Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Director

May 4, 2010

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:

PROJECT NO. 04-075-(5)

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT CASE NO. 200900009
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 04-075
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 200900121
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 200700021
HIGHWAY REALIGNMENT CASE NO. 200900001
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 060922
APPLICANT: PARDEE HOMES
10880 WILSHIRE BLVD, SUITE 1900
LOS ANGELES, CA 90024
SAND CANYON ZONED DISTRICT
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT (3-VOTE)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

— Consider the Final Environmental Impact Report (‘EIR") and Findings of Fact and
Statement of Overriding Considerations (“SOC”) for Project No. 04-075-(5), General
Plan Amendment Case No. 200900009, Conditional Use Permit Case No.04-075,
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 200900121, Oak Tree Permit Case No. 200700021,
Highway Realignment Case No. 200900001, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No.
060922 together with any comments received during the public review process, find on
the basis of the whole record before the Board that there is substantial evidence the
project will have a significant effect on the environment, find that there are overriding
considerations that warrant approval of the project, find that the Final EIR reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the Board, and adopt the Final EIR and Findings
of Fact and SOC with Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”).
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— Instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary documents to approve General Plan
Amendment Case No. 200900009, as recommended by the Los Angeles County
Regional Planning Commission {("Commission™).

— Instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary findings to affirm the Commission’s
approval of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 04-075, Conditional Use Permit Case
No. 200900121, Oak Tree Permit Case No. 200700021, Highway Realignment Case
No. 200800001 and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 060922.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The project proposes to amend the Los Angeles County Master Plan of Highways to delete
Cruzan Mesa Road (proposed Limited Secondary Highway), and realign Whites Canyon
Road as Skyline Ranch Road (proposed Secondary Highway) from Whites Canyon
Road/Plum Canyon Road to Sierra Highway. The deletion of Cruzan Mesa will avoid future
potential impacts to the proposed Cruzan Mesa Vernal Pools Significant Ecological Area
(“SEA". The redesignation of Whites Canyon Road from a Major Highway to a Secondary
Highway will be compatible with the surrounding developments. The realignment of Whites
Canyon Road, to be renamed Skyline Ranch Road, will increase connectivity between Sierra
Highway and Whites Canyon Road.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals

The proposed project promotes the following Strategic Plan Goals:

Community and Municipal Services

The project provides approximately 1,770 acres (approximately 81 percent) of open space
within large open space lots, one public park and private park lots. The creation of open
space lots will protect valuable biological resources within the project. The proposed Cruzan
Mesa Vernal Pools SEA located near underlying Tract Map No. 44967 which recorded as
Tract Map Nos. 40433, 49434, 49467 approved for 200 single-family lots, will be protected
within open space Lot No. 1293. The approved Tract Map No. 44967 will also be processed
as a merger and resubdivision for 200 single-family lots into open space. This lot is proposed
to be dedicated to Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (“Parks and
Recreation”). The public park will be developed by the applicant and conveyed to Parks and
Recreation, and will provide a community gathering area, a children's play area, group picnic
areas, a basketball court, and ball field with plaza and bleachers among other amenities.

Public Safety
Through the collaboration of the Los Angeles County Department of Regicnal Planning, Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works and City of Santa Clarita (“City”), this project
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proposes street sections that will allow for Skyline Ranch Road to be used safely by
pedestrian, bike and vehicular traffic within the project’'s development.

In addition, project density from flood hazard and geologic hazard areas have been
transferred to areas within the southern portion of the project site more appropriate for

development,

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

Adoption of the proposed general plan amendment as well as the approval of the conditional
use permits, oak tree permit, highway realignment, and vesting tentative tract map should not
result in any new significant costs to the County, as the owner is bearing the full costs of new
development and construction. The open space lots are propose to be financially maintained
by onsite filming revenue collected and the creation of a Landscaping and Lighting Act
District. No request for financing is being made.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

On September 16, 2009, the Commission conducted a public hearing on Conditional Use
Permit Case No. 04-075, Oak Tree Permit Case No. 200700021, Highway Realignment Case
No. 200900001 and Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 060922. A continuance was
recommended by staff due to technical holds still outstanding for the project. Outstanding
holds included clearance through Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee, required
review by the Los Angeles County Interdepartmental Engineering Committee (“IEC"), and the
filing of a General Plan Amendment to update the Master Plan of Highways for the proposed
Skyline Ranch Road. Issues raised included water availability and how this project may be
affected by concurrent hearings on One Valley One Vision (“OVOV”). The Commission
requested staff to return with technical issues addressed, and continued the public hearing to
December 16, 2009.

On December 16, 2009, the Commission conducted a continued public hearing on all permits
previously heard with the addition of General Plan Amendment Case No. 200900009 and
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 200900121, Remaining issues included ongoing
discussions with the City and County for street designs to Skyline Ranch Road and the
project’'s request for the alternate cross-section for local streets. It was noted that the
project's Draft EIR provides the most up-to-date information regarding water supply and that
the Castaic Lake Water Agency, which commented on OVOV's EIR, made no comments
regarding this project's EIR. The Commission also noted that while the project was well
designed and has shown to have an adequate water supply, there is a general concern
regarding water supply and large subdivisions.
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Subsequent to the December 16, 2009 public hearing, IEC conducted a duly-noticed meeting
to discuss the highway realignment and 1EC indicated their recommendation for approval of
the highway realignment, County and City staff also met with the applicant to discuss
proposed street improvements to Skyline Ranch Road. A general consensus was reached
regarding a modified cross-section for proposed Secondary Highway Skyline Ranch Road,
including two travel lanes (one in each direction), a 14-foot wide landscaped median, and
Class Il bike lane in each direction.

On March 3, 2010 a continued public hearing was held. To address the last outstanding hold
staff recommended an alternate condition to require proof of easements prior to the public
hearing by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (“Board”), to which the applicant
agreed. The Commission discussed the history of filming activity near the vernal pools, the
type of fencing in place around the vernal pools, the maintenance of the large open space
located on the north portion of the project, and whether utilities will be provided to the
elementary school lot. The applicant noted that the large natural open space is intended to go
to a public agency and that Parks and Recreation has indicated their intent to accept this
open space. The applicant also indicated that utilities will be provided on the elementary
school lot and that they will be providing full funding for the construction of the school site.
The March 3, 2010 public hearing was continued to March 24, 2010 for final documents to be
prepared.

During the March 24, 2010 public hearing, discussion continued regarding open space
maintenance and a funding mechanism for Parks and Recreation. It was agreed that prior to
the public hearing before the Board, additional condition/mitigation ianguage be further
developed. The Commission closed the public hearing and approved the Conditional Use
Permits, Oak Tree Permit, Highway Realignment and Vesting Tentative Tract Map, and
recommended the General Plan Amendment for approval.

Pursuant to subsection C of Section 21.56.010 and subsection B.2 of Section 22.60.230 of
the Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”), the CUPs, Oak Tree Permit, Highway
Realignment and Vesting Tentative Tract Map are deemed to be called for review/appealed
by your Board and shall be considered concurrently with the General Plan Amendment. A
public hearing is required pursuant to Sections 22.16.200 and 22.60.240 of the County Code
and Sections 65856 and 66452.5 of the Government Code. Notice of the hearing must be
given pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 22.60.174 of the County Code. These
procedures exceed the minimum standards of Government Code Sections 6061, 65090 and
65856 relating to notice of public hearing.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

An Initial Study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA") (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et.seq.), the State CEQA



The Honorable Board of Supervisors
May 4, 2010
Page 5

Guidelines, and the environmental document reporting procedures and guidelines of the
County of Los Angeles. In accordance with State and County Environmental Quality
guidelines, a Draft and Final Environmental impact Report (‘EIR") was prepared for the
project. The EIR concludes that certain impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant,
which include: visual qualities, traffic/access, noise, air quality, solid waste disposal, law
enforcement services, and global climate change. The Findings of Fact and SOC have been
prepared in response to Final EIR comments regarding the seven factors that cannot be
mitigated to less than significant. An MMP was also prepared to mitigate other potentially
significant impacts to less than significant.

IMPACTlON CURRENT SERVICES OR PROJECTS

Action on the proposed General Plan Amendment, Conditional Use Permits, Oak Tree
Permit, Highway Realignment and Vesting Tentative Tract Map is not anticipated to have a
negative impact on current services as the project will construct adequate infrastructure to
serve the project and through payment of connection, service, and annexation fees it will
cover its fair share to develop new infrastructure as determined to be necessary in the future.

Respectfully submitted,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

“~

RJB:SMT:ACB

Attachments: Commission Resolution, Findings and Conditions; Commission Staff
Reports and Correspondence; Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Exhibit “A”;
EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Program

c; Chief Executive Officer
County Counsel
Clerk of the Board
Assessor
Director, Department of Public Works
Director, Department of Regional Planning



Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012
Telephone (213) 974-6433

RPC/HO MEETING DATE CONTINUE TO

AGENDA [TEM(S)

PROJECT NO. 04-075+5) 9a.b.c.d,e
VESTING TENTATIVE_TRACT NO . 060922 *E
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 04-075 PUBLIC HEARING DATE
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 04-075 September 16, 2009
HIGHWAY REALIGNMENT CASE NO. 200900001
APPLICANT OWNER REPRESENTATIVE
Jim Bizzelle, Pardee Homes Pardee Homes Cox Castle, Charles J. Moore

REQUEST

Vesting Tentative Tract Map- To create 1,260 single-family residential lots, a 12 acre public park lot, nine private park lots, an 11.6 acre elementary school
lot, four water tank/booster pump station lots, 13 debris basin lots, and 25 open space lots on 2,173 gross acres (2,148 net acres). The project also
proposes a concurrent merger and re-subdivision of 200 single-family lots on an approximate 360 acres previously subdivided by Tract Map No. 44967,
and recorded on May 12, 1999.

Conditional Use Permit- To ensure compliance with requirements for development within urban and non-urban Hillside Management areas, density-
controlled development, on-site project grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards, and a temporary materials processing facility proposed during
construction within the project site.

Oak Tree Permit- To authorize the removal of one oak tree (no heritage oaks).

Highway Realignment Case- For realignment of Whites Canyon Road, a Major Highway on the Master Plan of Highways, extending from Plum Canyon
Road southeast through the project site to Sierra Highway Road, to be renamed Skyline Ranch Road.

LOCATION/ADDRESS ZONED DISTRICT

W est of Sierra Hwy and south of Vasquez Canyon Road. Sand Canyon
COMMUNITY

ACCESS Santa Clarita Valley

Proposed realigned extension of Whites Canyon Road at Plum EXISTING ZONING

Canyon Road through the project site southwest to Sierra Highway, | A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural-One Acre Minimum Lot Size), A-1-1 (Light Agricultural-

to be renamed Skyline Ranch Road. One Acre Minimum Lot Size), A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural- 10,000 Square Feet
Minimum Lot Size).

SIZE EXISTING LAND USE SHAPE TOPOGRAPHY

2,173 gross acres Vacant, Filming Irregular Hilly

{2,148 net acres)

SURROUNDING LAND USES & ZONING

North: Vacant/A-1, A-2-1 East: Vacant, single-family residential; industrial and Commercial within
City of Santa Clarita/A-1 (Light Agricultural-5,000 Square Feet Minimum
Lot Size), A-1-10,000, R-3 (Limited Muitiple Residence), C-3 (Unlimited
Commercial), M-1 (Light Industrial), City of Santa Clarita

South: Vacant, single-family residential;, and industrial, commercial, West: Vacant and single-family residential/A-2-2 (Heavy Agricultural-Two
mutti-famity residential and school within the City of Santa Clarita/ A-2-1 Acre Minimum Required Area), A-2-1, City of Santa Clarita.
and City of Santa Clarita

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION MAXIMUM DENSITY | CONSISTENCY

. Hillside Management, Non-Urban 2 (1 du/ac), W (Floodway/Floodplain),

Santa Clarita Valley Urban 1 (1.1 to 3.3 du/ac), Urban 2 (3.4 to 6.6 du/ac), Urban 3 6.7 to 15 1,302 DU Yes
Areawide Plan du/ac).
ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

A Draft Environmental impact Report (“Draft EIR") has been prepared for this project. Issues found to have significant unavoidable impacts after mitigation
are: visual qualities, noise, air quality, law enforcement services, cumulative traffic, solid waste disposal and global climate change.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE PLAN

The tentative and exhibit “A” map dated July 1, 2009, depicts a subdivision creating 1260 single-family residential lots, a 12 acre public park lot, nine
private parks totaling approximately & acres, a 11.6 acre elementary schoo! lot, four water tank/booster stations with a total of three water tanks, 13 debris
basin lots, and 25 open space lots totaling approximately 1,752 acres of open space, on 2,173 gross acres (2,148 net acres) including areas within
recorded Tract Map Nos. 49433, 49434, and 49467. Single family lots range in size from 5,599 to 19,715 net square feet. One oak tree located in the
south east portion of the project site is shown to be removed. The proposed highway realignment is depicted as an extension of Whites Canyon Road on
the west of the project, from Plum Canyon through the southeast of the project, to Sietra Highway located at the south of the project. Grading will consist
of 20.8 million cut and 20.8 million fill of earthwork (total of 41.6 million cubic yards) and is shown to be balanced between the project site and off-site
improvements associated with the construction of the realigned highway. A pedestrian bridge, optional to the school district, located on the southern
portion of the project site, crossing over Skyline Ranch Road to the elementary school lot is depicted. A 2.4 mile trail is shown throughout the project site
connecting to an existing trail and with various lookout points proposed throughout the site.

KEY ISSUES
See Issues and Analysis Section

TO BE COMPLETED ONLY ON CASES TO BE HEARD BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

STAFF CONTACT PERSON

RPC HEARING DATE (S) RPC ACTION DATE RPC RECOMMENDATION
MEMBERS VOTING AYE MEMBERS VOTING NO MEMBERS ABSTAINING
STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PRIOR TO HEARING)

SPEAKERS* PETITIONS LETTERS

(0) (F) (O) (F) (0) (F)
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PROJECT NO. 04-075-(5)

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Subject to revision based on public hearing)

[1 ApPROVAL Xl DENIAL
|:| No improvements ___ 20AcrelLots __ 10Acrelots 2% Acrelots _ Sect191.2
|E Street improvements _ X - Paving : __X__ Curbs and Gutters __X_ Street Lights

__X__ StreetTrees ____Inverted Shoulder _X_ Sidewalks __X___Off Site Paving

Water Mains and Hydrants
IZ Drainage Facilities
IZ Sewer D Septic Tanks Other; Underground service and utility lines

E Park Dedication “In-Lieu Fee” D Multiuse Trails Offsite Improvements

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

The applicant has requested an insist hearing as this project has not cleared all holds of the Subdivision Committee as of September 3, 2009.
Pending technical holds include: proof of off-site easements/rights of way access for proposed improvements and grading; revised cross-
sections for the proposed highway; evidence of approval from the water purveyor related to the acceptability of the proposed booster pump
stations and associated lot access driveways; the filing of a generali plan amendment and conditional use permit for the off-site grading and solid
fill project associated with the highway realignment; for the highway realignment to be presented before the Interdepartmental Engineering
Committee; and corrections to the tentative, exhibit “A”, and application.

The project’s access will be taken from the proposed realignment of Whites Canyon Road (Skyline Ranch Road) and requires a general plan
amendment to the Los Angeles County Master Plan of Highway, since the pending General Plan update and proposed One Valley One Vision
Plan proposal, which depict the new alignment, are not yet adopted. A general plan amendment for this project must be filed and analyzed
within the project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Within 166 acres of the northern portion of the project, outdoor filming activity has existed and is proposed to continue within a proposed open
space lot. Staff is continuing to ressarch whether this use requires a conditional use permit and if it is appropriate within the proposed open
space lot.

This project is subject to the Drought Tolerant Landscape Ordinance and Green Building Ordinance, and the Drought Tolerant Ordinance at
building permit stage.

Prepared by Alejandrina C. Baldwin
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PROJECT NO. 04-075-(5)

VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 060922
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 04-075
OAK TREE PERMIT CASE NO. 04-075
HIGHWAY REALIGNMENT CASE NO. 200900001

STAFF ANALYSIS
SEPTEMBER 16, 2009 REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED

Vesting Tentative Tract Map: The applicant requests approval of a Vesting Tentative
Tract Map No. 060922 to create 1,260 single-family residential lots, a 12 acre public
park lot, ‘nine private park lots, an 11.6 acre elementary school lot, four water
tank/booster pump station lots (with three water tanks and two booster pump stations),
13 debris basin lots, and 25 open space lots within 2,173 gross acres. The project also
proposes a concurrent merger and re-subdivision of 200 single-family lots on an
approximate 360 acres previously subdivided by Tract Map No. 44967, and recorded on
May 12, 1999.

Conditional Use Permit. The applicant requests approval of a Conditional Use Permit
(“CUP”) to ensure compliance with requirements for development within urban and non-
urban Hillside Management areas, density-controlled development, onsite project
grading exceeding 100,000 cubic yards, and a temporary materials processing facility
proposed during construction within the project site.

Oak Tree Permit: The applicant requests an Oak Tree Permit to authorize the removal
of one oak tree (non heritage oak tree) within the project boundary.

Highway Realignment: The applicant requests a Highway Realignment to authorize the
realignment of Whites Canyon Road, a 100 foot Major Highway on the Master Plan of
Highways, extending from Plum Canyon Road southeast through the project site to
Sierra Highway, to be renamed Skyline Ranch Road.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The tentative and exhibit “A” map dated July 1, 2009, depict a subdivision creating 1260
single-family residential lots, a 12 acre public park lot, nine private parks totaling
approximately 6 acres, an 11.6 acre elementary school lot, four water tank/booster
stations with a total of three water tanks, 13 debris basin lots, and 25 open space lots
totaling approximately 1,752 acres of open space, on 2,173 gross acres (2,148 net
acres) including areas within recorded Tract Map Nos. 49433, 49434, and 49467.
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The 1,260 single-family lots are proposed over approximately 622 acres in a clustered
design, over the southern portion of the project site. The single-family lots range in size
from 5,599 to 19,715 net square feet. The proposed 12 acre public park will be located
at the northern portion of the developed area and will include recreational amenities
including a basketball court, baseball field and children’s play area. In addition a private
park to be developed by the Homeowners Association is proposed on the southern area
of the project site; and eight smaller neighborhood parks (also referred to as pocket
parks) are proposed throughout the development for a total of approximately six acres
of private parkland.

The 11.6 acre elementary school lot is depicted in the middle of the development, along
Skyline Ranch Road with an optional pedestrian bridge over Skyline Ranch Road, if the
school district decides to construct it. The water tank/booster stations are depicted
along the northern edge of the development, adjacent to the open space lots. The 13
debris basin lots are depicted throughout the development.

One oak tree, non heritage, is depicted in the southeast portion of the project site
(depicted in front of Lot No. 896) as to be removed. No additional oak trees are depicted
within the project boundary. A storm drain offsite improvement within the City of Santa
Clarita, at the southwest boundary of the project, is depicted to encroach into the area
of an Oak Tree within the City.

The proposed highway realignment is depicted as an extension of Whites Canyon Road
from Plum Canyon, from the western side of the project, through the southeast of the
project, connecting to Sierra Highway at the south boundary of the project. At the
entrance of the project from Sierra Highway, a bridge is depicted within the City of
Santa Clarita. Monument signs are proposed at the entrance of the project site on
Sierra Highway and the extension of Whites Canyon Road (Skyline Ranch Road), to be
located within the City of Santa Clarita.

Grading will consist of 20.8 million cut and 20.8 million fill of earthwork (total of 41.6
million cubic yards) and is shown to be balanced between the project site and off-site
improvements associated with the construction of the highway realignment. The off-site
grading will consist of 535,000 cubic yards of cut and 37,000 cubic yards of fill.

A 2.4 mile long trail is shown at the northern area of the development, adjacent to the
open space lots, and along the southwestern area of the development, with lookout
points proposed along it. A bike path is also depicted throughout the development along
Skyline Ranch Road and another proposed public street within the development. A
paseo is depicted in five locations: three of the locations will connect access from a
proposed public street to a small neighborhood park or to a cul-de-sac and the other
two paseos are depicted within manufactured slopes located east of Skyline Ranch
Road connecting access from Skyline Ranch to cul-de-sacs.
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MAIN PROJECT ISSUES

An insist hearing was requested by the applicant, as the project continues to have
technical holds from the Subdivision Committee and unresolved issues which staff is
continuing to research and analyze. The following is a brief summary of outstanding
issues:

Technical Holds
— The tentative and exhibit “A” maps dated July 1, 2009, distributed for the
September 16, 2009 public hearing, has not cleared all holds from the
Subdivision Committee. :
— The list of technical holds are listed under the Technical Holds section towards
the end of this report

Highway Realignment

— The primary access to the project is proposed through a highway realignment of
the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”) Master Plan of
Highways. The pending Los Angeles County Wide General Plan (“General
Plan”) update includes the proposed realignment design, but it has not yet been
adopted. As the realignment proposes a complete relocation of the highway, the
Master Plan of Highways must be amended prior to the adoption of the General
Plan Update, the project must file a Plan Amendment to the General Plan

— Construction of the highway requires a total of 6.4 million cubic yards of grading,
including on-site and off-site, the disturbance of required open space for adjacent
Tract No. 46018 (“TR 46018”). The project proposes a mitigation exchange of
21.6 acres for the impacted area within TR 46018. Staff is continuing to review
the 21.6 mitigation exchange proposal to ensure both this project and TR 46018
are properly mitigated.

Solid Fill/Off-Site Grading Project CUP

— The construction of the realigned highway realignment proposes 535,000 cubic
yards of cut and 37,000 cubic yards of fill outside of the project boundaries. The
threshold for a solid fill project CUP is 1,000 cubic yards which will be exceeded
and therefore staff believes that a separate CUP is required to be filed. The
existing CUP cannot include the off-site solid fill project (grading) as it is outside
of the project boundary and under separate ownership. :

— As time of writing, staff is continuing to research this requirement.

Existing Filming Activity
— 166 acres within the 1,409 acre proposed open space lot (Lot No. 1293) is
currently used as a Movie Ranch with continuous filming by various entities. This
area is proposed to be used as a “Non—Development/Continuing Use Area” to
allow the existing filming activity to continue within the disturbed and undisturbed
open space lot. In addition, the filming activity is also within the 101.6 acres of
the functional watershed of the Cruzan Mesa vernal pools sensitive plant
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community and within the proposed Cruzan Mesa Significant Ecological Area
(“SEA”) not yet adopted.

— Staff is continuing to research whether this use requires a conditional use permit
and if it is appropriate within the proposed undisturbed open space lot.

PROJECT PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND SETTING
T eyl TRAPERIT DESULRIFTION AND SETTING

Location: The subject property is located west of Sierra Highway and south of Vasquez
Canyon Road, within the Sand Canyon Zoned District, within the unincorporated area of
Santa Clarita Valley.

Physical Features: The subject property is approximately 2,173 gross acres (2,148 net
acres) with hilly terrain. Approximately one-third of the subject property has zero to 25
percent slopes, one-third has areas 25 to 50 percent slopes, and one-third of the
subject property has slopes greater than 50 percent.

Sensitive plant communities include a 12.2 mapped acres of vernal pools located within
the proposed Cruzan Mesa Sensitive Ecological Area (“SEA”) at the northern tip of the
project, coastal sage scrub, disturbed coastal sage scrub, coastal sage-chaparral scrub,
sycamore riparian woodland, southern will scrub, and holly-leafed cherry scrub.

Access: Access will first be taken from the west boundary of the project, from the
extension of Whites Canyon Road, a 100 foot Major Highway, onto Skyline Ranch
Road, a proposed 80 foot Secondary Highway, realigned through the project site to
Sierra Highway to the south, a 100 foot Major Highway. In addition, only a portion of the
proposed 1,409 acre open space lot at the north of the property (Lot No. 11293) wiill
only be accessed from Vasquez Canyon Road, a varying in width major highway, onto
Mystery Mesa Road.

Services: Potable water will be served by the Santa Clarita Water Division (“SCWD”) of
the Castaic Lake Water Agency (“CLWA”"). Domestic sewer service will be provided by
annexation of the project into the Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 26. Gas
utilities will be provided by Southern California Gas Company and electricity will be
provided by Southern California Edison Company. The project is also within the
boundaries of the William S. Hart Union, Saugus Union, and Sulphur Springs Union
School District).

EXISTING ZONING

The project site is zoned A-2-1 (Heavy Agricultural-One Acre Minimum Lot Size), A-1-1
(Light Agricultural-One Acre Minimum Lot Size), and A-1-10,000 (Light Agricultural-
10,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size). :
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The surrounding zoning is as follows:

North: A-1 (Light Agricultural-5,000 Square Feet Minimum Lot Size), A-2-1

East: -1, A-1-10,000, R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence), C-3 (Unlimited
Commercial), M-1 (Light Industrial), City of Santa Clarita

South: A-2-1, City of Santa Clarita

West: A-2-1, City of Santa Clarita

EXISTING LAND USES
The subject property is vacant with filming activity in the northern portion of the project.

The surrounding land uses are as follows:

North: Vacant

East: Vacant, single-family residential, and industrial and commercial within the
City of Santa Clarita

South: Vacant, single-family residential, and industrial, commercial, multi-family
residential, and school within the City of Santa Clarita

West: Vacant and single-family residential

PREVIOUS CASE/ZONING HISTORY

The current A-2-1, A-1, A-1-1, and A-1-10,000 zoning on the subject property became
effective on June 6, 1958 following the adoption of Ordinance No. 7339. The project is
within the Sand Canyon Zoned District which was created through the adoption of
Ordinance 6584 and became effective on December 23, 1954.

Within the northeast portion of the project site, directly south of Vasquez Canyon Road,
Tract Map No. 44967 (“TR 44967”) subdivided approximately 360 acres creating 200
single-family lots. TR 44967 recorded on May 12, 1999 and has not been developed.
The applicant proposes to merge and re-subdivided this tract. The subject project
proposes the area of TR 44967 be into open space Lot No. 1293.

