a dry-year supply (CLWA 2005a).

A legal challenge was filed on CEQA grounds to CLWA's approval of its 2002 Groundwater
Banking Project and its related Negative Declaration (California Water Network v. Castaic
Lake Water Agency [Ventura Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327]). The Trial Court ruled
in favor of CLWA, and found that the approval of the project and the Negative Declaration
did not violate CEQA. The Court of Appeal decided the case in favor of CLWA and rejected
all of the petitioners claims on appeal. The decision is now final. No legal challenges were
filed to CLWA's approval of the 2003 Groundwater Banking Project or its related Negative
Declaration.

Implementation of groundwater banking agreements with Semitropic does not change the
long-term, year-by-year water supply available for use in the Santa Clarita Valley.
However, implementation of these agreements does increase the reliability of supplies for
use within the CLWA service area because water stored in Semitropic could be used to
augment dry-year supply sometime in the future.

3.22 CLWA Supplemental Water Project (41,000 Acre-foot Table A Transfer)

The principal component of the CLWA Supplemental Water Project is the execution of an
agreement for the transfer for 41,000 af of SWP Table A Amount and the associated
conveyance and delivery terms from Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) to CLWA. In
1999, CLWA entered into such a contract with KCWA and its member unit, the Wheeler
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Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District (WRMWSD). DWR concurred on this arrangement
and modified CLWA's water delivery contract to conform to the agreement.

This transfer of contract rights to the SWP was part of the “Monterey Amendments”. These
amendments to the water delivery contract for the SWP are based on a statement of
principles that were incorporated into an omnibus revision of the long-term contracts
between DWR and most of the agencies that hold contracts governing the delivery of water
and other rights under the SWP.

Prior to the enactment of the Monterey Amendments and in compliance with an agreement
among the SWP contractors and DWR, the Central Coast Water Agency (CCWA), one of the
SWP contractors, acted as the lead agency for the preparation of a program EIR, which was
used to support Morniterey Amendments (the “Monterey Agreement Program EIR”). Each of
the other affected SWP contractors and DWR later adopted the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR. These actions were challenged in court by the Planning and Conservation
League, Citizens Planning Association, and Plumas County. In the absence of a restraint
from the courts, DWR modified the contracts to the SWP and implemented the various
components of the Monterey Agreement. At this point, the omnibus revision of the long-
term contracts became know as the Monterey Amendments.

CLWA later prepared and certified a Supplemental Water Project EIR (CLWA 1999) to
evaluate the agreement with KCWA, including the 41,000 af transfer. As a project contained
within the Monterey Agreement Program EIR, the Supplemental Water Project EIR was
tiered off of the Monterey Agreement Program EIR.

After CLWA's certification of the Supplemental Water Project EIR, the Monterey Agreement
Program EIR was decertified by the Court of Appeal in Planning and Conservation League v.
Dept. of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App.4th 892 (PCL). The Court of Appeal in PCL held
that DWR should have been the lead agency for the program EIR, instead of CCWA, and
required DWR to prepare and certify its own EIR for the Monterey Agreement. The Court
did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the resulting implementing transfer
contracts. Instead, the Court directed the trial court to consider whether the Monterey
Agreement should remain in place pending DWR’s preparation of a new EIR under Public
Resources Section 21168.9 and to retain jurisdiction pending certification of the new EIR.

Because it was tiered from a now decertified program EIR, the Court of Appeal decertified
CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR in Friends of the Santa Clara River v. Castaic Lake
Water Agency (2002) 95 Cal. App. 3d 1373 (Friends).

The Court of Appeal in Friends decertified CLWA's Supplemental Water Project EIR solely
because it tiered from the now decertified Monterey Agreement Program EIR. The Court
expressly found that all other contentions concerning the legal adequacy of the EIR were
without merit. “If the PCL/tiering problem had not arisen, we would have affirmed the
judgment.” Friends, supra, at 1387.

Similarly, the Court of Appeal in Friends did not enjoin the Supplemental Water Project or
its 41,000 af transfer. It instead ordered the trial court to consider whether the contract
authorizing the 41,000 af transfer should remain in place pending CLWA’s preparation of a
new EIR that is not tiered from the now decertified program EIR under Public Resources
Code Section 21168. Accordingly, the Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA’s
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ability to continue to use and rely on the 41,000 af, leaving it to the trial court to determine
whether to enjoin CLWA's use of the water pending its completion of a new EIR. Friends,
supra, at 1388.

In September 2002, on remand to the Los Angeles County Superior Court, the Friends
petitioners applied under Public Resources Section 21168.9 to enjoin CLWA from continuing
to use and rely on water from the 41,000 af transfer. The trial court rejected that request. In
December 2003, the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court’s ruling and refused to enjoin
CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 41,000 af transfer pending
completion of a new EIR. The Friends petitioners were permitted to renew its application
based upon evidence of the actual use of such additional water for purposes it considers
improper.

Meanwhile, before the trial court in Friends acted on remand, the parties to the PCL litigation
entered into a settlement agreement, which was later approved by the Sacramento County
Superior Court. The settlernent agreement provides that SWP would continue to be
administered and operated in accord with both the Monterey Amendments and the terms of
the settlement agreement. The settlement agreement did not invalidate or vacate the
Monterey Amendments or any water transfer effected under them, including the CLWA-
KCWA transfer. The settlement agreement recognized the pending litigation on the 41,000
af transfer and the parties to the settlement agreement agreed that the litigation should
remain in the Los Angeles County Superior Court. The water transfer was effected and
permanent under the settlement agreement.

The CLWA Board of Directors decertified its 1999 Supplemental Water Project Final EIR on
November 27, 2002. CLWA then prepared and certified a new Supplemental Water Project
EIR in December 2004. The new Supplemental Water Project EIR, prepared in accordance
with the decisions of the Second Appellate Court, Fourth Division and the Superior Court of
Los Angeles, re-evaluated the potential environmental impacts of the transfer of the 41,000
af of SWP Table A Amount, without Hering from the Monterey Agreement EIR (CLWA
2004). This EIR also evaluated the use of SWP facilities from Northern California to Los
Angeles County for the delivery of SWP water to the CLWA service area, and use of this
water within the CLWA service area (CLWA 2004).

Two legal challenges to CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR were filed in January
2005 in the Ventura County Superior Court (Planning and Conservation League v. CLWA and
California Water Impact Network v. CLWA). These challenges were transferred to the Los
Angeles Superior Court. The trial is scheduled for January 7, 2007.

Although CLWA'’s new Supplemental Water Project EIR is currently being challenged in
court, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to comply with CEQA until a
court has judged it deficient. See Public Resources Code Section 21167.3(b), CEQA
Guidelines Section 15231.

Other court actions have addressed water planning issues in the Santa Clarita Valley and
the CLWA Supplemental Water Project specifically.

Most recently, the Court of Appeal in California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005)
133 Cal. App.4*h struck down the City of Santa Clarita’s certification of an EIR for the Gate-
King industrial project because it did not address the legal uncertainties surrounding the
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41,000 af transfer. The City’s EIR included no discussion of the uncertainty regarding the
41,000 af transfer other than references to it in the appendices and responses to comments.
The Court of Appeal found this to be an inadequate analysis because it failed to inform the
public of the litigation uncertainties surrounding the transfer.

The Court of Appeal’s ruling in California Oak does not prohibit reliance on the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project, including the 41,000 af transfer. The Court criticized the City’s
reasoning for relying on the CLWA-imported water supply (including the 41,000 af Table A
transfer), but it did not bar the City or any other agency from relying on the transfer for
planning purposes. '

Instead, the Court of Appeal held that the EIR must include either: (1) an analysis of why it
is appropriate to rely on the 41,000 af transfer; or in the alternative (2) an analysis of how the
demand for water would be met without the 41,000 af entitlemenit. The Court held that it
was still up to the City to determine whether reliance on the 41,000 af is reasonable.

Accordingly, under California Oak, so long as the agency has analyzed the uncertainties
surrounding this water supply, it is within the agency’s province to decide whether to rely
on the transfer for planning purposes.

Despite the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 af transfer since its inception, the
transfer was completed in 1999 and the water has been continuously delivered to CLWA.
CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table A Amount based on the
transfer. The monies have been delivered. The sales price was financed by tax-exempt
bonds. DWR recognized the transfer as permanent under the Monterey Agreement by
entering into Amendment No. 18 to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table A
Amount by 41,000 af. The water supplies have consistently been allocated to CLWA based
on that entitlement ever since.

A future adverse judgment invalidating the Monterey Agreement or the 41,000 af transfer
could affect CLWA’s and NCWD's ability to use water from the 41,000 af transfer and
adversely affect CLWA’s and NCWD's water supplies over the long term. The new
pending challenges to the adequacy of CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR and
DWR's pending preparation of a new Monterey Agreement Program EIR therefore create
potential uncertainty regarding the 41,000 af transfer.

However, it is not reasonable to believe that pending litigation is likely to unwind executed
and completed agreements with respect to the permanent transfer of SWP water amounts,
including the 41,000 af transfer.

After review of the current available information, NCWD determines that it is appropriate
to rely upon the 41,000 af transfer for planning purposes for the following reasons:

1. The Monterey Agreement and resulting implementing transfer amendments remain
in full force and effect, and no court has questioned the validity of the Monterey
Agreement or the resulting implementing contracts.

2. The Court of Appeal refused to enjoin the reasonable use of water from the CLWA
Supplemental Water Project including the 41,000 af transfer in Friends.
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10.

11,

12

13.

3.2.3

The existing SWP Water Delivery contract (including the 41,000 af transfer
amendment) remains in full force and effect, and no court has ever questioned the
validity of the contract or enjoined use of this portion of CLWA’s Table A Amount.

DWR is preparing an EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers that were
facilitated by the Monterey Amendments; this does not preclude CLWA from
preparing and certifying its own EIR for the 41,000 af transfer, as instructed by
Friends.

CLWA has certified the Supplemental Water Project EIR, including the 41,000 af
Table A Amount transfer, without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR.

The 1999 CLWA Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 af transfer was
overturned solely because it tiered from a later-decertified Monterey Agreement EIR.

CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR corrects the sole defect identified by
the Court of Appeal (i.e., tiering off the Monterey Agreement Program EIR).

CLWA's new Supplemental Water Project EIR must be deemed to be legally
adequate until and unless it is set aside by a court.

Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes reliance on
the 41,000 af transfer.

Nothing in the Monterey Amendments settlement agreement precludes CLWA from
preparing and certifying its new Supplemental Water Project EIR for the 41,000 af
transfer, as instructed by the Court of Appeal in Friends.

The Monterey Amendments settlement agreement expressly authorizes the
operation of the SWP in accordance with the Monterey Amendments, which
authorize the 41,000 af transfer.

The 41,000 af transfer was completed in 1999 and DWR has allocated and annually
delivered water in accordance with the completed transfer. A price was set, the
money was paid (financed by tax-exempt bonds), DWR amended CLWA's contract
to include the additional entitlement, and the water has been continuously allocated
and annually delivered to CLWA since 2000.

The Los Angeles County Superior Court in Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita,
et al., Case No. BS 098 722 recently upheld the City of Santa Clarita’s EIR for
Newhall Land and Farming’s Riverpark project and expressly found that the City
properly relied on the 41,000 af water transfer for planning purposes. See
Attachment A.

Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,

Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program

CLWA has entered into a water banking agreement with the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water
Storage District (RRBWSD). The EIR for this project was certified and the project was
approved by CLWA in October 2005. Under the RRBWSD Groundwater Storage, Banking,
Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program (RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program), CLWA would store up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP Table A Amount for use later
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withdrawal and delivery to the CLWA service area in a future year or years when demand
in the CLWA service area is greater than supply (i.e., in drier years; CLWA 2005b).
Additional yearly storage capacity may be provided from time to time as determined by
RRBWSD, however, the maximum amount of stored water that CLWA will have in the
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program at any time is 100,000 af. Over the life of the
project (through 2035), CLWA will be able to store a total of 200,000 af in the RRBWSD
Storage and Recovery Program (CLWA 2005b). Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery
Program, CLWA banked 20,000 af in 2005 and will bank 20,000 af this year (personal
communication, D. Masnada 2006).

Under the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program, CLWA may elect to deliver to
RRBWSD its excess Table A Amount or other SWP supplies available to CLWA. RRBWSD
would use this water in lieu of pumping groundwater for irrigation or would directly
recharge it to the underlying groundwater basin in recharge/ percolation ponds. Upon
request, RRBWSD would return CLWA's previously stored SWP water in one or more
years, by either (1) requesting that an equivalent amount of RRBWSD's SWP water be
delivered to CLWA (exchange); or (2} by pumping the water from its groundwater basin
(pumpback) to the Cross Valley Canal into the Edmund G. Brown California Aqueduct
(California Aqueduct), at which time the water would commingle with the SWP water in the
California Aqueduct and would be conveyed to CLWA. The water RRBWSD returns to
CLWA would be delivered through the California Aqueduct to CLWA on a space-available
basis within the capacity of SWP facilities. CLWA will be able to request the withdrawal of
20,000 afy plus any additional and available extraction capacity as determined by RRBWSD.
If RRBWSD constructs additional extraction facilities in the future, CLWA could potentially
request up to 45,000 afy of its banked water.

This is a long-term banking and exchange project that would extend through 2035. The
RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program would improve the reliability of CLWA's existing
dry-year supplies. The purpose of this project is to increase water supply reliability in the
Santa Clarita Valley during single or multiple dry years.

3.24 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program

CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition agreement with the Buena Vista Water Storage
District (BVWSD) and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD), referred to
as the BVWSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project. The water acquired by CLWA would
be used to meet current and future demand in its service area, and anticipated demands of
several currently identified sites that CLWA may soon be requested to annex into its service
area. Through the BYWSD/RRBWSD Water Acquisition Project, CLWA would have rights
to purchase the 11,000 af annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD during the term of CLWA’s
SWP Contract (2035), with an option to extend to a later date.

This 11,000 af of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexation. An
additional 9,000 af would be available for purchase from year-to-year, depending on the
hydrologic conditions and water availability, for a total of 20,000 af. This additional water
would only be available periodically, and while it would increase the water supply
reliability for the CLWA service area, it would not support new development.
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The Draft EIR for the CLWA Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage
District/ Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program
was issued in June 2006 (CLWA 2006b). The Final EIR for the project is currently being
prepared; the Board of Directors is expected to determine whether to certify the EIR and
approve the project in the fall of 2006. If approved, the project would increase CLWA's
water supply by 11,000 to 20,000 afy. A portion (11,000 afy) of this water would be used to
support existing and anticipated new demands, and a portion (up to 9,000 afy) would be
used to increase the water supply reliability in the CLWA service area.

3.3 New Facilities

3.31 Treatment

CLWA filters and disinfects SWP water at its two treatment plants prior to its distribution to
Local Purveyors. Since the completion of the CEQA evaluations for the Project, CLWA has
approved and constructed upgrades to the Earl Schmidt Water Filtration Plant and is
considering expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant. The following section
summarizes these actions.

The Earl Schmidt Water Filtration Plant (ESWEFP) is one of two potable water treatment
plants in the CLWA service area. The ESWFP is located near Castaic Junction, south of Lake
Hughes Road and adjacent to Castaic Lake. It receives untreated SWI water from Castaic
Lake and treats that water to meet applicable potable water quality standards.

CLWA was evaluating designs and potential environmental impacts of the upgrade and
expansion of the ESWFP at the time of the approval of the Project. The process
modifications were designed to achieve compliance with current and proposed water
quality regulations (CLWA 2003b). The capacity modifications to the ESWFP were intended
to accommodate a firm treatment capacity of 56 mgd (CLWA 2003b). These capacity
modifications had the additional benefits of providing: (1) a greater degree of redundancy in
treatment capabilities in the event of an emergency; (2) additional peak throughput capacity
to meet existing summer peaking needs; and (3) capacity to serve future growth.

CLWA approved the plans for this project in mid-2003. Construction of the ESWFP
upgrade and expansion followed the project approval. The 56 mgd plant has been
functioning with its new processing system and added capacity since the spring of 2005.

CLWA is currently evaluating designs for the expansion of the Rio Vista Water Treatment
Plant (CLWA 2006a). The plans call for the immediate expansion of this facility from its
current 30 mgd to 60 mgd. The capacity modifications would have the same benefits as
described for the ESWFP, above. The CLWA Board of Directors recently approved the
project and certified the Rio Vista Water Treatment Plant Expansion Final EIR on August 23,
2006.

Expansion of treatment capacity enhances the ability of regional water agencies to meet the
peak demands of water users. Without these expansions water purveyors would be forced
to increase the pumping capacity of groundwater wells to meet peak demands. Treatment
plant expansions do enhance the reliability of the delivery of water to users but do not add
to the reliability of the supply.
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3.3.2 Conveyance

CLWA provides treated water to the Local Purveyors via network pipelines. Since the
completion of the CEQA evaluations for the Project, CLWA has approved the extension of
the Honby Pipeline, and is in the process of extending the Pitchess Pipeline and the Sand
Canyon Pipeline and related storage reservoir.

