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ATTACHMENT B

SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

5.4 MONITORING PROGRAM

TABLE 5.4-1
ANNOTATED LAND USE PLAN
STATISTICAL TABLE
RIVERWOOD RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL
Dwelling Units Second Units’
y Planned Maximum Planned Maximum
Planning Gross Planned Maximum - Second Second Bldg. Bldg.
Area =~ Acres Units Units Units Units = Square Ft. Square Ft.
RESIDENTIAL ) )
- E ESTATE Rw-02 596.7 215 323 215 323 - ~
E RW-21 95.7 19 29 19 29 - -
L LOow RW-12 29.0 26 39 - 39 - -
L RW-14 119.7 108 162 - 162 - -
L RW-20 49.5 45 68 - 68 - -
LM LOW-MEDIUM RW-03 203 117 176 - - - -
LM RW-06 64.2 299 449 - - - -
LM RW-15, 81.5 377, 566, - - - -
LM Rw-22 5.3 30, 45, - - - -
LM _ RW-34 116.6 534 801 - - - ~
M  MEDIUM RW-11, 15.0 267, 401, - - = -
M RW-31, 26.5 304, 456, - - - -
M RW-32, 14.1 206, 309, - - = -
M RW-33 39.5 400 600 - - - -
H _HIGH RW-16 8.3 263 395 - - - ~
1,281.9 3,210 234 0
MIXED USE : "
MU MIXED USE RwW-07 309 -~ - - - 162,000 243,000
MU RW-26, 120 - - 4 - - 191,000 286,500
MU Rw-27 278 - - - - 396,000 594,000
MU Rw-28, 198 - - - - 285,000 427,500
MU Rw-29, 250 - - 4 - - 317,000 475,500
MU RW-30 125 - - - - 189,000 283,500
128.0 0 0 1,540,000
NON-RESIDENTIAL '
C COMMERCIAL RW-35 156 - - - - 131,000 196,500
c RW-36* 67 - - - - - -
BP BUSINESS PARK RW-04 516 - - - - 200,000 . 300,000
BP Rw-24 1970 -~ - - - 1,085,000 1,642,500
OA OPEN AREA RW-01 1972 - - - - - -
OA RW-13 172 - - - - - -
OA RW-17 226 - - - - - -
OA RW-18 137 - = - - = - -
OA RW-19 104 - - - - = -
OA RwW-23 271 - - - - - -
OA RW-25 235 - - - - - -
RC RIVER CORRIDOR RW-05 989 - - - - - -
RC RW-09 134.1 - - - - - -
RC RW-37 1075 - - - ‘ - . = -
923.1 0 0 1,426,000
VILLAGE TOTAL: 23329 3210 234 2,966,000

1 Second Units require a CUP.
2 The residential dwelling units withir RW-22 are
Planning Area RW-22 shall not be converted to

restricted to residences, single-famil
commercial land use.

y detached, which may include clustered single-family/court homes.

The total number of residential dwelling units within the Planning Areas of the Indian Dunes portion of the Specific Plan Area (i.e., RW-27 and RW-29 through

3
RW-34) shall not exceed 1,444,
4

Pianning Area RW-36 has been identifled as a potential site for a transit station.
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SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

5.4 MONITORING PROGRAM

TABLE 5.4-1
ANNOTATED LAND USE PLAN
STATISTICAL TABLE
(continued)
OAK VALLEY RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL
Dwelling Units Second Units'
Planned Maximum Planned Maximum
Planning Gross Planned Maximum Second Second Bldg. Bldg.
Area Acres Units Units ~  Units Units Square Ft. Square Ft.
RESIDENTIAL
E ESTATE OV-04? 32.6 12 18 12 18 - -
E OV-102 98.1 28 42 28 42 - -
L LOW OV-05 41.2 37 56 - 56 - -
LM LOW MEDIUM OoV-03 25.0 108 162 -~ - - -
LM ' ov-21 30.1 139 209 - - - -
LM ov-23 218 72 108 - - - -
Y OV-24 13.9 52 78 - - - -
M MEDIUM OV-08 30.1 318 470 - - - -
M OoVv-13 136.4 1,216 1,824 — - - -
M ov-17 22.8 258 387 - - - -
H HIGH ov-22 11.2 281 422 - - - -
463.2 2,516 40 ' S0
MIXED USE
MU MIXED USE OV-15 82.6 337 - - - 381,000 571,500
_ 82.6 337 0 381,000
NON-RESIDENTIAL ‘
OA OPEN AREA Oov-09 8.1 - - -~ - - -
OA ov-02 2.8 - - - - - -
CA ov-07 69.8 - - - - - -
OA OoV-06 101 - - - - - -
OA ov-12 25.7 - - - - - -~
CA ov-14 6.3 - - - . - C- -
_OA OV-16 15.0 - = - ' - - -
OA Ov-18 57.3 - - - - - -
OA OV-20 51.9 - - - - - -
RC RIVER CORRIDOR 0OV-01 144.0 ~ - - - - -
RC OV-11 453 - - - - - -
4363 0 0 0
VILLAGE TOTAL: 982.1 2,853 7 40 ) 381,000

-

‘Second Units require a CUP.

Construction of buildings and other structures shall only be permitted upon developed pads within Planning Areas
OV-04 and OV-10 and shall not be permitted on southerly slopes facing High Country SMA or in the area between
the original SEA 20 boundary and the High Country boundary (see Appendix 7.7).
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SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

5.4 MONITORING PROGRAM

TABLE 5.4-1
ANNOTATED LAND USE PLAN
STATISTICAL TABLE
- (continued) , L
POTRERO VALLEY RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL
Dwelling Units Second Units' ‘
Planned Maximum Planned Maximum
Planning Gross Planned Maximum Second Second Bldg. Bldg.
_ Area. Acres Units Units _Units Units  Square Ft. Square Ft.
RESIDENTIAL ’
E ESTATE PV-022 341.0 93 140 93 140 - -
E PVv-25 252 7 11 7 11 - -
E pv-282 58.6 21 32 21 32 - -
L LOW PV-03 39.9 36 54 - 54 - -
L ' PV-19 38.9 35 53 - 53 ~ -
LM LOW-MEDIUM PV-04 82.2 309 464 - - - -
LM PV-06 57 27 41 - - - -
LM PV-14 72.8 189 284 - - - -
LM PV-15 178.7 280 420 - - - -
LM PV-20 39.6 98 147 - - - -
LM PV-21 105.9 245 368 - - - -
LM PV-27 18.8 69 104 - - = -
LM PV-29 58.6 229 344 - - - -
M~ MEDIUM PV-08 80.4 758 1,137 - - - -
M PV-12 11.5 166 249 - - - -
M PV-13 34.8 212 318 - - - -
M PV-17 10.9 115 173 - - - -
M PV-18 47.2 350 525 - ~ ~ -
M PV-23 16.9 203 305 - - - -
M PV-24 122.6 307 461 - - - -
H  HIGH PV-16 314 - 692 1,038 - - - -
. 1,421.6 4,441 121 -0

MIXED USE : '
MU MIXED USE PV-09 13.7 150 225 - - - -
MU PV-10 101.5 822 1,233 - - 540,000 810,000

115.2 972 0 540,000
NON-RESIDENTIAL .
VS VISITOR SERVING  PV-01 36.7 - - - - 174,000 261,000
OA OPEN AREA PV-05 6.1 - ~ - - - Co—
OA PV-07 19.4 - - - - - -
OA PV-11 26.5 - - - - - -
OA PV-22 3.9 - - - — - —
OA PV-26 29 - - - - - -
OA PV-30 13.5 - - - - - -

109.0 0 0 174,000

VILLAGE TOTAL: 1,645.8 5,413 121 714,000

Construction of buildin
02 and PV-28 and sha
original SEA 20 bound

- AN

Second Units require a CUP.

gs and other structures shall only be permitted Upon developed pads within Planning Areas PV-
Il not be permitted on southerly sfopes facing High Country SMA or in the area between the
ary and the High Country boundary (see Appendix 7.7).
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SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
' 5.4 MONITORING PROGRAM

- TABLE 5.4-1
ANNOTATED LAND USE PLAN
STATISTICAL TABLE
(continued)
LONG CANYON ' RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL
Dwelling Units Second Units'
o Planned Maximum Planned Maximum
Planning Gross Planned Maximum Second Second Bidg. Bldg.
‘ Area  Acres Units Units Units Units  Square Ft. Square Ft.
RESIDENTIAL o
E ESTATE LC-03 76.1 28 42 28 42 - -
L LOw . LC-07 75.3 68 102 - 102 -~ -
L LC-12 261.2 235 353 - 353 - -
LM LOW-MEDIUM LC-05 75.9 437 656 - - - ~
LM LC-06 48.5 247 371 - - - -
LM LC-14 139.4 377 566 - = - -
LM LC-17 274 70 105 - - - -
M MEDIUM LC-09 15.5 231 347 - - - -
719.3 1,693 28 0