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY AREA PLAN CONSISTENCY

The subject property is depicted within the HM (Hillside Management-One Dwelling Unit
Per Five Acres to One Dwelling Unit Per Two Acres), N2 (Non-Urban 2-One Dwelling
Unit Per Five Acres to One Dwelling Unit Per Two Acres), U1 (Urban 1-1.1 to 3.3
Dwelling Units Per Acre), U2 (Urban 2-3.4 t0 6.6 Dwelling Units Per Acre), U3 (Urban 3-
6.7 to 15 Dwelling Units Per Acre), and W (Floodway/Floodplain) land use categories of
the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan ("Area Plan”), a component of the General Plan.
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The proposed project is consistent with goals and policies of the Area Plan and the
following excerpts of the applicable Area Plan policies and provisions:

Land Use Element:
1.1Accommodate the year 2010 population and land use demand as projected for the

Santa Clarita Valley, designating sufficient area for appropriate use and a
reasonable excess to provide adequate flexibility.

Pattern of Population and Land Use Distribution:

2.1 Accommodate population and land use growth in a concentrated, rather than
dispersed, pattern, providing for a broad range of densities and types of uses.

2.3  Concentrate land use growth in and adjacent to existing urban, suburban, and
rural communities. Within these areas, encourage development of bypassed
lands designated and appropriate for development.

24  Consider residential densities as averages to allow for the clustering of
development and/or transfer of unit credit as provided for in the Plan.

2.5 Allow for density transfer (the rearrangement of allowed residential units among
various land use classifications on a project site) as a means to attain plan goals
such as preservation of hillsides, and to promote superior design and allow
flexibility to respond to changing housing needs.

Costs of Population and Urban Growth:

3.2 Require that new development fund the entire cost of all of the infrastructure
demand created by the project.

Environmental Hazards and Constraints:

4.2 Designate areas of excessive slope (exceeding 25 percent) as “Hillside
Management Areas”, with performance standards applied to development to
minimize potential hazards such as landslides, erosion, excessive run-off and
Countywide Chapters of the General Plan.)
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Environmental Resources Management Element- Natural Resources

1.5  Encourage clustering of residential uses in hilly and mountainous areas to
minimize grading and to preserve the natural terrain where consistent with
existing community character.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Pursuant to Sections 22.56.010, 22.56.230, 22.56.215, 22.56.205, and 22.24.150 of the
Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”), the applicant has requested a CUP, and
submitted an Exhibit “A” to demonstrate compliance with requirements of urban and
non-urban hillside management design review, density-controlied development, on-site
project grading and a temporary materials processing facility.

Approximately 774 acres (35 percent) of the project land consists of zero to 24.99
percent slopes, 644 acres (30 percent) of the project land consists of 25 to 49.99
percent slopes, and 755 acres (35 percent) of the project land consists of greater than
50 percent slopes. ‘

Based on the slope density analysis calculations for this project, the low density is 402
units, the midpoint density is 870 units and the maximum permitted density is 1,302
units.

A hillside management CUP is required to protect hillside resources, as the subject
property is located within an non-urban and urban area; and exceeds the threshold
density of 214 units permitted within the non-urban area and the 294 units permitted
within the urban area.

Open Space Requirement, Proposal and Maintenance for Hillside Management and
Density-Controlled Development

The subject property requires a minimum of 70 percent for the non-urban area and 25
percent open space for the urban area. The project provides a total of 1,822.78 acres
(84 percent) of open space as follows: 1,551.41 acres (85 percent) of natural open
space, 10.5 acres (.5 percent) of public park, 5.2 acres (.02 percent) of private parks, 54
acres (3 percent) within the single-family lots, 200.57 (11 percent) acres of disturbed
opens space including manufactured slopes, and 21.6 acres (1.2 percent) for purposes
of mitigation of the highway realignment. The 1,822.78 acres of open space will be
provided within a total of 25 open space lots and 10 public park lots, including a 1,409
acre open space lot to be recorded within the first phase of the project (Lot No. 1293).

The project proposes for an approximate 1,355 acres of the northern 1,409 acre open
~space lot (Lot No. 1293) to be maintained as undisturbed open space. This open space
lot will be accessed by Vasquez Canyon Road to the northeast of the subject project.
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The existing filming activity is proposed to remain within Lot No. 1293, within an area
identified as the vernal pool watershed boundary. In addition, to mitigate the impact of
the highway realignment over required open space for Tract Map No. 46018, this project
proposes 21.6 acres of Lot No. 1293 in exchange. The 21.6 acre mitigation exchange is
proposed through a separate agreement between the applicant of the subject project,
Tract Map No. 46018, Los Angeles County and the Army Corps of Engineers (staff is
still researching the adequacy of this proposal).

All natural open spaces are proposed to be dedicated to public agencies, including Los
Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation, City of Santa Clarita and the
Santa Monica Mountain Conservancy Agency.

The public park will be developed by the applicant and then dedicated to the Los
Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation for maintenance. The Private park lots
will be managed by a Homeowners association.

The project proposes for a Landscape Maintenance District or Homeowner's
Association to maintain the disturbed open space areas and common slope areas.

Grading Proposal and Temporary Materials Processing Facility

Project grading consists of 20.8 million cubic yards of cut and 20.8 million cubic yards of
fill (total of 41.6 million cubic yards) to be balanced on and off-site. Grading for the
highway will consist of 6.4 million cubic yards of grading on and off-site, including
535,000 cubic yards of cut off-site and 37,000 cubic yards of fill off-site. A separate CUP
may be required for the off-site grading required in the construction of the highway.

The project also proposes a temporary materials processing facility during construction
to be located at the northeast corner of the development area. This facility will be used
to process approximately 68,000 cubic yards of excavated soil for use as base material
in concrete and asphalt within the subject project. The facility will operate after the first
phase of grading to prior to the end of the last phase of development. The applicant
has estimated the facility to be in use for a total of 24 months.

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

Hillside Management:

A. That the proposed project is located and designed so as to protect the safety of
current and future community residents, and will not create significant threats to
life and/or property due to the presence of geologic, seismic, slope instability,
fire, flood, mud flow, or erosion hazard; and
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B. That the proposed project is compatible with the natural, biotic, cultural, scenic
and open space resources of the area; and

C. That the proposed project is conveniently served by (or provides) neighborhood
shopping and commercial facilities, can be provided with essential public
services without imposing undue costs on the total community, and is consistent
with the objectives and policies of the General Plan; and

D. That the proposed development demonstrates creative and imaginative design,
resulting in a visual quality that will complement community character and benefit
current and future community residents.

The applicant’s Burden of Proof responses are attached.

OAK TREE PERMIT

Pursuant to Section 22.56.2050 of the County Code, an oak tree report was updated on
July 7, 2009, and was submitted by Natural Resource Consultants (arborist: Thomas
Juhasz). The one oak tree located on the eastern portion of proposed development (in
front of proposed Lot No. 896 depicted on sheet 3 of the tentative map dated July 1,
2009) is subject to the Oak Tree ordinance as identified in the July 7, 2009 report is
proposed to be removed. There are no heritage oaks within the project boundaries.

Mitigation measures recommended by the Los Angeles County Forester/Fire Warden
include replacement at a minimum ratio of 10:1 for a total of 10 mitigation trees in the
appropriate location, at the interface between development and undeveloped areas.

Off-site improvements within the incorporated City of Santa Clarita may require the
removal or encroachment of at least one additional oak tree. The applicant will contact
the City of Santa Clarita for the necessary permits to remove or encroach upon an Oak
Tree if required. :

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

A. That the proposed construction of proposed use will be accomplished without
endangering the health of the remaining trees(s) subject to this Part 16, if any, on
the subject property; and

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

C. That in addition to the above facts, at least one of the following findings apply:
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1. That the removal or relocation of the oak tree(s) proposed is necessary as
continued existence at present location(s) frustrates the planned
improvement or proposed use of the subject property to such an extent
that:

a. Alternative development plans cannot achieve the same permitted
density or that the cost of such alternative would be prohibitive, or

b. Placement of such tree(s) precludes the reasonable and efficient
use of such property for a use otherwise authorized; or .

2. That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal or relocation interferes with
utility services or streets and highways, either within or outside of the
subject property, and no reasonable alternative to such interference exists
other than removal of the tree; or

3. That the condition of the oak tree(s) proposed for removal with reference
to seriously debilitating disease or danger of falling is such that it cannot
be remedied through reasonable preservation procedures and practices;
and

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

HIGHWAY REALIGNMENT

The primary access for the project will be created through the proposed realignment of
Whites Canyon Road, a Major Highway within the Master Plan of Highways, extending
from Plum Canyon southeast through the project site to Sierra Highway, to be renamed
Skyline Ranch Road. The purpose of this realignment is to move the existing paper
alignment outside of the proposed Cruzan Mesa SEA and connect to Sierra Highway
instead of Vasquez Canyon Road as currently depicted within the adopted Master Plan
of Highways.

The pending General Plan update and One Valley One Vision (“OVOV”) Plan proposal
Whites Canyon Road in the same alignment as proposed by the applicant. However,
since the General Plan update or OVOV has not been adopted, the applicant must file a
general plan amendment to amend the Master Plan of Highways as part of this project.

The Interdepartmental Engineering Committee (“IEC”), comprised of the representatives
of Los Angeles County Departments of Regional Planning and Public Works, has not
reviewed or recommended approval of the proposed highway realignment. The
Department of Public Works has, independent from the IEC, reviewed the conceptual
realignment. :
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An IEC meeting must be held and all affected property owners must be notified
regarding the meeting and proposal, so that its recommendations can be prepared for
the Commission’s consideration.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

In accordance with State and County California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
guidelines, a Draft EIR was prepared for the project. The Draft EIR concludes that
certain potentially significant impacts are less than significant with implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”). However,
the Draft EIR concludes that even with the project design and/or suggested conditions,
significant residual impacts and/or cumulative impacts will result which cannot be
mitigated to less than significant. Copies of the DEIR were distributed to the
Commission, and a copy of the Technical Appendices was made available for the
Commission to review.

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

— Geotechnical Resources — Fire Services and Hazards
— Hydrology and Water Quality — Education
— Biological Resources — Libraries
— Cultural and Paleontological — Parks
Resources — Land Use
— Traffic/Access — Population, Housing and
— Water Resources Employment

— Wastewater Disposal

Mitigation measures have been incorporated into a MMP to be implemented during the
development of the property. The proposed MMP is attached.

Identified potentially significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant,
include:

— Visual Quality — Solid Waste Disposal

— Cumulative Traffic » — Law Enforcement Services
— Noise — Global Climate Change
— Air Quality

Four alternatives to the project are also discussed in the Draft EIR as required by CEQA
guidelines. These include: (1) No Project/No Development Alternative: (2) Reasonably
Foreseeable On-Site Development Alternative; (3) Reduced Project Alternative A; and (4)
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Reduced Project Alternative B. Each alternative is evaluated for potential impacts, and
the environmentally superior alternative is identified.

The superior alternative is Reduced Project Alternative B which would reduce almost all
of the project-related impacts. However, the magnitude of impacts for most environmental
issues would be reduced compared to the proposed project and would also still have the
same, albeit reduced, significant and unavoidable impacts.

The technical appendices include geotechnical reports, hydrology and water quality
technical reports, biological resources technical reports, cultural and paleontological
resources reports, a traffic impact analysis, noise modeling worksheets and noise barrier
locations, an air quality technical appendix, the water resources, a sewer area study
report, and global climate change.

The formal public review period for the DEIR was for a period of 45 days, from July 30,
2009 to September 14, 2009. All written comments received prior to the close of the
public hearing will be considered in the Final EIR. Copies of written correspondence on
the DEIR are attached.

As of time of writing this report, a total of three letters have been received and have been
attached.

LEGAL NOTIFICATION/COMMUNITY QOUTREACH

On July 28, 2009, hearing notices regarding this proposal were mailed to all property
owners as identified on the current Assessor's record within 1,000 feet of the subject
project. A total of five public notices were posted on and around the project site: one
along Sierra Highway, one along Vasquez Canyon Road, one on Beneda Lane, one on
Canyon Crest Drive and one on Brookham Drive.

The public hearing notice was published in The Signal Newspaper and the La Opinion
Newspaper on July 30, 2009. Project materials, including the Vesting Tentative Tract
Map, Exhibit “A” Map, and Land Use Map, were received at the Los Angeles County
Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library. Public hearing materials were also posted on the
Department of Regional Planning’s website.

The formal public review of the Draft EIR was between July 30, 2009 and September 14,
2009. The Draft EIR was also made available at the County of Los Angeles Newhall
Library, Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library, Valencia Library, and the Los Angeles
County Public Library located in the City of Downey starting on July 28, 2009.
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CORRESPONDENCE

As of writing this report, no written correspondence has been received and a total of three
phone calls from neighbors regarding the scope of the project were received.
FEES/DEPOSITS

If approved, the following shall apply:

California Department of Fish and Game:

1. Processing fee of $2,843.25 associated with the filing and posting of a Notice of
Determination with the County Clerk, to defray the costs of fish and wildlife.

Department of Regional Planning, Impact Analysis:
2. Deposit of $3,000 to defray the cost of reviewing the subdivider's reports and
verifying compliance with the information required by the Mitigation Monitoring
Program (“MMP”).

STAFF ANALYSIS

The proposed development is consistent with the applicable provisions of the Area Plan,
Title 21 and 22 of the County Code (Subdivision and Zoning Ordinance) and the existing
A-2-1, A-1-1 and A-1-10,000 zoning, with the exception of the listed technical holds listed
in the next section. »

All required public services and necessary infrastructure will be provided for the proposed
subdivision. The project meets the burden of proof required for the hillside management
and density-controlled development. The burden of proof for on-site and off-site grading
must be updated and is not adequate at this time.

The proposed development is adjacent to compatible uses and residential densities.
There is single-family residential development directly to the west and east of the
southern portion of the project. Access to the project will first be constructed from the
west of the project, over the portion of an adjacent project that was approved, but expired
without recording. Access will also be taken from Sierra Highway to the south of the
project which is developed with multi-family residential and commercial within the City of
Santa Cliarita.

There are several key factors in consideration of this project:

Highway Realignment

The primary access to the project is proposed through the realignment of Whites Canyon
Road to be renamed Skyline Ranch Road. The proposed realignment will change the
direction and location of Whites Canyon Road. Instead of connecting Plum Canyon to
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Vasquez Canyon Road, the alignment will redirect the highway from Plum Canyon to
Sierra Highway through the southeast portion of the project. This realignment will prevent
future impacts to the proposed Cruzan Mesa Sensitive Ecological Area (“SEA”) and
create an additional connection between Plum Canyon and Sierra Highway.

The proposed realignment is consistent with the pending General Plan update and OVOV
proposal, which both depict the Skyline Ranch Road within the Master Plan of Highways
as proposed by this project.

Without approval of the highway realignment the project would have to be redesigned. In
order for the processing of the highway realignment to continue, a plan amendment to
amend the Master Plan of Highways within the General Plan must be filed and an IEC
meeting must be held.

At this time the highway realignment request is incomplete.
Project Amenities

To comply with County Code requirements, and at time exceed the minimum
requirements, the project proposes the following project amenities:

Highway Realignment
— As mentioned above, the proposed realignment will create greater access in the
area by connecting Plum Canyon to Sierra Highway. The alignment will also
redirect the highway through the southern portion of the property instead of its
current alignment through pending Cruzan Mesa SEA.

Proposed Cruzan Mesa SEA

— A portion of open space Lot No. 1293 a proposed by the pending General Plan
update as the Cruzan Mesa SEA. The same area has also been previously
subdivided into 200 single-family lots. The recordation of this open space lot will
merge the previous subdivided lots and ensure that the area is maintained as a
restricted use area not permitted for further re-subdivision or development. In
addition, recordation of this lot will be consistent with the proposed Cruzan Mesa
SEA. Staff is continuing to research whether the existing filming activity, proposed
to continue within this open space lot, requires a conditional use permit and if it is
an appropriate use within an open space lot. This area is proposed to record within
the first phase of the project, prior to the recordation of any single-family lots.

Public Park Lot

— A 12 acre public park lot is proposed at the northwest portion of the development,
to be constructed by the applicant and then dedicated to the Los Angeles County
Department of Parks and Recreation. The public park includes recreational
amenities such as a basketball court, baseball field, volleyball court, a children’s
playground and community meeting area. The public park is proposed within
phase two of the project and has been conditioned for its construction to begin
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prior to the recordation of 377 single-family residential units (prior to clearance of
phase six estimated to record in June of 2013), for a Park Development Agreement -
("PDA”) to be entered by the applicant and the County prior to the recordation of
the first phase, and for the park construction to be completed within 20 months of
entering the PDA.

Private Parks
— A two acre private park and eight additional neighborhood/pocket parks, totaling
approximately six acres of private parkland, is proposed throughout the
development. All private parkland is proposed to be developed and maintained by
the HOA. The private parks are proposed to be recorded within various phases.

Trails and Lookout Points

— A 2.4 mile long trail with various lookout points is proposed at the northern portion
of the development, within the open space lots and a portion of it within the
development within the southeast portion of the project site. The trail is proposed
within undisturbed open space areas and along manufactured slopes (small
portions of the trail will go through a manufactured slope). Most of the trail is
proposed to be recorded within the first phase (where no single-family lots are
proposed to be recorded) and the rest of the trail is proposed to be recorded within
phase six.

Elementary School Lot

— An 11.6 acre elementary school lot is proposed at the center of the development.
The applicant has submitted a School Facilities agreement between the Sulphur
Springs School District and themselves (Pardee Homes) to acquire this lot. The
elementary school Iot is proposed to be recorded within phase eight which is
estimated, by the applicant, to record in July of 2014. The total number of units
that will record by then, including phase eight, is 533 single-family lots (425 single-
family lots by phase seven).

Pedestrian Accessibility
— An optional pedestrian bridge is proposed within the middle of development over
Skyline Ranch, allowing pedestrian traffic from the east side of Skyline Ranch to
the elementary school lot. The bridge is optional, as it is being proposed for the
construction by the school district if needed at a later time. The bridge will not be
built by the applicant of this project.

TECHNICAL HOLDS

The following items must be submitted within a revision to the tentative and exhibit “A”
map, circulated through the Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee (“Subdivision
Committee”) prior to the next public hearing. This project continues to be an insist hearing
as the project has not cleared all holds of the Subdivision Committee.
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1. All information requested by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works,
within their Subdivision Commission report dated July 22, 2009. Information
requested includes:

a. Proof off-site easements/rights of way to the satisfaction of Public Works.

b. Proof off-site easements to allow construction within the boundaries of Tract
Map No 46018.

c. A revision to the proposed Skyline Ranch Road cross-section.

d. Evidence of approval from the water purveyor related to the acceptability of
the proposed booster pump stations and associated lots access driveways.

2. A general plan amendment must be filed with the Regional Planning to amend the
Master Plan of Highways, as requested within the highway realignment request.

3. The highway realignment request must be presented to and reviewed by the
Interdepartmentall Engineering Committee (“IEC”).

4. A separate CUP must be filed for the offsite grading and solid fill project as a result
of the off-site highway construction of the proposed realigned Whites Canyon
Road. Staff is continuing to research this issue to ensure that on-site and off-site
project impacts for TR 46908 are addressed.

5. The project's CUP request may have to updated to include the filming activity
currently existing and proposed to continue within Open Space Lot No. 1293. In
addition a separate burden of proof for the motion picture set use must be
provided. Staff is continuing to research this issue.

6. The project's CUP request (including the burden of proof and application) must be
updated to include the temporary materials processing plant proposed.

7. The Tentative and Exhibit “A” maps dated July 1, 2009 must be revised to include
the following items:

a. The public park exhibit and trails exhibit must be revised per Parks and
Recreation requirements.

b. Street sections must be updated per Public Works requirements.

c. The phasing map must be updated to include access to all proposed
phases.

d. All proposed single-family residential lots must meet the minimum required
frontage dimension. This dimension must be depicted within the tentative
and exhibit “A” map.

e. The temporary materials processing plan proposed must be shown on the
exhibit “A” map.

8. An updated burden of proof for the oak tree permit is needed.
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9. The project application must be updated to include all changes listed above.

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AND AGENCY COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Subdivision Committee consists of the Departments of Regional Planning, Public
Works, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health. The Subdivision Committee has
reviewed the Tentative Tract Map and Exhibit “A” dated July 1, 2009, and has
recommended the attached conditional conditions in addition to requiring the items listed
within the Technical Holds section.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

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

If the Regional Planning Commission agrees with staffs analysis above, staff
recommends that the Commission continue the project to a date certain with sufficient
time for the applicant to make the necessary corrections to the the Vesting Tentative and
Exhibit “A” maps and circulate these materials through the Subdivision Committee:
update the conditional use request; update the project application; file a new CUP s
necessary per staff's additional analysis; file a general plan amendment to amend the
Master Plan of Highways; and hold an IEC meeting regarding the highway realignment.

Suggested Motion: "I move that the Regional Planning Commission continue the
public hearing to a date certain with sufficient time to allow the applicant to work
with staff to resolve all pending holds and, for the applicant to submit a revised
map to be circulated through the Subdivision Committee, a plan amendment to be
filed and an IEC meeting to be held.”

Attachments:
Factual
GIS-NET Maps
Thomas Brothers Guide Map Page
Draft Subdivision Committee Conditions (excluding Regional Planning)
Draft Mitigation Monitoring Program
Burden of Proof
Correspondence
Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 060922 and Exhibit “A”, dated July 1, 2009
Land Use Map

ST:ACB
9/03/2009




SCOPE

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386

8-4-09

Susan Tae /

Michele Bush, Impact Analysis Section

LA County Dept. of Regional Planning

320 W. Temple St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Skyline Ranch DEIR and associated permits Project #04-075

Dear Ms Tae and Ms. Bush:

We are in receipt of your Notice of Public Review Period Time Extension for this project.
To our knowledge, we did not receive a CD or a hard copy of the DEIR. We would greatly
appreciate it if you would make these documents available to us for review as you have

always done in the past. '

Thank you in advance for providing this document to us so that we may more easily
participate in the public process by providing a review of the DEIR.

Sincerely,

Corresponding Secretary

Sent via email, hard copy to follow by US Mail
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August 7, 2009

Michele Bush, Project Manager

County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348

320 West Temple Strect

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Bush:

This is in response to your request for comments on the Notice of Public Review Period Time
Extension/Notice of Completion and Availability Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Skyline Ranch Project County Project No. 04-075, Tract Map 060922 Conditional Use Permit
and Oak Tree Permit 04-075, State Clearinghouse Number 2004101090 for Los Angeles County,
California.

Please review the current effective countywide Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the
County of Los Angeles (Community Number 065043) and City of Santa Clarita (Community
Number 060729), Maps revised September 26, 2008. Please note that the City of Santa Clarita,
Los Angeles County, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
The minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are described in Vol.
44 Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

e All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and Al through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

¢ If'the area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www.fema.goy
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» All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V” Flood Zones
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above
the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building
components.

¢ Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The City of Santa Clarita floodplain manager
can be reached by calling Christina Monde, Floodplain Coordinator, at (661) 255-4959. The Los
Angeles County floodplain manager can be reached by calling George De La O, Floodplain
Manager/Senior Civil Engineer, at, (626) 458-7155.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Cynthia McKenzie of the
~ Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7190.

Sincerely,

Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief

Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

cc: ’

Christina Monde, Floodplain Coordinator, City of Santa Clarita

George De La O, Floodplain Manager, Senior Civil Engineer, Los Angeles County Department
of Public Works

Garret Tam Sing/Salomon Miranda, State of California, Department of Water Resources,
Southern District

Cynthia McKenzie, Senior Floodplanner, CIFM, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

www.fema.gov



Baldwin, Alejandrina C.

From: Bush, Michele

Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2009 2:52 PM
To: Baldwin, Alejandrina C.

Subject: FW: DEIR County Project Number 04-075+(5)

From: LKakumu@aol.com [mailto:LKakumu@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2009 12:06 PM

To: Bush, Michele

Subject: DEIR County Project Number 04-075-(5)

Our community cannot afford another housing track! The infrastructure is not adequate to accommodate the increase in
traffic from opening up Plum Canyon Road southbound unto Whites Canyon. The intersection at Whites Canyon and
Nadal is a nightmare when Canyon High School begins and ends (not to mention the traffic from Leona Cox Elementary
School). Numerous accidents occur at this intersection and the Sheriff's department cannot control cars running through
the signal or the speeding. There is already a housing track on hold on Plum Canyon; and when that is completed it will
add to the existing traffic and noise, but when you add yet another housing track that becomes a dangerous situation.
Lastly, when a new housing track is built the developer never pays his fair share for infrastructure; and in this economy
the tax payer cannot afford another tax increase to cover items that the developer did not pay for.

Sincerely,

Lynn Kakumu

28026 Damar Court

Canyon Country, CA 91351




WATER
RECLAMATION

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
Telephone: (562) 699-7411, FAX: [562] 6995422 Chief Engineer and General Manager
www.lacsd.org :

August 20, 2009

FileNo. 31R-3100.10

Ms. Michele Bush : L S S
County of Los Angeles L

Department of Regional Planning
Impact Analysis Section, Room 1348
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Bush:

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR

for the Skyline Ranch Project Santa Clarita Valley, CA

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received the subject CEQA
document on July 31, 2009. Regarding solid waste management for the above-mentioned project in
unincorporated County of Los Angeles, the Districts offer the following comments:

1. The Districts are a partnership of 24 independent special districts providing wastewater and
solid waste management services for about 5.3 million people in Los Angeles County. The
Districts’ service area covers approximately 820 square miles and encompasses 78 cities and
unincorporated territory within the county. On the solid waste management side, the Districts
operate three active sanitary landfills, four landfill energy recovery facilities, two recycle
centers, three materials recovery/transfer facilities, and participate in the operation of two
refuse-to-energy facilities.