Completion and operation of the new facilities described below does not influence the
amount of water available to support new development (like the Project) in the CLWA
service area, but does support the delivery of the available water for use to existing and
future development. Facilities upgrades in the CLWA service area significantly contribute
to meeting peak period daily demands and provide redundancy to cope with unanticipated
outages and emergencies.

3.3.21 Pitchess Pipeline

The Pitchess Pipeline is an approximately 4,300-foot-long, 24-inch lateral pipeline extension
that extends existing pipeline from just east of Interstate 5 to the intersection of the Old
Road and Sedona Way in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Pitchess Pipeline carries
treated imported water to the northwestern portion of CLWA's service area fo supplement
existing groundwater supplies distributed by the Local Purveyors. The Pitchess Pipeline
was completed in fall of 2005.

3.3.22 Honby Pipeline

The Honby Pipeline Project is the construction of a 9,500-foot, 60-inch buried steel water
pipeline to replace the existing 33-inch Honby pipeline, in a new alignment. Construction
will occur in two stages. The first phase will include construction of a 2,500-foot pipeline
segment that will connect the 84-inch treated water pipeline that leads from the RVWTP to
the existing Honby Pipeline. The second phase will consist of the construction of the
remaining 7,000-foot segment of the pipeline. This segment will continue from the end of

~ the 2,500-foot segment to the new Sand Canyon pump station. Construction is expected to
be complete by spring 2007. This pipeline will transport water that is already part of
CLWA’s supply.

3.3.2.3 Sand Canyon Pipeline

CLWA recently completed the construction of the Sand Canyon Pipeline and pump station,
and the construction of a related storage reservoir is currently underway. Construction is
expected to be completed by December 2006. The 48-inch, approximately 30,000-foot-long
water pipeline originates near the intersection of Furnivall Avenue and Santa Clara Street
where the new Sand Canyon pump station is located. The pipeline travels southeast from
the new pump station and terminates at the new storage reservoir being constructed west of
Rolling Hills Avenue and Warmuth Road. The new pump station will provide the lift to
transport water to the 7-million-gallon storage reservoir and ensure that adequate pressure
is available throughout the project’s service zone.
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3.4 Plans and Reports

341 NCWD Water Supply Report

In late 2004, NCWD prepared an assessment of regional water supplies to assist the agency
in determining if currently available and reasonably foreseeable water sources will be
sufficient to meet existing and anticipated future water demands (NCWD 2004). This
assessment characterized the local and imported water supplies available to NCWD, the
reliability of those water supplies and the projected water demands for the Santa Clarita
Valley, and those within the NCWD service area. The assessment followed the guidelines in
the California Water Code Sections 10910-10912 for approach, required information, and the
criteria for determining supply sufficiency to allow NCWD to facilitate the use of the
information in the Water Supply Report in future.

NCWD evaluated various methods of predicting future water demands. The various
methods included regional projections of per capita use estimates, extrapolation of historic
water connection {o new water connections, and econometric approaches using planned
land use. The extrapolation of historic water connection method (with consideration of the
results of the other methods) was used in this report.

It was determined that the total annual demand within the NCWD service area at build-out
of the approved land use {at an indeterminate date) would be 29,150 af. Water connections
were expected to increase to 14,550 by 2025. Water demand (with anticipated conservation
measures) was expected to increase to 17,400 afy by 2025.

NCWD reviewed the status of each of the local and imported water supplies, their
constraints, reliability, and augmentation possibilities. Based on those analyses sufficient
water supplies appeared to be available to meet anticipated demand through 2025. This
determination included normal, multiple dry, and single dry year conditions along with the
use of local groundwater, imported, banked, and recycled supplies.

3.4.2 Santa Clarita Valley Water Reports

Water management agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley have prepared the annual Santa
Clarita Valley Water Report (SCVWR) since 1998. This report provides the current
information about water supplies (including the local groundwater resources, SWP water
supplies, water conservation supplies and recycled water) and demands. The 2005 edition
reviews the sufficiency and reliability of current supplies compared to existing demand and
provides a short-term outlook of the supply-demand relationship for 2006.

As described in the most recent SCVWR, the total water demand in the Santa Clarita Valley
in 2005 was approximately 83,600 af. Approximately 85 percent (70,800 af) of this demand
was delivered for municipal use and the remainder (12,800 af) was for agricultural and
other (miscellaneous) uses. As a result of the significantly wet conditions that prevailed
through winter and spring, total demand in 2005 was approximately five percent lower than
in 2004, and about nine percent lower than had been estimated in the previous SCVWR.

The total water demands were met by a combination of about 45,100 af from local
groundwater resources, about 38,000 af of SWI” water, and about 450 af of recycled water.
Groundwater supplies were used to meet nearly 32,300 af for municipal demand and 12,800
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af for agricultural and other uses. Groundwater supplies from the alluvial aquifer produced
approximately 38,700 af and slightly less than 6,500 af were pumped from the underlying,
deeper Saugus Formation. Alluvial aquifer pumping represented about a 5,000 af increase
from 2004 while pumping from the Saugus formation was essentially unchanged. Neither
pumping volume resulted in any overall change in ongoing groundwater conditions (water
levels, water quality, etc.) in either aquifer system. SWP deliveries to the Local Purveyors
decreased by about 9,000 af from the volume delivered in 2004.

Table 4 provides a summary of the water uses and supplies in the Santa Clarita Valley in
2005.

TABLE 4
Summary of 2005 Water Supplies and Uses (acre-fest)
Municipal
State Water Project 38,034
Groundwater (Total) 32,316
Alluvial Aguifer 26,368
Saugus Formation 5,848
Recycled Water 438
Subtotal 70,788

Agriculture/Miscellaneous

State Water Project -
Groundwater {Total) 12,785
Alluvial Aquifer 12,280
Saugus Formation 505
Subtotal 12,785
Total 83,573

Source: SCVWP 2005.

CLWA's final allocation of Table A from the SWP for 2005 was 90 percent, or 85,680 af.
Utilizing SWP contract provisions, CLWA elected to “carry over” unused remaining Table
A Amount into 2006. The total available SWP supply in 2005 was 88,382 af, including 2,702
af of 2004 carryover delivered in early 2005. CLWA deliveries were 38,034 af to the
Purveyors and 20,000 af to the RRBWSD Storage and Recovery Program (described above),
with 31,377 af of the 2005 Table A Amount for potential carryover to 2006. In 2005, CLWA
did not need to supplement water supplies from the two groundwater banking agreements
with Semitropic.

The SCVWR also provided a review of the status of the water resources available for use in
the Santa Clarita Valley and applicable water management plans. Management plans for
the Alluvial aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of 30,000 to 40,000 afy in
average/normal years, and 30,000 to 35,000 afy in dry years. Pumping from the Alluvial
aquifer was 38,700 af in 2005. Higher than average precipitation in late 2004 and 2005
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resulted in significant water level recovery in the eastern part of the basin, continuing the
overall trend of fluctuating groundwater levels within a generally constant range over the
last 30 years. On a long-term basis, there is no evidence of any historic or recent trend
toward permanent water level or storage decline.

These ongoing data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer remains in good operating condition
and can continue to support pumping in the range described above without adverse results
(e.g., long-term water level decline or degradation of groundwater quality). While there
have been historical fluctuations in groundwater level and quality, typically associated with
varjations in precipitation and streamflow, there has been no long-term trend toward
groundwater quality degradation; groundwater produced from the Alluvial aquifer remains
a viable municipal and agricultural water supply.

All other Alluvial wells operated by the Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water
supply service; those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and
perchlorate has not been detected. The inactivation of Alluvial wells due to perchlorate
contamination (described above) does not limit the Purveyors” ability to produce
groundwater from the Alluvial aquifer in accordance with the groundwater operating plan.

Management plans for the Saugus Formation aquifer anticipate withdrawals in the range of
7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years and 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three
consecutive dry years. These management plans describe that such short-term pumping can
be recharged during subsequent wet/normal years to allow groundwater levels and storage
to recover, as it has in historical periods. Total pumping from the Saugus Formation was
slightly less than 6,500 af in 2005. On average, pumping from the Saugus Formation has
been about 7,000 afy since 1980. Both rates are near the lower end of the range of use of the
water within the formation. As a result of long-term relatively low pumping from the
Saugus Formation, groundwater levels in that aquifer have remained essentially constant
over the last 35 to 40 years. Ammonium perchlorate contamination from the Whittaker-
Bermite facility continued to force the closure of four wells in the Saugus Formation
(described above). Despite the inactivated Saugus wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient
pumping capacity in other wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping.

The 2005 SCVWR also provided up-to-date information on historical and current water
deliveries by water source type. This information is provided in Table 5. The SCVWR
identified that water demands and supplies fluctuate from year to year in response to
climatic conditions. For example, while the long-term urbanization of the Santa Clarita
Valley has resulted in a long-term increase in demand for urban uses, demand in 2005 was
approximately five percent less than in 2004, principally as a result of a lengthy rainy
season. Water supplies for 2006 were expected to be sufficient to meet the needs of the
CLWA service and allow for the banking of an additional 20,000 af in the RRBWSD's
Storage and Recovery Program. Previously banked water in the Semitropic Groundwater
Storage Bank is not anticipated to be needed in 2006.
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TABLE §

Municipal Water Supply Utilization by the Local Purveyars
Year State Water Alluvial Saugus Recycled Total

Project Aquifer Formation Water Municipal
1980 1,125 16,625 4,569 0 22,319
1981 5,816 14,056 4,950 0 24,822
1982 9,659 8,684 3,569 0 21,912
1983 9,185 8,803 3,398 0 21,386
1984 - 10,996 12,581 3,809 0 27.386 -
1985 11,823 12,519 4,140 0 28,482
1986 13,759 12.418 4,975 0 31,152
1987 16,285 12,630 4,962 0 33.877
1688 19,033 12,197 6,404 0 37634
1989 21,618 13,978 7,217 0 42,813
1990 21,613 13,151 8,302 0 43,066
1991 7,968 17,408 14,417 0 39,793
1992 13,911 16,897 10,458 0 41,266
1993 13,393 19,808 10,151 0] 43,352
1994 14,389 20,068 11,531 0 45,988
1995 16,996 20,590 8,087 0 45673
1996 18,093 24,681 7,373 0 50,147
1997 22,148 25,273 6,752 0 54,173 ‘
. 1998 20,254 23,858 4,706 0 48,858

1999 27,282 27,240 2,728 0 57,250
2000 32,579 25,216 3,193 0 60,988
2001 35,369 22,055 3,267 0 60,691
2002 41,768 22,097 4,360 0 68,225
2003 44,419 19,397 3,581 700 68,097
2004 47,205 18,970 5,701 448 72,324
2005 38,034 26,368 5,948 438 70,788

Source: SCVWP 2005.
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3.43 2005 Urban Water Management Plan

Water management agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley prepared and approved an updated
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) in 20052, The approved UWMP provides a
framework to guide long-term planning and management actions by the regional water
agencies. It also provides a broad perspective on a number of water supply issues to the
public and provides information regarding;

» the potential sources of supply and their reasonable probable yield;

+ the probable demand, given a reasonable set of assumptions about regional growth and
implementation of good water management practices; and

* an assessment of how the supply will be able to meet demand in the next 20 years.

The UWMP contains a description of the historic and current water use and a description of
the methodology used to project future demands within CLWA’s service area. Water use was
divided into applicable land use categories (residential, industrial, institutional, landscape,
agricultural, and other). Existing land use data and approved new water connection
information were compiled from each of the Local Purveyors. Future projections of demand
were based on information in the “One Valley One Vision” (OVOV) report, a joint planning
effort by the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles. This information was then
compared to historical trends for new water service connections and customer use factors
considering climatic and water conservation effects. Historic water demands are shown in
Figure 6, and projected future water demands are provided in Table 6.

The 2005 UWMP also contains a description of existing and reasonably anticipated water
resources available to CLWA and the Local Purveyors. These descriptions include the
various sources of water, the amount of water that would be expected to be available under
normal years and during periods of single year and multiple year droughts.

Table 7 provides the existing and anticipated water supplies for use within the CLWA service
area, and the associated assumptions and caveats, as were described in the 2005 UWMP.

Reliability planning and the inherent nature of the delivery reliability of each of the water
sources were reviewed in the 2005 UWMP. This discussion included:

» characteristics of the local groundwater supplies from the alluvial and Saugus
Formation aquifers;

» the timing and availability of recycled water;

* supplies from the SWP, provisions of the water supply contract and the anticipated
delivery reliability of those supplementary supplies (as described in the 2005 SWP
Delivery Reliability Report (DWR 2006b)); and

2 The California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Act in 1983. This act has been
implemented through Water Cade Sections 10610 - 10656. The Act states that every urban water supplier that provides water
to 3,000 or more customers, or that provides over 3,000 acre-fest of water annually, should make every effart to ensure the
appropriate level of reliability in its water service sufficient to meet the needs of its various categories of customers during
normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The Act describes the contents of the Urban Water Management Plans as well as how
urban water suppliers should adopt and implement the plans.
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FIGURE 6
Historical Annual Total Demand in the CLWA Service Area
SOURCE: CLWA 2005

TABLE 6
Projected Water Demands in the CLWA Service Area
Purveyor Demand (af) Annual
Increase
2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
CLWA's SCWD 30,400 35,000 35,100 43,100 47,100 51,100 2.1%
LACWWD #36 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,000 2,800 3.1%
NCWD 11,800 14,400 16,000 17,700 19,300 21,000 2.4%
VYWC 30,200 35,100 40,200 43,700 50,600 54,400 2.4%
Total Purveyor 73,700 86,100 97,100 106,500 119,400 129,300 2.2%
Agricultural / 15,600 13,950 12,300 10,650 9,000 9,000 -
Private Uses :
Total {wfo 89,300 100,050 109,400 117,150 128,400 138,300 -
conservation)
Conservation’ (7,370) {8,610} (9,710) (10,650) {11,940) (12,930) -
Total 81,930 91,440 99,690 106,500 116,460 125,370 1.3%
wiconservation
Source: CLWA 2005z,
1. Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of demand resulting from conservation best management
practices.
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TABLE7
Existing and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area

Water Supply Sources Supply (af)

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 77,980

SWP Table A Supply 2 65,700 67,600 69,500 71,400 73,300 73,300
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA)® 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680
Flexible Storage Account o 1,380 1,380 0 0] 0
{Ventura County} **
Local Supplies
Groundwater 40,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000
Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Saugus Formation 5,000 11.000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700
Total Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680
Semitropic Water Bank® 50,870 0 0
Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0
PlannedSupplies e T T
Local Supplies
Groundwater 6 10,000 10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Restored wells {(Saugus 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Formation)
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000
Recycled Water 0 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 18,700
Transfers
Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Bravo® 0 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000 22,600 37,300 42,000 46,700
Planned Banking Programs = 00 -
Rosedale-Rio Bravo 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Additional Planned Banking 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
Source: CLWA 2005a.
1. The values shown under "Existing Supplies” and “Planned Supplies” are supplies projected to be available in

averagefnormal years. The values shown under “Exiting Banking Programs” and “Planned Banking Programs” are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals.

2 SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 85,200 af by percentages of average
deliveries projected to be available, then from Table 6-5 of DWR's “Excerpts from Warking Draft of 2005 SWP Delivery
Reliability Report {May 2005).

3. Supplies shown are total amounts that can be withdrawn and would typically be used only during dry years.
4, Initial term of the Ventura County entities’ flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2013).
5. Supplies shown are the total amount currently in storage and would typically be used only during dry years.

Once the current storage amount is withdrawn, this supply would no fonger be available, and this supply Is not available
after 2013.

6. CLWA is in the process of acquiring this supply, primarily to meet the demands of future annexations to the
CLWA service area.
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» various flexible water supply arrangements (e.g.; the flexible storage account with DWR,
" water banking agreements with Semitropic Water District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District, and the water supply agreement with the Buena Vista Water
Storage District and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District) established by
CLWA to meet water demands in years when local and SWP supplies were insufficient
to meet water user demands.

Also included in the 2005 UWMP are descriptions of water Demand Management Measures
and the Best Management Practices implemented by CLWA as a part of water conservation
programs to result in quantifiable water savings for the Valley, and a Water Shortage
Contingency Plan and a Drought Emergency Water Sharing Agreement have been prepared
by CLWA and the Local Purveyors.

The UWMP was the subject of a series of public outreach actions, including two public
hearings. It was adopted by the water management agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley in
late 2005,

In February 2006 a petition challenging the 2005 UWMTP was filed by California Water
Impact Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River in the Ventura Superior Court. The
petition alleges that the plan violated the Urban Water Management Planning Act because it
overstates availability of local groundwater and SWP supplies thereby facilitating
unsusfainable urban development and resulting in harm to public trust resources involving
the contribution to the water flows and quality of water in the Santa Clara River and its
habitat. These challenges were transferred to the Los Angeles Superior Court and the
litigation is pending (Los Angeles County Superior Court Case BS 103295).