NON-RESIDENTIAL ‘
OA  OPEN AREA LC-02 236 - - - - - —
OA LC-04 39.6 - - - - - -
OA LC-08 17 - - - - - -
OA \ LC-11 285 - - - - - -
OA LC-13 402 ~ - - - - -
OA LC-15 449 - - - - - -
OA , LC-16 - 35 - - - - - -
OA LC-18 2.2 .= - - - - -
RC RIVERCORRIDOR LC-01 100.3 - - - - - -
RC LC-10 48.5 T = - - - - -
) 33341 ’ 0 0 0

VILLAGE TOTAL: 1,052.4 1,693 | 28 0

1 Second Units require a CUP.

14... 4nnI N... & A0




SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
5.4 MONITORING PROGRAM

TABLE 5.4-1
ANNOTATED LAND USE PLAN
STATISTICAL TABLE
(continued) : _
THE MESAS ' ) - RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL r
Dwelling Units Second Units'
Planned Maximum Planned Maximum
Planning Gross Planned Maximum Second Second Bldg. Bldg.
Area Acres Units Units . Units Units . Square Ft. Square Ft.
RESIDENTIAL : ] .
L LOwW TM-14 89.7 81 122 - 122 - -
LM LOW-MEDIUM T™-02 771 313 470 - - - -
LM _ TM-10 515 148 222 ~ - - -
LM TM-13 - 21.2 63 95 - - - =
LM T™M-17 105.7 364 546 - - - -
LM TM-18 576 129 194 - = - -
L T™M-19 90.1 294 441 - - - -
LM © TM-22 222 52 78 - - - -
LM TM-34 1242 332 498 - - - - -
M MEDIUM TM-04 122.8 1,076 1,614 - - - -
M TM-06 134 . 83 125 - - - -
M TM-21 53.6 586 879 - - - -
M TM-33 270 320 480 - - - -
H HIGH TM-08 38.9 568 852 - - - -
H TM-20 320 515 773 ~ - — -
926.9 4,924 0 0
MIXED USE
MU  MIXED USE TM-26 107.0 439 659 - - 1,009,500 1,514,250
MU TM-27 - 362 258 387 - - 90,000 135,000
MU ) - TM-28 283 591 887 - - - C-
MU TM-30 . 203 314 47 - - - -
‘MU TM-32 111.1 1,190 1,785 — —~ 69,500 104,250
- 302.9 2,792 ) ) 0 1,169,000
NON-RESIDENTIAL
C  COMMERCIAL TM-05 126 - - - = 1 19,0\00 178,500
C T™M-07 16.1 - - - - 70,000 105,000
Cc - TM-29 16.2 - - - - 130,000 195,000
OA OPENAREA . TM-03 422 - - o= - - -
OA - TM-09 3.1 = - - C- - -
OA T™M-11 - - 76 - - - - - -
OA - TM-12 20.5 - - - - - -
OA TM-15 241 - - - .- - -
OA : TM-16 7.3 - - - - - -
OA TM-23 77.7 - . - - - - -
OA. TM-24 6.2 - - -~ - - -
OA TM-31 - 6.5 - - - - - -
RC RIVERCORRIDOR TM-01 286.3 - - - -~ - -
RC TM-25 9.9 — - -~ - - : -
‘ . 536.3 0 0 319,000
VILLAGE TOTAL: ) 1,766.1 7,716 0 1,488,000

1 Second Units require a CUP.
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SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

5.4 MONITORING PROGRAM

TABLE 5.4-1 )
ANNOTATED LAND USE PLAN
STATISTICAL TABLE
(continued)
HIGH COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL
Dwelling Units Second Units®
Planned Maximum Planned Maximum -
.Planning Gross  Planned Maximum = Second Second Bldg. Bidg.
Area Acres Units Units Units Units Square Ft. Square Ft,
NON-RESIDENTIAL
HC HC-01. 4,1846 - ~ - - - -
TOTAL 4,1846 0 0 0
1 Second Unité require a CUP.
GRAND TOTAL.: 11,963.8 20,885 423 5,549,000

14... 2nn2




NEWHALL RANCH
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP
IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING SUMMARY
CURRENT STATUS
January 12, 2011

Residential Transfer Record

Non-Residential Transfer Record

Units per Planned Units Maximum Units Post Non-Residential Planned Non- “gaaxi;nu? '\llosr:: Post

Village TTM No. TTI\/FI) per Specific Plan per Density Pre Balance From (-) To (+) Balance SF per TTM Resideqt!al SF Ezlr Sgnlgity Pre Balance From (-) To (+) Balance
Transfer** per Specific Plan Transfer

Riverwood -- -- 3,210 4,093 -- -- -- -- -- 2,966,000 4,449,000 -- -- -- --
TTM - Landmark* 53108 1,444 1,444 1,444 0 0 1,033,000 1,033,000 1,549,500 0 0 0 0
TTM - Homestead 60678 1,819 1,766 2,649 -53 53 0 1,250,078 1,933,000 2,899,500 682,922 -256,100 426,822
TTM - Future Map(s) 162,000 -162,000 -162,000
Riverwood Status To Date -- 3,263 -- -- -53 -- 53 0 2,445,078 -- -- -- -- -- 264,822
The Mesas -- -- 7,716 11,574 -- -- -- -- -- 1,488,000 2,232,000 -- -- -- --
TTM- Mission Village 61105 4,055 5,465 8,198 1,410 Zj 1,276 1,555,100 1,299,000 1,948,500 -256,100 256,100 0
TTM - Homestead 60678 2,194 2,251 3,377 57 57 0 189,000 283,500 189,000 189,000
The Mesas Status To Date -- 6,249 -- -- 1467 -134 -- 1,333 1,555,100 -- -- -- -- -- 189,000
Long Canyon - - 1,693 2,540 - - - - - 0 0 - - - -
TTM - Homestead 60678 1,764 1,683 2,525 -81 81 0 0 0 0 0 0
Long Canyon Status To Date -- 1,764 -- -- -81 -- 81 0 0 -- -- -- -- -- 0
Oak Valley -- -- 2,853 4,280 -- -- -- -- -- 381,000 571,500 -- -- -- --
TTM - Future Map(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TTM - Future Map(s) 0
Oak Valley Status To Date -- 0 -- - - - - 0 0 - - - - - 0
Potrero Valley -- -- 5,413 8,120 -- -- -- -- -- 714,000 1,071,000 -- -- -- --
TTM - Future Map(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TTM - Future Map(s) 0 0
Potero Valley Status To Date -- 0 -- -- -- -- -- 0 0 -- -- -- -- -- 0
TOTALS -- 11,276 20,885 -- == == == 1,333 4,000,178 5,549,000 == == == == ==

* The Specific Plan dictates that the Landmark portion of Riverwood shall not exceed 1,444 dwelling units.

** Maximum dus achievable only through decrease of like amount in another Village.

*** 1,333 dwelling units available for transfer to Oak Valley and/or Potrero Valley.
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approximately 21.6 ac

* Grading reduced from 29.9 to
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ATTACHMENT E

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

3-16-11

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission
Mr. Sam Dea, Supervising Planner, and Ms. Blenguini
320 W. Temple St..

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Please Copy to All Commissioners

Re: Mission Village and Newhall Ranch Sanitation District
Dear Commissioners, Mr. Dea and Ms. Blenguini

We regret that no one from our group is able to attend your meeting today.

We would like to especially express our concern over the issue of the Newhall Ranch Water
Treatment Plant. The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan stated that a new sanitation plant would be
built to serve this project. In a letter dated in 2003 commenting on this issue for the Specific Plan
DEIR, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board stated that the chloride issue
would be addressed in the permitting process by requiring releases to the Santa Clara River meet
the chloride TMDL. The permit, granted in 2007, in fact required that the 100mgl TMDL be
met, with the thought that this plant, promising to be operated with reverse osmosis, would
reduce the overall chloride level on the river. Now Newhall is instead proposing to run the first
6000 units through the existing Valencia Sanitation Plant.

While Newhall now claims that it disclosed and discussed this issue in the Mission Village EIR,
the full ramifications of this change, including the issue of chlorides was in fact not discussed.

It now appears that Newhall always planned to do this, A 2002 contract, made without benefit of
CEQA, between Newhall and the Sanitation Districts was made public at the January 18™ Board
of Supervisors hearing (agenda item 25). We assert that failure to disclose this contract during
the evaluation of the specific plan, and thus address its affect on the chloride issue really,
constitutes an attempt to hide information needed by your Commission for complete decision
making on this subject.

Newhall, working with the Sanitation Districts, claims that there would be no affect from their
use of the existing plant. In fact, chloride levels of wells intended for use in the Landmark and
Mission Village DEIRS are very high and would not meet the current TMDL for chlorides when
household salt loads are added. This information was clearly documented in our comment letter
on this project.

The Valencia Treatment plant is already out of compliance with the TMDL for chlorides in the
Santa Clara River. Although the Sanitation Districts have been aware of this problem since 1979,
they have done nothing to address the issue as the use of imported water and the salt levels




SCOPE Comments on the Santa Clarita Valley General Plan Update (OVOV) 2

continued to rise in the river. Tax payers are now being asked to foot the bill for a needed
upgrade to address this issue, while the Sanitation Districts have clearly stated that no increase in
connection fees for Newhall is in the offing,

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan clearly stated that Newhall was to pay for infrastructure
expansion, not the existing residents. The chloride releases from the sanitation plant was not
addressed in the specific plan because Newhall’s use of the Valencia Treatment plant was never
discussed. Had it been, your commission and the Supervisors would have undoubtedly required
mitigation to address this issue.