There are seven major public and private landfills operating in Los Angeles County. The Puente Hills
Landfill (PHLF), located at 13130 Crossroads Parkway South in the City of Industry is the closest
landfill operated by the Districts that could be used by the proposed project. The conditional use
permit (CUP) for the PHLF authorizes the disposal of a maximum of 13,200 tons per day.
Disposal operations will continue under the CUP until November 1,2013. The site will then stop
accepting waste for disposal.

Recognizing that incounty disposal capacity is finite, in the long term there will be a need for
out-of-county disposal capacity. To that end, the Sanitation Districts have pursued additional
capacity through the use of a waste-by-rail system. The Districts are currently in the process of
designing and constructing the rail facilities necessary to begin Waste-by-Rail operation by
2011/2012. The City of Industry Planning Commission approved the CUP for the Puente Hills
Intermodal Facility (PHIMF) in June 2008. The PHIMF will be used for loading and unloading
rail-ready shipping containers for the Waste-by-Rail system. The containers will then be
transported to the Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County for disposal.

DOC# 1344135
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Ms. Michele Bush -2- August 20, 2009

Other solid waste management facilities operated by the Districts that are available to the proposed
project and offer recycling options are the Commerce Refuse-to-Energy Facility (CREF), the
Downey Area Recycling and Transfer Facility (DART), the South Gate Transfer Station, and the
Puente Hills Materials Recovery Facility (PHMREF). CREF is located at 5926 Sheila Street in the
city of Commerce. CREF is a transformation facility that is permitted to accept up to 1,000 tons
per day, not to exceed 2,800 tons per week. DART is located at 9770 Washbum Road in the city
of Downey. DART is a materials recovery/transfer facility that is permitted to accept up to 5,000
tons per day. The South Gate Transfer Station is located at 9530 Garfield Avenue in the city of

- South Gate that is permitted to accept up to 1,000 tons per day of refuse. The PHMREF is located at
2808 Workman Mill Road in the city of Whittier. The PHMRF is permitted to accept 4,400 tons
per day, not to exceed 24,000 tons per week of municipal solid waste.

2. Inregards to Table 4K-1 of the DEIR, please make the following corrections:
a. Footnote g  Replace “Watershed” with “Wasteshed”
Replace “Ordinance #4782” with “Ordinance #4780
b. Footnote/f  Replace “Watershed” with “Wasteshed.”

If you have additional questions concerning this response, please contact me at (562) 908-42883,
extension 2764. .

Very truly yours,
Stephen R. Maguin
Ziad A. El Jack

Senior Engineer
Planning Section

ZE:mh
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SCHOOL FACILITIES AGREEMENT f
BETWEEN THE SULPHUR SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
AND PARDEE HOMES

This School Facilities Agreement (“Agreement”) is made at Canyon Country, California,
as of April2,2008 (the “Execution Date”), between the SULPHUR SPRINGS SCHOOL
DISTRICT (“District”), a school district organized and existing under the laws of the State of
California, and PARDEE HOMES, a California corporation (“Developer”), with respect to the
following facts:

A Developer is the current owner of some portions, and has one/ or more options
(each, an “Option™) to acquire other portions of the real property which is k}cated within the
District's boundaries and which is described in Exhibit “A” hereto (the “Property”). This
Agreement shall only apply to those portions of the Property that have been conveyed to
Developer as of the Execution Date and that are conveyed to Developer after the Execution
Date.

B. The Property is a portion of a larger proposed master planned community
expected to consist of approximately 1,270 single family residential units, parks and other uses
on approximately 2,196 acres and referred to as “Skyline Ranch” located within the County of
Los Angeles (the “County”). (Hereinafter, references to the “Project” éhall include the
development of the Property within Skyline Ranch, as currently envisioned as well as any
development of the Property.) The Property is expected to be developed with approximately
970 single family residential units. The remainder of Skyline Ranch is within the boundaries of
the Saugus Union School District (“Saugus”) and is expected to be| developed with
approximately 300 residential units. Some of the residential lots expected to be approved for
Skyline Ranch may be bisected by the boundary line between the District and Saugus (“Straddle
Lots™).

Total buildout of Skyline Ranch is expected to take several years and the details,
including the location and extent of land uses and the number of dwellingarznjts, may change
over time to meet the needs of the market. Corresponding changes in govemnmental approvals
are also expected. '

C. The District wishes to acquire a school site in the location g ly depicted in
Exhibit “B” hereto (the “Elementary School Site”) and construct the elementary school
described in Exhibit “C” hereto on the Elementary School Site (the “Elementary School”). This
Agreement provides the terms for Developer's provision of approximately ten (10) net useable
acres for the Elementary School Site and the Developer's fiunding of the cost of the Elementary
School, on the terms set forth in this Agreement and subject to Developer’s exe’;cise of its Option
with respect to that portion of the Property. ;'

D. This Agreement also provides the terms for Developet's saﬁsfaéﬁon of the school
facilities mitigation obligation applicable to development of the Property and authorized to be
imposed by the District pursuant to Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code
Sections 65995, 65995.5 or 65995.7. Developer shall satisfy the school facilities mitigation

3/27/08 4000.148
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obligation through provision of the Elementary School Site and funding of construction of the
Elementary School and/or through the inclusion of the Property in a community facilities district
(the “Hart CFD”) to be established by the William S. Hart Union High School District (“Hart”)
or a community facilities district established by the District. It is expected the Hart CFD will
include at least two improvement areas. One of the improvement areas will include the Property
and those Straddle Lots that are deemed to be included within the District for purposes of
levying special taxes of the improvement area (the “Sulphur Springs Improvement Area”).
Another improvement area will include the part of Skyline Ranch entirely within the Saugus
boundaries and those Straddle Lots that are deemed to be included within Saugus for purposes of
levying special taxes of the improvement area (the “Saugus Improvement Area’).

E. The District and Developer desire to adopt and implement a plan, as set out in
this Agreement, in lieu of and in satisfaction of any mitigation requirements as to Skyline Ranch
which will provide an Elementary School Site and Elementary School consisting of land,
buildings, furnishings and equipment to house students of the District residing within the
Proparty (“District Students”) and students residing within the portion of Skyline Ranch within
Saugus, who choose to attend the Elementary School (“Saugus Students™). This Agreement is
intended to mitigate the Project's direct and cumulative environmental and fiscal impacts on the
District. This Agreement is contingent on the approval of the Project substantially as described
herein by the County of Los Angeles (“County”).

F. Temporary facilities to house District Students while the Elementary School is
being constructed will be provided and paid for by the District. The Elementary School will be
constructed in accordance with applicable law at the time of construction, w]iich law currently
consists of (i) the requirements pursuant to Education Code Sections 17251, et seq. (the Field
Act) and the guidelines thereto contained in Sections 4-301, et seq., Title 24, California Code of
Regulations, and (ii) the requirements set forth in the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act
of 1998 (Education Code Section 17070.10, et seq.) and as implemented by the State Allocation
Board (the “State Requirements and Specifications”). Exhibit “C” attached hereto illustrates the
facilities mix, type and square footage for the Elementary School that is generally acceptable to
the District and Developer and the representative current construction costs for those facilities
based on the current State Requirements and Specifications. The acquisition of the Elementary
School Site and construction of the Elementary School will be accomplished by the District
through the use of (i) funds advanced by Developer as generally provided for in
Sections 1 and 2, (“Developer Advances™), (ii) the proceeds of bonds issued by the Hart CFD or
a community facilities district established by the District in accordance with Section 7 below
(“CFD Proceeds™), (iii) the proceeds of a general obligation bond, as describ¢d in Section 1(d)
below, (iv) State Funding (defined below) and (v) Other Proceeds (defined below) (collectively,
“Funding Sources™).
This Agreement is intended to ensure that the District will always have sufficient
capacity to house the District Students while at the same time maximizing }gle opportunity to
obtain State Funding for the Elementary School Site and Elementary School.

G. The Elementary School will be built on a ten-acre school site within Skyline
Ranch. Ten net useable acres shall be available for the Elementary School Site. The
maintenance of slopes on the perimeter of the Elementary School Site 'shall not be the

327108 4000.143
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responsibility of the District and arrangements shall be made for maintenance éuf such slopes by
means of a landscape district, homeowners association or other similar provision for
maintenance at no cost to the District.

IN LIGHT OF THE FOREGOING FACTS, THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS
HEREIN SET FORTH AND FOR OTHER GOOD AND VALUABLE CONSIDERATION IT
ISMUTUALLY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Elementary School Site.

(a)  Timing. District may provide Developer written notice of the need to
commence the Elementary School Site preparation and construction process (“District
Notice ) at any time after County approval of both (i) a grading plan for the finished grading
of the portion of the Property that includes the Elementary School Site and (ii) a certificate
of occupancy for the 301* dwelling unit within the portion of the Property within the
District. Developer shall provide the District written notice when a certificate of occupancy
is approved by the County for such 301% dwelling unit. Developer shall deliver the
Elementary School Site to the District in a construction-ready condition (as described below)
within twenty-four (24) months of receipt of the District-Notice, or sooner if mutually agreed
by the parties. All of Developer's obligations in this Agreement relating to the improvement
and conveyance of the Elementary School Site are subject to Developer's exercise of its
Option with respect to that portion of the Property. It is the intent of 'the District and
Developer that plans, drawings, and construction documents will have bejen prepared and
approved by the Division of the State Architect, California Department of Education, and the
State Allocation Board and that a construction contract will have been awarded or will be
concurrently awarded, so that construction of the Elementary School can begin at the time
the Elementary School Site is delivered to the District. i

(b)  Site Improvements. The Elementary School Site shall be delivered to
the District in a construction-ready condition which shall include co“}npletion of the
following improvements (the “Site Improvements™): (i) mass grading ofﬁ; the Elementary
School Site with a single pad of no more than 2% grade, (ii) all-weather access to public
roads and (iii) a potable water line, fire water and irrigation line, electrica1§ line, natural gas
line, telephone line, and at least one and no more than two lateral sewer lines stubbed to the
Elementary School Site property boundary at locations consistent with a schematic footprint
depicting the proposed location of all proposed buildings, parking lots and other improved
areas, if prepared prior to Developer's commencement of construcqon of the Site
Improvements, or the reasonably anticipated project layout, if not yet prepared, based upon
consultation with the District (the “Project Layout”). The pad shall be dompacted to the
degree required by a geotechnical engineer to support the uses shown on the Project Layout,
without additional cost to the District. The utilities referenced in the 3efinition of Site
Improvements above shall be sized to serve a 750-student elementary school although the
Elementary School to be constructed initially, as described in Exhibit C, shall serve
500 students.

(¢)  Location. The parties have preliminarily approved the location of the
Elementary School Site within the Property as depicted on Exhibit “B,” subject to the
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approval of such location by the State Departments of Education (CDE) and Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC). As soon as possible after the Execution Date, District shall
seck a preliminary determination of the suitability of the Elementary Schoo] Site from CDE.
If CDE or DTSC disapproves the location of the Elementary School Site| a new location
within the Property shall be selected by Developer, subject to the approval of the District,
CDE and DTSC. All costs associated with the site approval process, ixécluding but not
limited to the Phase I environmental assessment, and the preliminary environmental
assessment (PEA) if any, shall be borne initially by Developer, subject to reimbursement
from available Funding Sources.

(d)  Purchase. The District shall purchase the Elementary School Site
pursuant to the terms of a mutually acceptable purchase and sale agreement. The purchase
price shall be the appraised value of the Elementary School Site in a construction-ready
condition (as described in Section 1(b) above) assuming its highest and best use at a
valuation date that is not more than 180 days prior to the close of escrow of the sale of the
Elementary School Site to the District (the “Purchase Price”). The District and Developer
acknowledge and agrec that the highest and best use of the Elementary {School Site, for
appraisal purposes, shall be residential with a density equivalent to the residential property
adjacent to the Elementary School Site. The District and Developer shall jointly select an
appraiser, the District shall retain the appraiser, and the appraisal shall be paid for by the
District. If the funds available from the Funding Sources at the close of escrow are less than
the Purchase Price, then the District shall pay Developer the available funds at the close of
escrow and pay the remainder of the Purchase Price from the Funding Sources when funds
become available. |

If, prior to payment in full of the Purchase Price, funding of all Construction
Costs (defined below) and reimbursement in full of all Developer Advance$, District obtains
passage of a local general obligation bond measure, District will use proceeds of the bond
measure to pay the Purchase Price and Construction Costs and reimburse Developer for its
Developer Advances. Nothing contained herein shall obligate the District to place a local
general obligation bond measure on the ballot, however. The reimbursement of Developer
Advances from the proceeds of such local general obligation bonds shall not exceed an amount
equal to 150% of the District’s “Level 2” school fees authorized in accordanée with Education
Code Section 17620 and Government Code Section 65995.5 that would, in tﬁ).e absence of this
Agreement, have been applicable to the Property. |

]
]

1

, If the primary use of the Elementary School Site, follcwingefurchase by the
District, is other than as an elementary school at the time construction of rcsidg tial units for the
Project is completed, Developer shall be entitled to repurchase the Elementary School Site for
the price paid for it by the District. 3

2. Construction of Elementary School. The District shall buii%d the Elementary
School pursuant to the terms of this Agreement with funds from available Funding Sources
at a cost not to exceed the Maximum Construction Cost (defined below). '

(a) Timing. The parties intend that the Elementary | School shall be
completed and ready for occupancy within three (3) years after the District Notice.
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(b)  Contenis. The District Notice shall contain a description of the
Elementary School and a schematic footprint, if available, showing the location of all
proposed buildings, parking lots, and other improved areas (“Project Layout”), and shall
state the estimated construction draw schedule covering the estimated construction period.
District, prior to construction of the Elementary School, shall provide evidence of insurance
with Developer named as an additional insured related to the construction of the Elementary
School on the Elementary School Site. |

(¢)  Pre-Construction Draws. Subsequent to the date of the District Notice,
to the extent funds from other Funding Sources are not available, Develoﬁ)er shall make a
Developer Advance to the District to pay for the architect and other expenses incurred prior
to going to bid, including, without limitation, soils and geological tests, fees required by the
Division of State Architect, California Department of Education or Department of Toxic
Substance Control, attorneys fees for preparation of this Agreement, and other costs in an
amount not to exceed $400,000 (“Pre-Construction Draws™). The District fshall not require
security from Developer to guarantee Developer Advances of Pre-Construction Draws. As a
first priority, District shall fund Pre-Construction Draws from ‘available funding Sources,
other than Developer Advanceés. As a second priority, Developer sha‘q pay Developer
Advances for the unfunded portion of the Pre-Construction Draws to; District within
thirty (30) days after receipt of a request for payment and supporting docpmentation from
District. The amount of Pre-Construction Draws shall be applied against the Maximum
Construction Cost (defined below).

(d)  Maximum Construction Cost. The District shall use its best efforts to
provide an Elementary School, open for operation, within thirty-six (36) months after the
date of the District Notice so that District Students and Saugus Students can attend the
Elementary School upon commencement of the opening School Year. A description of the
Elementary School and a current estimate of the soft costs, construction costs, furnishing and
equipment costs (collectively, “Construction Costs”) for the Elementary School is included in
Exhibit “C.” These Construction Costs are current as of the date of this Agreement, it being
the intent, however, that the Elementary School shall be constructed to satisfy the design and
construction requirements or parameters as set forth in the State Requirements and
Specifications at the time the Elementary School is constructed with sufficient capacity to
house 500 students on a traditional 9-month track even if State Funding is obtained on the
basis of a multi-track schedule. The Elementary School shall be cons ructed with such
permanent facilities as are required by the State and the remaining classtiooms may be of
modular construction, subject to the State Requirements and Specifications and the District's
approval of the design and manufacturer of the modular classrooms. For purposes of this
Agreement, the “Maximum Construction Cost” shall not exceed the actual Construction Costs
for the Elementary School, as constructed in accordance with the State Requirements and
Specifications.

()  Security for Developer Advances. Prior to District's award of a

construction contract for the Elementary School, Developer shall, in its sole discretion,
either post a performance bond or letter of credit in a form and by a surety or financial
institution reasonably acceptable to District, or provide a corporate guarantee in favor of the
District, in an amount equal to (i) the lesser of (A) the amount of the construction contract to
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be awarded or (B) the Maximum Construction Cost, minus (i) the total amount of then
available Funding Sources, as reasonably determined by the District. The District will
release portions of the performance bond, letter of credit or corporate guarantee in an amount
equal to 90% of the aggregate amount funded for Construction Costs ffom all Funding
Sources, including Developer Advances, following such funding and shall fully release any
remaining portions upon the first to occur of (i) funding of the Maximum Construction Cost;
(ii) District's filing of a notice of completion for the Elementary School; gor (iii) District's
receipt of funds from Funding Sources in an amount sufficient to fund all remaining
Construction Costs. 5

' ()  Payment of Developer Advances. As a first priority, Dfistrict shall fund
actual Construction Costs, excluding District Costs (defined below), from available Funding

Sources, other than Developer Advances. If and to the extent available Fum ing Sources are
insufficient to fully fund actual Construction Costs, excluding District Costs, at the time they
are required to be paid, Developer shall pay Developer Advances for the/unfunded actual
Construction Costs, excluding District Costs, following the District’s submittal to Developer
of written draw requests with supporting documentation for the amount requested.
Developer shall pay the Developer Advance required by each draw request to the District
within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt of the draw request and supportiné documentation,
up to the lesser of the amount of (i) the total Construction Costs set forth in the District
Notice or (ii) the Maximum Construction Cost. |

()  Reimbursement of Developer Advances. Prior DevEloper Advances
shall be repaid by the District to the Developer from other Funding Sources within

thirty (30) days after funds become available from any Funding Source; provided, however,
(i) the unpaid portion of the Purchase Price shall be paid first from available Funding
Sources prior to the repayment of Developer Advances and (ii) the District reasonably
determines the amount of available Funding Sources remaining after each repayment of all
or a portion of prior Developer Advances shall be sufficient to fudd all remaining
Construction Costs.

()  District Responsibility. Commencing on and after the District Notice,
the District shall be responsible for all costs of occupancy of the Elementaéy School and the
Elementary School Site, including, but not limited to, real property taxes, assessments,
special taxes, utility fees and charges and insurance expenses.

@) Interim Housing. Prior to completion of the Elemeilltary School, the
District shall be responsible for obtaining, paying for, and installing any permanent or
temporary relocatable classrooms which are to be used to house District Students.

()  Design Details. The District and Developer shall consult with each
other on the planning, architectural design, facilities layout, and grading of the Elementary
School and the Elementary School Site to maximize architectural ¢ ympatibility with
surrounding development and to minimize construction and maintenance cgsts to the District
to the greatest extent possible while still conforming to the State Requirements and
Specifications and this Agreement. District agrees to use its best efforts to review and
comment on all of Developer's submittals within 30 days of receipt. All decisions regarding
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the planning, architectural design, facilities layout, and grading of the Elementary School
and the Elementary School Site shall be in the District's sole discretion and it is not intended
that the District be required to do anything that will increase its costs. ' Any additional
Construction Costs incurred in excess of the Maximum Construction Cost for construction
requested by the Developer to maximize architectural compatibility of ithe Elementary
School with the swrounding development (“Developer Costs™) shall be funded by CFD
Proceeds and/or Developer Advances. Any other additional Construction Casts incurred that
are not required to construct the Elementary School described in Exhibit “C” to State
Requirements and Specifications (“District Costs”)shall be paid by District. -

(k)  Joint Use Gymnasium. The District shall explore an agreement with
the City of Santa Clarita, on mutually acceptable terms, for joint use of the gymnasium to be
constructed as an element of the Elementary School.

3. State Funding. The District shall use its best efforts to maximize its eligibility
to obtain funding for the Elementary School and the Elementary School Site from any State
agency (“State Funding™), and shall take all reasonable efforts to obtain such State Funding.
The District shall base its State Funding application on its unhoused eligibility at the time of
the application, or 750 students, whichever is least. Subject to the consent of Saugus and to
the extent permitted by applicable law, the District shall include the projected Saugus
Students in the District’s calculation of its unhoused eligibility for purposes of its State
Funding application. The District agrees to use and fully cooperate with a consultant
experienced in processing applications to obtain State Funding. The District will commence
and diligently pursue the State Funding application process for the Elementary School and
the Elementary School Site upon execution of this Agreement. To the extent recognized or
allowed by applicable state law and regulations, the District will give this' application first
priority among construction projects and excluding projects for the expansion of existing
schools. District shall fund any and all necessary expenses in preparing and pursuing the
State Funding application, including, without limitation, preparation of a preliminary Project
Layout, preliminary architectural design and any requisite Elementary School Site studies.
Any such funds advanced by District shall be reimbursed out of the first Pre-Construction
Draw required by this Agreement. District's obligation to reimburse Dgéveloper for the
Elementary School Site from State Funding received shall not exceed | allowable State
Funding for the Elementary School Site and Elementary School, including “hardship
funding.” Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the contrary, all State Funding
received by District for the acquisition of the Elementary School Site shall be applied (i) to
pay Developer all or a portion of the Purchase Price for the Elementary Scliml Site or (ii) at
Developer’s election, shall be used by the District to fund Construction Costs. All other
State Funding received by the District for the Elementary School shall be applied (i) first, to
fund actual Construction Costs, excluding District Costs and Developer Costs, to the extent
other available Funding Sources are insufficient, and (ii) second, fo reimburse Developer
Advances, provided, however, State Funding received by the District shall be paid to
Developer to repay prior Developer Advances only if and to the extent Distn'ct reasonably
determines the amount of available Funding Sources remaining after s@ch repayment is
sufficient to fund all remaining Construction Costs. f
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4. District Obligations. The District shall not, under any circumsftances:

(@  Exercise any power or authority under current or future law to levy or
impose an exaction of land, goods, money, or services, whether denominated a fee, charge,
dedication, or tax, against the development of Skyline Ranch except any District-wide or
school facilities improvement district general tax, special tax, or assessment for school
facilities for the purpose of new construction, remodeling or modernization;

(b)  Require, request or cooperate with the County of Los Angeles or any
other governmental entity to exercise its power or authority to levy or impose an exaction of
land, goods, money, or services, whether denominated a fee, charge, dedication, or tax on the
Project, for the benefit of the District; or

(¢)  Oppose the development of Skyline Ranch on any basls whatsoever.

(d)  The District agrees to allow children residing within the Straddle Lots
and any residential lots within Skyline Ranch located entirely within the Saugus boundaries
to attend the Elementary School in accordance with the terms of any memorandum of
understanding or agreement between the District and Saugus or any actions or policies of the
Boards of Trustees of the District and Saugus. In addition, the District shall make best
efforts to cooperate and agree with Saugus as to an equitable allocation of Straddle Lots
between Saugus and the District so that the Straddle Lots are deemed to be either included in
or excluded from the Sulphur Springs Improvement Area of the Hart CFD or the community
facilities district, if any, established pursuant to Section 7 below. To that jend, the District
shall also make best efforts to agree with Saugus to a transfer of territory between them that
is consistent with the agreed equitable allocation of Straddle Lots. % '

5. Full Mitigation. Funding for the Elementary School and El?ementaw School
Site to be provided to the District by Developer pursuant to the terms of this Agreement
constitutes the entire extent of Developer's obligation to provide K-6 school facilities of the
District for the Property. Other than the mitigation provided for under this Agreement, the
District shall not require or accept any fees, charges, dedications, taxes, or other exactions in
connection with the development of Skyline Ranch which might otherwise be available to it
under current or future State law, the Valley-Wide Joint School Fee Resolution, or by any
other means. No development, change of development, governmental approval, nor change
in any governmental approval of Skyline Ranch shall constitute the basis for any change or
termination of this Agreement. If any portion of the Skyline Ranch within| Saugus as of the
Execution Date is later included within the boundaries of the District, the provisions of this
Agreement shall apply to such portion and the provisions of any agreement between Saugus
and Developer with respect to such property shall no longer apply. |

6. Certification. The District shall provide written certification upon written
request from Developer that adequate school facilities for District's grades/K-6 needs either
exist, or that this Agreement guarantees their availability as needed, to house District
Students. This written certification shall be given to the County or any other governmental
entity which may have development approval authority over Skyline Ranch as requested by
Developer. The District shall provide, if necessary, the County with information for the
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County's Development Monitoring System based on a capacity of 750 students for the
Elementary School. The District, immediately upon request by Developer, shall provide any
written certification required to obtain building permits from the County (a “Certificate of
Compliance™) for residential units to be constructed within the Property. District Students
shall have a priority right to attend the Elementary School.

7. Formation of CFD. Upon the request of Developer, Districé agrees to enter
into a joint community facilities agreement (“ICFA’) by and among District, Hart and
Developer in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit “D” aut]iorizing Hart to
establish the Hart CFD for the purpose of, among other things, financing al] or a portion of
the costs of acquisition of the Elementary School Site and the construction of the Elementary
School with the proceeds of bonds of the Sulphur Springs Improvement Area (“CFD
Proceeds™). If Hart cannot or will not form the Hart CFD, upon Developer’sirequest, District
agrees to establish a community facilities district encompassing the Property for the same

purpose.

8. Other Proceeds. One of the Funding Sources for the Purchase Price,
Construction Costs (excluding District Costs and Developer Costs) and repayment of
Developer Advances shall be the proceeds of bonds of the District’s Community Facilities
District No. 2006-1 in excess of the amounts of such proceeds required t(;'; fund the items
specified in clauses (i) through (v) of Section 4(b) of that certain “Amended and Restated
School Facilities Funding and Repayment Agreement between the Sulphur Springs School
District and Pardec Homes” dated October 3, 2007, as it may be§ amended, (the
“CFD No. 2006-1 Proceeds™).

Another Funding Source for the Purchase Price, Construction Costs (excluding District
Costs and Developer Costs) and repayment of Developer Advances shall be'j statutory school
fees, mitigation payments or the proceeds of bonds of a community facilities district collected
by, or available to the District with respect to development within the “Westshire” project within
Fair Oaks Ranch pursuant to Tentative Tract Map No. 063483 or other land use entitlements
(“Westshire Proceeds”). CFD No. 2006-1 Proceeds and Westshire Proceeds shall be referred to
collectively as “Other Proceeds.” !