3.44 Monterey Agreement and the SWP Reliability Report

During the 1990s, disagreements arose between DWR and the agencies that hold contracts
for SWP water (SWP contractors) about how available SWP supplies should be allocated.
The SWP contractors and DWR agreed to negotiate a settlement of their differences and
develop a new approach to managing SWP resources through a major overhaul of the Water
Supply Contracts. After a series of exhaustive negotiating sessions, an agreement was
reached in December 1994 in Monterey, California on a set of principles, known as the
“Monterey Agreement.” The Monterey Agreement principles were implemented through
an amendment to the Water Supply Contracts between DWR and the SWP contractors,
which became known as the “Monterey Amendment.” The Monterey Amendment was
approved in 1995 and went into effect in August 1996.

A Program EIR analyzing the environmental impacts of the Monterey Amendment
(Monterey Agreement EIR) was prepared and certified by the Central Coast Water
Authority (CCWA) in 1995.

As discussed in Section 3.2.2 of this Addendum, in late 1995, a lawsuit was filed by the
Planning and Conservation League (PCL), Plumas County Water Conservation and Flood
Control District (Plumas County), and Citizens Planning Association of Santa Barbara
County (CPA) (collectively referred to as the “plaintiffs”) challenging the EIR. The plaintiffs
argued that the environmental impact analysis prepared was inadequate because CCWA
was not a proper lead agency and the EIR analysis did not reflect the inability of the SWP to
deliver full Contract amounts to SWP contractors, even though they held contractual
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“entitlements” to those supplies. In 2000, the California State Court of Appeal (Third
District) found that a new EIR must be prepared.

Discussions to mediate a settlement began in 2001 and were finalized in May 2003. All
parties to the litigation have signed the settlement agreement. The settlement agreement
calls for DWR to prepare a new EIR pursuant to CEQA, while the Monterey Amendment’s
provisions remain in operation. Pursuant to the settlement agreement, the parties are
preparing a new EIR. The new EIR will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of
changes to SWP operations incorporated in the Monterey Amendment and the settlement
agreement. The settlement agreement did not change the substance of the Monterey
Amendment, but addressed the process by which the new Monterey Amendment EIR will
be prepared. The settlement agreement also calls for DWR to produce a biennial SWP
Delivery Reliability Report. '

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) issued The SWP Delivery Reliability Report
2005 (DWR 2006b) to update information presented in the similar 2002 report (DWR 2003).
A draft of the SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 underwent extensive public review in
late-2005. The information contained in the 2005 report was recommended by DWR for use
by SWP contractors in developing their 2005 Urban Water Management Plans.

The SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 presented DWR's current information regarding
the annual water delivery reliability of the SWP for existing and future levels of
development in the water source areas, assuming historical patterns of precipitation. This
report reviewed the general subject of water delivery reliability and discussed how DWR
determines delivery reliability for the SWP. A discussion of the analysis tool (the CalSim II
computer simulation model), the analyses, and peer review regarding the accuracy of
CalSim II and its suitability for use in this report was included?. Finally, estimates of SWP
delivery reliability today and in the future were provided along with examples of how to
incorporate this information into local water management plans.

The SWP Delivery Reliability Report 2005 did not include analyses of how specific water
agencies should integrate SWP water supply into their water supply equation. The reports
identified that such integration requires extensive information about local facilities, local
water resources, and local water use, which is beyond the scope of the State-wide report.
Moreover, such an analysis would require decisions about water supply and use that
traditionally have been made at the local level. DWR identified that local officials (like
CLWA) should continue to fill this role. Chapter 6 of the 2005 Report provided examples to
help local agencies incorporate the information presented in this report into local water
management assessments.

3 The critical data in the 2002 and 2005 Reporis are based upon water delivery predictions using a computer
simulation madel, CalSim It. Public criticism of this analytical approach centers on two areas: (1) the ability of CalSim Il to
simulate “real world” conditions and accurately estimate SWP deliveries; and (2) the inability of the approach to account for
future uncertainties such as changes in the climate pattern or lavee failure in the Sacramento-San Joagquin Delta due to
flooding or an earthquake. While no model is perfect, DWR is satisfied with the degree to which CalSim Il simulates aciual,
real-world operations of the SWP. When professional judgment is used with the knowledge of the limitations of CalSim I and
the assumptions used in the studies, CalSim Il is a useful tool in assessing the delivery reliability of the SWP. The studies and
peer review related to CalSim Il are discussed in Chapter 3 and Appendix E of the 2005 Report.
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The 2005 Report (DWR 2006b) provided information on five CalSim II model studies,
Studies 1, 2, and 3 were from the 2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report while studies 4 and 5
were developed specifically for the 2005 Report. The results of studies 1, 2 and 3 were
included in for comparison purposes.

The results of these studies as summarized in Table 8 for average, maximum, and minimum
deliveries for SWP contractors south of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

TABLE 8
Table A Deliveries for SWP Conltractors South of the Della
Study Average Delivery Maximum Delivery Minimum Delivery
Thousand Percentof Thousand Percentof Thousand Percent of
afy Maximum afy Maximum afy Maximum
Tahble A Table A : Table A

2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report

1. 2001 Study 2,962 72% 3,845 93% 804 19%
2. 2021A Study 3,083 75% 4,128 100% 830 20%
3. 2021B Study 3,130 76% 4,133 ™ 100% 830 20%

2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report (Updated Studies)

4. 2005 Study 2,818 68% 3,848 93% 159 4%
5. 2025 Study 3,178 7% 4,133 100% 187 5%

Source:  DWR 2006b.
Note:  Maximum Delta Table A is 4.133 million acre-feet per year.

The results of these studies for a variety of dry-year scenarios are provided in Table 9.
Information is provide for both current (Study 4) and for 20 years in the future (Study 5).

TABLE9

Average and Dry-year Table A Delivery from the Delta
Average Single dry- 2.year 4-year 6-year G-year
1922-1994  year (1977} drought drought drought drought

(1976-1977)  (1931-1934) (1987-1992) (1929-1934)

2002 SWP Delivery Reliability Report

1. 2001 Study 72% 19% 48% 37% 41% 40%

2.2021 A Study 75% 20% 44% 39% 40% 41%
3. 2021B Study 76% 20% 44% 3% 40% 41%
2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report {Updated Studies)

4. 2005 Study 68% 4% 41% 32% 42% 37%
5. 2025 Study 7% 5% 40% 33% 42% 38%

Source: DWR 2006b.

The anticipated average delivery of SWP forecast in the SWP Water Delivery Reliability
Report (DWR 2006b) are similar to those found in prior DWR (2003) report. Anticipated
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delivery in a single-year drought scenario is significantly less than those previously
published. These result tend to demonstrate the need for water banking programs such as
those implemented by CLWA (e.g., Semitropic and RRBWSD) to reduce or eliminate the
anticipated delivery amounts in single dry years. The results of the SWP Water Delivery
Reliability Report (DWR 2006b) were incorporated into the 2005 Urban Water Management
Plan (CLWA 2005a).

3.45 Global Warming

The potential effects of increasing atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide and other
‘greenhouse gases’ and the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth's
atmosphere and oceans have been the subject of considerable technical analysis and political
debate. The natural phenomena (e.g.; temperature, rainfall) that together form the climate
of a particular region vary from day-to-day and year-to-year. The variation in climate can
be a result of natural, internal processes or in response to external forces from both human
and neon-human causes, including solar activity, volcanic emissions, and greenhouse gases.
There is little controversy that the earth’s atmosphere has warmed over the last century.
The detailed causes of this change remain an active field of research. However, there is
increasing amount of scientific evidence that identifies greenhouse gases as the primary
cause of the recent warming. This conclusion can be controversial, especially outside the
scientific community. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency maintains a website
summarizing the most recent scientific evaluations and current news on the global warming
issue at: hitp:/ /yosemite.epa.gov/oar/ globalwarming.nsf/ content/index.htmi.

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order 5-3-05
establishing greenhouse gas emissions targets for California and requiring biennial reports
on potential climate change effects on several areas, including water resources. In June 2006
DWR published a Technical Memorandum Report entitled Progress on Incorporating
Climate Change into Planning and Management of California’s Water Resources in response
to the Executive Order (DWR 2006a).

This Technical Memorandum Report describes progress made incorporating climate change
into existing water resources planning and management tools and methodologies. Some
preliminary results on the potential effects of climate change are presented. While the
analyses presented in that report used many of the most current scientific techniques and
were reviewed by experts, all of the results are preliminary. They incorporate several
assumptions, reflect a limited number of climate change scenarios, and do not address the
likelihood of each scenario. Policy implications of climate change and recommendations to
respond to the future demands for water are identified as beyond the scope of the report.

The Report covers a wide range of topics addressing climate change and its potential impact
on California’s water resources. These include the following:

» Causes of climate change and potential threat to California’s water resources, and
measures that could be taken to adapt to or mitigate the effects of climate change.

e Background and approach used for the climate change analyses included and the
climate change scenarios used in the Report.
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* Potential impacts of the selected climate change scenarios on SWP and Central Valley
Project operations. Results presented include changes in reservoir inflows, delivery
reliability, and annual average carryover storage. It also discusses the interaction of
various regulatory and operational conflicts such as water allocations, flood control, in-
stream flow requirements, and water quality requirements. The Report also presented
the implications for possible changes to operations that could mitigate the effects of
climate change. However, these operational changes are left for future work.

» TPotential impacts to Delta water quality and water levels, including effects of modified
Delta inflows and exports on compliance with water quality standards and the
implications of sea level rise.

» Implications of global warming for managing floods.

¢ Potential increases in crop water use due to global warming, and application of analysis
tools to assess changes in estimated net irrigation requirements for crops.

In addition, the Report included directions for further work to incorporate climate change
into California’s water resources management. This includes probability estimates of
potential climate change scenarios in order to provide policymakers with both ranges of
impacts and the likelihoods associated with those impacts.

Based on the information provided in the Report, Table 10 provides a summary of the
anticipated future effects of global climate change on California’s water resources and the

consequences of those effects.

TABLE 10

Potential Effects of Climate Change on California's Water Resources and Expected Consequences

Potential Water Resource
Impact

Expected Consequence

Reduction of the Stale's Average
Annual Snowpack

Potential loss of 5 million acre-feet or more of average annual water
storage in the State's snowpack

Increased chailenges for reservoir management and balancing the
campeting concerns of flood protection and water supply

Changes in the Timing, Intensity,
Location, Amount, and Variability
of Precipitation

Potential increased storm inlensity and increased potential for flooding

Possible increased potential for droughts

Long-term Changes in Watershed
Vegetation and Increased
Incidence of Wildfires

Changes in the intensity and timing of runoff

Possible increased incidence of flooding and increased sedimentation

Sea Level Rise

Inundation of coastal marshes and estuaries

Increased salinity intrusion into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta
Increased potential for Delta levee failure

increased potential for salinity infrusicn into coastal aquifers {groundwater)

Increased potential for flooding near the mouths of rivers due to backwater
effects
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TABLE 10
Polential Effects of Climate Change on California's Water Resources and Expected Consequences
Potential Water Resource Expected Consequence
Impact
increased Water Temperatures Possible critical effects on listed and endangered aguatic species

Increased environmental water demand for temperature control

Possible increased problems with foreign invasive species in aguatic
ecosystems

Potential adverse changes in water guality, including the reduction of
dissolved oxygen levels

Changes in Urban and Agricultural  Changes in demand patterns and evapotranspiration rates
Water Demand

Source: DWR 2006a.

Other recent DWR documents have addressed the potential for climate change, the potential
effects on water resources management, and the applicability of existing models to simulate
current and future conditions that would be likely to occur over the next 20-years. Other
evaluations {see http:/ /www.climatechange.ca.gov/biennial_reports/2006report/) have
used readily available models and other water management tools to assess the affects of
various global climate change scenarios on water supplies in California. DWR addressed
the need to consider global climate change as part of long-term planning for the
management of California's water resources in the Bulletin 160: California Water Plan
Update - 2005. This report acknowledged that:

California’s future hydrologic conditions will likely be different from patterns
observed over the past cemtury. Predictions include increased temperatures,
reductions to the Sierra snowpack, earlier snowmelt, and a rise in sea level, although
the extent and timing of the changes remain uncertain. ...

Managing water resources with climate change could prove different than managing
for historical climate variability because climate change could produce hydrologic
conditions, variability, and extremes that are different from what current water
systems were designed to manage; ... '

At present, the extent of climate change impacts is uncertain. As more sophisticated
tools are developed and more studies are completed, better quantification may be
possible. ... Incorporating flexibility and adaptability into our current system can
strengthen our ability to respond to change. Flexible systems contribute to beneficial
operations both under current as well as future climate conditions by allowing
management adjustments or midcourse corrections without causing major economic
and soctal disruptions.... (DWR 2005)

The SWP Delivery Reliability Report addressed the need to incorporate some of the
uncertainties of global warming with regard to planning and operation of the SWP, as
described in the following excerpt from the Report:
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Uintil the impacts of climate change on precipitation and runoff patterns in California
are better quantified, future weather patterns are usunlly assumed to be similar to
those in the past, especially where there is a significant historical rainfall record.

The State Water Project analyses contained in this report are based upon 73 years of
historical records (1922-1994) for rainfall and runoff that have been adjusted to
reflect the current and future levels of development in the source areas by analyzing
land use patterns and projecting future land and water use. These series of data are
then used to forecast the amount of water available to the SWP under current and
future conditions.

The assumption that past rainfall-runoff patterns will be repeated in the future has
an inherent uncertainty, especially given the evolving information on the potential
effects of global climate change. (DWR 20064a)

The California Assembly and Senate recently passed Assembly Bill 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. This act requires the State Air Resources Board to adopta
statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions levels in 1990 and establish a mechanism to achieve this limit by 2020. The bill
also requires the Board to adopt regulations for reporting and verifying statewide
greenhouse gas emissions and to monitor and enforce compliance with the greenhouse gas
emissions program. As of September 5, 2006, Assembly Bill 32 was enrolled and awaiting
the Governor's signature.

3.5 Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Limitations

Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project in 2001, a variety of actions have occurred
or are planned for the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These actions range from changes in
water management infrastructure to changes in water quality requirements to protect the
biological resources in the Delta. A description of some of the more substantial changes in
the Delta region is provided below:

330

CALFED Litigation—The CALFED Bay Delta Program is an association of agencies and
stakeholders whose goal is to develop and implement a long-term plan to address
chronic water supply and environmental problems in the Sacramento-5an Joaquin River
Delta and San Francisco Bay. This association has developed a Program Action Plan
that provides a framework for the implementation of projects within the CALFED
Program. The major program components are ecosystem restoration; water supply
reliability (including water use efficiency, water transfers, watershed management,
water storage, and water conveyance); water quality; and levee system integrity. An
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR was prepared for the CALFED Program in 1999
and was certified in August 2000. Three separate cases concerning the CALFED process
were originally filed in Superior Court in Sacramento, Fresno, and Orange counties, and
the cases were coordinated for trial proceedings before the Superior Court, Sacramento
County. In April 2003, a Sacramento Superior Court upheld the EIR and its certification
under CEQA. However, this judgment was reversed, in part, by the Third Appellate
Court of California. The components of the CALFED Program continue to be
implemented.
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¢ Environmental Water Account— The Environmental Water Account (EWA) is a
cooperative water management program designed to provide protection to at-risk native
fish species of the Delta estuary while improving water supply reliability for water
users. The EWA program makes environmentally beneficial changes in the operations
of the SWP and the Central Valley Project (at no uncompensated water loss to the
Central Valley Project and SWP water users). The protective actions for at-risk native
fish species proposed as part of the EWA would range from reducing Delta export
pumping to augmenting instream flows and Delta outflows. Beneficial changes in SWP
and Central Valley Project operations could include changing the timing of some flow
releases from storage and the iming of water exports from the Delta pumping plants to
coincide with periods of greater or lesser vulnerability of various fish species to
environmental conditions in the Delta. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) released the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR for the
EWA in January 2004.

» South Delta Improvements Program — The South Delta Improvements Program (SDIP)
was included in the CALFED Program. The SDIP consists of two major components: (1)
physical and structural improvements in the south Delta; and (2) operational
improvements at the SWI”'s Clifton Court Forebay. The physical and structural
improvements consists of the following: construction and operation of permanent
operable gates at up to four locations in the south Delta channels to protect fish and
meet the water level and, through improved circulation, water quality needs for local
trrigation diversions; channel dredging to improve water conveyance; and modification
of 24 local agricultural diversions. The operational components consider raising the
permitted diversion limit into the SWP Clifton Court Forebay from 6,680 cubic feet per
second (cfs) to 8,500 cfs. DWR and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation released a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/EIR for the SDIP in October 2005.

e North Delta Flood Control and Ecosystem Restoration Project—The channel system in
several of the streams in the North Delta lacks capacity to convey flows from the
upstream watershed through the Delta to the San Joaquin River and to the San Francisco
Bay. In concert with the CALFED Program, the North Delta Flood Control and
Ecosystem Restoration Project, also referred to as the North Delta Improvements Project
(NDIF), is designed to implement flood control improvements in a manner that also
contributes to ecosystem restoration, water quality, and water supply reliability
concerns in the North Delta. The NDIP will improve water conveyance, improve water
supply reliability, facilitate reductions in salinity, recommend ecosystem restoration
actions, and improve levee stability and integrity while minimizing impacts to
agricultural and recreation resources. DWR and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
published a Notice of Intent/ Notice of Preparation for the EIS/EIR on this project in
January 2003.