This company has already cost the tax payers an enormous amount of money through its
bankruptcy proceedings and defaults on loans involving the California Public Employees
Retirement Fund. Now they propose to have the tax payers pick up the tab for the added chloride
load at the Valencia treatment plant.

If Newhall Ranch is allowed to use the Valencia treatment plant, what guarantee is there that they
will ever build the Newhall Ranch Plant? This new proposal appears to be merely a ploy to
avoid building the infrastructure that was originally promised and instead have the tax payers
continue to pay for the chloride problem.

We ask that your Commission address this issue before any further approval is granted by
requiring that Newhall provide facilities and pay the full cost of treating its water to meet the

chloride TMDL as it would have had to do if it built the Newhall Ranch Sanitation Plant as or

Sincerely,

Lynne Plambeck
President




SCOPE Comments on the Santa Clarita Valley General Plan Update (OVOV) 3

Chloride charts from our previous submittal
Currently the Sanitation Districts 26 and 32 in the Santa Clarita Valley do not comply with the

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

300 q

Y
p=3
(=3

Chloride (mgiL)
g

=
=)

50

- Saugus WRP - Valencia WRP|

T T
1970 1972 1975 1978 1930 1983 1936 1989 1991 1994 1987 2000 2002 2005 2008 %

The Santa Clarita Sanitation Districts’ failure to meet the Clean Water TMDL standard for
chloride of 100mg/1 in the Santa Clara River is a result in part to the sharp and continuing
increase in the use of imported State Water Project (SWP) water as seen by the chart below,
(from the Sanitation Districts).

'Chloride Sout
i Dol

160 myl

140 myl +

1mgl

HWmgt

Wmgl

Non-Crought Curant Draught




ATTACHMENT F

Responses to Contments

C22.  Letter from Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment, Lynne Plambeck,
March 16, 2011

General Response

This comment letter was not received by the County until March 16, 2011, which is over 70 days after
expiration of the public comment period on the Mission Village Draft EIR. All comment letters on the
Draft EIR, which were received after expiration of the public comment period ending on January 4,
2011, are considered "late” comments. Because CEQA does not require a lead agency to respond to late
comments, the County is not required to provide a written response to such comment letters (see, Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, §15088 subd. (a)). However, the County has responded to the comments below
without waiving its position that written responses to late comment letters are not required by CEQA.

Response 1

This comment expresses a concern regarding the Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (WRP). The
comment states that the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan includes a commitment to construct a new WRP
(the Newhall Ranch WRP) in order to treat wastewater from the Specific Plan and that a letter dated in
2003 from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) stated that the chloride issue

would be addressed in the permitting process for the Newhall Ranch WRP.

First, .the County agrees that the Newhall Ranch WRP is to be constructed to serve the Specific Plan, and
while County could not locate the referenced RWQCB letter due to the lack of specificity concerning
when it was sent and in what context, the County also generally concurs that the Newhall Ranch WRP is
subject to an NPDES permit issued by RWQCB that contains effluent limitations on discharges from the

plant to the Santa Clara River, including chloride effluent limitations.

As background, on March 23, 1999, and, again, on May 27, 2003, the County’s Board of Supervisors
(Board) certified the environmental documents for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and the Newhall
Ranch WRP. The certified 1999 Newhall Ranch Specitic Plan Program EIR evaluated the Newhall Ranch
WRP at a project level of detail, and the Board approved the Newhall Ranch WRP under Conditional Use
Permit No. 94-087-(5). The Newhall Ranch WRP is to provide treatment of the wastewater generated

within the Specific Plan as well as produce recycled water for the Specific Plan area.

The Newhall Ranch WRP’s certified project-level environmental analysis is found in Section 5.0 of the
Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR (March 8, 1999) and Section 3.0 of the Newhall Ranch Revised
Additional Analysis, Volume VIII (May 2003). Section 3.0 assessed and updated various Newhall Ranch
WRP alternatives, including the approved Newhall Ranch WRP site.

The 1999 Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Program EIR and the 2003 Newhall Ranch Revised Additional

Analysis contained Mitigation Measure SP 5.0-52, requiring formation of a county sanitation district for

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1 Mission Village Final EIR
0032.223 May 2011




Responses to Comments

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area. This requirement also was included in the adopted Mitigation
Monitoring Plan for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. Other mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures
SP 5.0-22, SP 5.0-55) required the Newhall Ranch WRP to be designed and operated in accordance with a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, to be obtained from the RWQCB, Los
Angeles Region.

In addition, the following mitigation measures were presented in both the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
Program EIR, Section 4.12, Wastewater Disposal, and repeated in the Mission Village Draft EIR, Section
4.9, Wastewater Disposal (page 4.9-15):

“3P4.12-1 The Specific Plan shall reserve a site of sufficient size to accommodate a
water reclamation plant to serve the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. (This
measure has been implemented by the Board of Supervisors’ approval, in May 2003,
of the Newhall Ranch WRP within the boundary of the Specific Plan.)

SP4.12-2 A 5.81t0 6.9 mgd water reclamation plant shall be constructed on the Specific
Plan site, pursuant to County, State, and Federal design standards, to serve
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. (This measure will be implemented pursuant to
the project-level analysis already completed for the Newhall Ranch WRP in the
certified Newhall Ranch Specific Plan EIR.)”
As indicated in the Draft EIR and in the mitigation measures provided above, the Specific Plan has
reserved a site of sufficient size to accommodate the new WRP. This measure already has been
implemented through the reservation of the site for the WRP on the western boundary of the Specific

Plan site. The mitigation measures also require that a WRP be constructed on the Specific Plan site,

pursuant to County, state and federal design standards, to serve the Specific Plan,

To fulfill these mitigation requirements and establish a logical plan for development of the new district
and its infrastructure, the Newhall Land and Farming Company (Newhall) and the Sanitation Districts
Nos. 36 and 32, later consolidated as the SCVSD, entered into the Interconnection Agreement, dated

January 9, 2002.

On December 13, 2005, the County’s Board adopted a resolution of intent to form the new district to be
known as the Newhall Ranch County Sanitation District (NRSD). The Board also approved an
Addendum to the Newhall Ranch EIR and Additional Analysis, which evaluated the environmental
effects of NRSD formation. The Addendum determined that formation of the NRSD would not result in
new or substantially more severe environmental impacts than those discussed in the prior Newhall

Ranch environmental documents.

Thereafter, the County initiated proceedings for the formation of the NRSD, pursuant to the Cortese-

Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. On June 14, 2006, the Local Agency

Impact Sciences, Inc. 2 Mission Village Final EIR
0032.223 ) May 2011




RESPDHSES to CU'IIIHlEHfS

Formation Commission (LAFCO) for Los Angeles County adopted a resolution approving formation of

the NRSD. On July 27, 2006, LAFCO issued a Certificate of Completion for formation of the NRSD.

On January 18, 2011, the County’s Board considered a resolution confirming formation of the NRSD. In
doing so, the Board found that formation of the NRSD was within the scope of the previously certified

Newhall Ranch EIR and Addendum.

With the above background provided for context, the comment claims that the letter provided to the
County by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in 2003 in response to the Newhall
Ranch Additional Analysis (not the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Draft Program EIR) “stated that the
chloride issue would be addressed in the permitting process by requiring releases to the Santa Clara
River [to] meet the chloride TMDL.” While no specific reference is provided in this comment, the County
presumes that the comment is referring to the RWQCB letter, dated February 3, 2003, provided in
response to the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft Additional Analysis (SCH No. 1995011015). A review of the
2003 RWQCB letter indicates that no such statement is presented, Notwithstanding, however, Los
Angeles County agrees that the new Newhall Ranch WRP is required, pursuant to the NPDES permit
already issued by the RWQCB, to meet the chloride Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the Santa

Clara River.

Because the comment does not raise any specitic issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented
in the Mission Village Draft EIR, no further response to this comment is required. Note, however, that
responses to these and other comments regarding chloride-related impacts to water quality, wastewater
discharges from the Mission Village project to the Valencia WRP, the timing of construction of the
Newhall Ranch WRP, and the use of groundwater and imported Nickel water are provided in Topical

Response 5: Chloride, which is found in the Mission Village Final EIR.

Response 2

This comment addresses a “permit, granted in 2007.” The County assumes that the comment is referring
to the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES Permit No, CA 0064556. This permit establishes effluent limitations
and discharge specifications for the Newhall Ranch WRP, and the chloride effluent limitation in that
permit is 100 mg/L, which is the water quality objective for chloride in the current Basin Plan, subject to
adoption of chloride site-specific objectives for the reach of the Santa Clara River in which the Newhall
Ranch WRP would discharge. (Please also refer to Topical Response 5: Chloride for additional

responsive information.