Other Proceeds received by, or on behalf of the District after the Execu%ﬁon Date shall be
held by the District and disbursed as a Funding Source only in accordance with this Agreement.
Any Other Proceeds remaining after the Purchase Price of the Elementary School Site has been
paid in full, all Construction Costs have been paid and all Developer Advances reimbursed in
full may be used by the District for any legal purpose. f

9. Binding on Successors. This Agreement shall be binding én all successors
and assigns of the District and Developer. Developer shall have the gfight, in its sole
discretion, to sell or encumber the Property, improved or unimproved and in ' whole or in part,
by any deed, mortgage, deed of trust, or other security device. Neither tbfs Agreement nor
any breach of this Agreement shall defeat, invalidate, diminish, or impair the lien or priority
of any deed, mortgage, deed of trust, or other security device.
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10.  Subsequent Actions. The District and Developer, within 30 calendar days of
the other party's written request, shall perform any acts and prepare, sign, deliver, file, and
record any documents reasonably required to satisfy the conditions contained in or implement
the provisions of this Agreement. This includes, but is not limited to, providing the
requesting party with written statement certifying that:

(@  this Agreement is unmodified and in full force and e;‘&‘ect or, if there
have been modifications, that this Agreement, as modified, is in full force and effect, stating

the date and nature of any modifications; and |

(b) - there are no current uncured defaults under this Agreefnent, or, if there
are any, the dates and natures of the defaults. |
Y

11.  District Indemnification. District shall indemnify, defend (at Developer's
option) and hold harmless Developer and its officers, agents, employees and representatives
from and against any and all claims, demands, defense costs, actions, lability, or
consequential damages of any kind or nature arising out of or in connection with the
construction and operation of the Elementary School on the Elementary S¢hool Site or the
use or occupancy of the Elementary School and Elementary School Site,

12, No Third Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement is entered into solely for the
benefit of the District and Developer and their successors, transferees, an}i assigns. Other
than the District and Developer and their successors, transferees and assignsg, no third person
shall be entitled, directly or indirectly, to base any claim or to have any right arising from, or
related to, this Agreement. | *

13, Written Amendments. This Agreement may not be amended ézxcept in writing
and signed by the District and Developer. |

14.  Dispute Resolution. District and Developer have agreed on the following
mechanisms in order to obtain prompt and expeditious resolution of all controversies, claims
or disputes arising out of or in connection with the performance or non-peﬁffonnance of any
terms of this Agreement and on the equitable and fair allocation as to District's and
Developer's obligations hereunder.

(&)  Reference of Dispute. Any dispute made arising from or related to this
Agreement, including without limitation, a dispute seeking damages, interpretation of this
Agreement and any dispute seeking equitable relief or specific enforcement of any provision
hereof shall be heard and determined by a referee pursuant to California Code of Civil
Procedure Section 638. The venue of any proceeding hereunder shall be in Los Angeles,
California (the “County”) (unless changed by order of the referee). I

(b)  Procedure for Appointment. The party seeking to re%olve the dispute

shall file in court and serve on the other party a complaint describing the matters in dispute.
Service of the complaint shall be as prescribed by California law. At any time after service
of the complaint, any party may request the designation of a referee to try the dispute.
Thereafter District and Developer shall use their best efforts to agree upon the selection of a
referee from among the available neutrals (“neutrals™) at Judicial Arbitratién and Mediation
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Service (“JAMS™). If the District and Developer are unable to agree upon a referee within ten
days after a written request to do so by any party, then either may petition the judge of the
Superior Court (or District Court) to whom the case is then assigned to appoint a referee from
JAMS. For the guidance of the judge making the appointment of said referee, District and
Developer agree that the person so appointed shall be a retired judge from JAMS
experienced in the subject matter of the dispute.

(c)  Standards for Decision. To the extent consistent with the terms of this
Agreement, the provisions of California Code of Civil Procedure, Sections 441, 642, 643, 644
and 645 shall be applicable to dispute resolution by a referee hereunder.. In an effort to
clarify and amplify the provisions of California Code of Civil Procedure, Sections 644 and 645,
District and Developer agree that the referee shall decide issues of fact and law submitted by
District and Developer for decision in the same manner as required for a trial by court as set
forth in California Code of Civil Procedure, Sections 631.8 and 632, and Cilifornia Rules of
Court, Rules 3.1590 and 3.1591. The referee shall try and decide the dispute according to all
of the substantive and procedural law of the State of California, unless Dist:fct and Developer
stipulate to the contrary. When the referee has decided the dispute, the referee shall also cause
the preparation of a judgment based on said decision. The judgment to be entered by the
Superior Court will be based upon the decision of the referee. District and Deyeloper agree that
the referee’s decision shall be appealable in the same manner as if the judge signing the
judgment had tried the case.

(d)  Cooperation. District and Developer shall diligently cooperate with
one another and the person appointed to resolve the dispute, and shall perform such acts as
may be reasonably necessary to obtain a prompt and expeditious resolution of the dispute. If
either party refuses to diligently cooperate, the other party, after first giving notice of its
intent to rely on the provisions of this paragraph, incurs additional expenses or attorneys'
fees solely as a result of such failure to diligently cooperate, the referee may award such
additional expenses and attorneys' fees to the party giving such notice, even if such party is
not the prevailing party in the dispute.

(¢)  Allocation of Costs. The cost of the proceeding shall initially be borne
equally by District and Developer, but, subject to subparagraph (b) above, the prevailing
party in such proceeding and any appeal of the referee’s decision shall be entitled to recover, in
addition to reasonable attorneys' fees and all other costs (including expert witness fees), its
contribution for the reasonable cost of the referee as an item of recoverable costs. The
referee shall include such costs in his judgment or award.

15.  Approvals. Whenever this Agreement requires the approval, acceptance or
determination of a party, such approval, acceptance or determinati m shall not be
unreasonably withheld, delayed or conditioned. (

16.  Initerpretation. In interpreting this Agreement, it shall be deemed that it was
prepared by the parties jointly and no ambiguity shall be resolved against ejther party on the
premise that it or its attorneys was responsible for drafting this Agreementyor any provision
there. %
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17.  Due Authorization. Bach individual signing this 'Agreeméfnt warrants and
represents that he or she has been authorized by appropriate action of the party which he or
she represents to enter into this Agreement on behalf of the party.

18.  Notices. All notices, demands, and communications between the District and
Developer shall be given by personal delivery, registered or certified mail, épostage prepaid,
return receipt requested, Federal Express or other reliable private express delivery, or by
facsimile transmission, and such notices, demands, or communications shall be deemed
received upon delivery if personally served or sent by facsimile or after three business days
if given by other approved means as specified above.  Notices, demands, and
communications shall be sent: |

TO THE DISTRICT:

SULPHUR SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT
17866 Sierra Highway

Canyon Country, California 91351

Fax No.: (661) 252-8814

Attention: Superintendent

WITH A COPY TO:

PARKER & COVERT LLP
17862 E. Seventeenth Street
East Building, Suite 204
Tustin, California 92780
Fax No.: (714) 573-0998
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TO DEVELOPER:

PARDEE HOMES

10880 Wilshire Bivd, Suite 1900
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Facsimile: (310) 446-1292

Attn: General Counsel

PARDEE HOMES

26650 The Old Road, Suite 110
Valencia, CA 91381
Facsimile: (661) 255-7837

Attn: Jim Bizzelle

WITH A COPY TO:

HEWITT & ONEIL LLP

19900 MacArthur Blvd, Suite 1050
Irvine, CA 92612

Fax No.: (949) 798-511
Attn: John P. Yeager

The foregoing names, addresses and fax numbers may be changed at any time
by a written notice given as provided above. ‘

19.  Applicable Laws. This Agreement and all rights and obligatiéms arising out of
it shall be construed in accordance with the laws of the State of California.

20.  Counterparts. This Agreement may be signed in one or mor{é counterparts all
of which, taken together, shall constitute one original document.

21.  Incorporation of Recitals and Exhibits. Recitals A through F are true and

correct and are hereby incorporated. All Exhibits attached to this Agreement are hereby
incorporated by reference.

[Signature Page Follows]
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ATTEST:

Clerk of the Board of Trustees of
Sulphur Springs School District
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SULPHUR SPRINGS SCHOOL DIjSTRICT

By:

Title:

PARDEE HOMES, a California col

'poration

By: Q@ Q%Q&ﬂ(_,

Title: /J’r. Vice ﬁa.s—/b/ehff
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EXHIBIT A

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY
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EXHIBIT B |
DEPICTION OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SITE
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EXHIBIT C |
NEW ELEMENTARY FACILITIES AND ESTIMATED COéTS

Based on current 2008 program requirements and current 2008 construction costs of $300
per square foot, an estimate of $17,880,000 for construction and furnishing jof an elementary
school for 500 students of approximately 59,600 square feet and stubbed out utilities for portable
classrooms for up to 750 students has been calculated. The following criteria were used:

Administration/support complex/restrooms
Classrooms including common spaces and restrooms
Special Education Classroom w/restroom

Resource Teacher Room

Speech Classroom

ELD Classroom
Cafeteria/kitchen/stage/MPR/restrooms

Library

Computer Lab

Science Lab

o0

bt feamd sk ek ek ket ek ek ok

Including: Storage, mech. and custodian spaces, parking, playground, utilities;i. landscaping, and
fencing, :

Architect $1,037,500
Inspector/Inspections 225,000
Labor Compliance 66,000
DSA Fees 91,000
Furnishing/Equipment 650,000
Soil Engineering 65,000

Total $20,214,500

It should be noted that the above “estimate” is based on the District’s current project at Golden
Valley, and is reflective of all other District facilities in size and type of buildings. Changes in
delivery (further class size reduction) or support requirements mandated by changes in the
Education Code, as well as general economic factors may greatly affect this estimate.

This cost does not include land acquisition or preparation. '

i
i
i
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FORM OF
JOINT COMMUNITY FACILITIES AGREEMENT

i

THIS JOINT COMMUNITY FACILITIES AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is entered
into this day of 2008, by and between WILLIAM §S. HART UNION HIGH
SCHOOL DISTRICT (“Hart™, SULPHUR SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT (“Sulphur
Springs™), and Pardee Homes (“Company”), a California Corporation. Hart, Sulphur Springs and
the Company may be referred to herein individually as “Party” and collectively§ as “Parties.”

RECITALS

A. The Company is the master developer of the real-estate development project
being developed primarily for residential purposes as Tract Map No. 060922 and commonly
referred to as “Skyline Ranch” (“Project”), which is located within an uninc;orporated part of
the County. Although the entirety of the Project is located within Hart’s boundaries, portions
of the Project are also within the boundaries of both Sulphur Springs and éhe Saugus Union
School District (“Saugus™). The Parties intend that this Agreement shall apply only to the
portion of the Project that is within Sulphur Springs’ boundaries (“Property’).

B. The Company has requested that Hart form a community facilities district over
and for the Project (“Project CFD”) pursuant to the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of
1982, Chapter 2.5 (commencing with Section 5331 1) of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of the
California Government Code (“Mello-Roos Act”), in part to finance payments necessary to
mitigate impacts on Hart’s school facilities arising from development of the Property as are
required pursuant to an agreement between Hart and the Company (‘Hart Mitigation
Agreement”). The Parties anticipate that Hart will form the Project CFD, cause the Project
CFD to issue bonds (“Project CFD Bonds™) and use a portion of the proceeds of the Project
CFD Bonds (“Project Bond Proceeds”™) to finance the Developer’s mitigation obligations for
the Property pursuant to the Hart Mitigation Agreement (“Hart Mitigation Pbligations”) and
all or a portion of the costs of acquisition of an elementary, school site and the construction,
furnishing and equipping of an elementary school (the “Sulphur Springs Mitigation
Obligation”).

C.  In addition to financing the Hart Mitigation Obligations, the Developer
requested that a portion of the Project Bond Proceeds be used to finance, among other things,
required pursuant to an agreement between Sulphur Springs and the ompany entitled
“School Facilities Agreement” dated , 2008 (the *Sulphur Springs
Mitigation Agreement”). The Parties intend that Hart shall cause the Proj eé:t CFD to include
two or more improvement areas (each an “Improvement Area”) and that the portion of the
Project within Sulphur Springs’ boundaries shall constitute one or more Imiprovement Areas
that are separate from the Improvement Areas established for the portion of the Project
3/27/08 4000.148
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within Sulphur Springs® boundaries (the “Sulphur Springs Improvement Area™). The Parties
further intend that the Project Bond Proceeds attributable to the Sulphur Springs
Improvement Area (“Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds™) may only finance the (“Sulphur
Springs Mitigation Obligations™).

D. The Mello-Roos Act provides that the Sulphur Springs Impr;‘bvement Area of
the Project CFD may finance the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations phrsuant to a joint
community facilities agreement adopted pursuant to Government Code Section 53316.2. The
Parties acknowledge and intend that the purpose of this Agreement is to satisfy such
requirement of the Mello-Roos Act.

E. Each Party has determined that entering into a joint community facilities
agreement to enable the Sulphur Springs Improvement Area of the Project CFD to finance
some or all of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations will be beneficial to the residents
within the boundaries of Hart and Sulphur Springs and, therefore, the Parties desire to enter
into this joint community facilities agreement pursuant to Govemment Code
Section 53316.2.

AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the covenants and conditions set forth herein,
the Parties agree as follows:

1. Recitals. Each of the above recitals is true and correct, and is incorporated
Herein by this reference. :

2. Responsibility for Project CFD. Hart shall have the jmisdictié)n to and shall be
solely responsible for undertaking the proceedings necessary to designate the Sulphur
Springs Improvement Area, to form the Project CFD, to authorize, levy and collect special
taxes within the Sulphur Springs Improvement Area (“Sulphur Springs Area Special Taxes™),
and to issue and administer the Project CFD Bonds of the Sulphur Springs Improvement
Area (Sulphur Springs Area Bonds™) secured by the Sulphur Springs Area Special Taxes.
Sulphur Springs is not directly or indirectly approving or responsible in any way whatsoever
for any of such actions or any costs attributable thereto. Hart shall have no liability to
Sulphur Springs if, for any reason, Hart does not form the Project CFD pr if the Sulphur
Springs Area Special Taxes are not authorized, levied or collected, anid/or the Sulphur
Springs Area Bonds are not authorized or issued.

3. Financing of Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations.

(a)  Each Party acknowledges and agrees that the Project CFD may finance
all or any portion of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations using the Sulphur Springs
Area Bond Proceeds.
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(b)  The Company may pay the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations in
accordance with the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement, whether prior§ or subsequent to
the approval of this Agreement and/or prior or subsequent to the issuance of the Sulphur
Springs Area Bonds, and such payments shall not be construed as a dedication or gift to
Sulphur Springs or as a waiver of any reimbursement of such payments pursuant to this
Agreement. If the Company pays the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obliga&ions prior to the
approval of this Agreement and/or prior to the issuance of the Sulphur Springs Area Bonds,
the Company may seek reimbursement directly from the Project CFD once the Sulphur
Springs Area Bonds are issued, and Hart shall cause the Project CFD to reimburse the
Company for such payments to the extent that the Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds are
available for such purposes in accordance with this Agreement and the Hart Mitigation
Agreement.

(©)  Upon issuance of any Sulphur Springs Area Bonds, the resulting
Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds shall be used first to pay or set aside funds for payment of
priority expenses of the issuance (“Priority Expenses”), including, withoilt limitation, the
underwriter’s discount and other costs of issuance, any required reserve-fund deposits, and
capitalized interest attributable to such Sulphur Springs Area Bonds, and reimbursements of
any advanced funding to be paid from such Sulphur Springs Area Bonds, all in accordance
with this Agreement, the Hart Mitigation Agreement and an indenture, fiscal agent
agreement or other similar instrument applicable to the Sulphur Springs Area Bonds (herein,
“Fiscal Agent Agreement”). The Priority Expenses shall include, without limitation, all costs
incurred by Sulphur Springs in connection with the negotiation and  drafting of this
Agreement and the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement, not to exceed $20,000. An
amount of the Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds remaining after paying or deducting the
Priority Expenses (“Net Bond Proceeds”), up to and including the sum total of the Hart
Mitigation Obligations and the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations determined pursuant
to the Hart Mitigation Agreement and the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement,
respectively, as of the issuance of the Sulphur Springs Area Bonds (t!i:te “Total School
Obligation™), shall be allocated to Hart and Sulphur Springs as provided in Subsection (d) of
this Section (the “Hart Allocation” and “Sulphur Springs Allocation,” re%pectively). Any
Net Bond Proceeds, if any, remaining after deposit of the Hart Allocation and Sulphur
Springs Allocation pursuant to Subsection (d) of this Section shall be used, Epaid or disbursed
in the manner described in the Hart Mitigation Agreement and the Fiscal Aéent Agreement.

(d) In accordance with the Fiscal Agent Agreement, the fiscal agent or
trustee (“Fiscal Agent™) shall create an account for Hart into which the Hiscal Agent shall
deposit the Hart Allocation (“Hart Facilities Account”) and a separate account for Sulphur
Springs into which the Fiscal Agent shall deposit the Sulphur Springs Aiic;:lﬁon (“Sulphur
Springs Facilities Account”). The Hart Facilities Account may be the same account into
which the Fiscal Agent deposits Project Bond Proceeds atiributable to oﬁher Improvement
Areas within the Project CFD. If Net Bond Proceeds are equal to or in excess of the Total
School Obligation: (i) the Hart Allocation shall be an amount of Net Bond Proceeds equal to
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the total of the Hart Mitigation Obligations determined in accordance with the Hart
Mitigation Agreement at the time the Project CFD issues Sulphur Springs Area Bonds; and
(ii) the Sulphur Springs Allocation shall be an amount of Net Bond Procéeds equal to the
total of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations determined in accordance with the
Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement at the time the Project CFD issues| Sulphur Springs
Area Bonds. If Net Bond Proceeds are less than the Total School Obligation, because the
Sulphur Springs Area Bonds are being issued in multiple series or for any other reason:
(1) the Hart Allocation shall be the portion of the Net Bond Proceeds equal fo the total of the
Hart Mitigation Obligations determined in accordance with the Hart Mitigation Agreement at
the time the Project CFD issues Sulphur Springs Area Bonds divided by the Total School
Obligation; and (ii) the Sulphur Springs Allocation shall be the portion of the Net Bond
Proceeds equal to the total of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations determined in
accordance with the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement at the time the Project CFD
issues Sulphur Springs Area Bonds divided by the Total School Obligation. By way of
example, in the case of a shortfail in Net Bond Proceeds, if the total of the; Hart Mitigation
Obligations were to be $4,500,000 and the total of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation
Obligations were to be $3,900,000, then 53.57% of the Net Bond Procé;eds (84,500,000
divided by $8,400,000) would be deposited into the Hart Facilities Account and 46.43% of
the Net Bond Proceeds ($3,900,000 divided by $8,400,000) would be deposited into the
Sulphur Springs Facilities Account. If the Sulphur Springs Area Bonds are to be issued in
multiple series: (i) the cumulative total of the Hart Allocation for the multiple series shall not
exceed the total of the Hart Mitigation Obligations determined in accordanice with the Hart
Mitigation Agreement and considering the various times Hart receives funds vis-a-vis any
adjustment in payment amounts pursuant to the Hart Mitigation Agreement; and (ii) the
cumulative total of the Sulphur Springs Allocation for the multiple series shéll not exceed the
total of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations determined in accordance with the
Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement and considering the various times| Sulphur Springs
receives funds vis-4-vis any adjustment in payment amounts pursuant to the Sulphur Springs
Mitigation Agreement. The provisions of this Section shall be deemed and construed to
require that any and all Net Bond Proceeds be used to finance all or as mlg?: as possible of
the Hart Mitigation Obligations and Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations, on a
proportionate basis if there is a shortfall in Net Bond Proceeds, before being used for any
other purpose.

(¢)  Following the issuance of Sulphur Springs Area Bonds, the Sulphur
Springs Allocation or applicable portion thereof shall be disbursed from the Sulphur Springs
Facilities Account to Sulphur Springs upon the execution and submission of one or more
requests for payment from Sulphur Springs to the Fiscal Agent (each a “Disbursement
Request™).

()  To the extent the total of the Sulphur Springs Allocation is less than the
total of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations determined in accardance with the
Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement as of the time(s) the Project CFD issues Sulphur
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Springs Area Bonds, the Company shall pay the difference directly to Stilphur Springs in
accordance with the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement.

1. Responsibility for Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations.

(@)  The Parties hereto acknowledge and agree that all Sulphur Springs
Mitigation Obligations are due and payable as provided in the Sulphur Springs Mitigation
Agreement, and, except as may be provided in Sulphur Springs Mitigation Agreement, the
timing and payment of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations is not contingent on the
formation of the Project CFD or the issuance of Sulphur Springs Area Bonds. The
responsibility for the use of Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds received by Sulphur Springs in
satisfaction of the Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations lies solely with Sulphur Springs.

(b)  If the total Sulphur Springs Allocation is less than the total of the
Sulphur Springs Mitigation Obligations determined in accordance with the Sulphur Springs
Mitigation Agreement as of the times(s) the Project CFD issues Sulphur Springs Area Bonds,
the Company shall have and retain all responsibility and liability for payment to Sulphur
Springs of the amount of the shortfall, and none of Hart, the Project CFD, or Sulphur Springs
shall be 5o responsible or liable.

2, Amendment. This Agreement may be amended at any time, ﬁut only by means
of a writing signed by each Party hereto. ;

3. Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the
Parties with respect to the matters provided for herein and supersedes all prior agreements
and negotiations between the Parties with respect to the subject matter o;f this Agreement
other than the Hart Mitigation Agreement and Sulphur Springs Mitigation Aggrecment.

4. Successors and Assigns . This Agreement shall be binding gﬁpon and inure to
the benefit of the successors and assigns of the Parties. Except in the event of a
reorganization of school districts pursuant to Education Code Sections 35500 ef seq. and/or
35700 et seq., no Party may assign this Agreement without the prior wﬂ&%n consent of the
other Parties.

5. Severability. If any part of this Agreement is held to be illegal or
unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of this Agreement shall be
given effect to the fullest extent reasonably possible. i

6. Recordkeeping: Inspection of Records. Each Party shall prei)are and maintain
full and accurate records of all amounts received by or paid to such Party using or from
Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds. Each Party shall make such records available to the other
Parties and any representatives of State or federal agencies having jurisdiction to review such
records during normal business hours and after reasonable prior written notice. Each Party
shall prepare and maintain such records in accordance with applicable law, such Party’s
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policies, and generally-accepted accounting principles. Such records shall include, without
limitation, all records related to the construction, acquisition and/or financing of public
facilities using, in whole or in part, any Sulphur Springs Area Proceeds. Upon request by
Hart, Sulphur Springs shall provide to Hart such information as reasonably is necessary to
assist Hart in calculating any arbitrage rebate obligation of the Project CFD.' Sulphur Springs
shall promptly execute and deliver such certifications or other instruments as may reasonably
be necessary for Hart’s bond counsel to conclude that interest in the Sulphur Springs Area
Bonds will be excluded from gross income in accordance with Section 1q3 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

7. Governing Law. This Agreement and any dispute arising hf@reunder shall be
governed by and interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of California.

8. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in countexpaéts, each of which
shall be deemed an original, but all of which shall constitute one and the same instrument.
Signature pages may be detached from counterpart originals and combined to physically
form one or more original copies of this Agreement containing the signatures of both Parties.

9. Due Authority. Each person signing this Agreement on behalf of a Party
hereby represents and warrants that he or she was duly authorized by such Party to execute,
and thereby bind such Party to, this Agreement,

[Signature Page Follows]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have cxccuted this Agreement as of the day and
year written above.

William S. Hart Union High School District Sulphur Springs School Dgsmct

By: By:
Jaime Castellanos, Superintendent Print Name:
Title:

Pardee Homes

By: O 0
I‘?ﬁm Tohr % 2sgood

Hle: Sy, [fiee FresiBend

3/27/08 4000.148
HEO: #43198 vaD-7




SN o o

5 st 4 s o 0. e 73 " - Ny i ALNTTIANOD
HONVH IN[TANS

SR, it

ZLR T Y e 2 i 1 4 i 16 0 Bttt e 4t i 54 i

HOUYINNK IASL
NS o Ty

Vet e ooy

SRUITIGVA VAL
e WIER

o T e — i d i B
LA T

ﬂl«ﬁ.ai!-ﬂﬂﬂfﬂ.!lg“
» NI I BN ¥ LY

LRGN ADL

B 500 0% Doy
Y oa) X by Diewy

* v ot vovowe & 50




ATTEST:

j»""/iaf/cél //I/ﬁm

Clerk of the Board-of Trustees of
Sulphur Springs School District

3127008 4000.148
HED: 343198 wit

SULPHUR SPRINGS SCHOOL D

ISTRICT

By: /i W M |
Title: @‘,

PARDEE HOMES, 2 California cofporation

By: Q@!MC

Title: = r Vi ée [Fes;i/ent

\l fc:z/ Pres dea—
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June 20, 2006

Richard J. Cahill
16915 Sierra Highway
Canyon Country, CA 91351

Pardee Homes
10880 Wilshire Blvd. #1400
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Pardee:

ECEIVE

JUN 21 2006

My 10 acre parcel (APN 2812-012-001) adjoins your “Skyline Ranch
Project”-tentative Tract map No. 060922. You currently own the

surrounding land on three sides of my property.

According to your proposed tract map, your grading plan and lot plan will
sever the existing dirt roadway I have been using for years to access my
property. The same roadway your workers accessed this area for drilling

and survey purposes.

I believe landlocking my property would be a violation of the Subdivided

Lands Law and the Subdivision Map Act.

I am requesting that Pardee Homes provide an alternate access road from
one of the nearby tract streets. Because of your planned grading along the
westerly edge of my property, the cul-de-sac designated “N-O” and “N-N"
appear not to be feasible. The next southerly cul-de-sac (I believe “N-M’ ’)

may be workable.