¢ Delta Levee Improvements—There are over 1,600 miles of aging levees in the Delta.
The integrity of these levees has been of concern for some time and was brought to the
forefront after the failure of the Delta’s Jones Tract levee in 2004, and subsequent levee
failures and flooding due to hurricane Katrina in New Orleans in 2005. There are a
variety of on-going and planned activities related to improving the integrity of the
levees in the Delta.
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» Other SWP and/or Central Valley Project Operations Projects — There are a variety of
on-going and planned projects related to the operations of the SWP and Central Valley
Project. These include, but are not limited to the following: 2004 Long-Term Central
Valley Project Operations Criteria and Plan; San Luis Reservoir Low-Point Study; and
the Delta-Mendota Canal/California Aqueduct Intertie.

+ Endangered Species Considerations —Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project
some protected species in the Delta, such as the Delta smelt, have experienced
significant declines in their abundance, A variety of actions, projects, and plans have
been implemented or are in the planning stages to address these species issues. These
actions are being undertaken by a variety of federal, state, and local agencies. Several
federal, state and local agencies, including the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmosphere Administration-Fisheries, DWR,
certain water management wholesale and retail agencies, have initiated new species
conservation planning and permitting activities for anticipated and ongoing water
management operations in the Delta.

The 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report and the modeling analysis conducted for that
report took into account the effects of many of these changes on water supply, quality, and
supply reliability for SWTP contractors south of the Delta. It is anticipated that future SWP
Delivery Reliability Reports will take into account the effects of additional projects and
programs as they are implemented.

3.6 Santa Clarita River TMDLs

Since completion of the Final EIR for the Project, two Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 4
were completed for chlorides and nitrogen on the Santa Clara River. These TMDLs are
described below.

3.6.1 Chlorides

In recent years, elevated concentrations of chloride have been measured in waters of the
Santa Clara River watershed. These concentrations are primarily due to various types of
loading during beneficial water uses, including agricultural uses (irrigation and leaching);
commercial uses; domestic uses; and water treatment (e.g., water softeners) (LACSD 2002).
In addition to loading from urban runoff, imported water in certain year types, and the
discharge of treated wastewater, naturally occurring chloride concentrations contribute to
excessive chloride concentrations in Santa Clarita Valley groundwater (LARWQCBE 1999b).
The identification of excessive chloride concentrations resulted in the addition of several
reaches of the Santa Clara River in the Section 303(d) List, as identified above.

4 The federal Clean Water Act requires states to designate appropriale water uses to be protected and directs states
to set water quality criteria based on these uses {United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA] 2000a). Under
seclion 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states, territories, and authorized Indian tribes are required to submit lists to the USEPA
detailing water bodies for which existing pollution caentrofs are insufficient to attain or maintain water quality standards. After
submitting the list of “impaired waters™ to the USEPA, states must develop a TMDL plan to limit excess pollution. A TMDL is a
number that represents the assimilative capacity of water for a particular pallutant, or the amount of a particular poilutant that
the waterbody can receive without impacting its beneficial uses. TMDL plan implementation can be accomplished through
revised permit requirements {for point source contaminants} and through implementation of Best Management Practices
(USEPA 1988).
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Table 11 provides a timeline summary of the regulatory actions taken to regulate chloride
loading within the Santa Clara River.

TABLE 11
Regulatery Timeline for Chioride
Time Action

January 1997 LARWQCRE adopts a Chloride Policy, which consists of Resolution No. 87-02:
Amendment to the California Regional Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles
Region, to Incorporate a Policy for Addressing Levels of Chioride in Discharges of
Wastewaters.

Fiscal Year Santa Clara River Reaches 3, 7 and 8 are added to the Section 303(d) List for chloride

1997/1998 impairment, and TMDL monitoring commences.

October 2002 LARWQCB amended the 1994 Basin Plan to incorporate a TMDL for chloride for the
upper Santa Clara River, establishing the 100 mg/L surface water quality objective for
Reaches 7 and 8.

February 2003 The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) remanded the chloride
TMDL back to the LARWQCB fo consider sequentially phasing TMDL implementation
tasks, extending the interim limits, and reevaluation of the chloride objective itself.

March 2003 LACSD adopts an erdinance that prohibits the installation and use of new self-
regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Vallay to help lessen the chloride
loading in the region.

May 2003 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is developing chioride TMDLs for
Reaches 3, 7 and 8 of the Santa Clara River, in the event that the LARWQCB does not
adopt it's chloride TMDL by June 2003.

July 2003 The LARWQCE adopted the chloride TMDL in light of the Remand Resolution, and
revised the Basin Plan to incorporate the chloride TMDL.

May 2004 The LARWQCB revised and adopted the chioride TMDL. Revisions included
incorporation of four major studies into the Implementation Plan, including an evaluation
of the appropriate chloride threshold for the reasonable protection of salt-sensitive
agriculiure.

Late 2004 The SWRCB and the Office of Administrative L.aw approve the chloride TMDL.

April 2005 The USEPA approved the chloride TMDL.

August 2008 The LARWQCB adopted revisions to the TMDL. The revisions include acceleration of

the final TMDL completion date and incorporation of time-certain tasks related to the
design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan.

Source: LARWQCB 2006z and 2006b, SWRCB 2003 and 2002, LACSD 2002, USEPA 2003.

The revisions to the chloride TMDL adopted in May 2004 required completion of several
special studies to characterize the sources, fate, transport, and specific impacts of chloride in
the Upper Santa Clara River. The first of these special studies, the Literature Review
Evaluation, was completed in September 2005 (Upper Santa Clara River Agricultural
Technical Working Group 2005).

In addition, the LACSD has compiled the Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System
Chloride Source Report, a detailed and comprehensive study of the sources of chloride
loading in the Santa Clarita Valley (LACSD 2002). That study identified that residential
water use, primarily from self-regenerating water softeners, greatly contributes to the

chloride loading,.
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Based on the results of that study, the LACSD adopted an ordinance that prohibits the
installation and use of new self-regenerating water softeners in the Santa Clarita Valley.
This ordinance took effect in March 2003.

LACSD has also led the completion of a collaborative report entitled “Chloride Source
Identification/Reduction, Pollution Prevention, and Public Qutreach Plan” which identifies
chloride sources and strategies for reducing sources. The Report identified the potable
water supply as the largest source and self-regenerating water softeners as the second
largest source of chloride loading (LARWQCB 2006b).

As described in Table 11, the LARWQCB recently adopted revisions to the chloride TMDL
that would accelerate the final TMDL. completion date and incorporate time-certain tasks
related to the design and treatment facilities into the Implementation Plan (LARWQCB
2000b).

3.6.2 Nitrogen

The LARWQCB adopted a nutrient TMDL in late 2003 for the upper Santa Clara River that
addresses the Section 303(d) List for nitrate plus nitrite impairment (LARWQCB 2003). The
TMDL limits nitrate (NOs), nitrite (NOz), ammonia (NH3), and total nitrogen (N). Principal
sources of nitrogen to a watershed typically include discharges from water reclamation
plants and runoff from agricultural activities. Elevated nitrogen concentrations (ammonia,
nitrate, and nitrite) can cause impairments in warm water fish and wildlife habitat, along
with contributing to eutrophic effects such as algae growth and low dissolved oxygen. The
establishment of the TMDL will not affect the amount of water available or the reliability of
the water supply.
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Updated Water Supply Characteristics

4.1 Existing and Planned Local Supplies

The following discussion of the existing conditions regarding water supply in the Santa
Clarita Valley is based on the new information, facilities, plans and reports (outlined above)
that have been completed since the approval of the Spring Canyon Final EIR in 2001.

41.1 Groundwater

The East Subbasin of the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin (Basin) is the sole
source of groundwater for urban use in the Santa Clarita Valley. Two aquifers in this Basin
are used for domestic and agricultural supply - the Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifers.

The groundwater component of overall water supply in the Valley is managed based on a
groundwater operating plan developed over the last 20 years to meet water requirements
(municipal, agricultural, small domestic) while maintaining the Basin in a sustainable
condition (i.e., no long-term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water). This
operating plan also addresses groundwater contamination issues in the Basin. The
groundwater operating plan is based on the concept that pumping can vary from year to
year to allow increased groundwater use in dry periods and increased recharge during wet
periods and to collectively assure that the groundwater basin is adequately replenished
through various wet/dry cycles. As formalized in the GWMP, the operating yield concept
has been quantified as ranges of annual pumping volumes.

Two formal reports have been produced under the Memorandum of Understanding
between CLWA, the Local Purveyors, and United Water Conservation District (UWCD) that
preceded the GWMP of 2003. The first report, dated April 2004, documents the construction
and calibration of the groundwater flow model for the Santa Clarita Valley. The second
report, dated August 2005, presents the modeling analysis of the Local Purveyors’
groundwater operating plan, described below. The primary conclusion of the modeling
analysis is that the groundwater operating plan will not cause detrimental short or long
term effects to the groundwater and surface water resources in the Valley and is therefore,
sustainableS.

41.1.1  Alluvial Aquifer

The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Alluvial aquifer in the range of
30,000 to 40,000 afy in average/normal years, and slightly reduced pumping (30,000 to

35,000 afy) in dry years (CLWA 2005a). Current data indicate that the Alluvial aquifer
remains in good operating condition and can continue to support groundwater pumping in

5 From “Analysis of Groundwaler Basin Yield, Upper Santa Clara River Basin, Eastem Subbasin, Los Angeles County,
Califomnia,” prepared by CH2M Hill and Luhdorff and Scalmanini Cansuiting Engineers, August 2005.
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the range stated above without adverse results (e.g., long-term water level decline or
degradation of groundwater quality; CLWA 2005a).

In 2002, as part of ongoing monitoring of wells for perchlorate contamination, perchlorate
was detected in one well in the Alluvial aquifer located near the former Whittaker-Bermite
facility. The detected concentration was slightly below the Notification Level for
perchlorate (6 ug/1), and the well has been inactivated for municipal water supply since the
detection of perchlorate. In early 2005, perchlorate was detected in a second well in the
Alluvial aquifer. Following the installation of welthead treatment (in the fall of 2005), the
second well was returned to water supply service. All other wells in the Alluvial aquifer
operated by the Local Purveyors continue to be used for municipal water supply service;
those wells near the Whittaker-Bermite property are routinely sampled and perchlorate has
not been detected. Further information on the status of the remediation efforts of this
contamination are described in Section 3.1.1 above. Also, as described in section 3.1.1.2, low
levels of perchlorate have also been detected in well NC-13, however, the level is well below
the action level and the well remains in operation (refer to the discussion above).

411.2 Saugus Formation

The groundwater operating plan includes pumping from the Saugus Formation in the range
of 7,500 to 15,000 afy in average/normal years; it also includes planned dry-year pumping
from the Saugus Formation of 21,000 to 35,000 afy for one to three consecutive dry years
(CLWA 2005a). Such short-term pumping can be recharged during subsequent wet/normal
years to allow groundwater levels and storage to recover, as it has in historical periods.

In 1997, ammonium perchlorate was discovered in four Saugus Formation wells in the
vicinity of the former Whittaker-Bermite facility. All four of those impacted wells remain
out of active supply service. All other wells in the Saugus Formation owned and operated
by the Purveyors are available for municipal water supply service. As part of regular
operation, those wells are sampled on a routine basis and perchlorate has not been detected.
Despite the inactivated wells, the Purveyors still have sufficient pumping capacity in other
wells to meet the planned normal range of Saugus pumping (see discussion in Section 3.1.1).

412 Recycled Water

Recycled water service was initiated in July 2003 and CLWA is permitted to deliver up to
1,700 afy of recycled water. Future plans (currently under environmental review) would
allow the delivery of up to 17,400 afy (an additional 15,700 af). The amount of recycled
water used for irrigation purposes, at a golf course and in roadway median strips, was
approximately 450 af in 2005 (SCVWP 2006).
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4.2 Existing and Planned Imported Supplies

421 SWP Table A Supply

CLWA holds a water supply contract to the SWP with DWR. CLWA's contractual “right” to
the SWP (the Table A Amount) is 95,200 af8. Climatic conditions and other factors can
significantly alter the availability of SWP water in any year, and DWR makes annual
allocations of SWP water based on that year’s hydrologic conditions, the amount of water in
storage in the SWP system, and SWP contractors’ requests for SWP supplies. Based on the
information provided in the 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report {(see Section 3.4.4),
CLWA's average or normal year SWP supply is anticipated to range from approximately
67,600 af in 2010 to approximately 73,300 af in 2030. Additional SWP supplies may be
available in above-average years, and conversely, CLWA's SWP supply would be less in
below-average years (see Table 8).

422 CLWA and Ventura County Flexible Storage Account

Flexible storage is storage available to SWP contractors that share in repayment of the costs
of terminal reservoirs (Castaic and Perris lakes). These contractors may withdraw water
from their share of flexible storage, in addition to any other SWP supplies available to the
Contractor. The Contractor must replace any water it withdraws from flexible storage
within five years.

CLWA may withdraw up to 4,684 af of water from Castaic Lake as flexible storage (CLWA
2005a). CLWA manages this storage by keeping the account full in normal and wet years
and then delivering that stored amount (or a portion of it) during dry periods. The account
is refilled during the next year that adequate SWP supplies are available to CLWA to do so.

In addition, CLWA has negotiated with Ventura County water agencies to obtain the use of
their Flexible Storage Account. As part of this agreement, CLWA has access to another 1,376
af of storage in Castaic Lake on a year-to-year basis for ten years, beginning in 2006 (CLWA
2005a).

423 Semitropic Groundwater Banking Projects

CLWA has two groundwater banking agreements with the Semitropic Water Storage
District (refer to Section 3.2.1). CLWA stored some of its SWP water in 2002 and 2003 in
accordance with these agreements, and can withdraw up to 50,870 af of water to meet its
demands over a ten-year period (until 2012/13). Once the current storage amount is
withdrawn, the supply would no longer be available.

6 As described in Section 3.2.2, legal challenges are pending for the transfer of 41,000 af of Table A Amount from
WRMWSD to CLWA, The new certified EIR completed by CLWA in 2004 must prasumed to be adequate while the legal
chalienges are pending.
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4.24 Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Groundwater Storage,
Banking, Exchange, Extraction and Conjunctive Use Program

As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA has a water banking agreement
with RRBWSD, and CLWA can store and later withdraw up to 20,000 afy of its total SWP
Table A Amount. Modifications to RRBWSD facilities or extra capacity in these facilities
would allow CLWA to withdraw up to an additional 25,000 afy for a total annual
withdrawal of 45,000 af. For the purposes of water supply planning, CLWA has assumed a
maximum annual withdrawal of 40,000 af. These supplies are planned for the future and
are not part of CLWA’s existing supply. As discussed above, under the RRBWSD Storage
and Recovery Program, CLWA banked 20,000 af in 2005 and will bank 20,000 af this year
{personal communication, DD. Masnada 2006).

425 Water Acquisition from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and Recovery Program

As described in Section 3.2.3 of this Addendum, CLWA is evaluating a water acquisition
agreement with the BVWSD and the RBWSD. Through this water acquisition agreement,
CLWA would have rights to purchase the 11,000 af annually from BVWSD/RRBWSD
during the term of CLWA’s SWP Contract (2035) with an option to extend to a later date.
This 11,000 af of water acquired by CLWA would be used to meet current and future
demand in its service area or the service area as it may be extended through annexation.
These supplies are planned for the future and are not part of CLWA’s existing supply.

4.3 Summary of Existing and Planned Water Supply

Existing and planned water supplies are shown by source in Table 7 of this Addendum, and
summarized in Table 12 below. Existing and planned banking programs are summarized in
Table 12, but because these programs would typically be used only during dry years, they
are not included as part of the existing and planned water supply for the Santa Clarita
Valley.

18.3;';1:531; of Current and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area
Water Supply Sources Supply (af)

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Imported 70,380 73,660 75,560 76,080 77,980 17,980
Local Supplies 41,700 47,700 47,700 47,700 47,700 47,700
Total Existing Supply 112,080 121,360 123,260 123,780 125,680 125,680
Existing Banking Programs o
Total Existing Banking Programs 50,870 50,870 0 0 o 0
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TABLE 12
Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies in the CLWA Service Area

Water Supply Sources Supply (af)
2020 2025 2030

2005 2010 2015

Local Supplies 0 10,000 11,600 26,300 31,000 35,700

Transfers 0 11,000 11.000 11,000 11,000 11,000

Total Planned Supplies 0 21,000

Total Planned Banking Programs ] 20,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

Source: CLWA 2005a.