The discharge of Newhall Ranch wastewater to the Valencia WRP would be temporary until construction

of the Newhall Ranch WRP. Temporarily treating wastewater from the first 6,000 Newhall Ranch homes

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3 Mission Village Final EIR
0032.223 ) May 2011




Responses to Comments

(Mission Village and Landmark Village) at the Valencia WRP is a practical engineering decision based on
the need to build-up an adequate,lsteady flow of wastewater before starting up the Newhall Ranch WRP,
especially the reverse osmosis units. This approach does not eliminate the Specific Plan requirement for
construction of the Newhall Ranch WRP. The developer (Newhall Land) must construct the Newhall
Ranch WRP pursuant to the Specific Plan and must have it operating properly before the next phase of
Mission Village and Landmark Village (i.e,, beyond the first 6,000 homes in those two villages). Based on
the Districts' technical memorandum (see Mission Village Final EIR, Appendix 4.22), the Districts have
advised the County that the discharge of Newhall Ranch wastewater to the Valencia WRP would
produce similar increases in chloride concentrations when compared to existing Santa Clarita Valley
communities; therefore, there would be no negative impact to the SCVSD's sewerage system or its ability

to comply with the chloride TMDL.:

"When operating at flows equal to or below the permitted plant capacity,
compliance with the Chloride TMDL will depend on the chloride concentration
in the treatment plan effluent. This concentration results from two primary
sources: chloride concentration of the local water supply, and increased
chloride concentration due to use of the water by the community. Local
groundwater is the planned potable water source for the Specific Plan's
Landmark and Mission Villages, the two developments whose wastewater
might be temporarily treated at the VWRP under the Interconnection
Agreement. The groundwater chloride levels for those communities are similar
to that of the groundwater used by existing Santa Clarity Valley communities.
Thus, no difference in chloride concentration is expected due to the water

supply.

Like Santa Clarita, Newhall Ranch will be a mixture of residential, commercial
and industrial land uses. Use of automatic water softeners (AWS) was a
significant chloride source for SCVSD wastewater prior to the 2008 ban on
AWS.  Per Specific Plan mitigation measure 5.0-52(b), the Newhall Ranch
developer must request that [the Newhall Ranch Sanitation District (NRSD)]
ban AWS in Newhall Ranch. Districts’ staff will also recommend that NRSD
enact an AWS ban similar to the ban in the SCVSD. Consequently, the two
communities are expected to produce similar increases in chloride
concentrations due to use and similar overall wastewater chloride
concentrations. Since final compliance will be determined by concentration, the
addition of Newhall Ranch wastewater to the VWRP would neither add to nor
alleviate the SCVSD's financial burden to comply with the Chloride TMDL."
(See Mission Village Final EIR Appendix F4.22 [Districts' technical
memorandum, dated March 8, 2011, p-21)
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Response 3

This comment claims that the Mission Village Draft EIR does not address the impacts of interim

wastewater treatment at the Valencia WRP and that the Draft EIR does not address chloride impacts.

In response, the topic of the Mission Village project's interim wastewater treatment was addressed in the
Mission Village Draft EIR, Section 4.9, Wastewater Disposal. Beginning on page 4.9-10, the Draft EIR

states:

“the long-range plan is for the Newhall Ranch WRP to be constructed
exclusively to serve uses within Newhall Ranch. The new WRP's capacity
would be 6.8 mgd, with a maximum flow of 13.8 mgd. A new County
sanitation district has been formed. Project generated wastewater, 0.884 mgd,
would be treated by the Newhall Ranch WRP, although interim treatment at
the Valencia WRP would occur under some of the wastewater treatment
scenarios as described below.”

“until [Newhall Ranch] WRP construction is completed and the plant is
operational, on an interim basis, three wastewater disposal options are
available to treat the majority of the wastewater generated by the proposed
project. One scenario, as shown in Figure 1.0-32, Mission Village Wastewater
System - Scenario 1, provides for the construction of an initial phase of the
Newhall Ranch WRP to serve the Mission Village subdivision. Under this
scenario, buildout of the WRP would occur over time as demand for treatment
increases due to subsequent development of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
The second scenario, as shown in Figure 1.0-33, Mission Village Wastewater
System - Scenario 2, provides for an option should the WRP not yet be
constructed. In this scenario, flows would be piped across the Commerce
Center Drive Bridge to an interim pump station north of the Santa Clara River
along the utility corridor where wastewater would be pumped back to an
existing CSDLAC pump station, then to the existing Valencia WRP, located
upstream of the project site along I-5. The pump station would be used until
the first phase of the Newhall Ranch WRP is constructed. The third scenario, as
shown in Figure 1.0-34, Mission Village Wastewater System - Scenario 3, is
an interim option that would be implemented in the event that the Commerce
Center Drive Bridge is not constructed prior to the occupancy of new land uses
on the Mission Village project site. Under this scenario, an interim pump
station would be constructed mnear the intersection of “GG” Street and
Commerce Center Drive that would pump effluent to the existing Valencia
WRP, which is located approximately 0.5 mile east of the project site along I-5.
Under this scenario, a force main from the interim pump station on the project
site to the proposed sewer mainline in Magic Mountain Parkway would be
constructed. This proposed sewer mainline would connect with an existing line
at the intersection of The Old Road and Magic Mountain Parkway.”

The Draft EIR also has addressed treatment plant capacity impacts under interim Scenarios 2 and 3. As

stated in the Draft EIR, at pages 4.9-11 and 4.9-12:
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“(b)  Treatment Scenario 2

Under this scenario, an interim pump station would be constructed along the
utility corridor to pump wastewater via pipeline to the Valencia WRP. As a
result of CSDLAC future wastewater generation estimates, CSDLAC proposed
a two-phase plan to expand the SCVSD treatment facilities, which include the
Valencia WRP, to meet anticipated future wastewater disposal needs of 34.1
mgd. The most recent phase was completed in May 2005 and expanded
treatment capacity by approximately 9 mgd, or approximately 47 percent, to
the current total treatment capacity of approximately 28.1 mgd. Based on
population projections published in the SCAG 2004 Regional Transportation
Plan, the Valencia WRP has adequate capacity through the year 2015. Another
phase (Stage VI) expansion would increase capacity by 6 mgd, but will not be
constructed until flow materializes. According to recent SCVSD flow
projections based on the SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Plan, the
previously approved Stage VI expansion at the Valencia WRP is not expected
to be needed until approximately 2021 and the site buildout capacity of 34.2
mgd is not expected to be reached until approximately 2033. Consequently, the
planned short-term use of the Valencia WRP to treat 1.13 mgd of the project's

. Wwastewater is expected to have no impact on future expansion of the SCVSD
facilities. In addition, the Valencia WRP would be able to accommodate the
approximately 0.2 mgd of wastewater from the project that will permanently be
treated at this facility.

Additionally, as stated earlier, numerous safeguards exist within the County’s
project approval process to ensure available treatment capacity, including, as
noted above, that connection permits for new development are not issued if
there is not sufficient capacity. Moreover, mitigation adopted by the County as
part of its approval of the Specific Plan provides that prior to recordation of
each subdivision permitting construction; the applicant is required to obtain a
letter from the new County sanitation district stating that treatment capacity
will be adequate for that subdivision (SP 4.12-4). As a result, no significant
operational impacts would occur under this scenario.

(c) Treatment Scenario 3

Similar to Scenario 2, under this scenario wastewater from the Mission Village
project would be conveyed to SCVSD and, as discussed immedijately above, the
planned short-term use of the Valencia WRP to treat the project's wastewater
can be accommodated, as well as the permanent treatment of approximately
02mgd of project wastewater. For this reason, no significant operational
impacts would occur under this scenario.”

For further responsive information, please refer to Topical Response 5: Chloride, and the Districts'

technical memorandum, dated March 8, 2011 (see Mission Village Final EIR, Appendix 4.22).

Response 4

This comment claims that the 2002 Interconnection Agreement was entered into without public

disclosure in “an attempt to hide information needed” by the Los Angeles County Regional Planning
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Commission for complete decision making on the Mission Village project. This claim is incorrect.
Formation of a new sanitation district was identified in the Specific Plan EIR as a mitigation measure. The
Interconnection Agreement between the Newhall Land and Farming Company and the County
Sanitation Districts was developed to establish a logical plan for the development and administration of
the new district and its infrastructure, As explained below, the Interconnection Agreement was not

"hidden” from view.

To the contrary, on January 9, 2002, at its regular meeting, the District’s Board considered and approved
entering into the Interconnection Agreement. In accordance with the Brown Act, the District gave notice
and posted the Board agenda, which also was available online, prior to the January 9 meeting. The
meeting was open to the public. District records show no one opposed the District’s authorization of the
Interconnection Agreement. If there was any objection to the District entering into the Interconnection
Agreement at that time, the objection should have been lodged prior to or at the time of the meeting.
Further, contrary to the comment, the Interconnection Agreement was referenced in previous County
staff reports supporting formation of the new Newhall Ranch Sanitation District (see, for example,
Department of Public Works staff report to the Board of Supervisors, dated December 1, 2005, pp. 3-4;
and the Department's staff report to the Board dated January 18, 2011, p. 3, both of which are

incbrporated by reference).

Based on the above, the Interconnection Agreement was evaluated publicly and no information was

"hidden” from the public or the decision makers.