This substitute access should not impact your project nor have any financial
cost to Pardee. I hope that you will respond and we can arrange an equitable

resolution.

Respectfully,

Otteuns . Cakidl

e Susan TRE | LA, (o, AANIINE




Leonard A. Cole
28313 Falcon Crest Drive
s Santa Clarita, CA 913561-5016
(661) 252-3766

)

ﬁ-,n: »,»“:: -
e

November 19, 2007 i

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street Room 1382
Los Angeles, CA 60012

Re: Tract Number 060922
Dear Sirs: ]
Please assure that | am included on the notification mailing list for tract Number 060922,

Leonard Cole

28313 Falcon Crest Drive
Santa Clarita, CA 91351
(818) 652-9844

t and my neighbors are extremely concerned about this project. My primary concern is the potential for
an extension of Canyon Crest Drive’s Eastern terminus. As the project map currently depicts access and
egress to this project, Canyon Crest Drive would not be extended. |seek concrete assurance that
Canyon Crest Drive will not be extended beyond its existing Eastern terminus.

Secondary concerns include:

> Aesthetic impact caused by the elimination of the existing ridgeline and creation of a very large
graded upslope.

»  Potential for earth movement down slope into the residences on the Eastern boundary of Santa
Clarita City.

»  Loss of privacy in backyards at adjacent homes within the City of Santa Clarita.
> Noise and light pollution caused by traffic on Skyline Ranch Parkway and new homes

encroaching upon our quiet neighborhood.
>

If you should have any questions please contact me at (818) 652-9844.

Qe

cc: Los Angeles County Supervisor Mike Antonovich, Santa Clarita Community Development Dept.

Sincerely,
S

- PSR
Leonard Cole



PETER HORSTMANN
28270 BAKERTON AVENUE
CANYON COUNTRY, CA 91351 |
Home: (661) 299-1690 M G |

December 1, 2007 VM,%{,@@M M

Los Angeles County Supervisor
Mike Antonovich

23920 Valencia Bivd. Suite 265
Santa Clarita, CA 91355

Re: Tract Number 060922

Dear Mr. Antenovich:

Please assure that | am included on the notification mailing list for tractNlumber 060922.

PETER HORSTMANN
28270 BAKERTON AVENUE
CANYON COUNTRY, CA 91351

Home: (661) 299-1690

tand my neighbors are extremely concerned about this project. My primary concern is the potential for
an extension of Canyon Crest Drive’s Eastern terminus. As the project map currently depicts access and
egress to this project, Canyon Crest Drive would not be extended. |seek concrete assurance that
Canyon Crest Drive will not be extended beyond its existing Eastern terminus.

Secondary concerns include:
> Aesthetic impact caused by the elimination of the existing ridgeline and creation of a very large

graded upslope,

»  Potential for earth movement down slope into the residences on the Eastern boundary of Santa
Clarita City.

> Loss of privacy in backyards at adjacent homes within the City of Santa Clarita.

» Noise and light pollution caused by traffic on Skyline Ranch Parkway and new homes
encroaching upon our quiet neighborhood.

If you should have any questions please contact me at 661-299-1690.

Peter Horstmann

Si

cc: Los Angeles County, Dept. of Regional Planning, 320 W. Temple Street Rm. 1382, Los Angeles,
CA 90012



PETER HORSTMANN
28270 BAKERTON AVENUE
CANYON COUNTRY, CA 91351

Home: (661) 299-1690

December 1, 2007

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning J
320 West Temple Street Room 1382 '
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Tract Number 060922
Dear Sirs:

Please assure that | am included on the notification mailing list for tract Number 060922,

PETER HORSTMANN
28270 BAKERTON AVENUE
CANYON COUNTRY, CA 91351

Home: (661) 299-1690

I'and my neighbors are extremely concerned about this project. My primary concern is the potential for
an extension of Canyon Crest Drive’s Eastern terminus. As the project map currently depicts access and
egress to this project, Canyon Crest Drive would not be extended. | seek concrete assurance that
Canyon Crest Drive will not be extended beyond its existing Eastern terminus.

Secondary concerns include:

»  Aesthetic impact caused by the elimination of the existing ridgeline and creation of a very large
graded upslope.

» Potential for earth movement down slope into the residences on the Eastern boundary of Santa
Clarita City. '

» Llossof privacy in backyards at adjacent homes within the City of Santa Clarita.

> Noise and light pollution caused by traffic on Skyline Ranch Parkway and new homes
encroaching upon our quiet neighborhood.

If you should have any questions please contact me at 661-299-1690.
Sincerely,

-
Peter Horstmann

cc: Los Angeles County Supervisor Mike Antonovich, Santa Clarita Community Development Dept.



City of
SANTA CLARTTA

23920 Valencia Boulevard * Suite 300 » Santa Clarita, Californiz 9137 -~ -
Phone: (661) 259-2489 » FAX: (661) 259-8125
www.santa-clarita.com

October 20, 2008

Ms. Alejandrina Baldwin

Principal Regional Planning Assistant
Land Divisions Section

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Baldwin:

Subject: Proposed VITM 060922, Skyline Ranch

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above refercnced oo
project is located within the City of Santa Clarita’s adopted Sphere of Intiucnce .
be annexed in the future and residents within this neighborhood woulc then nok 1)

provision of its municipal services and other quality of life issues typ:cal v

¢ Ty for
ated with

suburban residential neighborhoods such as parks trails, employment opportinit s \We reafize
that this project has been in the County’s development review precess for wome time and
therefore it may not be reasonable to expect significant design changes would 5oc 5 af this point,

Given that, the purpose of this correspondence is as follows:

1. To discuss the City’s general goals and policies relative to rew e clommen projects
outside of the City boundaries, but within the City’s Sphere of I~ flucnce ane

2. To discuss concrete ways in which, to the extent practical, these goais and nosicies can be
advanced through design adjustments or modifications to the proposed srodc

Background: Vesting Tentative Tract 609272 is a proposed subdivision 3f 2 {7 4o a ‘otal
of 1270 single family residentia] lots. VTT60922 also proposes a 10.3 acre puark sie. @ 1.8 acre
park site and a 10.8 acre elementary school site. The Open Space Sumrmary on the 1ontative (ract

states that 1563 acres of the 2172 acre site will be maintained as undisturbed o space. The
majority of this open space area lies within the northern 2/3 of the project site and 1w constrained
by a County Significant Ecological Area (SEA). According to California Departmen: of 1'ish
and Game BIOS data, the SEA contains critical habitat for the Spreadin 2 Navarreta the Coastal
California Gnatcatcher and another “unnamed” special status species. A portion ¢f the Sierra
Highway project entry is within the City of Santa Clarita boundary and the seramder of the
project site is located in the City of Santa Clarita’s Sphere of Influence.



Alejandrina Baldwin

Proposed VTTM 060922, Skyline Ranch
October 20, 2008

Page 2 of 7

We have evaluated the project and outlined the following issues that cause the City concern, as
the projects large scale is certain to affect City residents and City facilities. Based upon our past
experience with other County projects which abut the City boundary, there is a strong likelihood
that the future property owners in this area will request to be annexed to the City in the future.

The following are the City’s general goals and policies for major projects both inside and outside
of the City’s current boundaries, within the City’s Sphere of Influence.

Jobs-Housing Balance / Village Concept-Self Sufficient Communities:

Very large projects should include non-residential components (on or off site) to address the
jobs/housing imbalance within the Santa Clarita Valley which would be exacerbated by large,
purely residential projects. Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) Regional
Transportation Plan identifies the Santa Clarita Valley as becoming a “housing-rich” area. As
shown in Table 1, SCAG’s latest Integrated Growth Forecast projects the jobs-housing balance
for both the City of Santa Clarita and the Los Angeles County unincorporated area as getting
worse instead of better over time. For example, the City’s job-housing ratio is anticipated to
decrease from 1.01 jobs per household in 2005 down to .76 jobs per household in 2030. This
represents a 25% decrease. In the unincorporated County area, which includes the proposed
subdivision, only .72 jobs per household are projected for the year 2030.

Table 1. Ratio of Jobs to Houscholds based on SCAG’s Integrated Growth Forecast

2005 2010 2020 2030 % of
Change
City of Santa 1.01 1.05 1.08 76 25
Clarita
Unincorporated .88 .82 71 72 .16
L.A. County1
Average: 95 .94 .90 74 21

! Includes portions of unincorporated L.A. County in the Antelope Valley.



Alejandrina Baldwin

Proposed VTTM 060922, Skyline Ranch
October 20, 2008

Page 3 of 7

As people continue to move to the Santa Clarita Valley, both the City of Santa Clarita and the
County of Los Angeles need to find ways to improve the jobs-housing ratio. This has been
identified as an issue to be addressed in the ongoing joint City/County “One Valley One Vision”
(OVOV) General Plan Update. While our more recent OVOV jobs-housing ratio calculations
reflect a slightly better ratio than the previous SCAG forecast, the OVOV projections continue to
indicate a worsening jobs/housing ratio over time. Studying land use patterns that encourage
jobs-housing balance is one strategy that can be used; however, until the OVOV Land Use Plan
and strong jobs-housing balance policies are adopted, it is important that policy makers find

ways to improve the current downward trend in jobs-housing balance in the Santa Clarita Valley.

Very large projects on substantial acreage present a unique opportunity to address the current
jobs/housing imbalance and to create a needed “community center” at an appropriate location
within the project site to serve the community. Community centers or Village Centers should be
incorporated into projects of sufficient size for such centers to be viable, consisting of an
appropriate combination of neighborhood commercial uses, medium-high density residential
uses and public/pedestrian amenities. Encouraging balanced projects of the of the type described
here could work towards improving the jobs/housing balance, while providing more variety of
housing types, needed local commercial services and pedestrian/public amenities within
compact, vibrant, community “village” centers.

Hillside Development Projects / Hillside Grading:

Grading should be appropriate to the site terrain and should respect and retain significant
ridgelines. Development nodes should generally be planned within the less steeply sloped areas
of large sites, while preserving significant ridgelines. Portions of the site exceeding 50 percent
slope should generally not be graded, but retained as undisturbed open space.

Fiscal Equity

All development projects should fully mitigate their own traffic, sewer, drainage, water, parks,
school and public safety impacts and not shift the costs of their development onto existing
residents or onto future projects. Appropriate mitigation will vary for different projects, but
could consist of construction of new or upgraded infrastructure facilities, payment of pro rata or
in lieu fees, payment of impact fees, establishment and funding of Community Facilities
Districts, Assessment Districts, or Maintenance Districts,



Alejandrina Baldwin

Proposed VTTM 060922, Skyline Ranch
October 20, 2008

Page 4 of 7

Parks and Trails

The City encourages trails and paseos to be integrated into neighborhoods within significant
projects to provide pedestrian linkages within neighborhoods to parks and open spaces, schools
and neighborhood commercial uses. Generally, these trails should link between neighborhoods
and extend throughout adjacent open space areas, where appropriate.

PROPOSED TENTATIVE TRACT 60922

While the City actively encourages and promotes the incorporation of the above general
elements and principles into major development projects, it is also recognized that it is neither
appropriate nor feasible for each and every one of these elements to be included in every project
In every circumstance. We believe the following specific design elements could be reasonably
incorporated or accommodated within the proposed project and that their inclusion would benefit
the future project residents or the adjacent City and County residents.

1. Bike Paths: The tentative tract map should be revised to include properly designed bike
paths along Skyline Ranch Road, and along the Main Street North and South loop roads
in order to provide feasible non-automotive transportation options for school students,
park users and community residents. In order to be functional, each of these bike paths
should be designed and dimensioned in accordance with CALTRANS design standards.
At a minimum, these Class I paths will require a paved width of 2.4 meters (7.87 feet)
and a minimum separation from the roadway of 1.5 meters (4.92 feet). The bike path
along Skyline Ranch Road should be extended all the way to the western tract boundary
and should ultimately be extended by others through Tract 46018 (Rev) to provide a
continuous bike path connection all the way from Sierra Highway to Plum Canyon Road.
Appropriate fencing, such a split rail fencing should also be detailed to visually define
the bike path and provide separation between the bike path and adjacent private
properties. The existing details and street sections on the tentative tract map do not
conform with accepted design standards for Class 1 bike paths.

2. Trails/Paseos: A large project such as Skyline Ranch presents a unique opportunity to
create recreational facilities and pedestrian amenities through inclusion of an appropriate
trails and paseos. Such facilities would provide a direct benefit to future homeowners
within Tract 60922, as well as benefit the community as a whole by adding to the overall
community trails network. Trails and paseos are not equivalent facilities to sidewalks.
The Santa Clarita Non-Motorized Transportation Plan describes paseos as follows:
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The paseo network provides pedestrian and bicycle connectivity that is separate from the
roadways, and provides more direct routes than traveling on the roadway. Paseos should
be designed to provide pedestrian and bicycle access between cul-de-sacs and from the
neighborhood to adjacent commercial and retail centers, between adjacent
neighborhoods, and between residential areas and trails, sidewalks, roadways and transit
stops. A wayfinding system, such as street identification and destination signs should be
provided to allow residents and visitors to navigate the network. Paseos should be well
lit, well maintained, and have attractive landscaping.

The City would strongly encourage incorporation of a true paseo network into the
proposed subdivision, as described above, incorporating an overpass at Skyline Ranch
Road adjacent to the school site to accommodate a safe, grade separated crossing for
school children. A paseo network is not currently depicted on the proposed Tentative
Tract Map.

Finally, a multipurpose trails system should also be included as part of the subdivision to
provide trails linkage from the future neighborhoods within Tract 60922 to the open
space areas to the north and east of the proposed development area. These trails should
be designed with consideration of view, respect for environmental resources and
establishing pedestrian connections to Vasquez Canyon Road to the north and east of the
development area. While the applicant has indicated their intention to provide such a
trails network, these trails are not currently depicted on the proposed Tentative Tract
Map. This trails network should be planned and depicted on the Tentative Tract Map so
that it can be evaluated by the Regional Planning Commission and by the public as a
component of the overall project evaluation.

3. Sewer: The downstream sewage collection and conveyance system for the project is
under the City of Santa Clarita’s jurisdiction. The project proposes to route sewer
discharge to the Sierra Highway sewershed. A Sewer Area Study prepared by the
developer’s consultant has already indicated that downstream City owned sewer facilities
in Sierra Highway would not have sufficient capacity to serve this project and other
development anticipated within the sewershed. A significant reach downstream of the
Sierra Highway point of connection will require upsizing in order to serve this project.
For future environmental mitigation measures and as conditions of tentative map
approval, the City requests the County’s cooperation by confirming, prior to final map
approval or issuance of a Grading Permit, whichever comes first, that the applicant has
satisfied the City’s requirements for a City Sewer Use Permit. The City will require that
the project developer enter into a subdivision improvement agreement for construction of

the needed downstream sewer improvements as identified in the applicants Sewer Area
Study.
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4. Parks: The project is expected to generate a population of 3912. Vesting Tentative Tract
Map 60922 depicts a total of 12.1 net acres of park site within the development area.
This equates to provision of 3.1 acres of park land for each 1000 persons generated by
the project. This quantity of parkland meets the County minimum requirement of 3 acres
per 1000 persons. However, due to an overall shortage of parkland in the Canyon
Country area it is essential that this parkland be improved and available to area residents
within the earliest possible phases of project development. The City strongly
recommends that the County require as a condition of approval that this park site be
improved and dedicated to the County within the first phase of project completion, or
prior to occupancy of the 100™ home, whichever comes first.

5. Traffic/Circulation: The proposed residential development will generate 13,410 ADT,
not including the trips generated by the school and park sites. This traffic will be
distributed onto Sierra Highway (north and southbound) and onto Farrell Road (Skyline
Ranch Road), connecting the Plum Canyon Road and Whites Canyon Road. Much of the
project generaged traffic will impact City roadways and intersections. The City Traffic
Engineer has provided the following comments on the tentative tract map and the current
traffic study:

1) Any existing dead-end streets which will be prevented from being extended due to
this development shall be terminated with a full cul-de-sac designed to City
standards. (Bendeda Lane, Canyon Crest Drive, Bookham Drive)

2) Skyline Ranch Road (Whites Canyon Alt.) shall be designed to the City’s Secondary
Arterial standards (two travel lanes and one bike lane each direction), but shall not be
formally designated as a Secondary Arterial, unless it can be demonstrated that it will
carry a significant volume of through traffic (i.e. not related to Skeyline Ranch)

3) Residential through streets (i.e. 60’ wide streets) shall be designed with traffic
calming elements, including chokers and center median islands

4) The project shall be designed with paseo system that allows bicyclists and
pedestrians to access the school and park sites with a minimum of at-grade street
crossings

5) The previous traffic study indicated a need for two northbound left-turn lanes at
Sierra Highway/Skyline Ranch Road. The current traffic study (February 2008) now
indicates that one lefi-turn lane is adequate. The significant reduction in the left-turn
volume and associated reduction in lanes needs to be explained
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6) The traffic study recommends a second southbound lefi-turn lane at Sierra
Highway/Soledad Canyon road, for a total of five approach lanes (two lefi-turn lanes,
two through lanes, one right-turn lane). The City’s standard for a curb lane is 12,
and the starndard for an inside lane is 11 A second southbound left-turn lane,
therefore, would require a curb-to-curb width of 57.°

Again, 1 would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. We anticipate
that at some point in the next few weeks the EIR may be released in Draft form and that the
tentative tract map may be back before the County’s Subdivision Committee for review. The
City of Santa Clarita requests notice of any future SRC meetings and copies of any revised
tentative map be sent to us for our review. This is obviously a significant project of great interest
to the City and to City residents. Additionally, the City of Santa Clarita would like to review any
draft environmental documents and receive notices of any hearings on this project. We would be
happy to meet with County Regional Planning staff and/or the applicant to discuss the issues
raised in this letter further.

We would welcome an opportunity to participate in any upcoming Subdivision Committee
meeting on this project. Should you have any questions, or would like to discuss our comments
you may contact Associate Planner David Koontz, AICP, at 661 255-4330 or by email at
dkoontz@santa-clarita.com.

Sincerely,

Director of Counity Development

PB:DK:kb
S:CD\CURRENT\RP\IRP FILES\VTTM 60922 (Skyline Ranch)\rttm60922 Baldwin.doc

cc:  Michelle Bush, Impact Analysis Section
Susan Tae, Supervision Regional Planner
Sharon Sorensen, Senior Planner
Lisa Webber, Planning Manager
David Koontz, Associate Planner
Damon Letz, Assistant City Engineer
Andrew Yi, City Traffic Engineer
Paul Novak, 5% District Planning Deputy
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23920 Valencia Boulevard * Suite 300 » Santa Clarita, California 91355-2196
Phone: (661) 259-2489 » FAX: {661) 259.8125
www.santa-clarita.com

March 30, 2009

Ms. Alejandrina Baldwin

Principal Regional Planning Assistant
Land Divisions Section

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Baldwin:
Subject: Proposed VITTM 060922, Skyline Ranch

As a follow up to our October 20, 2008 correspondence on this project, the project applicant has had
subsequent meetings with City of Santa Clarita staff and has submitted a revised Tentative Tract Map
exhibit for review which was intended to respond to the comments in the October 20, 2008 letter.
The following reiterates each of the major issues identified in the previous correspondence and
discusses the degree to which each issue has been addressed and resolved by the revised Vesting
Tentative Tract Map 060922,

Bike Paths: The tentative tract map should be revised to include properly designed bike paths along
Skyline Ranch Road, and along the Main Street North and South loop roads in order to provide
feasible non-automotive transportation options for school students, park users and community
residents.

- Status of item following receipt of revised Tentative Tract Map: In order to address the bike
paths, the project applicant submitted an alternative street cross section for review and comment
by the City. The City Traffic Division staff completed their review and has recommended revised
alternative cross sections for Skyline Ranch Road and the North/South Loop Roads. These
recommended alternative cross sections can be fully accommodated within the right-of-way
currently proposed by the applicant, without requiring modification of any of the adjacent
proposed lot designs. The recommended cross section for Skyline Ranch Road results in reduced
asphalt paving and base, and increased landscaped open space and enhanced bike and pedestrian
facilities within the same right-of-way previously proposed by the applicant. The proposed cross
section for Skyline Ranch Road includes 2 travel lanes, bike lanes on each side of the street, as
well as landscaped parkways and enhanced sidewalks/paseos. The use of these cross sections
will provide reduced development costs, reduced asphalt-paved area, enhanced landscaping and
enhanced pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The proposed street cross sections for Skyline Ranch
Road and the North and South Loop Roads are attached to thig cotrespondence. If necessary for
timing purposes, incorporation of this street section into the tentative map could be addressed
through a Condition of Approval on the subdivision map, provided that the final traffic study and
EIR identify and discuss the alternative Skyline/Loop Road street section. The use of this street
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cross section could be adequately addressed within the project traffic report and within the EIR
with only minimal revisions,

limited number of trails and paseo connections within some critical areas of the development
site. The requested pedestrian overpass at the school site has been included, which provides a

refinements would enhance their usctulness to the future community and enhance their value to
the developer as project amenities. The recommended additional refinements include:

® Sidewalks along both sides of Skyline Ranch Road should be widened to allow use
as functional paseos, in addition to the bike lanes (as indicated on the proposed street
Cross section — attached).

* Existing open space trails and existing fire roads should be incorporated into the
project trail network and connected to proposed paseos or public right-of-way. In
particular, the fire road/ridge trail along the northern limits of the proposed
development area should be connected via new trail linkages to Skyline Ranch Road.

Similarly, the existing “Hiking Trail and Fire Access” along the eastern edge of the

along with appropriate new connections to the proposed public right-of-way should
be dedicated for public trails use on the Final Subdivision Map.

Each of the modifications bulleted above could be casily depicted on the Tentative Tract Map
with minimal revisions.

Parks: The revised subdivision map proposes eight additional small recreation spaces/tot lots
distributed throughout the project site. It is assumed that these spaces will be appropriately
improved by the project developer and maintained by the HOA per the County’s Conditions of
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Sewer: A Sewer Mitigation Agreement for construction of the needed downstream sewer
improvements as identified in the applicant’s Sewer Arca Study has been recorded to the satisfaction
of the City of Santa Clarita. This mitigation should be memorialized in the Mitigation Monitoring
Program which is being prepared for the project.

Highway (north and southbound) and onto Farrell Road (Skyline Ranch Road), connecting Plum
Canyon Road and Whites Canyon Road. Much of the project-generated traffic will impact City
roadways and intersections. The City Traffic Engineer has provided the following comments on the
tentative tract map and the current traffic study:

1) Any existing dead-end streets which will be prevented from being extended due to this
development shall be terminated with a full cul-de-sac designed to City standards
(Beneda Lane, Canyon Crest Drive, Bookham Drive),

Status: The project applicant has agreed to satisfy the City with appropriately
terminated cul-de-sacs. The applicant has submitted preliminary termination design
concepts for Beneda, Canyon Crest and Bookham and these designs are currently being
reviewed by City Public Works staff. Final detajled designs shall be subject to the
review and approval of the City of Santa Clarita and will require
issuance of encroachment permits. The City may impose reasonable conditions in
conjunction with issuance of encroachment permits,

2) Skyline Ranch Road (Whites Canyon Alt.) shall be designed to the City’s Secondary
Arterial standards (two travel lanes and one bike lane each direction), but shall not be
formally designated as a Secondary Arterial, unless it can be demonstrated that it will
carry a significant volume of through traffic (i.e. not related to Skyline Ranch
development),

3) Residential through streets (i.e. 60’ wide streets) shall be designed with traffic calming
clements, including chokers and center median islands.

Status: The original comment stands and the condition still applies. Some of the
internal 60’ streets could benefit from chokers or bulb-outs. One such street is N-E
Street.
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4)

5)

6)

The project shall be designed with paseo system that allows bicyclists and pedestrians to
access the school and park sites with a minimum of at-grade street crossings.

Status: This item has been fully addressed as discussed under the Trails/Paseos and
Bike Paths sections above,

The previous traffic study indicated a need for two northbound left-turn lanes at Sierra
Highway/Skyline Ranch Road. The current traffic study (February 2008) now indicates
that one left-turn lane is adequate. The significant reduction in the left-turn volume and
associated reduction in lanes needs to be explained.

Status: This item has been resolved to the satisfaction of City Traffic staff,

The traffic study recommends mitigation consisting of a second southbound lefi-turn
lane at Sierra Highway/Soledad Canyon which is located within the City’s jurisdiction,
for a total of five approach lanes (two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, one right-turn
lane). The City’s standard for a curb lane is 12 feet, and the standard for an inside lane is
11 feet. A second southbound left-turn lane, therefore, would require a curb-to-curb
width of 57 feet.

accommodating the additional left-turn lane within the existing right-of-way. These
proposals have been reviewed by the City’s Public Works and Traffic staff who have

accomplished without additiona] right-of-way acquisition.  Since acquisition of
necessary right-of-way at this intersection could adversely affect continued operations of
the existing businesses at the northeast corner of Sierra Highway and Soledad Canyon
Road, the applicant should submit traffic calculations to determine the project unit
threshold at which construction of this mitigation is necessary in order to avoid
disruption of these businesses prematurely. To date, the applicant has not indicated their
intent to acquire additional right-of-way or to construct/reconstruct intersection
improvements to accommodate the additional lefi tum lane. In accordance with CEQA, it
is the responsibility of the project applicant to provide adequate and feasible mitigation
for the environmental tmpacts caused by their project. If the applicant is unable or
unwilling to acquire sufficient right-of-way to accomplish the traffic mitigation required
for their project, then alternative feasible and adequate mitigation for the traffic impacts
to that intersection should bhe proposed, or the project should be redesigned in such g way
as to eliminate or substantially reduce the impact at this intersection, The project should
not be cleared for public hearing unti] this matter is adequately resolved.