Note:  The values shown under “Existing Supplies” and “Planned Supplies” are supplies projected to be available in
average/normal years. The values shown under “Exiting Banking Programs” and "Planned Banking Programs” are
either total amounts currently in storage, or the maximum capacity of program withdrawals, Refer to Table 7 for more
information.
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Impacts of the Project

5.1 Significance Criteria

The Draft, Final, and Supplemental EIRs evaluated water service impacts of the Project
based on the following significance criteria:

+ the project’s demand for water exceeds the available supply of the water district serving
the project site;

» water service infrastructure cannot be made available to serve the proposed project;

» the impacts of the proposed project together with cumulative projects in the water
service district exceeds available supply.

These significance criteria are also used for this analysis.

9.2 Impacts

As described in Section 2.1 and shown in Table 1 of this Addendum, the Project would
increase regional water demand by approximately705.7 af or approximately 1 percent of the
amount of water used in the Santa Clarita Valley in 2005 (see Table 5). This new, site-
specific water demand would be met by a combination of regional groundwater resources
and imported water supplies.

The Project site was identified as “pending development” in the NCWD Water Master Plan
for the Pinetree Water System, and was identified as “pending” in the NCWD's 2004 Water
Supply Assessment (Figure 5 in that report). Because the Project was included in the water
demand projections in the 2004 Water Supply Assessment, and because that Report
concluded that sufficient water supply appears to be available to meet projected demands
over the next 20 years of Purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley, including NCWD (NCWD
2004), the Project’s demand for water would not exceed the available supply of the NCWD,
which would serve the Project site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant
and the same as described in the Final EIR.

As described in the Final EIR, following Project construction, the Project applicant will be
obligated to replant some of the open space areas disturbed during construction for
approximately 2 years. This water demand is in addition to the Project’s long-term water
demands. This is expected to be temporary and minimal impact on water supply. Impacts
would be less than significant and the same as described in the Final EIR.

The Final EIR identified a significant impact to Purveyors and infrastructure from the
Project because at the time the Final EIR was prepared, the water supply infrastructure
needed to transport water to the site was insufficient. However, since this time, all
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upgrades that were necessary in order for NCWD to serve the Project site have been
completed. In addition, as a condition of Project approval, NCWD had asked that

The applicant provide a graded pad, an access road, and a new 1.5 million
gallon (mg) water tank in order to provide the project and surrounding,
existing development with additional short-term storage, emergency storage,
and fire flows. In addition, the provision of the new 1.5 mg tank will allow
for maintenance and repair of the existing water tank when needed. The new
water tank will be located either on- or -off site in the immediate vicinity of
the existing NCWD's Tank 3.

This Addendum is prepared to assist NCWD in its consideration of the agreement regarding
the design and construction of water system improvements for the Project. As described in
the Final EIR, the applicant will also extend NCWD'’s Soledad Canyon Road transmission
line to the Project site. Although the necessary upgrades to serve the Project site have been
completed, for the purposes of full disclosure, this impact is considered to be the same as
described in the Final EIR and is significant.

Given the Project’s pending status by the County of Los Angeles the development of the
Project site was included in, and would be consistent with, future water demand projections
used in the 2005 UWMP. Because the 2005 UWMP shows that there is sufficient water to
meet demands within the CLWA service area as a whole, the impacts of the Project together
with cumulative projects in the Santa Clarita Valley would not exceed available supply.
Therefore, cumulative water supply impacts would be less than significant and the same as
described in the Final EIR.

5.3 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures are the same as described in the Final EIR and consist of the
following;:

WR-1 The applicant shall pay connection fees, as necessary, to the satisfaction of NCWD.
The fees shall be paid prior to water service connection.

WR-2 The applicant shall participate in any future funding mechanism as necessary that is
identified and implemented as part of the NCWD Master Water Plan for the Pinetree
Water System.

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

5.4 Conclusion

Although current (2006) regional water supply availability, quality, and reliability in the
Santa Clarita Valley area has changed since the completion of the Final EIR for the Project,
these changes would not result in changes to, or increases in the severity of, the water
supply impacts described in the Final EIR. The impacts and mitigation measures are the
same as were described in the Final EIR. Implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the Final EIR, including improvements to the water supply infrastructure
necessary to supply the Project site, follows the commitments identified in the Final EIR,
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and does not represent a substantial change or significant new circumstance that has
bearing on the Project or its impacts. Because none of the conditions requiring preparation
of a Subsequent EIR or Supplement to an EIR have occurred, this Addendum is the
appropriate mechanism under CEQA to document the changes that have occurred since
completion of the Final EIR for the Project.

ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR 5.3
OCTGBER 2006



SECTION 5: (MPACTS OF THE PROJECT

This page intentionally left blank.

54 ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PRCUECT FINAL EIR
OCTOBER 2006



SECTION 6

List of Document Preparers

The following individuals were involved in the preparation of this Addendum:

Preparer

Firm

Title

Education/Experience

Alicia E. Gasdick

Monica L. Hood

Dana L. Larson

Robert D. Thomson

Lorraine B. Woodman

CH2ZM HILL

CH2M HILL

CH2M HILL

CH2ZM HILL

CH2M HILL

Water Resources Specialist

CEQA Project Manager

Staff Environmental Scientist

Vice President, Water
Resources/Enviranmental
Management Business Group

Project Manager/Senior
Scientist

B.S., Environmental Studies and
Hydrologic Sciences

Years of Experience: 6

M.E.S.M., Environmental Science
and Management

B.A., Law and Society
Years of Experience: 5

M.S. Candidate, Environmental
Science and Management

B.S., Integrative Biology
Years of Experience: 4

B.S., Zoology. University of
California, Davis, 1973

M.S., Ecology, University of
Califarnia, Davis, 1977

Years of Experience: 28

B.A., Anthropology, Pomona
College, Claremont, 1975

M.A., Anthropology, University of
California, Santa Barbara, 1278

Ph.D., Anthropology, University of
California, Santa Barbara, 1981

Years of Experience: 24

ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EiR

OCTOBER 2008

61



SECTION 6: LIST GF DOCUMENT PREPARERS

&2

This page intentionally left blank.

ACDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINALEIR
QCTOBER 206



SECTION Y7

References and Personal Communications

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2006. Castaic Lake Water Agency Water Acquisition
from the Buena Vista Water Storage District and Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage
District Water Banking and Recovery Program. Draft Environmental Impact Report.
State Clearinghouse No. 2006021003. June.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2006. Castaic Lake Water Agency Rio Vista Water
Treatment Plant Expansion Project. Final Environmental Impact Report. State
Clearinghouse No. 2005091138. August.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2005a. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. Prepared
for the Castaic Lake Water Agency, CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall
County Water District, Valencia Water Company. November.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2005b. Castaic Lake Water Agency Rosedale-Rio Bravo
Water Storage District Water Banking and Exchange Program. State Clearinghouse
No. 2005061157, October.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2005c. Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Groundwater Containment, Treatment and Restoration Project.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2004. Castaic Lake Water Agency Supplemental Water
Project Transfer of 41,000 Acre-Feet of State Water Project Table A Amount. Final
Environmental Impact Report. State Clearinghouse No. 1998041127, December.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2003a. Castaic Lake Water Agency 2003 Groundwater
Banking Project Negative Declaration and Initial Study.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2003b. Expansion of Earl Schmidt Filtration Plant
Final Environmental Impact Report. State Clearinghouse No. 2002061061, March.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2003c. Groundwater Management Plan, Santa Clara
River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin, Los Angeles County, California.
December.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 2002. Castaic Lake Water Agency 2002 Groundwater
Banking Project Negative Declaration and Initial Study. August.

CLWA (Castaic Lake Water Agency). 1999. Final Supplemental Water Project
Environmental Impact Report. State Clearinghouse No. 98041127, February.

Cole, Steve, General Manager. Newhall County Water District. October 3, 2006.

ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYCN PROJECT FINAL EIR 71
QCTOBER 2008



SECTION 7: REFERENCES AND PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning). 2000. Draft
Environmental Impact Report, Spring Canyon Project. August.

County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning). 2001. Final
Environmental Impact Report, Spring Canyon Project. October.

County of Los Angeles (Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning). 2003.
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, Spring Canyon Project. January.

DWR (California Department of Water Resources). 2006a. Progress on Incorporating
Climate Change into Planning and Management of California’s Water Resources.
Technical Memorandum Report. July.

DWR (California Department of Water Resources). 2006b. State Water Project Delivery
Reliability Report-2005. April.

DWR (California Department of Water Resources). 2005. Bulletin 160: California Water Plan
Update 2005, A Framework for Action. December.

DWR (California Department of Water Resources). 2003. State Water Project Delivery
Reliability Report-2002.

LACSD (Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County). 2002. Santa Clarita Valley Joint
Sewerage System Chloride Source Report. October 2002.

LARWQCB (Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board). 2006a. Attachment A to
Resolution No. 06-016, Revision of the Implementation Plan for the TMDL for
Chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River, Resolution 03-008.

LARWQCB (Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board). 2006b. Resolution No. 06-
016-Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region
through revision of the Implementation Plan for the Upper Santa Clara River
Chloride TMDL, Resolution 04-004.

LARWQCB (Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board). 2003. Amendment to the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region to include a TMDL for
Nitrogen Compounds in the Santa Clara River - Resolution No. 03-011. August7,
2003.

LARWQCB (Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board). 1999b. Chloride Study for
the Santa Clara River. Summary of RWQCB workshop, on February 25, 1999,
presented by Jon Bishop, TMDL Chief, Regional Programs Section, for Concerned
Parties in the Santa Clara River and Calleguas Creek Watersheds Publicly Owned
Treatment Works, Water Suppliers, Growers, and Others.

Masnada, Dan, General Manager. Castaic Lake Water Agency. October 4, 2006.
NCWD (Newhall County Water District). 2004. Final Water Supply Assessment. November.

72 ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROJECT FINAL EIR
OCTOBER 2008



SECTION 7: REFERENCES AND PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

NCWD (Newhall County Water District). 2002a. Required Water Supply Assessment (WSA)
(5B610) for Spring Canyon. October.

NCWD (Newhall County Water District). 2002b. Required Water Supply Written
Verification (WV) (SB221) for Spring Canyon. October.

SCVWT (Santa Clarita Valley Water Purveyors). 2006. Santa Clarita Valley Water Report
2005.

SCVWP (Santa Clarita Valley Water Purveyors). 2003. Santa Clarita Valley Water Report
2002

" SWRCB (California State Water Resources Control Board). 2003. Resolution No. R03-014.
February 19, 2003.

SWRCB (California State Water Resources Control Board). 2002. Resolution No. R02-018.
October 24, 2002,

Upper Santa Clara River Agricultural Technical Working Group. 2005. Literature Review
Evaluation, Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Collaborative Process. Final
Report. September.

USEPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2003. Total Maximum Daily Load for
Chloride in the Santa Clara River, Reaches 3, 5 & 6, Public Review Draft, May 1.

ADDENCUM TO THE SPRING CANYON PROUECT FINALEIR 73
OCTOBER 2008



SECTION 7: REFERENCES AND PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

This page intentionally left blank.

74 ADDENDUM TO THE SPRING CANYGN PRCJECT FINAL EIR
OCTOBER 2006



ATTACHMENT A

Los Angeles County Superior Court
Decision on Submitted Matter in
Sierra Club, et al. v. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
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ORIGINAL FILED
UG 14 2006

LOS ANGELES
SUPERIOR COURT

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNTA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
SIERRA CLUB, et al., CASE NO. BS 098 722
Petitioner, DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER
vs.

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA,et al.,

Respondent.

NEWHALL LAND AND FARMING,

i St Bt St st Mt W Ns? St St et Mo et e et

Real Party in Interest.

Having taken the matter under submission on May 31, 2005, having
considered all the evidence admitted and the parties’ oral and writtep
arguments, the Court rules as follows:

Peﬁitioners Sierra Club, Center for Biological Diversity, Friends
of the Santa Clarita River, and California Water Impact ﬁetwork
(“Fetitidners”} seek a Writ of Mandate commanding Respondents City of
Santa Clarita and Santa Clarita City Council (“City” or “Respondents”)
to set aside its decision certifying the Final Environmental Impact

Report (“FEIR”) and approving the Project known as Riverpark in favor of

Real Party in Interest Newhall Land and Farming {“Newhall”}.
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The Riverpark project -is-itacaked-om a.638:4-aere site. Originally,
Riverpark propasedﬁ&$aﬂaﬁ§éﬁﬁdentkal anlts,;consistlng of 439 single-

famlly homes and»véé;-

=S5 TaRd: "~i@”&ﬂ§“square feet of commercial
development, a traéi—awa#EM?Ta~29=acre-actzve#passxve park along the

Santa Clara River, ahd aﬁprdxfmaf‘ly 442‘36&&3 "of cpen space area, |

including most Of1ﬂﬁ?EEQtE“CTErE”RIVEr““‘f?*i’ﬁRT‘Tab 4, .340-42 [Draft

._"““f"‘%“%~a$ }'fﬂ “@ﬁﬁéﬁﬁbllc hearing process,

EIR, § 1.0, Pronec7j

the project was-revised by converting the apartments to- condominiums or
townhouses, reducing to 1,123 the residential units and to_16,000 square
feet commercial development, and preserving additional areas of the
Santa Clara River and its south fork. (10 AR, Tab 12, 11742-44 [FEIR,
Project Revisions and Additional Information}.) Further hearings in
2005 reduced the residential units to 1,089, conéiétiﬁg of 432 single
family homes and 657 condominium/townhouses, and provided for cthe
preservation of more land and river areas, totaling 788 acres (470-acres
on-site) for recreation and open space. - (10 AR 11742-44; 9 AR, Tab 11,
11418-22.} Included among the 318 off-site acres are the remaining
portions of fhe south fork of the Santa Clara River owned by RPI, and 3?
acres of the Santa Clara River significant ecological area (“SEA”).-
A Project approvals included a General Plan Amendment, a Zone Change,
a vesting tentative tract map, a conditional use permit to build in
excess of two stories and a maximum of 50-feet, Hillside Innovative
Application, a permit for vehicular gating, a variance to reduce sétback
requirements and to build sound walls in excess of 7 feet, Hillside
Development Applicétion; and an Qak Tree Permit. (1 AR, Tab 2, 5-114;
2 AR 259.)
The Plaﬁning Commission held 9 hearings and on 12/21/04 recommended
that the City Council certify the EIR and adopt a Statement of
-2 -
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Overriding Considerations for impacﬁs that could not be-mitigated.to ali
less than §ignificant level. (1 AR, Tab 2, 9-22 [App. Reso.}; 7:2 RR,
Tab 9, 8079-81 [12/21/04 Hearing Transcript]; 73 AR, Tab 652, 51639-43
[12/21/04 Staff Report].)

The City Council held 3 hearings and certified the EIR on 5/24/05, |
unanimously approving the project on 6/14/05. (1‘AR, Tab 2, 22-26; 1
AR, Tab 3, 115;229.)

Petitioner filed within Petition for Writ of Mandate alleging non~
compliance with CEQA,

To estéblish violation of the Califernia Environmental ﬁuality Act
{(“CEQA"), Petitioner must show an abuse of discretion in that the County
elither failled to proceed in thé manner regquired by law or the
determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence.
{Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5{(b); Pub. Resources Code, §8% 21168, 21168.5.)
When CEQA non-compliance is alleged, the Court reviews the entire record
to see if substantial evidence supports the éhallenged determinations.

“substantial evidence” is defined as “enough relevant information
and reasonable inferences from this information that a fair argument can
be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions night .
also be reached.” {14 Cal. Code Regs., § lSﬁBé(a); Laurel Heights

: (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 393.) éubstantial evidence may include facts, reascnable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supporﬁed by
facts, but not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or
clearly erronecus evidenée. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21080(e) (1) (2),
21082.2(c).)

“[Iln applying the substantial evidence standard, the reviewing
court must resclve reasonable doubt in favor of the adminigtrative
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finding and decision. As such, i1f there are conflicts in the evidencs,

their resolution is for the agency.” (River Valley Preservation Proiect
¥. Metropolitan Transit Development Board (1995} 37 Cal. App. 4th 154,

(168.) Determinations in an EIR must be upheld if supported by

substantial evidence, and the mere presence of conflicting evidence
in the administrative record does not invalidate them. (Chaparral
Greens v, City of Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4™ 1134, 1143.) An
agency’s approval of an‘EIR may not be set .aside on the ground that a&an
opposite conclusion would have been eqﬁally or more reasonable. (Laurel
Heights Improvement Assn. v, Regents of University of galifgggia {1988}
47 Cal,3d 376, 393.) The Court’s rele is not to substitute its judgment

‘for that of the local agency representatives, but to enforce

legislatively mandated CEQR requirements. (Citizens of Gnleta Valley v,
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.) The Court passes only

upon the EIR's sufficiency as an informative document, not upon the

correctness of its envirommental conclusions. (Laurel Heights at 392.)