Response 5

The comment states that “Newhall, working with the Sanitation Districts, claims that there would be no
affect from their use of the existing plant,” but that the Draft EIRs for both Landmark and Mission
Villages indicate high chloride levels in wells intended for use in these tracts and that such levels would

not meet the current TMDL for chlorides when household salt loads are added,

As to the statement that chloride levels in local groundwater wells intended for use in serving the
Landmark and Mission Villages indicate "high chloride levels," the Mission Village Draft EIR indicates
that such a statement is not correct. Chloride concentration is the main parameter in assessing
compliance with the chloride TMDL and results from two inputs: chloride concentration of the water
supply and increased chloride concentration due to the community. Local groundwater is the planned
potable water source for the Specific Plan’s Landmark and Mission Villages, the two developments
whose wastewater is allowed to be temporarily treated at the Valencia WRP under the Interconnection
Agreement. The quality of groundwater near the Mission Village site is addressed in the Draft EIR,

Section 4.8, Water Service. As indicated in the Draft EIR, at page 4.8-62:
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“(5)  Groundwater Quality Near the Mission Village Site

The quality of the groundwater available from the Alluvial aquifer near the Mission
Village project site has been tested. Results from laboratory testing conducted for
Valencia Water Company wells expected to serve the Mission Village project site or very
near the Mission Village site are provided in Draft EIR Appendix 4.8. The tested well are
approved by DPH and are located north of the Mission Village site in the Valencia
Commerce Center. Laboratory testing conducted in July 2009 indicates that all
constituents tested were at acceptable levels for drinking water under Title 22. This Draft
EIR also includes a summary of water quality compliance monitoring results for Valencia
Commerce Center Well E-15 from 2006 to 2009. This information indicates that water in
this well complies with all federal and state drinking water regulations (see Appendix 4.8
for 2009 laboratory test water well results). Tests conducted for perchlorate indicated
non-detect. The Santa Clarita Valley 2010 Water Quality Report also shows that water
supplies provided by the Valencia Water Company, including water from the Commerce
Center wells, meet Title 22 standards for drinking water. '

The data also shows that the groundwater chloride levels from existing groundwater wells are well
within the effluent limitation standards for chloride, and are similar to the groundwater chloride levels in
the Santa Clarita Valley, as reported on page 3 of the “Santa Clarita Valley 2010 Water Quality Report,”
presented in the Draft EIR, Appendix 4.8.

For further information responsive to this comment, please see Topical Response 5: Chloride, Responses
29 through 32 to the letter from SCOPE, dated January 2, 2011 (Letter C14), and Response 10 to the letter
from Sierra Club, dated January 3, 2011 (Letter C13). Los Angeles County appreciates your comments

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

Response 6

This comment states that the SCVSD's Valencia WRP is “already out of compliance with the TMDL for
chiorides in the Santa Clara River” and that the SCVSD has "done nothing” to address the issue. The
comment then states that taxpayers are being asked to pay for needed treatment upgrades while no

increase in connection fees for Newhall would occur.

In response, the County submits that the SCVSD's regional efforts are well beyond the scope of a project-
level EIR; nonetheless, the County understands that the SCVSD is not currently "out of compliance" with

the chioride TMDL.,

As background, the RWQCB has developed and adopted an amended chloride TMDL. The chloride
TMDL is part of the Basin Plan.

The RWQCB first adopted a TMDL for chloride in the Upper Santa Clara River in October 2002
(Resolution No. 2002-018). On May 6, 2004, the RWQCB amended the Upper Santa Clara River chloride
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TMDL to revise the interim wasteload allocations (WLAs) and implementation schedule (Resolution 04-
004). The amended TMDL was approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Office of
Administrative Law, and the USEPA, and became effective on May 4, 2005. The chloride TMDL requires
that chloride levels in WRP effluent not exceed 100 mg/L.

At the time the TMDL was adopted and approved, there were key scientific uncertainties regarding the
sensitivity of crops to chloride and the complex interactions between surface water and groundwater in
the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The TMDL recognized the possibility of revised chloride water
~ quality objectives (WQO) and included mandatory reconsiderations by the RWQCB to consider Site
Specitic Objectives (SSO). The TMDL required the County Sanitation Districts to implement special
studies and actions to reduce chloride loadings from the Saugus and Valencia WRPs. The TMDL included

the following special studies to be considered by the RWQCB:

* Literature Review and Evaluation (LRE) -- review agronomic literature to determine a chloride

threshold for salt sensitive crops.

* Extended Study Alternatives (ESA) -- identify agricultural studies, including schedules and costs,

to refine the chloride threshold.

* Endangered Species Protection (ESP) -- review available literature to determine -chloride

sensitivities of endangered species in the Upper Santa Clara River.

* Groundwater and Surface Water Interaction Study (GSWI) -- determine chloride transport and

tate from surface waters to groundwater basins underlying the Upper Santa Clara River.

* Conceptual Compliance Measures -- identify potential chloride control measures and costs based

on different hypothetical WQO and final WLA scenarios.

* Site Specific Objectives and Antidegradation Analysis - consider a site-specific objective for

chloride based on the results of the agricultural chloride threshold study and the GSWL.

The TMDL special studies were conducted in a facilitated process in which stakeholders participated in
scoping and reviewing the studies. This process resulted in an alternative TMDL implementation plan
that addresses chloride impairment of surface waters and degradation of groundwater. The alternative
plan, the AWRM, was first set forth by the Upper Basin water purveyors and United Water Conservation
District (UWCD), the management agency for groundwater resources in the Ventura County portions of

the Upper Santa Clara River watershed. The AWRM program increases chloride WQOs in certain
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groundwater basins and reaches of the USCR watershed, decreases the chloride objectives in the eastern

Piru Basin, and results in an overall reduction in chloride loading as well as water supply benefits!.

The AWRM program, which is described in detail in the GSWI Task 2B-2 Report2, consists of advanced
treatment for a portion of the recycled water from the Valencia WRP; construction of a well field in the
eastern Piru basin to pump out higher chloride groundwater; discharging the blended pumped
groundwater and advanced treated recycled water to Reach 4A at the western end of the Piru basin at a
chloride concentration not to exceed 95 mg/L; and conveyance of supplemental water and advanced

treated recycled water to the Santa Clara River.

A GSWI model was developed to assess the linkage between chloride sources and instream water quality,
and to quantify the assimilative capacity of Santa Clara River Reaches 4A, 4B, 5, and 6 and the
groundwater basins underlying those reaches3. GSWI was then used to predict the effects of WRP
discharges on chloride loading to surface water and groundwater under a variety of future hydrology,
land use, and water use assumptions, including future discharges from the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
projects, in order to determine appropriate WLAs and load allocations. The GSWI model was used to
assess the ability of the AWRM to achieve compliance with proposed conditional SSOs under future
water use scenarios within the USCR watershed. The model was based on design capacities at Valencia
WRP and Saugus WRP of 27.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and 6.5 mgd, for a total system design
capacity of 34.1 mgd by year 20274, The model predicted that the AWRM could achieve proposed

conditional S50s for chloride under both drought and nondrought conditions.”

1 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), 2008. Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL
Reconsideration, Conditional Site Specific Objectives for Chloride, and Interim Wasteload Allocations for Sulfate
and Total Dissolved Solids Staff Report. November 24, 2008. This report is incorporated by reference and
available for public review upon request to the County.

2 Geomatrix, 2008. Draft Task 2b-2 Report — Assessment of Alternatives for Compliance Options Using the
Groundwater/Surface Water Interaction Model Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Collaborative Process.
This report is incorporated by reference and available for public review upon request to the County.

3 See footnote 1.

4 See footnote 1.

5 See footnote 2.
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The SCVSD is currently discharging wastewater from the Valencia WRP pursuant to Order No. R4-2009-
0074 and NPDES Permit No. CA0054216.% The Valencia WRP has a current design capacity of 21.6 mgd

and serves an estimated population of 162,661,

The Valencia WRP is part of the SCVSD’s regional system that also includes the Saugus WRP. The
regional system allows biosolids, solids, and excess influent flows from the Saugus WRP to be diverted to
the Valencia WRP for treatment and disposal. The Valencia WRP currently receives wastewater from the
City of Santa Clarita and unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. The wastewater is a mixture of

pretreated industrial and residential wastewater.

In order to comply with chloride TMDL, the SCVSD will likely need to add facilities because existing
treatment processes do not provide chloride removal. No decision has been made regarding how the
SCVSD will achieve compliance with the chloride TMDL; however, the long-term compliance schedule
established in RWQCB's revised chloride TMDL Resolution No. R4-2008-12 (December 11, 2008) allows

time for attaining compliance8.

Response 7

The comment addresses the costs of, and responsibility for, wastewater treatment and chloride releases
from the Valencia WRP. Responses to these and other comments regarding chloride-related impacts to
water quality, wastewater discharges from the Mission Village project to the Valencia WRP, the timing of
construction of the Newhall Ranch WRP, and the costs of, and responsibilities for, wastewater treatment
are provided in Topical Response 5: Chloride. For further responsive information, please see the

Districts’ technical memorandum, dated March 8, 2011 (Mission Village Final EIR Appendix 4.22).