Again, 1 would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit these additional comments. We
anticipate that at some point in the next few weeks, the EIR may be released in draft form. The City
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Should you have any questions, or would like to discuss our comments, you may contact Associate
Planner David Koontz, AICP, at 661 -255-4330 or by email at dkoontz@santa—clarita.com.

ly,
Ao

i SC‘”} W?WV ‘Z’ (O*;(L/Wj

(% Brotzman

Director of Community Development

Sinc

PB:DK kb
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Attachment

cc: Paul Novak, 5" District Planning Deputy
Susan Tae, Supervising Regional Planner
Michelle Bush, Impact Analysis Section
Lisa Webber, Planning Manager
Sharon Sorensen, Senior Planner
David Koontz, Associate Planner
Damon Letz, Assistant City Engineer
Andrew Yi, City Traffic Engineer
James Bizelle, Pardee Homes
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SCOPE

Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment

TO PROMOTE, PROTECT AND PRESERVE THE ENVIRONMENT, ECOLOGY
AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386

8-25-08

Castaic Lake Water Agency

27234 Bougquet Cyn Rd.

Saugus CA 91350

Phone 661 297 1600 Fax 661 297 1611

Re: Skyline Ranch Water Supply Assessment, 1270 Units, LA County Project #04-075
Dear Sirs and Madams:

On June 4%, the governor of the State of California signed Executive Order S-06-08
declaring a statewide drought. On the same day, the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors gave final approval to an additional 1000 units (Spring Canyon and Tick
Canyon) that must be supplied with imported State Water Supply since wells in that area are
not sufficient to provide the required supply.

That approval was based on previous testimony given by Dan Masnada, the General
Manager of Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) who appeared before the Board of
Supervisors and stated that there was 1o water supply problem in the Santa Clarita area. He
also stated that there was plenty of water available for development for the next 20 years.
Based on that testimony, the Board of Supervisors approved these projects.

Under such a state wide cmergency we cannot understand how CLWA can continue to issue
water supply assessments stating that there is no water supply problem in Santa Clarita for
the next 20 years while at the same time asking existing residents to cutback on their water
use.

If there is indeed a statewide emergency, CLWA should be denying water supply assessments
until the developer meets certain conservation goals. Such goals should include requirements
for use of drought tolerant plants, elimination of lawns and pools and tiered rates within the
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AND QUALITY OF LIFE IN THE SANTA CLARITA VALLEY
POST OFFICE BOX 1182, SANTA CLARITA, CA 91386

8-26-08

Castaic Lake Water Agency

27234 Bouquet Cyn Rd.

Saugus CA 91350

Phone 661 297 1600 Fax 661 297 1611

Re: Skyline Ranch Water Supply Assessment, 1270 Units, LA County Project #04-075
Dear Sirs and Madams:
We wish to make the following correction to our previous correspondence. Mr. Masnada

correctly brought to our attention that the dates were incorrect in the first Pparagraph,
Please replace that paragraph with the following two paragraphes:



SANTA CLARITA WATER DIVISION

REQUIRED WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT (WSA) (sB 610)
Water Code § 10910 ot seq.

TO: (The Lead Agency)
Department of Regional Planning
County of Los Angeles
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3225

(Applicant's Name and Address)
Pardee Homes

26650 The OId Road, Suite 110
Valencia, California 91381

Project Information

Project Title: Skyline Ranch Project / Tract Map No. 060922

¥l Residential: No. of dwelling units: 1,270

O  Shopping center or business: No. of employees » Sq. ft. of floor space
O  Commercial office: No. of employees » Sq. ft. of floor space

[0  Hotel or motel: No. of employees . Sq. ft. of floor space

O  Industrial, manufacturing, or processing: No. of employees » Sq. ft. of floor space
O Mixed use (check and complete all above that apply)

0O  Other:

0O Number of existing service connections zero.

Water Supply Assessment (WSA) (see Supporting documents)

On September 10,2008the Board of Directors of the Castaic lake Water Agency, Santa Clarita
2] (name of water purveyor).

made the following determination regarding the above-described project: Vater Division

L The projected water demand for the project [} was [J was not included in
Santa Clarita Water Division most recently adopted Urban Water Management Pian,

Gis A sufficient water supply is available for the project.
The total water supplies available to Santa Clarita Water Division during normal, single-dry,
and
multiple-dry years with a 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand of the projectin

addition to the demand of existing and other planned future uses, including, but not limited fo,
agricultural and manufacturing uses.

O A sufficient water supply is_not available for the project. [Plan for acquiring and developing
sufficient water supply attached. Water Code § 1091 1(a)]

O A sufficient water supply will be available based on the attached plan (Sec 10911 of the WC)

The foregoing determination is based on the following Water Supply Assessment Information and supporting

information in the ree Tds of Santa Clarita Water Division
’ i } (name of water purveyor)

: Water Resources Planner September 11,2008
S%tum L X Title Date



FINAL

SB 610 WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT
FOR THE SKYLINE RANCH PROJECT

September 2008

Prepared By:
- SANTA CLARITA WATER DIVISION
Castaic Lake Water Agency

22722 Soledad Canyon Road
Santa Clarita, California 91350
(661) 259-2737
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background
Project Location

The 2,173-acre Skyline Ranch project (Project) site, Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 060922, is
located in the Santa Clarita Valley, north of Highway 14 (Antelope Valley Freeway) and the City
of Santa Clarita, south of Vasquez Canyon Road, between Bouquet Canyon Road and Sierra
Highway, in unincorporated Los Angeles County. The Project site includes various
undeveloped parcels west of Sierra Highway between the Santa Clara River and Vasquez
Canyon. The site is roughly defined by Sierra Highway (Mint Canyon) on the east and
southeast, residential communities in Santa Clarita on the south and southwest, Plum Canyon
Road on the west, Bouquet Canyon Road to the northwest, and Vasquez Canyon Road to the
northeast. Figure 1-1 displays the location of the Project.

Project Description

The Project applicant proposes to develop approximately 620 acres of the site with 1,270 single-
family residential lots, pads ranging in size from 5,775 to 7,350 square feet, an approximately

approximately 3 net acres of private parkland to be managed by a homeowners’ association.
Development is proposed for the southern portion of the property, where slopes of 25 percent or
less predominate. Nearly three quarters of the site (the northern 1,553 acres) is proposed to
remain undeveloped, with approximately 1,378 acres dedicated or designated as natural open
space through establishment of the Skyline Ranch Conservation Area (SRCA). The Vesting
Tentative Tract Map No. 060922 subdivides the development area of the Project property into
1,324 lots, including 1,270 residential lots (the proposed 1,270 single-family homes are be
characterized by a traditional lot orientation at net densities ranging from 3.0 to 4.0 dwelling
units per acre on lots with pads ranging in size from 5,775 to 7,350 square feet as stated
above). Primary access to the tract is provided by the extension of Whites Canyon Road from
Plum Canyon to the southeast through the Project interior, ultimately connecting to Sierra
Highway.

Previous Water Supply Assessment

On January 24, 2007, the CLWA Board of Directors approved a Water Supply Assessment
(WSA) for the project. Since that time the California Department of Water Resources has
issued the 2007 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report which reflects new areas of

reductions to SWP delivery reliability due to the pelagic organism decline (POD) and future
climate changes. In addition, there are new sources of water and banked water that have been
added since the preparation of the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. In order to have the
most current information as part of the environmental review process for the project, the County
of Los Angeles has requested a new WSA

Water Supply Assessment - Skyline Ranch Project Page 3
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SCWD Service and Infrastructure in the Project Area

In September 1999, the Castaic Lake Water Agency (CLWA) acquired the Santa Clarita Water
Company, an investor-owned retail water company serving the eastern part of the Santa Clarita
Valley. The former Santa Clarita Water Company became CLWA's Santa Clarita Water Division
(SCWD), which continues to serve the same approximate area previously served by the Santa
Clarita Water Company. :

After the purchase, the legislature added Section 15.1 to the CLWA Law (Wat. Cod - App.
§103-15.1) to clarify SCWD'’s ability to provide retail water service. Section 15.1 authorizes

Section 12944.7," and the Memorandum of Understanding, Figure 1-2 depicts SCWD's and the
remaining purveyors’ service areas.

SCWD water supply infrastructure is the closest to the proposed Project site and SCWD would
have the ability to more readily serve the proposed Project. The proposed Project's water
System could ultimately connect to existing 8- and 10-inch pipelines located in Sierra Highway,.
There are no existing service water lines on the proposed Project site.

SCWD distributes 2 combination of imported water from CLWA and groundwater from local
wells. SCWD is one of four water purveyors in the Santa Clarita Valley and currently supplies a
population of approximately 111,000 with approximately 28,000 service connections.

! Water Code Section 12944.7(b) provides in pertinent part that “if the principal act of the public agency restricts the agency to the wholesale distribution of water,
the right to sell water directly to consumers may be exercised by the agency only pursuant to a writteni contract with (1) a wholesaler, if any exists, to which the
water would otherwise be sold and (2) a public entity water purveyor, if any exists, serving water at retail within the area in which the consumer is located or a
water corporafion, if any exists, subject to regulation by the Public Utilities Commission and serving water at retail within the area in which the consumer is
located.”

Water Supply Assessment - Skyline Ranch Project Page 5
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1.2  Purpose

This WSA has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of applicable sections of
the California Water Code and California Public Resources Code® as amended by
Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) (Costa; Chapter 643, Stats. 2001) which became effective
January 1, 2002. The legislative purpose of these amendments was to strengthen the process
pursuant to which local agencies determine the adequacy of existing and planned future water
supplies to meet existing and planned future demands on those water supplies.

Once it is determined that a project is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), SB 610 requires cities and counties to identify any public water system that may supply
water for the project and to request that public water systems preépare a specified water supply
assessment to be included in any environmental document prepared for the project® The
assessment includes, among other information, an identification of existing water supply
entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the identified water supply
for the proposed project and water received in prior years pursuant to those entitlements,

The purpose of this WSA is to answer the question:

Will the water supplier's total projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and
multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection meet the projected water demand of the
proposed Project, in addition to the water Supplier's existing and planned future uses, including
agricultural and manufacturing uses?*

A WSA is required for any “project” that is subject to CEQA® and proposes, among other things,
residential development of more than 500 dwelling units or a project that would demand an
amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling
unit project.® The Skyline Ranch project is a qualifying project under this definition.” This WSA
will provide information to the County of Los Angeles for its consideration in making a
determination as to whether there is a sufficient water supply available to serve the Skyline
Ranch project. The WSA must be submitted to the County within 90 days of its request to the
public water system.® The County of Los Angeles requested this WSA from SCWD on July 10,
2008.

1.3 CLWA’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan

SB 610 provides that if the projected water demand associated with the proposed Project was
accounted for in the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) adopted by the retail water

2 8B 610 amended section 21151.9 of the California Public Resources Code, and amended sections 10631, 10656, 10910, 1091 1, 10812, and 10915 of
repealed section 10913 of, and added and amended section 10657 of, the California Water Code.

$ Water Code § 10911(b), ().

4 Water Code § 10910 {c) (4).

5 Public Resources Code § 21080.

8 Water Code § 10812(2)(1),(7). This section also includes other types of development that are defined as a “project” by this section of the code.

7 Water Code § 10912(a)(1 )

8 Prior to the expiration of the 90-day period, if the public water system intends to request an extension of time to prepare and adopt the WSA, the public water
system shall meet with the Gity or county to request an extension of time, which shall not exceed 30 days, to prepare and adopt the WSA (Water Code § 10910

@)
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planning effort by CLWA and the Santa Clarita Valley water purveyors that built upon previous
documents, specifically the 2000 UWMP, an amendment to the 2000 UWMP, and CLWA'’s 2003
Groundwater Management Plan - Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin.” The
2005 UWMP includes the following eight major sections:

Introduction

Water Use

Water Resources

Recycled Water

Water Quality

Reliability Planning

Demand Management Measures
Water Shortage Contingency Planning

PN A N

The Project's associated water demand was included by SCWD in the water demand
projections contained in the 2005 UWMP (see Table 2-3 in the 2005 UWMP) and, therefore,
under SB 610 (Water Code section 10910(c)(2)) the development is considered accounted for in
the most recently adopted urban water management plan.

In February 2006, the California Water Impact Network and Friends of the Santa Clara River

(Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District) to CLWA, relied on a flawed model for
predicting SWP deliveries, failed to address the effect of global warming and regulatory water
quality controls on water deliveries from the SWP, and failed to identify the impact of private
wells on the Santa Clarita River watershed. On August 3, 2007, the trial court issued g
Statement of Decision in favor of CLWA and its retail agencies on all issues raised by
Petitioners and finding the 2005 UWMP legally adequate. On August 22, 2007, Judgment was
entered in favor of CLWA and the purveyors. On October 19, 2007, the Petitioners appealed
this Judgment to the Second District Court of Appeal. That appeal remains pending. In the
meantime, the 2005 UWMP must be assumed legally adequate, unless and until it is set aside

® As required by Water Code section 10631, CLWA’s 2005 UWMP includes a copy of CLWA’s Groundwater Management Plan..

Water Supply Assessment - Skyline Ranch Project Page 8



1.4 SCWD Policies, Annexation Requirements, Regulatory Approvals and
Permits

SCWD Policies

Annexation Requirements

As described, the Project is currently within the boundaries of the SCWD and NCWD service
areas. The Project site is subject to the aforementioned MOU between the CLWA and NCWD
that will permit SCWD to serve the proposed Project. No annexation by SCWD or CLWA is
required.

Regulatory Approvals and Permits

The State of California Department of Public Health and the County of Los Angeles will issue
permits and regulatory approvals for constructing the necessary improvements to supply and
deliver water to the Project.

1.5  Information Relied Upon in Preparation of this WSA

Jeff Ford, (661) 297-1600, and can be obtained upon the payment of the costs of reproduction.
These documents are part of SCWD’s record of proceedings for the preparation of this WSA:

1. 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, prepared for Castaic Lake Water Agency, CLWA Santa Clarita
Water Division, Newhali County Water District, Valencia Water Company, Los Angeles County
Waterworks District No. 36, prepared by Black & Veatch, Nancy Clemm, Kennedy Jenks Consultants,
Jeff Lambert, Luhdorff & Scalmanini, Richard Slade and Associates, November 2005, (2005 UWMP)

Company by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, April 2006. (SCVWR, 2006)

District No. 36, Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County Water District and Valencia Water
Company by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, May 2007. (SCVWR, 2007)

6. Santa Clarita Valley Water Report 2007, prepared for CLWA, Los Angeles County Waterworks
District No. 36, Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall County Water District and Valencia Water
Company by Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers, April 2008. (SCVWR, 2008)

Water Supply Assessment - Skyline Ranch Project Page 9



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22

23.
24,

25,

26.

2001 Update Report: Hydrogeologic Conditions in the Alluvial and Saugus Formation Aquifer
Systems, prepared for Santa Clarita Valley Water Purveyors by Richard C. Slade and Associates,
LLC, July 2002. (Slade, 2002)

Revised Draft Additional Analysis to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plant
Final Environmental Impact Report, prepared for Los Angeles County Department of Regional
Planning, November 2002. (Newhall Ranch, 2002)

CLWA Capital Improvement Program prepared by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, 2003.

. Water Supply Reliability Plan Draft Report prepared for CLWA by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants,

September 2003.

Memorandum of Understanding Between Castaic Lake Water Agency and Newhall County Water
District, September, 2005.

Memorandum of Understanding Between the Santa Clara River Valley Upper Basin Water Purveyors
and United Water Conservation District, August 2001. (MOU, 2001)

Groundwater Management Plan - Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin,
prepared for CLWA by Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, December 2003.

Regional Groundwater Flow Model for the Santa Clarita Valley: Mode/ Development and Calibration,
prepared for Upper Basin Water Purveyors (CLWA, CLWA Santa Clarita Water Division, Newhall
County Water District and Valencia Water Company) by CH2M HILL, April 2004.

Analysis of Perchlorate Containment in Groundwater Near the Whittaker-Bermite Property, Santa
Clarita, California, prepared for Upper Basin Water Purveyors in Support of the Department of Health
Services 97-005 Permit Application by CH2M HILL, December 2004.

Analysis of Near-Term Groundwater Capture Areas for Production Wells Located Near the Whittaker-
Bermite Property (Santa Clarita, California), prepared for Upper Basin Water Purveyors in support of
the amended 2000 UWMP by CH2M HILL, December 21, 2004.

Mitigated Negative Declaration - Groundwater Containment, Treatment and Restoration Project.
CLWA, August 2005.

Water Supply Contract Between the State of California Department of Water Resources and CLWA,
1963 (plus amendments, including the “Monterey Amendment.” 1 995, and Amendment No. 1 8, 1999,
the transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of entitlement from Kern County Water Agency to CLWA,).

2002 Semitropic Groundwater Storage Program and Point of Delivery Agreement Among the
Department of Water Resources of the State of California, CLWA and Kern County Water Agency.

2002 Draft Recycled Water Master Plan prepared for CLWA by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants.

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report - Recycled Water Master Plan, prepared for CLWA by
Bon Terra Consulting, November 20086.

Final Program Environmental Impact Report - Recycled Water Master Plan, prepared for CLWA by
Bon Terra Consulting, March 2007.

2003 Semitropic Groundwater Storage Program prepared for CLWA by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants.

Draft Environmental Impact Report — Supplemental Water Project Transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of
State Water Project Table A Amount, prepared for CLWA by Science Applications International
Corporation, June 2004.

Draft Environmental Impact Report - Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD) Water
Banking and Exchange Program, prepared for CLWA by Science Applications International
Corporation, August 2005.
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27. Final Environmenta/ Impact Report - Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District (RRBWSD) Water
Banking and Exchange Program, prepared for CLWA by Science Applications International
Corporation, October 2005.

28. Draft Environmental Impact Report - 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, prepared for CLWA by Science Applications International Corporation, June
2006.

29. Final Environmental Impact Report - Castaic [ake Water Agency Water Acquisition from the Buena
Vista Water Storage District and Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking and
Recovery Program, prepared for CLWA by Science Applications International Corporation, October
2006.

30. California Department of Water Resources, California's Groundwater, Bulletin 1 18, Santa
Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, Santa Clara River Valley East Subbasin, February,
2004,

31. California Department of Water Resources, Groundwater Basins in California, Bulletin 11 8-80,
January 1980. (DWR Bulletin 118-80, 1980)

32. California Department of Water Resources, The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2002,
May 2003. (DWR Reliability Report, 2003)

33. California Department of Water Resources, Excerpts from the Working Draft of 2005 State
Water Project Delivery Reliability, May 25, 2005. (DWR Reliability Report Excerpts, 2005)

34. California Department of Water Resources, The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2005,
Final, April 2006. (DWR Reliability Report, 2006)

35. California Department of Water Resources, The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2007,
Draft, December 2007. (DWR Reliability Report Draft, 2007)

36. California Department of Water Resources, The State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2007,
August 2008. (DWR Reliability Report, 2007)

37. 2008 Water Master Plan, 90% draft, (Santa Clarita Water Division of the Castaic Lake Water
Agency), Civiltec Engineering, Inc., May 19, 2008.

38. CLWA Letter to Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, February 2008. (CLWA
Letter, February 2008)

39. CLWA Letter to City of Santa Clarita and Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, June
2007.

40. Los Angeles County. 2003. Additional CEQA Findings Regarding the Newhall Ranch Final
Additional Analysis to the Partially Certified Final EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water
Reclamation Plant. March. (Los Angeles County 2003)

2.0 EXISTING WATER RESOURCES

Water Code §10910(d) requires the WSA to include an identification of any existing water
supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the identified water
supply for the proposed Project, and a description of the quantities of water received in prior
years by the public water system.

Water Supply Assessment - Skyline Ranch Project Page 11



The identification of existing water supplies shall be demonstrated by providing information
related to the following:

* written contracts or other proof of entitlement to an identified water supply;

* copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply that has been
adopted by the public water system;

» federal, state, and local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure associated with
delivering the water supply; and,

® any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to convey or deliver
the water supply.

The current water supply for the Santa Clarita Valley is derived from the following primary
sources:

1. Imported State Water Project (SWP) Water
2. Additional Annual Imported Water Supplies
3. Water from Water Banking Programs

4. Groundwater from the Alluvial Aquifer

5. Groundwater from the Saugus Formation

In addition, recycled water is now available through CLWA within its service area, which allows
SWP and groundwater supplies to be available for other uses within the SCWD service area.

These sources of water supply can be characterized as 1) imported supplies, transported via
the SWP and consisting of SWP Table A Amounts, Buena Vista/Rosedale Rio-Bravo Water and
additional reliability supplies; and 2) local supplies, consisting of groundwater and recycled
water. All of these sources are necessary to meet the regional demands identified in the 2005

UWMP.

2.1 Imported Supplies
2.1.1 SWP Table A Amount

any given year.

The following information responds to specific requirements of Water Code §10910(d) regarding
the identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights and water service contracts
relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed Project:
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Wholesaler’'s entitlements to its supplies: CLWA has an annual SWP Table A contract
amount of 95,200 acre-feet (af). This Table A Amount is a maximum and does not reflect the
actual amount of water available to CLWA from the SWP, which varies from year to year as
described above. In an effort to assess the impact of these varying conditions on SWP supply .
reliability, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) issued its “State Water Project Delivery
Reliability Report” in May 2003 (DWR Reliability Report, 2003). The report assisted SWP
contractors in assessing the reliability of the SWP component of their overall supplies. DWR
subsequently issued its 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report. This updated analysis indicated
that the SWP, using existing facilities operated under current regulatory and operational
constraints, and with all contractors requesting delivery of their full Table A Amounts in most
years, could deliver 77 percent of total Table A Amounts on a long-term average basis. The
conclusions in CLWA’s 2005 UWMP concerning SWP supply reliability are based on the
analysis contained in DWR’s 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report.

DWR released for public review and comment on January 28, 2008, a Draft 2007 SWP Delivery
Reliability Report (DWR Reliability Report Draft, 2007) and the final version was released in
August 2008. The 2007 SWP Delivery Reliability Report updates the 2005 SWpP Delivery
Reliability Report. The 2007 SWP Delivery Reliability Report describes three areas of
significant uncertainty to SWP delivery reliability: the recent and significant decline in pelagic
organisms in the Delta® (open-water fish such as striped bass, Delta smelt' and longfin
smelt'?), climate change and sea level rise, and the vulnerability of Delta levees’ to failure. [ts
inclusion of new areas of uncertainty distinguishes the 2007 SWpP Delivery Reliability Report
from earlier reports by including estimates of the potential reductions to SWP delivery reliability
due to the pelagic organism decline (POD) and future climate changes.

10 i late 2004 and early 2005, scientists became concemed about the numbers of many pelagic organisms, including Delta smett, which had been declining
sharply since the early 2000's (DWR Reliability Report, 2007). Other pelagic fish with very low numbers in the Delia are striped bass, longfin smelt and threadfin
shad, and by 2005, the decline was widely recognized as a serious issue and became known as the Pelagic Organism Decline {POD) (DWR Reliability Report,
2007). Hypothesized factors contributing individually or in concert to jower pelagic productivity are: 1) toxic effects, 2) exotic species effects, and 3) water project
effects (DWR Reliability Report, 2007). Studies over the last three years are indicating that all these factors might be contributing to the decline in pelagic fishes,
and their relative importance might vary depending upon year, season, and location within the Delta {DWR Reliability Report, 2007).

1 0n May 31, 2007, DWR voluntarily shut down the Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant for 10 days as a preventative measure to protect Delta smelt located near
the DWR faciiities. This action followed the observed entrainment of juvenile smeft between May 25, 2007 and May 31, 2007 at the Harvey O. Banks Pumping
Plant facility. DWR resumed limited pumping at the Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant on June 10, 2007 Pumping was increased beginning on June 17, 2007.

By way of background, in 2007, the SWP modified ifs operations by use of the adaptive Environmental Water Account (EWA). From January through mid-May
2007, about 300,000 af of EWA water was used to reduce exports to help protect Delta smelt During this time period, no Delta smelt were recorded in the SWP
fish salvage operations at the Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant (the concept of salvage generally refers to the process of using mechanical devices to screen fish
that would otherwise be entrained in project facilities such as pumps into holding tanks for fransport to other parts of the Deltg but, unlike many other fish species
in the Delta, Delta smelt do not survive the salvage pracess and, as a result, for Delta smelt, e United States Fish and Wildlife Service {USFWS) uses the terms
salvage and entrainment essentially interchangeably). In mid-May 2007, exports were reduced again due fo the distribution of Delta smelt info areas that made
them more susceptibie to pumping. On May 24, 2007 Delta smelt began to appear at the pumping plant in low numbers. These numbers increased, triggering
DWR's response of shutting down temporarily the Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant described above.

12 The 2007 SWP Delivery Reliability Report notes that the longfin smeft is being considered for listing under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). On
February 7, 2008, the Califoria Fish and Game Commission (Commission) designated longfin smelt as a candidate species for listing under CESA. Under
CESA, candidate species receive the same legal protection as listed threatened and endangered spacies. Under state law, take of candidate species (including
incidental take by engaging in activities that may result in take) is prohibited unless authorized by the Commission or the Califonia Department of Fish and Game
(Department) under specified conditions. The Department has testified that under certain measures the species will not, in its opinion, become immediately at risk
of extinction. Therefore, the Commission adopted emergency regulations allowing state and federal water managers and local water agencies to continue o
conduct water pumping operations over the next 180 days (foliowing the aforementioned Commission action in February 2008) under specified terms and
conditions. According to the Commission, these regulations will ensure appropriate interim profections for longfin smeit within the area covered by the petition
while the Department conducts a 12-month review of the status of the candidate species. The Commission’s decision may or may not alter SWP water supply
deliveries. The 180 day period may be extended for two 90-day periods. Thus, short-term impacts of listing the species as a candidate species is speculative at
this time. If the regulation is extended, operational requirements for December through February may be added by amending the regulation prior to expiration or
extension. Potential long-term effects are also speculative; at this time, it is unknown if the Commission will ultimately decide to list longfin smelt. In addition,
operational restrictions in place to protect Delta smelt (discussed herein) may be duplicative of restrictions needed to protect longfin smelt.
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As described in the report, simulations to evaluate future (2027) SwpP delivery reliability
incorporate the current interim court-ordered operating rules related to Delta smelt and a range
of possible climate change impacts to hydrology in the Central Valley.”  The interim operating
rules for Delta smelt are simulated at a more-restricted level and a less-restricted level for Delta
exports to provide a range of estimated water deliveries. Therefore, for 2007, two studies were
conducted. For 2027, ten simulations were used to reflect the four assumed scenarios for
climate change and the two levels of operating rules.