Petitioners contend that the City is legally precluded from relying

on water from the transfer of 41,000 AFY acre feet per year (“AFY”) of
State Water Project {“SWP”) water to the loc;a.fl SWP wholesaler, Castaic
Lake Water Agency (“CLWA”) ({“41,000 AFY transfer”) for planning
purposes, and the EIR’s reliance on water supplies is not supporfed by
substantial evidence.

The water for the Riverpark project is to be supplied by CLWA.

In 1999, CLWA entered into a contract with the Kern Delta Water

District for transfer of 41,000 acre feet per year [AFY} as part of the
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“Monterey Agreement.”! The CLWA certified an EIR for the 41,000 AFY
transfer tiered on the earlier program EIR that had been prepared for
the Monterey Agreement,

In Planning and_Conservation lLeaque v, Dept., of Water Resources
(2000) 83 cal.App.4™ 892 (“PCL”), the PCL challenged the Monterey
Agreement program EIR. The Court of Appeal held that the EIR should
have been prepared by DWR as the lead agency, .rather than by one of the
contractors, and that a new EIR must be prepared and certified by DWR.
The Court did not invalidate the Monterey Agreement or enjoin the water
transfers effected thereunder, but directed the tﬁial court to consider
under CEQA section 21168.9 whether the Monterey Agreement should remain
in place pending preparation of DWR's new EIR, and to -retain
jurisdiction pending certification of DWR’s EIR.

In Friends of Santa Clara River v, CLWA (2002) 95 Cal.App.4™ 1373
{(“Friends I"), the Court of Appeal ordered CLWA’s EIR decertified
because it had Eean tiered from the Monterey Agreement EIR, adiudged |
inadequate: “We have examined all of appellant’s other contentions and
find them to be without merit. If the PCL/tiering problem had not
arisen, we would have affirmed the judgment.” (Friends, supra, at 1387.)
The Court did not issue any ruling affecting CLWA's ability'to continue
to use and rely on water supplies from the 41,000 AFY Trénsfer, leaving

it to the trial court’s discretion whether to enjoin CLWA’s use of the

water pending its completion of a new EIR. (Eriends, supra, at 1388.)

/1

1an excellent history of the SWP and the role of Department of Water
Resources (“PWR”) in the management of the SWP, the Monterey Agreement
and amendments, and relevant litigation is set forth in Callf. 0Qak
Foundation v. Santg Clarita, 133 Cal.App.4th 1219 (20035).
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In September 2002, on remand to the Los Angeles County Superior‘
Court, the Friends petitioners applied qnder CEQA section 21168l9 to
enjoin CLWA from continuing to use and rely on water from the 41,000 AFY
Transfer. The trial court rejected that request, and in December 2003,
the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court’s ruling allowing CLWA to |
continue to use and rely on water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer pending

completion of its new EIR. (Id.; see also, Friends of the Santa Clara
River v, Castale Lake Water Agency, 2003 WL 22839353 {“Friends I17] at

Tab 7, 5 AR 4180-97.)

Meanwhile, on 5/5/03, before the trial couﬁt acted on remand, the
parties to the PCL liﬁigaﬁion entered inte the Mbnteréy Settlement
Agreement.? Section II of that agreement provides that SWP would
continue to be administered and operated in accord with both the
Monterey Amendments and the texms bf the Monterey Settlement Agreement.
(5;1 AR, Tab 7, 4387.) The Monterey Settlement Adreement did not
invalidate or vacate the Monterey Amendments, or any waﬁer transfer
effected under them.

A, PCL, Friends of the Santa Clara River and California Oak do not
preclude reliance on the 41,000 AFY Water Transfer

Petitioners éontend that legal uncertainties surrouﬁding the 41,000
AFY transfer due to the PCL and Friends lawsuits preclude the City from
relying on water from that transfer for planning purposes.
Specifically, Petitioners contend that because PCL requireé the

Department of Water Resources (“DWR”} to prepare an EIR analyzing the

*0n 6/6/03, the Sacramento County Superior Court issued its Order
under CEQR sectlon 21168.9, approving both the Monterey Settlement
Agreement, and the continued operation of the SWP pursuant to the
Monterey Amencment and the approved Monterey Settlement Agreement. (See
6 AR, Tab B, 6557; B8 AR, Tab 10, 9775-78 [Order].)
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effects of the eight SWP water transfers completed under the Monterey
Agreement, none of those transfers, including the 41,000 AFY transfer,
can be relied on for planning pufposes until DWR has completed and
certified that ETR. Moreover, Petitioners contend that the Court of
Appeal so held in Califorpia Qak Foundation v, Citv of Santa Clarita
{2005) 133 Cal.App.4™ 1219, .

PCL, Eriends and California Oak (discussed ipfra) do not preclude

reliance on the 41,000 AFY transfer for planning purposes.

While the Courts of Appeal could have simply said that all EIRs
requiring reliance on the 41,000 AFY transfer, must await the
certification of a new FEIR by DWR (énd resolution of any iitigation
challenging such FEIR), they have not done thaﬁ. :

Although the Court in Exiends and California Oak observed that CLWA
“"may be able to cure the PCL problem by awaiting action by the [DWR]

complying with the PCL decision, then issuing a subsedquent EIR,

supplement to EIR, or addendum . . . tiering upon a newly certified
Monterey Agreement EIR” (California Oak, §ﬁg;@, 133 Cal.Rpp.4* at 1230,

n.6), neither court said that the CLWA and City of Santa Clarita must
await the DWR FEIR.

CLWA certified a new EIR on the 41,000 AFY Transfer on 12/22/04..
(Teb 10, 8:2 AR 10441-480 [CLWA Resolution certifying the EIR]; see also
Tab 8637, 63 AR 43468-44683 (CLWA FEIR]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750 {Final
Riverpark EIR Prbject Revisions and Additional Information.) This new
EIR analyzes the effects of the 41,000 AFY Transfer without tiering from
the Monterey Agreement EIR.3 Althoudh CLWA's EIR is currently being

3The CLWA EIR concludes that the Monterey Settlement Agreement
neither requires that DWR’s new EIR be certified before CLWA can certify
its new EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer, nor redquires that DWR’s new EIR

- 7.-
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challenged, CEQA requires that the EIR be conclusively presumed to

comply with CEQA, until a court has judgedlit deficient. ({See. 2.9.,

CEQA, § 21167.3(b}, CEQA Guidelines, § 15231; see also, Barthelemv v,
Chino Basin Water Dist., supra, 38 Cal.App.4th 1609, 1617.)

Since the prior CLWA EIR for the 41,000 AFY Transfer was overturned
solely because it tiered from a later-decertified Monteréy Agreement
EIR, and CLWA has now certified an EIR approving the 41,000 AFY Transfer
without tiering from the Monterey Agreement EIR,* the City reasonably
included water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer in CLWA’s supplies, after
considering at length.the current status of all litigation.®
B. The 41,000 AFY transfer is sufficiently cerfain and the Monterey

Settlement Agreement does not preclude Respondents from relying on |

sald transfer in its EIR pending DWR’s preparation of its EIR. |

Az argued by Respondents, three provisions in the Monterey
Settlement Agieement, read together, refute Petitioners’ argument that
the 41,000 AFY Transfer was excluded from Attachment E because it was a

non-permanent transfer, which may not be used for planning purposes.

serve as the EIR for that Transfer. {Talr 637.63 AR 43987-92 [CLWA

Master Response to Comments).) These conclusions are consistent with
Friends 1T, that the 41,000 AFY Transfer is not legally bound to the PCL

litigation or to DWR’s new EIR. (Tab 7, 5:1 AR 4195-4196.)

‘Although DWR is in the process of certifying its own EIR pursuant
tc PCL and the Monterey Settlement Agreement, DWR approved . CLWA's
preparation of its EIR in a comment letter on the Draft EIR, and noted
that CLWA's Draft EIR “adequately and thoroughly discusses the proposed
project and its impacts,” and “adequately discusses the reliability of
the SWP, pre- and post-~Monterey Amendment conditions, future conditions
and SWP operations.” {(Tab 637, 63 AR 43482-83.)

’Respondents’ Riverpark EIR discusses the prior litigation and
devotes B pages to discussion of the litigation surrounding CLWA'’s EIR

on the 41,000 AFY Transfer in its response to comments alone. (Tab 8, 6
AR 6551-6559.) :

[y
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Section III{C) {4} requires DWR to conduct an “[a]nalysié of the
potential environmental impacts relating to” all eight 6f the cdmpleted
water transfers, nét just of the 41,000 AFY Transfer (Tab 7..5:1 AR
4368-692) and to analyze all of the transfers in the same manner, even
though seven of them, defined in the Agreement as the “Attachment E
fransfers,” were beyond challenge. (Id. [Section III(C) {4)3j; Tab 7, 5:1
AR QBVQ'[Sections III{D), III(E)].} Section III(D} precludes challenges
to the Attachment E Transfers, which had been litigated in other forums

or had become final without!challenge by the expiration of limitation

periods. {(Tab 7. 5:1 AR 4370.) Section jII(E) acknowledges the

jurisdiction of Los Angeles Superior Court over the then-ongoing Eriends
litigation challenging CLWA’s EIR on the 41,000 AFY Transfer {(Tab 7, 6
5:1 AR 4370} pending completion of CLWA's new EIR, but does not
distinguish the 41,000 A¥FY Transfer from the Attachﬁent E transfers

otherwise,.
7 The Monterey Settlement Agreement does not prohibit reliance on the
41,000 A¥Y Transfer. All of the water transfers were effected as

permanent transfers under the Agreement and are to be analyzed in the
same way in DWR’s new EIR, as required by Section III(C)(&):

Petitioner contends that the continued availability of the 41,000
AFY transfer is uncertain until DWR has concluded its EIR and that under.
California Ozk, the City may not presume that the outcome of DWR's
environmental review will be the continued availability of‘the 41,000
AFY.

DWR, however, has reéognized the 41,000 AFY Transfer as a permanent
transfer under the Monterey Rgreement by entering into Amendméﬁt No. 18
to CLWA's agreement, which increases its Table R Amount by 41,000 AFY
(Tab 10, 8:1 AR 9212-14), and has since consistently allocated water

._9_
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supplies to CLWA based on that enfitlement {Tab 4, 2:2 AR 1015-17
{DEIR]). Furthermore, as noted supra, DWR also submitted positive
comments on CLWA’s Draft EIR. (Tab 637, 63 AR 43482-83).

DWR’s analysis of the 41,000 AFY Transfer in its new EIR wiil be
part of a.broader analysis of past énd future permanent transfers ﬁf
Tab;e A Amounts, and will not constitute the EIR for the 41,000 AFY
transfer. (5:1 AR, Tab 7, 4369.) As noted supra, BCL, Friends and the

| Monterey Settlement Agreement do not prohibit CLWA’s preparation of its

new BIR addressing the impacts of the 41,000 RFY transfer. {Tab 637, 63
AR 43987-92 [CLWA Master Response to Comments].}

California Oak, being most recent, deserves further discussion. In ;
California Qak, the Court struck down the Ciﬁy’s certification of an
earlier EIR for an industrial project because it did not address the
legal uncertainties shrrounding the 41,000 AFY Transfer. California Qak
did not bar the use of water from the 41,000 AFY transfer for all
planning purposes., It criticized the City’s failure to explain its
reasoning for relying on the 41,000 AFY transfer, but held that it was
up to the City to determine whether or not to rely on the 41,000 AFY
transfer in-its planning. The Court stated: “[Tjhe gquestion is whether
the entitlement should be used for purposes of planning future
development, since its prospective availlability is legally uncertain.
Although this decision must _be made by the City, the EIR is intended to
serve as an informative document to make govermment action transpérent.
Transparency is impossible without a clear and complete explanation of
the circumstances surrounding the reliability of the water supply.”
(Id. at 1237-38; emphasis’supplied.) Before relying on water from the
41;000 AFY transfer for planning purposes, the City must “present a
reasoned analysis of the significance . . . for insignificance} of the

- 10 -

BS 098 722 Sierra Club, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER




B U= R - T . R ¥ S S R N

NN N RN NN ke e e e e e
[ T - O Y - 1 N = T U« TR - TR S S~ SN ¥ . B - S B % S o = |

decertification of the EIR for the Castaic purchase; how demand for
water would be met witﬁout the 41,000 AFY entitlement; or why it is
appropriate to rely on the 41,000 AFY transfer in any event.” (Id., at
1244.)

The Court in California. Qak ruled that the EIR contained an |
inadequate discuss?an, in fact no discussion at all, of the unceftainty
regarding the 41,000 AFY transfer in the EIR itself, but only references
to it in the ‘appendices, and responses to comments. The text of the EIR
did not mention the decertification of the CLWA EIR, or that
“entitlements are not really entitlements, but only ‘paper’ water.”
(Califorpia Oak, supra, 133 Cal.App.4th at 1236.) From the EIR, the
Court could only assume that City concluded the 41,000 AFY would
éontinue to be available, but found that the lack of a forthright
discussion of a significant factor that could affect water supplies was
antithetical to the purpose of an EIR to reveal to the public the basis
on which officials approve or reject environmentai action. (Id, at.
1237-38)., Thus, the Court held that the EIR failed to inform the public
of the litigation uncertainties surrounding the 41,000 AFY transfer, aﬁd
substantial evidencé-did not support the City’'s decision to rely om
water from that transfer for planning purposes. )

Here, by contrast, the City discussed the 41,000 AFY transfer and
its uncertainties at considerable length, both in the EIR and throughout
the review process. (See infra, pp. 12-16.) The PCL, E;igggg,"fgigngg
11, and California Oak decisions were all discussed. The City concluded
that it was likely that the 41,000 A¥Y would be available for the
project. By the time the City Council held it first Riverpark hearing
on 1/25/05, the City also had before it CLWA's certified new EIR for the
41,000 AFY transfer, which was not the case in California Oak.

- 11 -

BS 098722 Sierra Club, et al. vs, City of Santa Clarita, et al.
DECISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER




o @ -~ m R ks w ™ [

ORI C TR ¢ ST ¢ T C SR S ST C RN X S S S S Ry i Sy R S S T o e
@ -~ gy o WM E S W e s W N kO

The Riverpark EIR adequately discloses the uncertainties regarding
the 41,000 AFY transfer and discusses them forthrightly.
cC. Substantial evidence supports reliance on 41,000 AFY water transfer

and the FIR’s analysis of the transfer is not flawed

Petitioners contend that substantial evidence does not suppoft the
City’s decision to rely on water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer.

As noted, California Qak held that, as long as the city has
analyzed'the uncertainties surrounding this water supply, it is within
the City’s province to decide whether to rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer
for planning purposes;

The EIR and the Administrative Record contain substantial evidence
supporting the City’s decision that water from the 41,000 AFY Transfer _
can be relied on as pari of CLWA's supplies.

CLWA, the SWP and the reliability of its water supplies, the
Monterey Agreement, the PCL litigation, the Monterey Settlement
Agreement, CLWA’s Table A Amounts, and the Friends litigation are all
extensively discussed in the EIR. The City'specifically discloses that
a future adverse judgmgnt invalidating the Monterey Agréement could
affect CLWA’ 5 - ability to use water from the 41,000 AFY transfer and
adversely affect CLWA's water supp;ies over the long term, but that,
baged on the information discussed, CLWA (the experts concerning water
supply) believed that such a result “is unlikely to >unwind’ executed
and completed agreements with respect to the permahent transfer 6f SWP
Water RAmounts.” {Tab 4,2:2 AR 1014-15; ses also, Tab 8,6:2 AR 6551-59
[TR-3]).) Further, the EIR notes the 41,000 AFY Transfer was complefed in
1999, CLWA has paid approximately $47 million for the additional Table
A. Amount, the monies have been delivered, the sales price has been
financed through CLWA by tax-exempt.bonds, and DWR has increased CLWA’s

| - 12 -
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SWP maximum Table A Amount and delivered or made available to CLWA the

95,200 AFY because it was a permanent transfer/reallocation of SWP Table

A entitlement between SWP contractors.” (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 1013.)- Included

in the EIR’s Appendices and referenced in the EIR, are the 19 documents
supporting the EIR’s analyses, including the PCL decision, the Monterey |
Settlement Agreement, fhe Sacramento County Superior Court’s “Order
Pursvant to Public Resources Code Section 21168.8," the Eriends
decision, the Los Angeles County Superior Court’s Judgment on remand in
the Friends litigation, CLWA's final EIR for the 41,000 A¥XY Transfer,
and CLWA’s Resolution certifying that EIR.