Response 8

This comment states that the project applicant is proposing that the public pay for the added chloride
load at SCVSD's Valencia WRP. This comment is incorrect. Responses to these and other comments

regarding chloride-related impacts to water quality, wastewater discharges from the Mission Village

6 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2009. Order No. R4-2009-0074 (NPDES No. CA0054216),
Waste Discharge Requirements for the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County, Valencia
Water Reclamation Plant Discharge to Santa Clara River. This report is incorporated by reference and available
for public review upon request to the County.

7 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2009. Fact Sheet for Order No. R4-2009-0074 (NPDES No.
CA0054216), Waste Discharge Requirements for the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles

County, Valencia Water Reclamation Plant Discharge to Santa Clara River. This report is incorporated by
reference and available for public review upon request to the County.

8 The WLA-based final effluent limit for chloride becomes operative 11 years after the effective date of the Upper
Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL (5/4/2016).
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project to the Valencia WRP, the timing of construction of the Newhall Ranch WRP, and tlﬂe costs of, and
responsibilities for, wastewater treatment are provided in Topical Response 5: Chloride. For information
regarding the bankruptcy proceedings of the project applicant, please see Topical Response No. 2:
Bankruptcy-Related Comments.

Response 9

This comment asks what guarantee is there that the applicant will ever build the Newhall Ranch WRP.
As stated in the Districts' technical memorandum, and in the Interconnection Agreement, the applicant
(Newhall Land) is still required to construct the Newhall Ranch WRP, and the temporary use of the
Valencia WRP does not eliminate the requirement for Newhall Land to both construct the Newhall Ranch
WRP and finance the new sewerage system with the Specific Plan area. For further responsive
information, please see Topical Response 5: Chloride and the Districts’ technical memorandum (Mission

Village Final EIR, Appendix F4.22).

Response 10

The comment asks that the issues raised in its letter be addressed prior to project approval, and that the
project applicant be required to pay the full cost of treating water to meet the chloride TMDL. Responses
to these and other comments regarding chloride-related impacts to water quality, wastewater discharges
from the Mission Village project to the Valencia WREP, the timing of construction of the Newhall Ranch
~ WRP, and the costs of, and responsibilities for, wastewater treatment are provided in Topical Response
5: Chloride. Please also see Response 1, above. Los Angeles County appreciates your comments and they

will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.

Response 11

This comment reproduces comments and charts already provided by the commentor in its letter, dated
January 2, 2011 (Letter C14). Please see Responses 29 through 32 to this letter for information responsive

to this comment.
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ATTACHMENT G

STEPHEN R. MAGUIN
Chnef Engineer and General Manager

. Date: March 8, 2011
To: Supervisor Michael D. Antonovich, Mayor
Supervisor Gloria Molina
Supervisor Mark Ridley-Thomas
Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky
Supervisor Don Knabe

From; Stephen R. Maguin SK.
Chief Engineer and General Managér

Subject: Response to SCOPE Letter and Testimony to the Board of Supervisors Regarding
Formation of the Newhall Ranch Sanitation District (January 18, 2011 Board Agenda Item 25)

On January 18, 2011, the Board of Supervisors (Bosrd) approved a motion by Supervisor Antonovich
directing the Sanitation Districts (Districts) to prepare a memorandum that responds to the issues raised by the
-testimony of Ms. Lynne Plambeck and Ms. Cam Noltemeyer of the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the
Environment (SCOPE), and the letter from Ms. Plambeck dated January 13, 2011 (both documents are attached
with issues numbered).

The memorandum presents background information on the proposed Newball Ranch Development and the
prior actions by the County and the Districts that provide context for the issues raised. SCOPE’s issues are shown
in bold followed by the Districts’ response.

L Background

On March 23, 1999, and, again, on May 27, 2003, the Board certified the environmental documents (collectively,
Newhall Ranch EIR) for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (NRWRP),
The certified Newhall Ranch EIR evaluated the NRWRP at a project level of detail, and the Board approved the
NRWRP under Conditional Use Permit No. 94-087-(5). The NRWRP is to provide treatment of the wastewater
generated within the Specific Plan area as well as produce recycled water for the Specific Plan area.

The environmental analysis of the NRWRP is found in Section 5.0 of the Newhall Ranch Revised Draft EIR
(March 8, 1999) and Section 3.0 of the Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis, Volume VIII (May 2003).
Section 3.0 assessed and updated various NRWRP alternatives including the approved NRWRP site.

The Newhall Rench EIR contained a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure 5.0-52), also reflected in the adopted
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, requiring formation of a county sanitation district for the Specific Plan area, To fulfill
mitigation requirements and establish a logical plan for development of the new district and its infrastructure, the
Newhall Land and Farming Company (NLFC) and Sanitation Districts Nos. 26 and 32, Iater consolidated as Santa
Clarita Valley Sanitation District (SCVSD), entered into an agreement (Intercontiection Agreement) dated

January 9, 2002.

On December 13, 2005, the Board adopted the resolution of intent to form the county sanitation district to be
known as the Newhall Ranch County Sanitation Disirict (NRSD). The Board also approved an Addendum to the
Newhall Ranch EIR and Additional Analysis, which evaluated the environmental effects of NRSD formation. The
Addendum determined that formation of the NRSD would not result in new or substantially more severe
environmental impacts than those discussed in the prior Newhall Ranch environmental documents,
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Thereafter, the County initiated proceedings for the formation of the NRSD, pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-~
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. On June 14, 2006, the Local Agency F ormation
Commission (LAFCO) for Los Angeles County adopted a resolution approving formation of the NRSD. On
July 27, 2006, LAFCO issued a Certificate of Completion for formation of the NRSD.

On January 18, 2011, the Board considered a resolution confirming formation of the NRSD within the scope of the
previously certified Newhall Ranch EIR and Addendum. At the January 18, 2011 Board meeting, representatives
from SCOPE expressed their concerns by oral testimony and a letter.

11.

1.

Districts’ Responses to SCOPE’s Issues

“Without the construction of the Sanitation plant as required by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, the
public will bear the burden of the expensive clean up of chlorides required to comply with the Clean
Water Act, This will entail a sharp increase in sewer fees to the general public.”

Discharge of Newhall Ranch wastewater to the Valencia Water Reclamation Plant (VWRF) would be
temnporary until construction of the Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant (NRWRP). The Newhall Ranch
wastewater would neither add nor alleviate the SCVSD’s financial burden to comply with the Upper Santa
Clara River Chloride Total Maximum Daily load (Chloride TMDL).

The Interconnection Agreement sets conditions under which the first 6,000 homes in Newhall Ranch may
temporarily discharge wastewater to the VWRP. The conditions include payment of the standard SCVSD
connection fee (fair share of the cost of the existing infrastructure) and transfer of title of the 22-acre NRWRP
gite to the NRSD. Newhall Ranch residents also would pay the SCVSD an annual service charge to recover the
full cost of treating their wastewater at the VWRP. Temporary treatment of wastewater at the VWRP would
not eliminate the need for the developer to construct the NRWRP. Prior to building more than 6,000 homes,
the developer must construct the NRWRP.

When operating at flows equal to or below the permitted plant capacity, compliance with the Chloride TMDL
will depend on the chloride concentration in the treatment plant effluent. This concentration results from two
primary sources: chloride concentration of the local water supply, and-increased chloride concentration due to
use of the water by the community. Local groundwater is the planned potable water source for the Specific
Plan’s Landmark and Mission Villages, the two developments whose wastewater might be temporarily treated
at the VWRP under the Interconnection Agreement. The groundwater chloride levels for those communities
are similar to that of the groundwater used by existing Santa Clarita Valley communities. Thus, no difference
in chloride concentration is expected due to the water supply.

Like Santa Clarita, Newhall Ranch will be a mixture of residential, commercial and industrial land uses. Use of
automatic water softeners (AWS) was a significant chloride source for SCVSD wastewater prior to the 2008
ban on AWS. Per Specific Plan mitigation measure 5.0-52(b), the Newhall Ranch developer must request that
NRSD ban AWS in Newhall Ranch. Districts’ staff will also recommend that NRSD enact an AWS ban
similar to the ban in the SCVSD. Consequently, the two communities are expected to produce similar increases
in chloride concentrations due to use and similar overall wastewater chloride concentrations. Since final
compliance will be determined by concentration, the addition of Newhall Ranch wastewater to the VWRP
would neither add to nor alleviate the SCVSD’s financial burden to comply with the Chloride TMDL.

«_..In addition, the agreement between the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles
County (SCV) and Newhall Land and Farming allows up to 6,000 capacity units to be treated at existing
SCV wastewater treatment facilities as needed during construction of the Newhall Ranch Water
Reclamation Plant. SCV has sufficient capacity to accommodate the use of its facilities.” This statement
cannot be made because the County is currently in the middle of analyzing the impacts for the first tract
maps of Newhall Ranch. No certified EIR exists on either the Landmark tract or the Mission Village
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tract, which comprise approximately 6,000 units. Further, there is not even a Deveiopment Monitoring
System analysis for sewer capacity included in the Mission Village EIR as required by the Court Decision

in 2003.”

Certification of an EIR is not required to estimate future flows and determine whether there is available
capacity at existing treatment facilities. The 2003 Court Ruling by Judge Randall (Case Number 8-1500-CV-
239324, RDR) does not specify any requirements regarding a Development Monitoring System (DMS)
analysis.