The 2007 SWP Delivery Reliability Report includes the information presented in Tables 2-1 and
2-2 below, which provide average and dry period estimated deliveries for current conditions
(2007) and future conditions (2027), and compares those figures to those in the 2005 SWp
Delivery Reliability Report.

30n May 25, 2007, the United States District Court (Eastern District of Califoria, Fresno Division) in Natural Resources Defense Council, et af. v, Kempthorne,
Case No. 1:05-cv-01207-OWW-NEW (Kempthome) granted in part the plaintiffs motion for summary judgment and found that the USFWS's 2005 Biological
Opinion (BO) on the impacts of the long-term operations of the Central Valley Project (CVP) and the SWP on Delta smelt was inadequate. In late June 2007,
District Judge Oliver W, Wanger in Kempthome heard and rejected Natural Resources Defense Councif's and Earthjustice’s mofion for a temporary resfraining
order to curb southbound water shipments at least temporarily due fo smelt issues. On August 31, 2007, the court in Kempthome issued an oral statement of

decision granting a preliminary injunction and remedial order to protect Delta smelt until a new Delta smelt BO is issued by the USFWS. The decision, finalized
" on December 14, 2007, sets interim operating limits for the joint SWP and CvP operations and requires new steps to monitor Delta smeft The Kempthome
fequirements are triggered by environmental conditions and the presence of specific Delta smelt fife stages and are focused on minimizing the negative
entrainment effects caused when the combined export pumping of the SWP and the CVP reverses the flow in Old and Middle River (OMR). The degision
requires the USFWS to complete a new BO by September 15, 2008. DWR and the U.S, Bureau of Reclamation are currently working with USFWS g prepare
the new BO. The new BO will supersede the operating parameters and requirements set forth in the interim remedial order; however, it is likely that some
version of the interim operating rules will become permanent because the federal court's ruling will influence the development of the new BO,

A second BO, covering salmon and steelhead, was issued in October 2004 (in 2004 the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and DWR developed a new 2004 Operating
Criteria and Plan [2004 OCAP] for the SWP and CVP) by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NFMS). This second BO was challenged in Pacific Coast
Federation of Fishermen’s Associations/Institute for Fisheries Resources, et al, v, Gutierrez, Case No. 1 :06-cv-00245-OWW-GSA.  This lawsuit focused on
alleged adverse impacts to Species and habitat caused by the changes to cold water temperature management (.., elimination of Shasta Dam carryover storage
fequirement and movement of temperature compliance point on the Sacramento River). On April 16, 2008, Judge Wanger issued a summary judgment order
invalidating the salmon and steelhead BO, finding it unlawful and inadequate on a variety of grounds.

In addition, on April 18, 2007, an Alameda County Superior Court in Watershed Enforcers v. California Dept. of Water Resources, Case No. RG06292124,
granted the pefition for writ of mandate and issued an order fo cease and desist from further operation of the Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant until and unless
DWR obtains authorization from the Califoria Department of Fish and Game in compliance with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) with regard to
their incidental take of various species, including the Delta smett, winter-run Chinook salmon and spring-run Chinook salmon. The order was stayed for 60 days
to provide DWR with time to comply with the GESA's incidental take authorizing requirements. This court decision has been appealed and the appellate process

Court's order.
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TABLE 21
AVERAGE AND DRY PERIOD SWP TABLE A DELIVERIES FROM THE DELTA UNDER
CURRENT CONDITIONS

SWP Table A Delivery from the Delta (in percent of maximum Table A"

2-year 4-year 6-year

drought drought

Study of Current Long-term (1931- (1987-
Conditions Average? 1934) 1992)

2005 SWp
Reliability Report,
Study 2005
Update with 2007 63% 6%
Studies®

Source: DWR Reliability Report, 2007; Table 6-5.
1. Maximum Table A Amount is 4,133 thousand acre-feet/year.

2. 1922-1994 for 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report; 1922-2003 for Update with 2007 studies,

3. Values reflect averaging annual deliveries from the two scenarios of Old and Middle River flow targets described in
Table 6-3 of the 2007 SWP Delivery Reliabilit Report.

68%

] 34%

TABLE 2-2
AVERAGE AND DRY PERIOD SWP TABLE A DELIVERIES FROM THE DELTA UNDER
FUTURE CONDITIONS

SWP Table A Delivery from the Delta (in percent of maximum Table A"

2-year 4-year

Study of Future Long-term
Conditions Average®

2005 swp 7%

Reliability Report,
Study 2025

N
Update with 2027 7% 26-27% 32-37%
Studies®

Source: DWR Reliability Report, 2007; Table 6-14.

(1976-
1977)

38%

33-36%

66-69% 33-35%

As shown, under the updated Future Conditions (2027), average SWP delivery amounts may
decrease from 8 to 11 percent of maximum Table A amounts as compared to earlier estimates
in the 2005 SwWp Delivery Reliability Report. This decrease in reliability results in an estimated
average delivery of 66 percent to 69 percent (versus 77 percent as identified in the 2005 SWP
Delivery Reliability Report).
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Applying the 66 percent figure (most conservative of the 66-69 percent range) to CLWA'’s Table
A Amount of 95,200 af, results in approximately 62,800 af expected under average Future
Conditions (2027) according to the 2007 SWP Delivery Reliability Report. This is compared to
the 77 percent, or 73,300 af, included in the water supply planning in the 2005 UWMP in 2030 in
an average year as discussed above.

Based on this new information, CLWA has determined that, while the court-ordered operating
rules related to Delta smelt (or a Biological Opinion premised on those operating rules) are in

commercial developments within the CLWA service area for the foreseeable future through
2030 as set forth in the Santa Clarita Valley (SCV) Urban Water Management Plan (CLWA
Letter, February 2008 see also Sections 4.3 and 5.1- 5.4, infra.).

2.1.2 Additional Litigation Effects on Availability of SWP Table A Amount

Of CLWA's 95200 afy annual Table A Amount, 41,000 afy was permanently transferred to
CLWA in 1999 by Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District, a member unit of the Kern
County Water Agency (Kern-Castaic Transfer). The Transfer was to be accounted for as part of
the 130,000 af referenced in Article 53 of the Monterey Amendment to the SWP water supply
contracts. The Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) for the Monterey Amendment was certified
in 1995, was later challenged and in 2000 was ordered decertified. (Planning and Conservation
League v. Dept. of Water Resources (PCL) [2000] 83 Cal. App. 4th 892). CLWA’s EIR prepared
in connection with the 41,000 afy water transfer was challenged in Friends of the Santa Clara
River v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case Number

Under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles County Superior Court in the Friends Action, CLWA
prepared and circulated a revised Draft EIR for the Kern-Castaic Transfer, received and
responded to public comments regarding the revised Draft EIR, and held two separate public
hearings concerning the revised Draft EIR. CLWA approved the revised EIR for the Transfer on

Amendment EIR, a process that began as a result of the litigation and settlement in the PCL
case (The Monterey Amendment Settlement Agreement).!

" Pursuant to the Setifement Agreement in the litigation conceming the Monterey Amendment, DWR has prepared a draft EIR for the Monterey Amendment for
which the comment period ended on January 14, 2008.
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On April 2, 2007, the LASC trial court rejected all of petitioners’ arguments and found that
CLWA’s 2004 EIR for the Kern-Castaic Transfer “was properly prepared except for one defect -
it fails to show the analytical route as to how and why the three allocations of pre-Monterey
Amendments, pre-Monterey Amendments without Article 18, and post-Monterey Amendments
are relevant and would occur.” Importantly, the trial court found that CLWA may act as the lead
agency for the Kern-Castaic Transfer EIR. The trial court also found that the Transfer is final
and valid, and may not be terminated by the parties or DWR. In addition, the trial court made it
clear that CLWA “is not directed to set aside the [Kern-Castaic] water transfer.” Nonetheless,
because of the one defect identified in the 2004 EIR, the trial court ordered CLWA to prepare
new environmental documents addressing the analytical route of the three water allocations. In
July 2007, Petitioners filed a Partial Notice of Appeal and CLWA subsequently filed a Notice of
Cross Appeal.

Two related cases discuss the Kern-Castaic Transfer. In California Oak Foundation v. City of
Santa Clarita (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1219, the Court of Appeal invalidated an EIR for the Gate-
King Project. The water-supply section of the EIR was based in part on an earlier WSA
prepared by NCWD. The WSA and the EIR disclosed the existence of the earlier (now
dismissed) litigation challenging CLWA's EIR for the 41,000 afy transfer, but did not sufficiently
explain how demand for water would be met if the transfer were set aside or why it was
appropriate to rely on the transfer despite the litigation. Since the appellate court action, the City
of Santa Clarita revised the Gate-King EIR by preparing an Additional Analysis responsive to
the court’s findings. The City certified the Additional Analysis in 2006 and re-approved the Gate-
King Project. In 2007, the Los Angeles County Superior Court found that the revised EIR met
the requirements of CEQA, and entered judgment in favor of the City. Specifically, the court
found that substantial evidence supported the City’s conclusion that the Kern-Castaic Transfer
was permanent and that it would continue to exist with or without the Monterey Amendment.

The Court of Appeal in Santa Clarita Organization for Planning the Environment v. County of
Los Angeles (SCOPE If) (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 149 found the County’s analysis of water
supply adequate in its recertified EIR for Newhall Land and Farming’s West Creek project,
which relied on the Kemn-Castaic Transfer. The court concluded that the record contained
“substantial evidence demonstrating a reasonable likelihood that water from the Kern-Castaic
Transfer will be available for the project’s near- and long-term needs, and analysis of potential
replacement sources is not required. (SCOPE /I, supra, 157 Cal.App4th at 162) “Suffice it to
say, however the Monterey Agreement litigation is eventually decided, the Kern-Castaic transfer
will likely not be affected. Per principle four [of Vineyard] we can confidently determine that the
water will be available.” (Id. at 162-63)."

15 |n Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (Vineyard) (2007) 40 Cal. 40 412, the California Supreme Court considered
the sufficiency of the water supply analysis contained in an EIR prepared for a development project The EIR’'s water supply analysis identified near-term
supplies sufficient to serve the first phase of the project, and potential long-term water supplies for the later phases. Project opponents alleged various
deficiencies in the analysis of water supplies and claimed that the EIR failed to demenstrate with sufficient certainty that water would be available for the project.

The Court concluded that a water supply analysis need not establish certainty or provide guarantees of available long-term supply; however, the Court
determined that the EIR failed to adequately analyze long-term water supply and the environmental effects of potential sources for long-term provision of water.
The Court emphasized that certainty is not required for long-term supplies, but nevertheless required the EIR to include some discussion of possible replacement
water sources when it is not possible to confidently determine that anticipated future water sources will be available, and to disclose the significant foreseeable
environmental effects of those sources, as well as mitigation measures fo minimize adverse impacts.
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2.1.3 Additional Annual Imported Water Supplies
The following existing additional water sources are available to meet demands when necessary.

. Buena Vista/Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Acquisition (BV/IRRB
Water Acquistion Project): CLWA has finalized a Water Acquisition Agreement with the Buena
Vista Water Storage District (Buena Vista) and the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District
(Rosedale-Rio Bravo) in Kern County. Under this Program, Buena Vista’s high flow Kern River
entitlements (and other acquired waters that may become available) are captured and
recharged within Rosedale-Rio Bravo’s service area on an ongoing basis. CLWA will receive
11,000 af per year of these supplies annually through either through direct delivery of water to
the California Aqueduct via the Cross Valley Canal or by exchange of Buena Vista’s and
Rosedale-Rio Bravo's SWP supplies.

In November 2006, a complaint and petition for writ of mandate seeking to set aside CLWA’s
certification of its EIR for the BV/RRB Water Acquisition Project was filed by California Water
Impact Network in the Los Angeles County Superior Court (LASC Case No. BS106546.) The
complaint/petition was later amended to add Friends of the Santa Clara River (Friends) as a
plaintiff/petitioner. In November 2007, the trial court filed its Statement of Decision finding that in
certifying the EIR and approving the project, CLWA proceeded in a manner required by law, and
that its actions were supported by substantial evidence. Judgment was entered in favor of
CLWA in December 2007. Petitioners filed a notice of appeal of the Judgment on January 31,
2008. This appeal is pending. In the meantime, the EIR is presumed to be legally adequate,
unless and until it is set aside by a court of competent jurisdiction. (Barthelemy v. Chino Basin
Water Dist. (1995) 38 Cal. App.4th 1607, 1609 [agency actions are presumed to comply with
applicable law, until proof is presented to the contrary].)

. Nickel Water: The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plant Revised
Draft Additional Analysis, November 2002 describes an additional source of water that has been
acquired by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan applicant for use. The Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan applicant has secured 1,607 af of water under contract with Nickel Family LLC in Kern
County. This water is 100 percent reliable on a year-to-year basis, and not subject to the annual
fluctuations that can occur to the SWP in dry year conditions. (Newhall Ranch, 2002)

2.1.4 Additional Imported Water Supplies from Banking Programs

. Flexible Storage Accounts: One of CLWA's Flexible Storage Accounts described in its
2005 UWMP permits it to store up to 4,684 af in Castaic Lake. Any of this amount that CLWA
withdraws must be replaced by CLWA within five years of its withdrawal. CLWA manages this
storage by keeping the account full in normal and wet years and then delivering that stored
amount (or 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. CLWA has recently negotiated with
Ventura County water agencies to obtain the use of its Flexible Storage Account. This will allow
CLWA access to another 1,376 af of storage in Castaic Lake. CLWA's access to this additional
storage is available on a year-to-year basis for ten years, beginning in 2006.

. Semitropic Water Storage District Banking: The 2005 UWMP (pg. 3-22) identifies two
existing contracts with the Semitropic Water Storage District under which CLWA has stored
59,000 acre-feet of water. In accordance with the terms of CLWA's storage agreements with
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Semitropic, 90 percent of the banked amount, or a total of 50,870 af, is recoverable through
2012/2013 to meet CLWA water demands when needed. CLWA's approval of one of the
contracts (for the 2002 banking program) was challenged in California Water Network v. Castaic
Lake Water Agency, Ventura Superior Court Case No. CIV 215327. The trial court entered
judgment in favor of CLWA. This ruling was appealed. All issues regarding the 2002 banking
program with Semitropic were conclusively resolved in favor of CLWA in June 2006.

. Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District Water Banking: The 2005 UWMP (pg. 3-
23) identifies one existing contract with the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Storage District under
which CLWA has 64,900 af of recoverable water as of December 31, 2007. This banking
program currently offers storage and pump-back capacity of 20,000 afy, with up to 100,000 af of
storage capacity. This stored water will be called upon to meet demands when required and is
recoverable through 2035.

) Newhall Land - Semitropic Water Storage District Banking: The Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan project applicant has entered into an agreement to reserve and purchase water
storage capacity of up to 55,000 af in the Semitropic Water Storage District Groundwater
Banking Project (Los Angeles County 2003). Sources of water that could be stored include, but
are not limited to, the Nickel Water. The stored water could be extracted in dry years in
amounts up to 4,950 afy (Los Angeles County 2003). As of December 31, 2007, there is 18,828
af of water stored in the Semitropic Groundwater Storage Bank by The Newhall Land and
Farming Company for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Newhall Ranch is located within the
CLWA service area. Delivery of stored water from the Newhall Land Semitropic Groundwater
Bank requires further agreements between CLWA and Newhall Land.

2.2 Groundwater

Water Code section10910(f) requires a WSA to include specific information describing
groundwater resources if the water supply for a proposed project includes groundwater. Over
the last 25 years, the water purveyors have developed a groundwater operating plan that
includes municipal, agricultural and other smaller uses while maintaining the local Basin in a
sustainable condition (i.e., no long term depletion of groundwater or interrelated surface water).
In 2003, CLWA in cooperation with the retail water purveyors completed and adopted a
Groundwater Management Plan in accordance with Water Code section10753. Among the
elements of the adopted Plan is the preparation of annual groundwater management reports,
such as the Santa Clarita Valley Water Report, that provide information about local groundwater
conditions, SWP supplies, water conservation and recycled water. The following important
studies have been prepared that serve to substantiate and ensure the sustainability of the local
groundwater resources:

1. Slade (2002) updates prior reports and includes a detailed review of the hydrologic
conditions and description of groundwater resources available to SCWD and other large
municipal and agriculture groundwater producers including NCWD, Valencia Water
Company, the Newhall Land and Farming Company and the Wayside Honor Ranch
operating within the Santa Clara River Valley East Subbasin, one of several subbasins
identified along the Santa Clara River in Los Angeles and Ventura counties by DWR’s
Updated Bulletin 118. The shallow aquifer system is designated the Alluvial Aquifer and
the deeper aquifer is designated the Saugus Formation. Slade reported that both
aquifer systems were in good operating condition and not in a condition of overdraft.
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Also included are hundreds of other, small scale, water producers that account for less
than 1 percent of total production from these aquifer systems (SCVWR, 20086).

2. In August 2005, work was completed in support of a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) entered into by the SCWD, CLWA and the other water purveyors and United
Water Conservation District (MOU, 2001). The MOU is a commitment by the water
purveyors to expand on the previous knowledge of groundwater conditions and, using a
regional groundwater flow model, evaluate the long term sustainability of the purveyors’
groundwater operating plan under a range of existing and potential future hydrologic
conditions. The primary conclusion of the modeling analysis is that the groundwater
operating plan will not cause detrimental short term or long term effects to the
groundwater and surface water resources in the Santa Clarita Valley and is therefore,
sustainable (Basin Yield Study, 2005).

The following sub-parts respond to specific requirements of Water Code §1 0910(f):

2.2.1 Water Code §10910(f)(1)
Review of relevant information contained in the Urban Water Management Plan.

Refer to Chapter 3, Water Resources and Appendix C, Groundwater Resources and Yield in the
2005 UWMP for an overview description of the local Alluvial and Saugus Formation aquifer
systems, as well as historical and projected production consistent with the groundwater
operating plan.

2.2.2 \Water Code §10910(f)(2)

Description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the proposed project
will be supplied including information concerning adjudication and overdraft.

As described in the 2005 UWMP, the sole source of local groundwater for urban water supply in
the Santa Clarita Valley is the groundwater Basin identified in the DWR Bulietin 118, 2003
Update as the Santa Clara River Valley Groundwater Basin, East Subbasin (Basin) (Basin No.
4-4.07). The Basin is comprised of two aquifer systems, the Alluvium and the Saugus
Formation. The Alluvium generally underlies the Santa Clara River and its several tributaries,
and the Saugus Formation underlies nearly the entire Upper Santa Clara River area. There are
also some scattered outcrops of Terrace deposits in the Basin that likely contain limited
amounts of groundwater. Since these deposits are located in limited areas situated at elevations
above the regional water table and are also of limited thickness, they are of no practical
significance as aquifers and consequently have not been developed for any significant water
supply.

Neither aquifer system is in overdraft (Slade, 2002) (SCVWR, 2006) (Basin Yield Study, 2005).
In 2003, CLWA with the cooperation of the retail water purveyors completed and adopted a
Groundwater Management Plan in accordance with Water Code §10753. The management
objectives of the Plan are to ensure the ongoing use of local groundwater by maintaining the
Basin in good operating condition (no overdraft), protecting water quality and preventing
adverse impacts to surface waters. The groundwater basin has not been adjudicated and has
not been identified as overdrafted or projected to be overdrafted by DWR in the most current
Bulletin that characterizes the groundwater Basin (DVR Bulletin 118, 2004).
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2.2.3 Water Code §10910(f)(3)

Description_and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater pumped by the
public_water system for the past 5 years from any groundwater basin from which the

proposed project will be supplied.

During the 5-year period of 2003 to 2007, SCWD’s production was approximately 9,964 afy from
the Alluvial Aquifer. A summary of the past 28 years of total groundwater production from the
Alluvial Aquifer and Saugus Formation is set forth in Section 4.0 of this WSA.

Total pumpage from the Alluvial Aquifer in 2007 was 38,773 af, a decrease of 4,288 af from the
preceding year (SCVWR, 2008). Of the total Alluvial pumpage in 2007, 25,632 af was for
municipal water supply, and the balance of 13,141 af was for agriculture and other (minor)
miscellaneous uses (SCVWR, 2008).

Over the last two decades, since the inception of SWP deliveries in 1980, total pumpage from
the Alluvial Aquifer has ranged from a low of about 20,200 afy (in 1983) to slightly more than
43,400 afy (in 1999) (SCVWR, 2008).

Total pumpage from the Saugus Formation in 2007 was 7,684 af, which is 372 af more than
pumped in the prior year (SCVWR, 2008). Of the total Saugus Formation pumpage in 2007,
most (6,057 af) was for municipal water supply, and the balance (1,627 af) was for agricultural
and other (minor) uses (SCVWR, 2008). Saugus pumpage has remained stable, at an average
of about 6,432 afy, since 2003 (SCVWR, 2008). On a long-term average basis since the
importation of SWP water, total pumpage from the Saugus Formation has ranged from a low of
about 3,700 afy (in 1999) to a high of nearly 14,917 afy in (1991); average pumpage from 1930
to present has been slightly less than 7,000 afy (SCVWR, 2008). These numbers are at the
lower end of the estimated range of the operational yield of the Saugus Formation (2005
UWMP).

2.2.4 \Water Code §10910(f)(4)

Description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater that is projected to
be pumped by the public water system from any basin from which the proposed project
will be supplied.

See Table 3-8 in the 2005 UWMP for a summary of the range of groundwater production
projected by the retail water purveyors. To ensure sustainability, the purveyors have committed
to jointly ensuring that the annual total amount of groundwater pumped from the East Subbasin
will not exceed the purveyors’ operating plan as described in the Basin Yield Study (Basin Yield
Study, 2005) and reported annually in the Santa Clarita Valley Water Report.

2.2.5 Water Code §10910(f)(5)

Analysis of the sufficiency of the groundwater from the basin or basins from which the

proposed project will be supplied to meet the projected water demand associated with
the proposed project.

SCWD has determined that the sufficiency of groundwater necessary to meet the initial and
projected water demand associated with the Project was addressed in the 2005 UWMP.
Therefore, as provided in Water Code §10910(f)(5), SCWD incorporates the following 2005
UWMP’s conclusions regarding the adequacy of the groundwater supply.
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For municipal water supply, with existing wells and pumps, the three retail water purveyors with
Alluvial wells (SCWD, NCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active
wells (not impacted by perchlorate) of 36,120 gallons per minute (gpm), which translates into a
current full-time Alluvial source capacity of approximately 58,000 afy. These capacities do not
include one Alluvial Aquifer well that has been temporarily inactivated due to perchlorate
contamination: the SCWD Stadium well, which represents another 800 gpm of pumping
capacity, or full-time source capacity of about 1,290 afy.

in terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Alluvial groundwater source capacity
of municipal wells is approximately 58,000 afy. This is more than sufficient to meet the
municipal, or urban, component of groundwater supply from the Alluvium, which is currently
20,000 to 25,000 afy of the total planned Alluvial pumping of 30,000 to 40,000 afy. (The
balance of Alluvial pumping in the operating plan is for agricultural and other, including small
private, pumping.)

For municipal water supply with existing wells, the three retail water purveyors with Saugus
wells (SCWD, NCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active wells (not
impacted by perchlorate) of 14,900 gpm, which translates into a full-time Saugus source
capacity of 24,000 afy. These capacities do not include the four Saugus wells impacted by
perchlorate, although they indirectly reflect the capacity of one of the impacted wells,
VWC's Well 157, which has been sealed and abandoned, and replaced by VWC's Well 206 in a
non-impacted part of the Basin. The four impacted wells, one owned by NCWD and two owned
by SCWD, in addition to the VWC well, represent a total of 7,900 gpm of pumping capacity
(or full-time source capacity of about 12,700 afy) inactivated due to perchlorate contamination.

In terms of adequacy and availability, the combined active Saugus groundwater source
capacity of municipal wells of 24,000 afy, is more than sufficient to meet the planned use of
Saugus groundwater in normal years of 7,500 to 15,000 afy during the currently scheduled
two-year time frame for restoration of impacted Saugus capacity (as discussed further in
Chapter 5 of the 2005 UWMP). This currently active capacity is also more than sufficient to
meet water demands, in combination with other sources, if both of the next two years are
dry. At that time, the combination of currently active capacity and restored impacted capacity,
through a combination of treatment at two of the impacted wells and replacement well
construction, will provide sufficient total Saugus capacity to meet the planned use of Saugus
groundwater during multiple dry-years of 35,000 af, if that third year is also a dry year.

2.2.6 Perchlorate Contamination

Groundwater produced by SCWD consistently meets drinking water standards set by EPA and
the California Department of Public Health. However, the 2005 UWMP further describes that
ammonium perchlorate (perchlorate) has been a concern with respect to the groundwater
quality since it was detected in four wells in the eastern part of the Saugus formation in 1997
and later in two wells in the Alluvial formation. Of the six wells that were initially removed from
active water supply service upon the detection of perchlorate, four wells with a combined
capacity of 7,200 gpm remain out of service. SCWD, CLWA and the other purveyors have
developed an implementation plan that would restore this well capacity. The implementation
plan includes a combination of treatment facilities and replacement wells. Treatment facilities
and pipelines for several of the impacted wells are under construction, will be operational in
early 2009 and the production restoration (replacement) wells will be operational by 2010. The
treatment project will treat over 3,800 af per year, stop plume migration and put the water back
to beneficial use.
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In light of the preceding, with regard to the adequacy of groundwater as the local component of
water supply in this WSA, the non-impacted groundwater supply will be sufficient to meet near-
term water requirements as described in Section 2.2.5 above. Afterwards, the total groundwater
capacity will be sufficient to meet the full range of normal and dry-year conditions as provided in
the operating plan for groundwater supply. Additional information on the treatment technology
and schedule for restoration of the impacted wells is provided in Chapters 5 and 6, and
Appendices D and E of the 2005 UWMP.