The City respondéd to numerous comments challenging the EIR’s
conclusion that CLWA could rely on the 41,000 AFY Transfer for planning |
purposes. Due to the number of comments, and the amount of information
required to respond, the City prepared a ™master” response on this
subject, TR-3 (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6551-59). TR-3 reviews the information
disclosed in the EIR’s Water Services section regarding the 41,000 AFY
Transfer and the Friends litigation, then responds to comments asserting
that: (i) the BCL litigation and Monterey Settlement Agreement preclude
CLWA from using or relying on that water transfer, and (ii) because the
Monterey Settlement Agreement requires DWR to prepare a new EIR on the
Monterey Agreement, CLWA cannot rely on the water transfer until that
new EIR_is completed.' The City alsoc prepared responses to individual

comment letters on the 41,000 AFY Transfer® All of these commenfs and

fSee, for example, responses to comments from the Santa Clarita
Organization for Planning and the Environment (Tab 8, 6 AR 3362-66,
£689-6717), Petitioners Sierra Club (Tab 8, 6 AR 61894-6201, 6370, 6737~
66, 6829~30), California Water Impact Network {Tab 8, 6 AR 6273-74,
6767-75), Friends (Tab 8, 6 BR 6387, 6835-36), and from a law firm
involved in the PCL litigation {Tab 8, € AR 6275-78, €776-83).

. = 13 -
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responses are included in the Riverpark Final EIR.

The Ciﬁy's Planning Commission also held a study session .on the
subject of the reliability of available water supplies. (Tab 9, 7 AR
7480~92,)

Ultimately, the City reviewed all of this infermation, and the
views expressed in the EIR, by CLWA, and by commentathrs opposed to the
City considering the 41,000 AFY ,Traéxsfer, and detemined it was
apﬁroprj:ate for the City to rely on those SWP supplies. (Tab 2, 1 AR 9-
114 {App. Reso}; Tab 3. 1 AR 174-220 [CEQAR Findings).) The City
expléined that its determination to allow Riverpark to rely on the
41,000 AFY Transfer was supported by the information in the EIR for four
main reasons: {i) nothing in the Monterey Settlement Agreement or in any
court decision precludes that reliance; (ii) nothing in the Monterey
Seftlement Agreement precludes CLWA from preparing and certifying its
revised EIR for that transfer as instructed by t’ne- Court of Appeal in
the Friends decision and, in fact, the Settlement Agreement was
carefully crafted to leave that EIR and any required remedies to the Los
Angeles County Superior Court; (iii) the fact that DWR is preparing an
EIR that will analyze all of the water transfers under the Monteresr
Agreement does net preclude CLWA from preparing and certifying its
revised EIR, as instructed by Friends; and '(iv) CLWA’'s Final EIR re-
approving the transfer had Ibeen certified without tiering from the
Monterey Agreement EIR. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6558-59 [TR-3]; Tab 10, 8:2 AR
10441-10480; Tab 12, 10 AR 11750.)

As directed by Califorpia 0QOak, the City here has analyzed in
considerable detail the uncertainties surrounding the AFY water transfer
and explained the basis for its reliance on that transfer. The City’s
/1
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determinations are not an abuse of discretion, but supported by
substantial evidence. '

Petitioners’ contention that the City makes false statements about
the transfer (OB 7-9) is not borne out by the record.

The City's statement reads: “Because the 41,000 AF was a permanent
water transfer, because DWNR includes the 41,000 AF in calculating CLWA’g
share of SWP Table A.Amount, and because the courts have not prohlblted
CLWA from using or relying on those additional SWP supplies, the City
has determined that it remains appropriate for the Riverpark project to
include those water supplies in its water supply and demand analysis,
while acknowledging and diéclosing uncertainty created by litigation.”
(Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6768-69.) '

This statement is gualified and explained by the City’s extensive
discuséion of the legal uncertainties arising from litigation, supra,
and is not misleading. The statement cannot be taken out of context an@
must be read in light of other statements and evidence in the record.
As regards “reliance on the fact that DWR counts the 41,000 AFY in Table
A amounts, DWR has acknowledged the 41,000 AFY Transfer by continuously
delivering SWP water, including water from the Transfer, to CLWA'for
many years. The Monterey Settlement Agreement treats the 41,000 AFY
Transfer identically to the Appendix E Transfers. The City’s discussion
of the reliability of SWP water supplies, including the 41,000 AFY
Transfer water, is a discussion relating to the ability of the SWP te
deliver only such supplies as are available on a year-to-year basis.

(See, e.g., Tab 4, 2:2 AR 1022-30.}) The City discussed the reliability

§ of available SWP supplies under average, dry and critical'dry years, and

that there would be sufficient supplies to meet Riverpark’s demand and
cumulative demand. (Id. at 1051-70.)
- 15 =
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Unlike California Oak, the record shows that the City considered
the 41,000 AFY transfer in thg EIR, including the legal ﬁncertainties,
the reliabiliﬁy‘of available supplies‘of SWP water in generai, and
concluded, based on substantial evidence, that it was appropriate to
rely on those supplies for planning purposes. The City alsc considered
and rasponded to numerous comments. After 12 hearings before the
Planning Commission énd City Council, the City certified the EIR and
approved Riverpark, knowing that water supplies from the 41,000 AFY

Transfer were to some degree uncertain, but explaining the reasoning for

its determinations and the evidence that supported it. That is all that

CEQA and California Qak require.

Petitioner contends that the project’s impacﬁ on three épecial—
status species, the western spadefoot toad {“Toad”), the San Diego back-
tailed jackrabbit {“Jackrabbitb) and the holly-leaf cherry woodlands
{“Holly-Leaf;) must be considered significant because they are “rare”
within the meaning of CEQA, the ETR’ g responses to comments by
Department of Fish and Game {“DFG”) were inadedquate, as were mitigation
measures for the foad and Jackrabbit.

CEQAR Guidelines section 15065(a) provides: “A lead agency shall
find that a project may'have a significant effect on the enviromment and
thereby require an EIR to‘be prepared for the project where there is

substantial evidence, inAlight of the whole record, that . . . : (1] The

‘project has the potential to . . . substantially reduce the number or

restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species . . WY
{Guidelines, § 15065(a); 51 AR 33996.)

Here, an EIR was prepared and the impacts on the Toad, Jackrabbit,

and Holly-Leaf considered. Petitioner contends that, to assess the
._16_
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significance of the project impacts on the Toad, Holly-Leaf, and
Jackrabbit, the EIR was required to determine whether the species are
“rare” under Guidelines section 15380(b) {2) {A}, which defines “rare” as
“[a]lthough not presently threatened with extinction, the sbecies is
existing in such small numbers throughout 21l or a significant portion
of its range that it may7become endangered if its environment worsens.”

The EIR’s conclusions with regard to these species are supported by

substantial evidence.

Toad

The EIR concluded that impacts on the Toad would be significant and
unavoidable (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5774, 5827},

The EIR describes the Toad as a special-status species (Tab 7, 5:2
AR 5720~5730, 5737, 5831-36; see also Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8572 [Revised Draft
EIR (“RDEIR”}}), and defines “gpecial=-status wildiife” to include rére
species, that is, State Species of Special Concern and Federal Species
of Concern. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5728.) The EIR notes that Toads were found
in three seasonal ralnpools created by human disturbances in the middle.
of areas planned for development: in the right-of-way for the extension
of Newhall Ranch Road, in the middle of Planning Area Arl,‘and in the
middle of Planning Area B {Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5832-34). The potential impacts
on the Toad were analyzed in accordance with CEQA and City thresholds
an& found to be significant (id. at 5750-53, 5774}. Mitigation was
recommended in the form of pre-construction surveys, preparatioﬁ of a
Resource Management and Monitoring Plan -{“RMMP”), design and
construction of new enhanced Toad habitat and implementation of a
capture and relocation and monitoring program. Ultimately the EIR
concluded that the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable,
because such measures have not yet been proven to he highly effective,

- 17 -
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and because of the possibility that not ail of the individual Toads
could be successfully captured and relocated (id. at 58111.

The City's responses to comments and its actions addressed DFG's
concerns (Tab 8, 6:1 AR 5880-86 [DFG letter], Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6621-30
{response}l), and those of other commentators {see, e.g., Tab 8, 6:1 AR
5876-77 {Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy letter], Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6610-
14 {[response]). The.City followed DFG's recommendations, the City’é
“Western Spadefoot Toad Habitat Enhancement and Mitigation Plan” (“Toad
Plan”) was created by the City’s expert biologist in consuitatién with
DFG and was ultimately approved by DFG: 7 -

Substantial evidence in the record supports the City’s decision to
mitigate the impacts on tHe Toad rather than reconfigure the Project.
Such evidence included opinion of City’s expert biologist that the Toad
Plan was likely to succeed, and DFG’'s approval of that Plan. It
properly exercised its discretion to consider the remaining impacts on
the Toad to be significant and unavoidable, and adopted a Statement of
Overriding Considerations for the Toad. [Tab 3, 1 AR 145-150, 155-163,
eSp. 159 {S0C}.}) Arguments similar te Petitioners’ arquments here were
rejected in Defend the Bav v, Citv of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th
1261, 1276-77.

Jackrabbit

For the Jackrabbit, the Revised DEIR determined that {b] ecause
this species is not state or_'federally listed as Endangeréd or
Threatened, because it is considered relatively abundant in sqitable
habitat areas withiﬁ its range, and because the direct loss of
individual jackrabbits is expected to be low, .it is expected that the
regional. population would not drop below a self-sustaining level with
the implementation of +this project,” the loss of any individual

~ 18 -
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jackrabbits would not be considered a significant impact. (Tab 7, 5:2
AR 5775.) ‘

The EIR identifies the Jackrabbit as a State and federal special—
status species, and .determined the significance of impacts on that
species based on CEQA and City thresholds that recogniﬁe substantial
adverse effects on special-status species énd substantial reduction of .
habitat as being significant impacts (Tab 7. 5:2 AR 5750-53). Based on
field surveys (see, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5707-08 [RDEIR, § 4.6; Tab 6, 4
AR 4153-54), thg EIR reported that Jackrabbits. which occur in a variety
of habitats, had been sighted on-site in the riverbéd, open terraces and
Qisked fields, but that because those areas are disturbed, the overall
quality of the habitat on site s=suitable for Jackrabbits was only
moderate. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5735, 5739, 5775; Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8572 {RDEIR].)
The EIR noted that the Project had been designed to include all NREMP
applicable mitigation measures for the areas in and adjacent to the
Santa Clara River (Tab 7. 5:2 2R 5754-61, and 5789-5800 (RDEIR, § 4;61:
Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8576 [RDEIR]}, -including preconstruction surveys, capture
and relocation, and riparian habitat creation enhancement. (Id, at 5757-
5758, and 5793-35 [RDEIR, § 4.6]; see also, Tab 9, 7:2 AR 8541-42
[RDEIR]). . .

The EIR concluded that project-level impacts would be less than
significant,‘not just'because Jackrabbit is not a listed species and
does not require heightened protection, but also because the species is
abundant where it occurs, and, since it is mobile and would likely
disperse to nearby better habitat rather than be killed as the site is
developed, few individuals would be lost due to develcpmenf of the site.
{Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5775.) Nevertheless mitigation including preparation of
an RMMP and preconstruction surveys of areas outside the NRMP areas for

- 19 -

B5 098722 Sierra Club, et al. vs. City of Santa Clarita, et al.
DECGISION ON SUBMITTED MATTER




W o =] o (941 a w N

“ps
o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
20
21
22
.23
24
25
28
27
28

the potential capture and relocation of special-status species was
recommended. (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5800-01, 5809-10; Tab 9,7:2 AR 8543-45,
8584-85 (RDEIR pages].) The EIR also concluded that the project-level
and cumﬁlative impacts on an aggregate of 280 acres of habitat, in
general, necessarily including that for Jackrabbits, would be
significant and unavoidable even after mitigation (Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5761-
62, 5811, 5825-26, 5827). A Statement of Overriding Considerations was
adopted for these impacts. (Tab 3, 1 AR 145-163.) '

The City did not ignore DFG's comments, but in response to DFG,
stated that it had considered the NREMP and iks EIS/EIR, which had
earlier analyzed impacts on the Jackrabbit within the NRMP area (in and
adjacent to the Santa Clara River}), and ‘found those impacts to be
significant and imposed mitigation to reduce them to a Jless than
significant level. (Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-23.) Those mitigation measures,
the City explained, had been incorporated into the Project ag design
features, and that Riverpark scaled back the activitieé permitted by the
NRMP, so that the activities within the NRMP area would have even less
of an impact on the Jackrabbit than the NRMP EIS/EIR had determined.
(Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6622-24.)

Development was moved further back from the Santa Clara Rivar to
protect riparian resources, including Jackrabbit habitat (including bank
stabilization in a portion of the site). A public trail that had been
prqposed in the riverbed was moved out to join the pgdestriaﬁ/bike
bridge over the Aqueduct. (Tab 8, AR 6623-24; see also Tab 2, Tab 4, Tab
12 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11) The City also explained
that the mitigation requiring preconstruction surveys and capture and
relocation was more definitive than DFG described B more than simply
forcing individuals to diéperse;.As to cumulative impacts, the City
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noted that because the NRMP’s mitigation measures had been imposed on
all of the land between the eastern border of Riverpark vest to Castaic
Creek, and because Riverpark.had been revised to preserve even more
upland, the EIR had concluded that cumulative impacts on the species
would{be less than significant., (Tab B, AR 6624.)

DFG disputed the EIR’s concluosions without challenging the City"s
survey methodology. ' {Tab 8, AR 58B2.) As the City’'s response to DFG's
comment letter shows, the City considered DFG’s ccmmenfs, but disagreed
with them. The City’s response did not assert that the EIR relied
solely upon the NRMP EIS/EIR’s analysis of impacts on the Jackrabbit.
(Tab 8, AR 6622-24.) Rather, the EIR conducted its own independent
analysis. (Tab 7 {RDEIR, § 4.6]; Tab 6 [survey report]; Tab 9 [RDEIR].)
The City’s responses to DFG contained a reasoned explanation based on
scientific information. (See CEQA Guideline ' 15088.) The City was not
required to accept DFG's opiniocns over those of its own expert. (Assn.
of Irritated Residents, supra, at 1394-97; Laurel Heights I, supra, 47
Cal.3d at 353-93.)

Substantial evidence supports the EIR’s conclusions on the
Jackrabbit. The evidence shows the EIR conducted its own analysis of
the impacts on the Jackrabbit, and did not rely solely upon the NRMP
EIS/EIR for that analysis.

Holly-Leaf Cher:f Scrub

The surveys conducted by the Project’s expert botanist‘conﬁluded
that the plant community identified was not “holly-leaf cherry
woodlands, ” but “holly-leaf cherry scrub” (“HLCS”),'Mhiéh is different
and one not specified in DFG’s List of California Terrestrial Natural
Communities recognized by the California Natural Diversity Data Base
(i.e. without any State or federal protection). (Tab 7, AR 5716-17; Tab
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416, 53 AR 37223, 37247 and Tab 6, 4 AR 3363, 3387 IDEIR_appendices,
2003 and 2002 rare plant surveys Tab 8, 6:2 AR 6627 [response to DFG
comments] .}

Based on the evidence, including the rare plant surveys conducted
in 2002 and 2003, and supporting evidence (Tab 6, AR 3359-82, 3383-35),
the EIR reported the expert botanist’s identification of the plant
community on-site as HLCS (Tab-7, 5:2 AR 57 16-17). The EIR properly
defined the class of blants that were considered to be “special status
plants” {Tab 7, 5.2 AR 5722), and did not include HLCS within that class
based on the botanist’s expert opinion. Based on CEQA and City
thresholds, the EIR concluded that the permanent disturbance of 3.6

acres of HLCS, which did not support special-status plant or wildlife

|| species and is not considered to be sensitive by the resource agencies,

was not significant {(Tab 7. 5.2 AR 5767). As hoted before, the EIR
concluded that the project-level and cumulative impacts from disturbing
an aggregate of 280 acres of habitat, in general, necessarily including
HLCS, would be a significant impact, and -unavoidable ewven after
mitigation, and, a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted as
to this impact (Tab 3, AR 145-163}.

The City's response tor DFG’s comments on the HLCS was not
“dismissive.” The City responded that based on scientific and other
information the identified plant community was not “holly-leafed cherry

woodland,” but HLCS, because the canopy did not amount to a WOﬁdland-

.canopy, and that DFG does not include HLCS within its 1ist of special

status plant communities. Also because only 3.6 acres of habitat would
be permanently impacted by the Project, and HLCS “stand of trees” was
not considered a sensitive plant community as identified by the DFG, the

/11
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loss of the 3.6 acres would be less than significant under CEQA. (Tab
8, RR 6627.)

Substantial evidence supports the conclusions that the HLCS on site
was not a gpecial status spécies, and that,impacts to it alone would not

be significant.

Petitioners contend that the EIR fails as an informaticnal document
to adequately describe the project or the mitigation measures, misstaﬁes
the public and agency concerns raised in comment letters, and fails to

meaﬁingfully respond to them.