Wastewater flow projections for the two Newhall Ranch communities have been reviewed by the Districts.
Estimates are 0.3 million gallons per day (mgd) for Landmark Village and 1.0 mgd for Mission Village
(collectively 1.3 mgd). The Interconnection Agreement allows for temporary treatment at VWRP for up to
6,000 homes (about 1.6 mgd). The VWRP treated approximately 15 mgd in 2010 and currently has a capacity
of 21.6 mgd (yielding 6.6 mgd of surplus capacity). Thus, the VWRP has sufficient capacity to accommodate
the temporary use of its facilities as stated in the staff report for the January 18,2011 Board agenda item.
CEQA for the VWRP was addressed by the certified 2015 Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System
Facilities Plan and EIR, which examined the environmental impacts of treating 27.6 mgd of wastewater at the

VWRP,

The Newhall Ranch EIRs, certified by the Board in 1999 and 2003, evaluated the environmental impacts
related to development of the Specific Plan, including construction of the NNWRP and the new sewage
facilities to serve the Specific Plan area. At the project level, the County is in the process of completing further
CEQA analysis for both Landmark Village and Mission Village. The CEQA compliance for Landmark Village
is contained in the Landmark Village Draft EIR (November 2006), Final EIR (November 2007), and
Recirculated Draft EIR (January 2010). CEQA compliance for Mission Village is contained in the Mission
Village Draft EIR (October 2010). The EIRs contain a County DMS analysis and evaluate each project’s
wastewater conveyance/disposal effects including temporary wastewater treatment at the VWRP.

“[f the Sanitation Plant is not built in accordance with the mitigation requirements of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan, the Plan cannot meet its requirements to provide non-potable water or to finance its own
infrastructure expansion costs.”

Temporary use of the VWRP for treatment of Newhall Ranch wastewater does not eliminate the Specific Plan
requirement for the developer to construct the NRWRP and finance the new sewerage system. The temporary
use of the VWRP addresses practical engineering considerations such as the need to build-up an adequate and
steady flow of wastewater before start-up of the NRWRP. Whether Newhall Ranch wastewater is treated at the
NRWRP or VWRP, the treated wastewater will be suitable for reuse and offsetting Newhall Ranch water
demands.

“Further, the Sanitation discharge permit granted by the Regional Water Quality Board required
reverse osmosis treatment for the effluent from this plant. By attempting to evade this requirement,
Newhall will put the added burden of removing salts from the Newhall Ranch effluent on the backs of the
public.”

Temporary use of the VWRP for treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater does not
eliminate the requirement for the developer to construct the NRWRP or finance the new sewerage system
within the Specific Plan area. The developer must construct the NRWRP per the Specific Plan and must have it
operating properly before the next phase after Landmark Village and Mission Village. As noted in the Item 1
response, temporary treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater at the VWRP would
neither add to nor alleviate the SCVSD’s financial burden to comply with the Chloride TMDL.

Temporarily treating wastewater from the first 6,000 Newhall Ranch homes at the VWRP is a practical
engineering decision based on the need to build up an adequate, steady flow of wastewater before starting up
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the NRWRP, especially the reverse osmosis units. Such an approach would match the slower pace of the
development but would not eliminate the Specific Plan requirement for construction of the NRWRP.

5 “The Santa Clarita Sanitation District’s failure to meet the Clean Water TMDL standard for chloride of
100 mg/! in the Santa Clara River is a result in part due to the sharp and continuing increase in the use of
imported State Water Project (SWP) water as seen by the chart below, (also supplied by the Sanitation
Districts). This problem is aggravated by high levels of chlorides in the wells proposed to be used for
these tracts, according to information found in both the Landmark and Mission Village DEIRs as
indicated in the chart below. Therefore, if Newhall uses the Valencia treatment plant rather than
building their own Sanitation Plant as required by the Specific Plan, the chloride levels in the effluent of
that treatment plant will be substantially increased. Without the immediate construction of the Newhall .
Ranch Water Reclamation Plant, approved as an RO (reverse osmosis salt removal system) facility, the
high chlorides in the wells proposed to be used by this project in the chart below and the additional
imported Nickels water will add to this Joad.”

Imported water did not cause the chloride standard to be exceeded. Effluent from the VWREP has exceeded
100 mgd/l since the 1970s despite the fact that imported water was not delivered to Santa Clarita Valley until
the 1980s. Nonetheless, as noted in the Item 1 response, the chloride concentrations of Newhall Ranch and
SCVSD wastewater are expected to be similar. Thus, temporary treatment of Newhall Ranch wastewater at
the VWRP would not change the SCVSD’s ability to comply with the Chloride TMDL.

SCOPE implies that use of Nickel water' would contribute to increase the chloride load at the VWRP. While
the Landmark Village and Mission Village projects are part of the potable water system for the entire Specific
Plan, the projects do not rely on Nickel water to satisfy their potable water demands. As reported in the
Newhall Ranch Revised Additional Analysis, Section 2.5, Water Resources (Volume VIII, May 2003), the
Nickel water would only be needed in years when the Newhall Ranch agricultural water has been used, which
is estimated to occur after approximately the 21% year of project construction. Therefore, the comment
regarding use of Nickel water is not appropriate at this time.

6. “How does 2 side agreement between the developer and the Sanitation Districts fit inte the planning
oversight purview of the Board of Supervisors? How can the Planning Department substantiate that
sewer service complies with the County Development Monitoring System or is consistent with the general
plan or specific plans if developers make side agreements with the Sanitation Districts?”

Formation of a new sanitation district was identified in the Specific Plan EIR as a mitigation measure. The
Interconnection Agreement was developed to fulfill this Specific Plan requirement and establish a logical plan
for the development and administration of the new district and its infrastructure. This agreement ensures that
the developer provides the necessary land and infrastructure. The Interconnection Agreement was considered
and approved by the Sanitation Districts Nos. 26 and 32 Boards at their January 9, 2002 meetings, which were
open to the public. Further, this agreement was referenced in previous County and LAFCO resolutions
supporting formation of the new sanitation district.

As noted in the Ttem 2 response, the EIRs for both Landmark Village and Mission Village contain County DMS
analysis. Moreover, the Newhall Ranch developer is required to build a new sewerage system to serve Newhall
Ranch developments and, thus, the Specific Plan does not rely upon existing County sewerage facilities. The
Districts and County have coordinated their efforts with regard to establishment of the new sanitation district
and its sewerage conveyance system. This coordination enables the County to verify that the development is
consistent with the County’s General Plan and Specific Plan requirements..

| Nickel water refers to a'source of potable water owned by NLFC that can be delivered to the Newhall Ranch development to
supplement existing sources of potable water.
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7, “The agreement between the developer of the Newhall Ranch Project and the Sanitation District violates
the conditions of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and puts the Santa Clarita Valley in jeopardy of
continued non-compliance with the Clean Water Act Chloride T MDL. We therefore strongly object to
this agreement and ask that the Board of Supervisors take action to rectify this issue.”

The Interconnection Agreement is not in conflict with the Specific Plan and does not impact the SCVSD’s
ability to comply with the Chloride TMDL. As noted in the Item 1 and 4 responses, temporary treatment of
Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater at the VWRP would not eliminate the need for the
developer to construct the NRWRP and to finance the new sewerage system, nor would it impact compliance
with the Chloride TMDL. As presented in the Item 2 response, the VWRP has available capacity for temporary
treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater. Thus, no negative impact to the SCVSD’s
sewerage system is expected, and this approach does not conflict with the Specific Plan’s requirement for
construction of the NRWRP,

8. “The public should not have to pay the costs of bringing the chloride level into compliance with an
increase to their sewer fees.”

By law, the users of the SCVSD’s wastewater system must pay for Chloride TMDL compliance. As noted in
the Item 1 and 4 responses, temporary treatment of Newhall Ranch wastewater would neither add to nor
alleviate the SCVSD’s financial burden to comply with the Chloride TMDL.

9. «,..but for the statement within the resolution that says that “The first 6,000 units of Newhall Ranch will
be put through the Valencia Treatment Plant.” That’s not consistent with the Newhall Ranch that was
passed for the formation of this, the Newhall Ranch sanitation plant.”

The temporary treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater at VWRP does not conflict with
Specific Plan’s requirements as described in the Item 4 and 7 responses.

10. “And we ask that that be struck from the staff report because it seems to be a backdoor way of getting -
those approved when there's no E.LR. on that and it's not consistent with the Specific Plan.”

As noted in the Item 4 and 7 responses, temporary treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village
wastewater at the VWREP is not in conflict with the Specific Plan. Prior CEQA compliance was not required
because temporary treatment at the VWRP was not proposed until the release of the Draft EIRs for both
Landmark Village and Mission Village. Draft EIRs for both projects, including the Landmark Village
Recirculated Draft EIR, have been the subject of extensive public review and comment as part of the County’s
environmental review process.

As stated in the [tem 2 response, the environmental implications of the build-out of the VWRP fo its capacity
were assessed in the SCVSD’s certified EIR for the 2015 Santa Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System
Facilities Plan. The Newhall Ranch EIR, evaluated the environmental impacts related to development of the
Specific Plan, including construction of the NRWRP to a project level and the new sewerage facilities at a
programmatic level to serve the Specific Plan. The County is in the process of completing further CEQA
compliance at a project level for both Landmark Village and Mission Village.