2.3 Recycled Water

CLWA currently has a contract with the Los Angeles County Sanitation District for 1,700 af per
year of recycled water that became available in 2003 (Reference Table 4-2 in Section 4.0 of this
WSA for historical recycled water deliveries). Currently, SCWD does not have any infrastructure
in place to utilize recycled water. However, SCWD does indirectly benefit because any recycled
water use will allow for an offset of potable water supplies (including groundwater and SWP
water) to be used in other areas of the Santa Clarita Valley.

3.0 PLANNED WATER RESOURCES

This WSA includes additional information related to obtaining planned additional water supplies.
Potential future water sources discussed in the 2005 UWMP include acquisition of additional
imported water supplies, recycled water, desalination, increased dry year Saugus pumping, and
additional SWP reliability projects. Demand side management programs (conservation) is also
considered an important component of water supply resulting from efforts by SCWD, CLWA and
the other retailers to reduce water demands on a long term basis.

The 2005 UWMP specifically identifies the following projected future sources of supply
consisting of water transfers, additional groundwater banking programs (pg. 3-20), increased
dry year Saugus pumping and additional recycled water (pg. 4-1) as necessary to meet the total
projected demands through 2030.

3.1 Water Transfers

Though not identified in the 2005 UWMP, during March 2008 the Agency entered into an
agreement to participate in the Yuba Accord Water Program. Approximately 850 acre-feet of
non-SWP water supply is available to CLWA in critically dry years as a result of the DWR
entering into agreements with Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) and the Bureau of
Reclamation relating to settlement of water rights issues on the Lower Yuba River (Yuba
Accord). Additional supplies will be available in wetter years. The quantity of water will vary
depending on hydrology, and the extent of participation by other SWP contractors.

3.2 Additional Banking Programs

The 2005 UWMP discusses water banking storage and pumpback capacity both north and
south of CLWA's service area, the latter of which would provide an emergency supply in case of
catastrophic outage along the California Aqueduct. With short-term storage now existing in the
Semitropic program and long-term storage now existing with Rosedale-Rio Bravo, CLWA is
assessing southern water banking opportunities with a number of entities.
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Groundwater banking and conjunctive-use programs enhance the reliability of both existing and
future supplies. Table 3-1 summarizes CLWA's future reliability enhancement programs.

Table 3-1
Future Reliability Enhancement Programs
v Proposed Quantities (af)
Project Name ?ar Average/ Single Multiple
Available Normal Year]| Dry Year Dry Years (1)
Additional Planned Banking Programs 2014 0 20,000 20,000

(1) Supplies shown are the recommended amount and maximum withdrawal capacity for each of four consecutive dry years from the CLWA
Water Supply Reliability Plan Draft Report (2003).

3.3 Increased Dry-year Saugus Formation Pumping

The 2005 UWMP concludes (pg. 3-10) that pumping from the Saugus Formation in a given year
is tied directly to the availability of other water supplies, particularly from the SWP. During
average-year conditions within the SWP system, Saugus pumping ranges between 7,500
and 15,000 afy. Planned dry-year pumping from the Saugus Formation ranges between 15,000
and 25,000 afy during a drought year and can increase to between 21,000 and 25,000 afy if
SWP deliveries are reduced for two consecutive years and between 21,000 and 35,000 afy if
SWP deliveries are reduced for three consecutive years. Such high pumping would be
followed by periods of reduced (average-year) pumping, at rates between 7,500 and
15,000 afy, to further enhance the effectiveness of natural recharge processes that would
recover water levels and groundwater storage volumes after the higher pumping during dry
years.

As mentioned in Section 2.2.5 of this WSA, the three retail water purveyors with Saugus
wells (SCWD, NCWD, and VWC) have a combined pumping capacity from active wells (not
impacted by perchlorate) of 14,900 gpm, which translates into a full-time Saugus source
capacity of 24,000 afy. These capacities do not include the four Saugus wells impacted by
perchlorate, although they indirectly reflect the capacity of one of the impacted wells,
VWC's Well 157, which has been sealed and abandoned, and replaced by VWC's Well 206 in a
non-impacted part of the Basin. The four impacted wells, one owned by NCWD and two owned
by SCWD, in addition to the VWC well, represent a total of 7,900 gpm of pumping capacity
(or full-time source capacity of about 12,700 afy) inactivated due to perchlorate contamination.
Additional capacity to meet the dry-year operating plan will be met by the restoration of
impacted wells and new well construction.

3.4 Additional Recycled Water

Wastewater that has been highly treated and disinfected ¢an be reused for landscape irrigation
and other non-potable purposes. It is not suitable for use as potable water. In 1993, CLWA
completed a Reclaimed Water System Master Plan to use recycled water as a reliable water
source to meet some non-potable demand within the Santa Clarita Valley. In March 2007 CLWA
certified a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Recycled Water System Master
Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan is a proposed expansion of the existing recycled water
system that would ultimately allow for the use of up to 17,400 afy of recycled water within the
CLWA service area with full build out in the year 2030. The Master Plan includes facilities that
would deliver recycled water to the SCWD service area. The delivery of the recycled water to
the remainder of the CLWA service area would free up additional potable supplies for the
SCWHD. Though not described in the 2005 UWMP, and in addition to the CLWA Master Plan, the
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Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plant Revised Draft Additional Analysis,
(November 2002) includes an additional 5,400 af of water that will be delivered to the Newhall
Ranch development once fully constructed (Newhall Ranch, 2002). Table 4-2 in Section 4.0 of
this WSA may be referenced for historical recycled water deliveries.

3.5 Water Conservation

One of the assumptions in the 2005 UWMP is that future potable water demand will be reduced
by no less than ten percent through the implementation of water conservation measures.
Therefore, the Project can only be consistent with the 2005 UWMP if it incorporates, at a
minimum, those conservation measures discussed in the 2005 UWMP. As an example, this
includes the use of xeriscaping and drought tolerant/native plantings to ensure all landscaping
conserves water.

It is extremely important that water conservation mitigation measures are included in the
mitigation and monitoring plan as part of the environmental documentation for the Project and
made conditions of Project approval. Until such time as CLWA and its water purveyors formally
adopt a set of specific water conservation requirements for application to all development
projects, the Project should include (1) water savings fixtures in all interiors and (2) the use of
drought tolerant plant materials and design in common areas. In addition, all common area
manufactured slopes/newly landscaped areas should include:

» Automatic Weather Based Irrigation Controllers that will control the run times based on
evapotranspiration for the time of year of watering

 Irrigation controllers with a rain sensing automatic shutoff
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4.0 WATER USE

4.1 Historical Water Use

SCWOD’s water use for the last 26 years is shown in Table 4-1. Table 4-2 illustrates the region’s

water use for the same period.

Table 4-1
Historical Water Use for Santa Clarita Water Division

(acre-feet) (SCVWR, 2008)

State Water Saugus
Year Project Alluvium Formation Total
1980 1,125 9,460 0 10,585
1981 4,602 7,109 0 1,711
1982 6,454 4,091 0 10,545
1983 5,214 4,269 0 9,483
1984 6,616 6,057 0 12,673
1985 6,910 6,242 0 13,162
1986 8,366 5,409 0 13,775
1987 9,712 5,582 0 15,294
1988 11,430 5,079 63 16,572
1989 12,790 5,785 0 18,575
1990 12,480 5,983 40 18,503
1991 6,158 5,593 4,781 16,532
1992 6,350 8,288 2,913 17,551
1993 3,429 12,016 2,901 18,346
1994 5,052 10,996 3,863 19,911
1995 7,955 10,217 1,726 19,898
1996 9,385 10,445 2,176 22,006
1997 10,120 11,268 1,068 22,456
1998 8,893 11,426 0 20,319
1999 10,772 13,741 0 24,513
2000 13,751 11,529 0 25,280
2001 15,648 9,896 0 25,544
2002 18,921 9,513 0 28,434
2003 20,668 6,424 0 27,092
2004 22,045 7,146 0 29,191
2005 16,513 12,408 0 28,921
2006 17,146 13,156 0 30,302
2007 20,669 10,686 0 31,355
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(acre-feet) (SCVWR, 2008)

Table 4-2
Historical Total Water Use for the Santa Clarita Valley Region

State Water Saugus Recycled
Year Project Alluvium Formation Water Total
1980 1,125 31,456 4,589 - 37,170
1981 5,816 30,793 4,970 - 41,579
1982 9,659 21,868 4,090 - 35,617
1983 9,185 20,286 3,852 - 33,323
1984 10,996 27,318 4,449 - 42,763
1985 11,823 25,347 4,715 - 41,885
1986 13,759 24,205 5,485 - 43,449
1987 16,285 22,642 5,561 - 44,488
1088 19,033 21,648 6,928 - 47,609
1989 21,618 23,721 7,759 - 53,098
1990 21,613 23,876 8,861 - 54,350
1991 7,968 27,187 14,917 - 50,072
1992 14,898 27,591 10,924 - 53,413
1993 13,836 30,126 10,610 - 54,572
1994 14,700 33,133 12,025 - 59,858
1995 17,002 34,464 8,560 - 60,026
1996 18,873 38,438 8,186 - 65,497
1997 23,215 39,599 7,745 - 70,559
1998 20,266 36,648 5,555 - 62,469
1999 27,302 43,406 3,716 - 74,424
2000 32,582 39,649 4,080 - 76,311
2001 35,369 37,273 4,140 - 76,782
2002 41,768 38,103 5,160 - 85,031
2003 44,419 33,5677 4,207 700 82,904
2004 47,205 33,757 6,503 448 87,914
2005 38,034 38,648 6,453 438 83,573
2006 40,646 43,061 7,312 419 91,438
2007 45,332 38,773 7,684 470 *92,260

*For 2007, this amount includes 11,000 af of water acquired pursuant to the terms of CLWA’ BV/IRRB

Water Acquisition Project.
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4.2 Water Use of Project
Projected Demand — Skyline Ranch:

In 2007, SCWD's service area-wide demands were 31,355 af (SCVWR, 2008). The Project will

require approximately 1,818 afy at build-out (See Table 4.3 below).

Table 4-3
Water Use Estimate for the Skyline Ranch Project
(acre-feet)

Size of
Water Use Proposed
Factor Project Estimated
Land Use Categories (afy) (rounded) ™ Water Use (afy)
Single-Family Residential 0.82 per unit 1,270 1,041
Parks 3 per acre 15 45
Elementary School 3 per acre 11 33
Manufactured Slopes 3 per acre 2079 621
Road Parkways 3 per acre 26 78
Total 1,818

®  Project details provided by CH2M HILL and PCR.
@  Acreage includes off-site landscaped slope areas of 7.92 acres (VTTM 46018) and 1.96 acres (BLM

property).
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4.3 Future Water Use

The amount of water delivered by SCWD in the recent past, and future projections by customer
are summarized in Table 4-4 below. Table 4-5 summarizes the region’s projected water demand
as discussed in the 2005 UWMP.

Table 4-4
Past, Current, and Projected Water Demands (by customer type)
Santa Clarita Water Division (2005 UWMP)

Y Water Use Single Multi- Comm- | Construction/ | Institutional/ | Landscape Total
ear Sectors Family Family ercial Industrial Government

2000 tered No. of accounts] 16,906 3,784 537 48 83 612 21,970

T T Deliveries (a)], 15,966 | 2,669 930 1,096 893 | 3,726 | 25,280

2005 | metered No. of accounts] 20,550 4,800 650 50 125 700 26,875

© Deliveries (af)f 19,139 3,386 1,126 1,142 1,345 4,262 30,400

2010 | metered No. of accountsy 23,575 5,800 750 60 175 800 31,160

T8 ™ Deliveries (an| 21,486 | 4,091 | 1,299 1,370 1883 | 4871 | 35,000

2015 | metered No. of accounts| 25,715 6,800 850 70 225 900 34,560

e ™ Deliveries (ah| 23,333 | 4,796 | 1,472 1598 | 2421 | 5480 | 39,100

2020 | metered No. of accounts| 27,855 7,800 950 80 275 1,000 37,960

Deliveries (af)| 25,080 5,501 1,645 1,826 2,959 6,089 43,100

No. of accounts{| 29,995 8,800 1,050 90 325 1,100 41,360

2025 | metered —
Deliveries (af) 26,827 6,206 1,818 2,054 3,497 6,698 47,100
No. of accounts{ 32,135 9,800 1,150 100 375 1,200 44,760
2030 | metered —
Deliveries (af)| 28,574 6,911 1,991 2,282 4,035 7,307 51,100
Table 4-5
Regional Projected Water Demands (2005 UWMP)
Purveyor Demand (af} Annual
2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 Increase

CLWA SCWD 30,400 35,000 39,100 | 43,100 47,100 51,100 21%

LACWWD #36 1,300 1,600 1,800 2,000 2,400 2,800 3.1%

NCWD 11,800 14,400 16,000 | 17.700 19,300 21,000 2.4%

VWC 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/Private Uses 15,600 13,950 12,300 | 10,650 9,000 9,000 -
[Total (w/o conservation)| 89,300 100,050 109,400 {117,150 128,400 138,300 -
Conservation (1) (7,370) (8,610) (9,710) | (10,650) (11,940) | (12,930) -

Total (w/conservation) 81,930 91,440 99,690 | 106,500 116,460 125,370 1.3%

(1) UWMP 2005
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5.0 NORMAL, SINGLE-DRY, AND MULTIPLE-DRY YEAR PLANNING

The following sections summarize the existing and planned supplies and how they will be
utilized during Normal, Single-Dry, and Multiple-Dry Years. The text and tables were taken from
the 2005 UWMP, and updated by including the most recent reliability numbers from the State
Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2007, moving the 11,000 af of Buena Vista-Rosedale
water from “Planned Supplies” to “Existing Supplies”, adding 1,607 af of Nickel Water to
“Existing Supplies”, moving 20,000 af of Rosedale-Rio Bravo banked water from “Planned
Banking” to “Existing Banking”, adding the Newhall Land — Semitropic Water Bank, and adding
5,400 af of Recycled Water for Newhall Ranch to “Planned Supplies” (see sections 2.1.1, 2.1.3
and 3.4 above). Updates to the table footnotes were also made as needed to reflect current
information. '

5.1 Summary of Existing and Planned Supplies

A summary of existing and planned water supplies is presented in Table 5-1 on the following
page. Table 5-1 is not intended to be an operational plan for how supplies would be used in a
particular year, but rather identifies the complete range of water supplies available under a
range of hydrologic conditions. Diversity of supply allows CLWA and the purveyors the option of
drawing on multiple sources of supply in response to changing conditions such as varying
weather patterns (average/normal years, single dry years, multiple dry years), fluctuations in
delivery amounts of SWP water, natural disasters, and contamination with substances such as
perchlorate. It is the stated goal of CLWA and the retail water purveyors to deliver a reliable
and high quality water supply for their customers, even during dry periods. Based on
conservative water supply and demand assumptions over the next 25 years (i.e., through 2030
as described in the 2005 UWMP) in combination with conservation of non-essential demand
during certain dry years, the water supply plan described in the 2005 UWMP successfully
achieves this goal.
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Table 51 Summary of Current and Planned Water Supplies and Banking Programs{1)

Supply (af)
Water Supply Sources 2007 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Existing Supplies (1)

Wholesale (Imported) 64,680 78,667 79,667 79,287 80,287 80,287
SWP Table A Supply (2) 60,000 60,000 61,000 62,000 63,000 63,000
Buena Vista-Rosedale 0 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Nickel Water - Newhall Land ¢] 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) (3) 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680
Flexibie Storage Account (Ventura 0 1,380 1,380 0 0 0
County) (3) (4)

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 Supplies 106,380 126,367 127,367 126,987 127,987 127,987
Existing Banking Programs (3) [

Semitropic Water Bank (5) 50,870 50,870 0 0 0 0

Rosedale-Rio Bravo (7) 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

Semitropic Water Bank — Newhall Land (8) 0 18,828 18,828 18,828 18,828 18,828

Total Existing Banking Programs 70,870 89,698 38,828 38,828 38,828 38,828

Planned Supplies (1)

Local Supplies

Groundwater 0 10,000 10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 0 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

New Wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000

Recycled Water - CLWA (6) 0 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700
Recycled Water - Newhall Ranch 0 0 1,500 2,500 3,500 5,400

Total Planned Supplies 0 10,000 13,100 28,800 34,500 41,100

Planned Banking Programs (3)

Additional Planned Banking 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Total Planned Banking Programs 0 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

1. The values shown under "Existing Supplies” and "Planned Supplies" are supplies projected to be available in average/normal years. The values
shown under "Existing 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 95,200 af by percentages of average deliveries projected to be
available, based on Tables 6-5 and 6-14 of DWR's "State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2007". Year 2030 figure is calculated by
multiplying by DWR’s 2027 percentage of 66%.

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 2015).

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 longer be available and in any event, is not available after 2013.

6. Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in CLWA's 2005 UWMP Chapter 4, Recycled Water.

7. CLWA has 64,900 af of recoverable water as of 12/31/07 in the Rosedale-Rio Bravoe Water Banking and Recovery Program.

8. Supplies shown are the total amount currently in storage. As of December 31, 2007, there is 18,828 af of water stored in the Semitropic
Groundwater Storage Bank by The Newhall Land and Farming Company for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The stored water can be extracted
from the bank in dry years in amounts up to 4,950 afy. Newhall Ranch is located within the CLWA service area.
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5.2 Normal Water Year

Table 5-2 summarizes water supplies available to meet demands over the 20-year planning
period during an average/normal year. As presented in the table, water supply is broken down
into existing and planned water supply sources, including wholesale (imported) water, local
supplies, and banking programs. Demands are shown with and without the effects of an
assumed 10 percent urban reduction resulting from conservation best management practices.
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Table 5-2 Projected Average/Normal Year Supplies and Demands

Supply (af)
Water Supply Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Existing Supplies
Wholesale (Imported) 73,007 73,707 74,407 75,107 75,407
SWPP Table A Supply (1) 60,400 61,100 61,800 62,500 62,800
Buena Vista-Rosedale 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Nickel Water - Newhall Land 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) (2) 0 0 0 o] 0
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (2) 0 0 0 0 0
Local Supplies
Groundwater 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000 46,000
Alluvial Aquifer 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Saugus Formation 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700
Total Existing Supplies 120,707 121,407 122,107 122,807 123,107
Existing Banking Programs
Semitropic Water Bank (2) 0 0 0 0 0
Rosedale-Rio Bravo (2) 0 0 0 0 0
Semitropic Water Bank — Newhall Land (2) 0 0 0 0 0
Total Existing Banking Programs 0 0 0 0 0
Planned Supplies
Local Supplies
Groundwater 0 0 0 0 0
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) (2) 0 0 0 0 0
New Wells (Saugus Formation) (2) 0 0 0 0 0
Recycled Water - CLWA (3) 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700
Recycled Water - Newhall Ranch 0 1,500 2,500 3,500 5,400
Total Planned Supplies 0 3,100 8,800 14,500 21,100
Planned Banking Programs
Additional Planned Banking (2) 0 0 0
Total Planned Banking Programs 0 0 0 0 0
Total Existing and Planned Supplies and Banking 120,707 124,507 130,907 137,307 144,207
Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (4) 100,050 109,400 117,150 128,400 138,300
Conservation (5) (8,600) (9,700) (10,700) (11,900) (12,900)
Total Adjusted Demand 91,450 99,700 106,450 116,500 125,400

1. SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of average deliveries projected to be
available on Tables 6-5 and 6-14 of DWR's "State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2007". Year 2030 figure is calculated by

multiplying by DWR’s 2027 percentage of 66%.
2. Not needed during average/normal years.

3. Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in CLWA's 2005 UWMP Chapter 4, Recycled Water.
4. Demands are for uses within the existing CLWA service area. Demands for any annexations to the CLWA setvice area are not included.
5. Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of total demand resulting from conservation best management practices, as discussed in

CLWA's 2005 UWMP, Chapter 7.
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5.3 Single-Dry Year

The water supplies and demands for CLWA'’s service area over the 20-year planning period
were analyzed in the event that a single-dry year occurs, similar to the drought that occurred in
California in 1977. Table 5-3 summarizes the existing and planned supplies available to meet
demands during a single-dry year. Demand during dry years was assumed to increase by 10
percent.
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Table 5-3 Projected Single-Dry Year Supplies and Demands

Supply (af)
Water Supply Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Existing Supplies
Wholesale (Imported) 24,567 24,767 23,587 23,887 23,987
SWP Table A Supply (1) 5,900 6,100 6,300 6,600 6,700
Buena Vista-Rosedale 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Nicke! Water - Newhall Land 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680 4,680
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County)(2) 1,380 1,380 0 0 0
Local Supplies
Groundwater 47,500 47,500 47,500 47,500 47,500
Alluvial Aquifer 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500
Saugus Fommation 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700
Total Existing Supplies 73,767 73,967 72,787 73,087 73,187
Existing Banking Programs
Semitropic Water Bank (3) 17,000 0 0 0 0
Rosedale-Rio Bravo (5) 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Semitropic Water Bank — Newhall Land (10) 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950
Total Existing Banking Programs 41,950 24,950 24,950 24,950 24,950
Planned Supplies
Local Supplies
Groundwater 10,000 10,060 20,000 20,000 20,000
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
New Wells (Saugus Formation) 0 0 10,000 10,000 10,000
Recycled Water - CLWA (4) 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700
Recycled Water - Newhall Ranch 0 1,500 2,500 3,500 5,400
Total Planned Supplies 10,000 13,100 28,800 34,500 41,100
Planned Banking Programs
Additional Planned Banking (6) 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Total Planned Banking Programs 0 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Total Existing and Planned Supplies and Banking 125,717 132,017 146,537 152,537 169,237
Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (7) (8) 110,100 120,300 128,900 141,200 152,100
Conservation (9) (9,500) (10,700) (11,700) (13,100) (14,200)
Total Adjusted Demand 100,600 109,600 117,200 128,100 137,900

1. SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of single dry year deliveries projected to be

available on Tables 6-5 and 6-14 of DWR's "State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2007". Year 2030 figure is calculated by multiplying by

DWR’s 2027 percentage of 7%.

2. Initial term of the Ventura County entities’ flexible storage account is ten years (from 2006 to 2015).

3. The total amount of water currently in storage is 50,870 af, available through 2013. Withdrawals of up to this amount are potentially available in a

dry year, but given possible competition for withdrawal capacity with other Semitropic banking partners in extremely dry years, it is assumed here

that about one third of the total amount stored could be withdrawn.

4. Recycled water supplies based on projections provided in CLWA's 2005 UWMP Chapter 4, Recycled Water.

. CLWA has 64,900 af of recoverable water as of 12/31/07 in the Rosedale-Rio Bravo Water Banking and Recovery Program.

. Assumes additional planned banking supplies available by 2014.

. Assumes increase in total demand of 10 percent during dry years.

. Demands are for uses within the existing CLWA service area. Demands for any annexations to the CLWA service area are not included.
Assumes 10 percent reduction on urban portion of total normal year demand resulting from conservation best management practices ([urban

portlon of total normal year demand x 1.10] * 0.10), as discussed in CLWA's 2005 UWMP, Chapter 7.

10. Delivery of stored water from the Newhall Land Semitropic Groundwater Bank requires further agreements between CLWA and Newhall Land.

O o~NOO;
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5.4 Multiple-Dry Year

The water supplies and demands for CLWA's service area over the 20-year planning period
were analyzed in the event that a four-year multiple-dry year event occurs, similar to the drought
that occurred during the years 1931 to 1934. Table 5-4 summarizes the existing and planned
supplies available to meet demands during multiple-dry years. Demand during dry years was
assumed to increase by 10 percent.
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Table 5-4 Projected Multiple-Dry Year Supplies and Demands(1)

Supply (af)
Water Supply Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
Existing Supplies
Wholesale (Imported) 47,017 46,317 45,277 44,477 44,277
SWP Table A Supply (2) 32,900 32,200 31,500 30,700 30,500
Buena Vista-Rosedale 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
Nickel Water - Newhall Land 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607 1,607
Flexible Storage Account (CLWA) (3) 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170 1,170
Flexible Storage Account (Ventura County) (3) 340 340 0 0 0
Local Supplies
Groundwater 47,500 47,500 47,500 47,500 47,500
Alluvial Aquifer 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500 32,500
Saugus Formation (4) 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Recycled Water 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700
Total Existing Supplies 96,217 95,517 94,477 93,677 93,477
Existing Banking Programs
Semitropic Water Bank (3) 12,700 0 0 0 0
Rosedale-Rio Bravo (6) (7) 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Semitropic Water Bank — Newhall Land(12) 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950 4,950
Total Existing Banking Programs 22,650 19,950 19,950 19,850 19,950
Planned Supplies
Local Supplies
Groundwater 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500
Restored wells (Saugus Formation) (4) 6,500 6,500 5,000 5,000 5,000
New Wells (Saugus Formation) (4) 0 0 1,500 1,500 1,500
Recycled Water (5) 0 1,600 6,300 11,000 15,700
Recycled Water - Newhall Ranch 0 1,500 2,500 3,500 5,400
Total Planned Supplies 6,500 9,600 15,300 21,000 27,600
Planned Banking Programs
Additional Planned Banking (7) (8) 0 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Total Planned Banking Programs 0 5,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Total Existing and Planned Supplies and Banking 125,367 130,067 144,727 149,627 156,027
Total Estimated Demand (w/o conservation) (9) (10) 110,100 120,300 128,900 141,200 152,100
Conservation (11) (9,500) (10,700) (11,700) (13,100) (14,200)
Total Adjusted Demand 100,600 109,600 117,200 128,100 137,900

1. Supplies shown are annual averages over four consecutive dry years (unless otherwise noted).

2. SWP supplies are calculated by multiplying CLWA's Table A Amount of 95,200 af by percentages of average deliveries projected to be
available during the worst case four-year drought o