The EIR adequately describes impact on the Santa Clara River and is
not misleading

Pebitioners contend the project will.damagé the river and the EIR
and the City’s staff reports mislead by “perpetuat{ingl] the myth that
the project will improve the condition of the river,” (OB 15-17) and by
the statement in Final EIR that the project “has been designed to
preserve the Santa Clara River corridor.” (AR 28.)

A review of the record discloses extensive discussion in the EIR
and staff reports concerning the encroachment into the Santa Clara River
and the impacts to it. ZAmong other things, the EIR discloses that the |
Project would install buried bank stabilization in the western portion
of the site, but not the eastern portion where the river corridor would
remain substantially undisturbed up to thg eastern boundary whefg the
Newhall Ranch Road Golden Valley Reoad Bridge would be built, (See Tabs
4, 5, 7, 11, 12.) There is evidence that buried bank stabilization is
less harmful to the river and its resources than traditional cement
stabilization, yet protects adjacent development adeqﬁately {Tab 11, 9
AR 10739-47 [FEIR, App. C. Functional AssessmentC Summary], 10877-90
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kid., Hybrid Functional Asséssment/Riverpark}, 11180-97 [FEIR, App. G,
Additional Hydrology and Water Quality Analyses], 11202-19% [jid.,
Addendum No. 1], 11405-17 [id., App. J, Additional Flood and Floodplain
Modificatiqﬁs_data}). Furthermore, revisions to the Project would
lessen intrusipn into the 3ER and protect mature riparian resources that
serve as habitat (id., esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22, 11516 [FEIR App. K.
Project Revisions and Additional Information); Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61
[FEIR Final Proﬂect Revisions]; Tab 11, 9 AR 11224~35‘§FEIR App. 1.
?/;0/04 Staff Reportl). Other evidence shows that the overall
{temporary and permanent) intrusioﬁ into the SEAR was reduced from the
original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and the permanent intrusion from 24 to
16.9 acres. {Tabs 11, 12.) The Project was also revised to dedicate
approximately 318 off-site acres, including the approximately l4l-acre
“Round Mountain” site containing 37 acres of Santa Clara River SEA,
which will in part further offset the Project’s impacts on biological
resources and the floddplain {(Tab 12}. The Citj nevertheless still
considered the Project's intrusion ihﬁo the Santa Clara River SEA to be
a significant and unavoidable impact, and included it in the Statement
of Overriding Considerations (Tab 7.)

Thus, the City did not “ignore Riverpark’s encroachment into the
fiver.” It considered at great length the Project’s impacts on the
river and adjacent areas and required changes in the Project to reduce
those impacts. |

The EIR adegquately describes the project setting and is not
misleading |

© The City found that “the proposed project is appropriate for the

subject property,” “proposes considerably lower densities than existing

nearby developments,” and that “[b]y proposing a maximum of 1,089
- 24 -
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residential units and spproximately 16,000 square feet of commercial
space, the project proposes development that woulé be substantially less
dense and less intense than those that both the current and the proposed
land use classifications would allow.” (1 AR BDlJ

 Petitioners contend the finding is incorrect, because the City
“never actually calculated the number of residential units that can
actually be built on the site,” and the site’s physical characteristics,
such as topography, constrain the number of units that can be built on
any given parcel. _

The findings relating to the project setting are adequate under
CEQA and not misleading. Prior to the approval of the Generai Plan
Amendment and Zone Change froposed by the Project, the City’'s General :
Plan designations for the site permitted development more dense and
intense than the now-approved designations. (See, e.g.,.Tab 4, 2:1 AR
346-48 [DEIR, § 1.0, Project Description], 830-837 [Id., § 4.7, Land
Use};'Tab 4, 18 2:2 AR 947-52.) |

There is no requirement the City must calculate exact number of
units which actually can be built.

The EIR adequately describes on-site and off-site dedications to
the City ]

Petitioners contend the RIR does not “adeguately describe both the
aon-and off-site [land] dedications, which the City considers a
significant benefit, and has identified as one main bases {sié] for
over-riding the project’s significant adverse impacts,” and City staff
and the EIﬁ do not discuss in an Agenda Report to the City Council a
Planning Commissioner’s comments 'during a debate on, whéther the
Coﬁmission would consider the Project’s proposed dedication of pdrtions
of the South Fork of the Santa Clara River to be a Benefit under the
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City’s Ridgeline Preservation and Hiilside Development Orginance {OB 24-
28.)

' Preliminarily, these issues were not raised during the
administrative process and, consequently, are now Barred. (CEQA,

§ 21177{a}; see Park Area Neighbors v, Town of Fairfax {1994) 29

Cal.Rpp.4th 1442, 1447-48.) Moreover, the dedications were not offered
as mitigation measures, but as benefits in connection with the City’'s
issuance of a Statement of Overriding Considefations and the Hillsidé
Development Application. (Tab 3. 1 AR 147-1 50.) _

In any case, CEQA requires that an EIR analyze a project’s adverse
environmental  impacts, not its benefits. (See; e.g., CEQA,
§ 21002.1(a}.}) Dedication of on-site and off-site open space to the
City to be preserved in perpetuity does not create adverée environmentgl
impacts. Even so, the EIR does discuss the attributes of these land
dedications. The on-site land to be dedicated was discussed extensively
in the Draft EIR (see. e.g., Tab 4, AR 367 ([DEIR, § 1.0, Project
Desc;iption]; Tab 4, 2:2 AR 121444 fid., § 4.12, Parks and Recreation];
Tab 7, 5:2 RR 5639;582? {RDEIR, § 4.6, Biologicél Resources]}, as well
as. in City staff reports (Tab 604,61 AR 42947-42953; Tab 652, 73 AR
51639-51650; Tab 652, 73 AR 51651-51811; Tab 666, 74 AR 51913-51925; Tab
674, 74 AR 52073-52085; Tab 2-3, 1 AR 9-227) and in Planning Commission
hearings (Tab»B{ 1 AR 147—150); The attributes and benefits of the off-
site land dedications are discussed in the Final EIR (see, e.g., Téh 12.
10 AR 11742-61 [FEIR. Final Project Revisions]; Tab 11, 9 AR 11419*25,
11516 [FEIR. App. K, map, land use table, new SEA chart]).

Failure to discuss comments in the agenda report is not fatal here.
The Planning Commission debated which Project attributes should be
considered as benefits in connection with their decision whether to
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recommend approval of the Hillside Development Application, for which
Newhall had submitted its Innovative Application Compliance Report. The
EIR analyzed the land being dedicated to the extent necessary to inform
the City and the public, and based on that information, the Planning
Commission ultimately voted on which Pr‘oject benefits it viewed as
supporting the Hillside Development Application, ineluding, without
limitation, the on- and off-site land dedications (Tab 9,7:2 Aﬁ 807981
(12/21/04 HT]; Tab 652, 73 AR 51639-45, esp. 51643 [1?/21/04 Staff
Report]; Tab 2, 1 AR 15-18 [App. Reso.}). All of this information was
before the City Council.

The EIR adequately describes on and off-site dedications and does
not fail as an informational document in dthér respects.

IV. Alternatives Were Considered as Required by CEQA

An ETR’s alternatives analysis must include a reésonable range of
alternatives to the project that would feasibly obtain the basic
cbjectives of the project and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives. (Guidelines,'§ 15126.6{a).)

Petitioners contend that the City’s rejection of Alternative 2, the
Santa Clara RiVEI-RedUCEd Bank Stabilization Alternative, in the EIR and
in its Findings was “disingenuoﬁs and pretextual, and therefore contrary
to the mandates of CEQA” and not supported by substantial evidence.

Substantial evidence supports the determinations made by the City
in rejecting Alternatlve 2 and finding that, due to the revisions to Tthe
Project, that alternative was no longer env1ronmentally superior.

The City rejscted Alternative 2 for miltiple reasons.

After énalyzing Alternative 2's impacts as compared to Ehose of fhe
Project as originally proposed, the EIR concluded that, while this
alternative would reduce impacts in certain environﬁeutal areas
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(includipg biological resources) and create similar impacts in other

4

areas,. it wonld create greater. ;mpg;t;Qn peopulation/housing/ employment
and pa-i'sii-é'iwandw-xecreatien, and. wo%..ﬂ not meet five of the project

r:al::mctwa&—jr ATab 4,~2:2 AR .1490~ Lﬁﬂ.ﬂa) The EIR noted that the project

'objecti-‘veé of {1) providing a sub-sgiﬁtial number of new housing units |

ad]acent to existing- and planned 1§:Era‘structure, service, transit and
transpo%aﬁ&n wmadqrasand_emglgyﬁiﬂ; areas to accommodate proj ected
growth, .and {(2) developing a range of housing types accomodatlng a
range of incomes and commercial opportunities, would not be met due to
the reduction in residential units ({all of which were single~family
units). (Tab 4, AR 1499.) The objective of providing adequate £lood
protection, including bank stabilization where necessary, would not he
rﬁet because the alternative does not provide for bank stabilization.
The objectives of providing sufficient parks to satisfy park dedication
requirements and meet regional needs, and of providing a range of -
active/passive recreational opportunities, would not be met due to the
reduction in the size of the flatter, active portion of the proposed 29-
acre park. (Id.; see also 1497.)

As noted above, the original Project was substantially revised over

the course of the 24 public hearings; " The Project as revised and

-appréved: (1} Moved all developmenf back to the resource line

established by the Plénning Commission, which reduced the Project’s
intrusion into the SEA and protected mature riparian resourceé that
serve as habitat (Id.. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11419-22, 11516 [FEIR App. K,
Project Revisions and Additional Information}; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61
[FEIR, Final Project Revisions]l; Tab 11,9 AR 11224-35 IFEIR App.
i,7/20/04 Staff Report] )}, (2) Moved the equestrian trail out of the
river {(Id. esp. 4Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61 [FEIR, Final Project Revisions]),
- 2§ -
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{3) Reduced the Project's overall (tempoiary and permanent) intrusion
into the SEA from the original 37 acres to 32.1 acres, and its permanent
intrusion from 24 to 16.9 acres, 7.5 of which are attfibutable to the
construction of Newhall Ranch Road and one of which is attributable to
the Santa Clara River Trail (Id. esp. Tab 11, 9 AR 11516 [FEIR App. K,
new SEA chart]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-61 ([FEIR. Final Project
Revisions}}, (4) Was conditioned on an absolute prohibition of

construction of any lots within the new FEMA floodplainrbdundaries {Tab |

‘11, 9 AR 11406-09. [CLOMR]: Tab 12, 10 AR 11756, 11757-58 [FEIR, Final

Project Revisions}.) (5) Relocated the Newhall Ranch Road/Golden Valley
Road Bridge abutments farther out of the active channel of the river,
resulting in reduced impacts to biological resources in those riparian
areas {(Tab 11, 9 AR 11410-17 [E‘EIR' App. J, Technical Memorandum
Hydraulic Design and Analysis]; Tab 12, 10 AR 11758 [FEIR, Final Project
Revisions]}) and (6) Dedicated approximately 318 off-site acres,
including, inter alia, the ARound Mountain” site containing 37 acres of
Santa Clara River SEA, which further offset the'Eroject’s impacts on
biota and the floodplain (Tab 12, 10 AR 11741-58 [FEIR, Final Project
Revisions]).

Based on the evidence as regards the revised project, the City
Council found that, as compared with the Project as approved,
Alternative 2 was no ionger enviromnmentally superior because the new
Project design reduced development, and thus impacts, in areés not
affected by the revisions contemplated by Alternative 2, that although
the approved Project would afford the City 94 fewer residential units,
it stiill preserved a greater mix of housing opportunities than did
Alternative 2, which reduced the number of single-family lots, and that
/17
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the approved Project would donate substantial off-site acreage. (Tab 3,
AR 133-140 [Altefnatives Findings]; see also 156 & 3,156-159.)

The findings as to Alternative 2 are supported by substantial
evidence and the record shows that the City Council considered and
balanced all of the CQgpeting factors, and chose to approve the Projécf_

with those factors in mind.

V. Citv Properly Found that the Project is Consistent with General

plan Goals and Policies of Protecting Significant Natural Resources

Government Code section 66473.5 provides that “[n}o local agency

shall approve a tentative tract map . . . unless . . . [it] is

consistent with the general plan.” '

It .is within the City’'s pr&vince, to balance the competing
interests reflected in its General Plan policies, and the City has broad
discretion to construe those policies in light of the plan’s purposes.
(3an _Franciscans Upholding the Downtown. Plan, supra, at 678.} A
reviewing court, therefore, may only ascertain whether -the lead agency
“considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed
project conforms with those policies” (id.) by considering whether, as
a whole, the “‘project is compatible with} and does not frustrate, the
genaral plan’s goals and policies” apa Citizens £ t Gow nt

v, Napa Countv Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 355.) A

project must be in agreement or in harmony with the applicable General
Plan, “not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof.J (ﬁég
Fgaggjsgang Upholding the Downtown Plap, supra.)

A lead agency’s determination that a project is consistent with its
general plan “can be reversed only if based on evidence from which no
reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion.” (A Local and
Regional Monitor v, Citv of Los Angeles (1983)16 Cal.App.4th 630, 648;
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see also San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Blan v. City and County
of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.app.4th 656, 6771.) In approving the
Project, the City considered its General Plan policies and the Project
conformance to them. .

Petitioners contend that the Project is inconsistent with the
City’s General Plan goals and policies to protect significant natural
resources because its intrusions into the SEA and the floodplain are
inconsistent with the General Plan regquiring the developerrto “énhénce

and preserve the SEA,” and the EIR's conclusion that the project is

‘consistent with Land Use Policy Element 5.3 by ™“not proposing

development within the river” (2 AR 891) is not supported by the
evidence in the record.

The EIR analyzes the original Project'’s consistency with the City’'s
General Plan and concludes that the Project as originally proposed was
consistent with Policy 1.1 of Goal I of the City's Open Space and
Conservation Element because the Project preserves the Santa Clara River
and much of its.significant vegetation as open space (Tab 4, 2:2 AR 8559-
60) as shown by evidence noted above as to other issues. Furthermore,
as discussed supra, the Project was later revised, further reducing the
Broject’s overall intrusion into the SEA from 37 to 32.1 acres, and
dedicating 37 undeveloped acres of SEA in the Round Mountain property.

The EIR alsc concludes that the Project as oriéinally propoéed was
consistent with Policies 3.3 and 3.7 of Goal 3 of the City’s Open-SPace
and Conservation Element, because the EIR identifies areas of
significént ecological value and natural riparian habitat and mitigates
impacts to the extent possible (Tab 4, 2:2 AR B861-62: see also Tab 7.
5:2 AR 5689-5827 [RDEIR, § 4.6, Biclogical Resources]). Also, as
/7
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discussed supra, the Project as approved further reduces impacts to the
SEA and other sensitive rescurces.

The original Project was alsc found to be consistent with Policy
5.3 of Goal 5 to require new development to be seﬁsi@ive to SEAs through
creatiﬁe planning techniques that avoid and minimize disturbance in
these areas for these same reasons {(Tab 4, 2:2 AR 8%0~-91), a conclusion
supported by the same substantial evidence that supports consistency
with‘Goal 1,'?olicy 1.1 of the Open Space and Conservation Element.

Petitioners’ arquments that the Project impermissibly intrudes into
the SEA restate their CEQA arguments. The same evidence in the record
supports the consistency findings. The Project was revised to limit
intrusion into the SEA. The City’s decision after circulation of the
Draft EIR ta protect the riparian resources and habitat by setting,the
respurce 1ine- in the western portion of the site and moving the
equestrian trail out of the river bed further ensured that the Project
as approved was consistent with the General ‘Plan policies., The Project
always proposed placing 15 lots within the already disturbed SEA area
next to Planning Area A-2. (See, e.g., Tab 7, 5:2 AR 5785.) Also, as
revised Section 4.6 explains, even the permanent loss of 24 acres of
habitat, now reduced to 16.9, is not expected to detract from the
overall integrity and value of the SEA, and the Project will preserve
and enhance various aﬁounts of upland habitat in Planning Area B .to
serve as a buffer between the riparian habitat and development énd to
mitigate adverse impacts to riparian plant communities within the SEA.
(Id.) The benefits of the Project’s enhancements to the banks of the
Santa Clara.River and to its main drainage in the 29-acre park are
confirmed by the Final EIR’s Hybrid Functional Assessment for Riverpark
{(Tah 11, 9 AR 10877-90).
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Substantial evidence supports the finding of consistency with the

f City’'s General Plan.

The Petition for Writ of Mandate is denied.
Counsel for Respondent is ordered to prepare, serve and lodge in

Department 85 a proposed Judgment Denying the Petition for Writ of .
Mandate on or hefore August 21, 2006.

DATED: August lé{ , 2008

 pORIRAL AN

-Ezintra 1. Janavs
Judge of the Superior Court
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