11. “The addendum itself that ... was passed ... for the formation on the Sanitation District specifically says
that the wastewater treatment plant will be built in stages as the specific plan area is developed and will
ultimately be sized to treat up to 6.8 million gallons. So it, too, is not consistent with what is being said in
the Staff Report. So we wonder how the Sanitation District would have made an agreement like that
that's in violation of your environmental documents and the Specific Plan.”

There is no inconsistency between the Staff Report and the Specific Plan. The fact that the Staff Report only
addressed the temporary treatment of Newhall Ranch wastewater at the VWRP does not eliminate the Specific
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Plan requirement for the developer to build the NRWRP and other sewerage infrastructure to serve the Specific
Plan. For more information regarding consistency with the Specific Plan, see the Item 6 response. Regarding
claims of violating CEQA, please see the Item 10 response.

12. “Now we appear before you, and Newhall Land is claiming that they have this agreement with the
Sanitation -- actually Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District of Los Angeles County to allow these 6,000
units to be treated in our existing Santa Clarita wastewater facilities. Those facilities are not reverse
osmosis plants. And if this is allowed, it will only create additional problem as far as the chlorides for
our community. The reverse osmosis plant that is required with this Newhall Treatment Plant that will
take care of chlorides. So definitely, they shouldn’t be allowed to use any other treatment plant.”

Discharge of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater to the VWRP will be temporary until
construction and startup of the NRWRP. - The Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater would neither
add to nor alleviate the SCVSD’s financial burden to comply with the Chloride TMDL. For further
explanation, see the Item 1 and 4 responses.

13. “And it’s a very, very expensive issue for our community. And we were promised that we would not be
funding anything for the Newhall Ranch.”

Temporary treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater at the VWRP would neither add to
nor alleviate the SCVSD?’s financial burden to comply with the Chioride TMDL as explained in the Item 1 and
4 responses. i

14, “And if that’s what they're going to do, they have to have additional environmental analysis on it.”

As noted in the Item 10 response, the EIRs for both Landmark Village and Mission Village evaluate wastewater
disposal options including temporary treatment of Landmark Village and Mission Village wastewater at the
VWRP. There will be no temporary treatment at the VWRP, unless and until the Board has considered and
certified the project EIRs in accordance with CEQA.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact me, or Mr. Thomas J. LeBrun at
(562) 908-4288, extension 2751 or via email at tiebrun@lacsd.org.

ce: Board of Directors — Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District
Department of Public Works
Regional Planning Commission

SRM:TJL:ddg




ATTACHMENT J

Groundwater Recharge

Mission Village Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan

A. Introduction and Summary of Findings

Questions- have been raised regarding the need for active groundwater recharge on the Newhall Ranch

Specific Plan site, and, specifically, the Mission Village project site.

As described in greater detail below, implementation of the Mission Village project would not deplete or
interfere with groundwater recharge, and, therefore, there is no need for active groundwater recharge

within Newhall Ranch, including the Mission Village project site, because:

1. The Mission Village proposed stormwater management system would promote infiltration and
groundwater recharge through Project Design Features (PDFs) that include Low Impact
Development (LID) best management practices, which retain stormwater runoff and treat it

through measures that capture 80 percent of the average runoff volume;

2. The best available evidence shows that no adverse impacts to the recharge of the Santa Clara
River Valley East Groundwater Subbasin (Basin) have occurred due to both the existing or
projected use of local groundwater supplies, consistent with the Castaic Lake Water Agency
(CLWA)/purveyor groundwater operating plan (see Mission Village Draft EIR Appendix 4.8
[2005 Basin Yield Report and 2009 Basin Yield Update]); and

3. Technical memoranda prepared by CH2MHill and Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
(see Mission Village Draft EIR Appendix 4.8), show that no need exists for active groundwater

recharge on Newhall Ranch, including the Mission Village project site.
B. Groundwater Characteristics of the Santa Clarita Valley

Newhall Ranch lies at the western end of the upper Santa Clara River hydrologic area, as defined by the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR). The Basin lies within this hydrologic area and is the
source of essentially all local groundwater used for water supply in the Santa Clarita Valley. The local
groundwater supplies are obtained from relatively young surficial alluvial deposits (the Alluvium, also
known as the Alluvial aquifer) and from an older geologic unit that underlies the Alluvium and adjoining

areas (the Saugus Formation).




The Alluvium lies within the portion of the Santa Clarita Valiley occupied by the Santa Clara River and
also is present in side canyons that contain tributary drainages to the Santa Clara River. The Alluvium
consists of extensively interlayered and interfingered mixtures of gravel and sand, with variable amounts
of cobbles and boulders and minor amounts of silt and clay. Due to the unconsolidated to poorly
consolidated condition of the Alluvium, it has relatively high permeability and porosity. The groundwater
flow direction in the Alluvial aquifer follows the topography of the Santa Clarita Valley and its tributary
drainages. Groundwater recharge occurs in the eastern, northern, and southern portions of the Santa
Clarita Valley, along with natural groundwater discharge mechanisms, such as discharge to the Santa
Clara River (as is occurring within the Specific Plan area), subsurface outflow beneath the Santa Clara
River, and evapotranspiration by deep-rooted vegetation. There is no groundwater recharge at the west

end of the Valley, only natural mechanisms for groundwater discharge occur.

- The Saugus Formation is present beneath Mission Village and most of the Santa Clarita Valley area east
of the Mission Village project site. The upper subunits of the Saugus Formation consist of terrestrial
sediments deposited in stream channels, floodplains, and alluvial fans by ancestral drainage systems. The
upper subunits are a source of groundwater supply in the Santa Clarita Valley because of their productive
nature and their good water quality. Deeper subunits of the Saugus Formation were deposited in a marine
environment and are subsequently not used for water supplies because of their brackish water quality and

fine-grained, low-permeability nature.

Faulting and folding of the Saugus Formation and the underlying bedrock units have created a bowl-
shaped structure beneath the Santa Clarita Valley. The Saugus Formation and underlying bedrock
generally dip downwards from the periphery of the Santa Clarita Valley towards the deepest portion of
the "bowl" beneath the central portion of the Valley. The thickness of the Saugus Formation also is
controlled by the San Gabriel fault, which is present in the eastern and northern portions of the Valley.
Because of its structure and its connection with the overlying Alluvial aquifer, groundwater flow in the
Saugus Formation is generally towards the center of the bowl and also towards the western portion of the
Santa Clarita Valley. Like the Alluvial aquifer, the Saugus Formation is recharged in the eastern and other
peripheral portions of the Santa Clarita Valley. Groundwater discharge from the Saugus Formation occurs
at the west end of the Santa Clarita Valley in the form of groundwater discharge into the overlying
Alluvial aquifer, which in turn discharges to the Santa Clara River in the western end of the Valley within

the Specific Plan area.




C. Mission Village Project Description — Stormwater Management System

,The PDFs incorporated into the Mission Village project to address water quality and hydrologic impacts
include site design, source control, treatment control, and hydromodification control best management
practices (BMPs). Most of these BMPs would promote infiltration and recharge groundwater. (See
Mission Village Draft EIR, Section 4.22, Water Quality, pages 4.22-63 through 4.22-78.)

Site design also would promote infiltration and groundwater recharge, including the following:

e Clustering development into villages, with approximately 74 percent (or approximately 10,145

acres) of the Newhall Ranch remaining in undeveloped Open Areas; and

e Impervious areas would be minimized by incorporating landscaped areas and open space into
Mission Village; approximately 678 acres of the 1,262-acre Mission Village project area (about

54 percent) would be natural River corridor, open space, spineflower preserves, or parks.

The,LID BMPs that promote retention of urban runoff are included as PDFs. The LID BMPs have been
selected and analyzed such that on-site retention of runoff is maximized from the water quality design

storm (i.e., the first 0.75 inch of precipitation). (See Mission Village Draft EIR, Section 4.22, Water
Quality.)..

A LID Performance Standard also has been developed and quantified for the Mission Village project. The
LID BMP Performance Standard is as follows:

LID project design features (PDFs) shall be selected and sized to fully retain the volume of
stormwater runoff produced from a 0.75 inch storm event to reduce the percentage of Effective
Impervious Area (EIA) to five percent or less of the total project area within the vesting tentative map
and associated off-site project area. Impervious surfaces are rendered “ineffective” if the design storm
volume is fully retained on the project site using infiltration and/or evapotranspiration retention
BMPs. Runoff from all EIA shall be treated with treatment control measures that are selected to
address the pollutants of concern and are sized to capture and treat 80 percent of the average annual

runoff volume.

The LID Performance Standard would be implémented as follows:

1. Institutional, commercial, multi-family residential, recreation, and park land use parcels would
implement retention or biofiltration BMPs on-site to the extent feasible. Based on an assessment

of feasibility, one of three BMP strategies would be applied as outlined below:




a. Infiltration feasible: If it is feasible to infiltrate all of the runoff produced from the 0.75 inch
design storm volume from all of the developed area (i.e., soil infiltration rates are at least 0.5
inches per hour, fill depth is less than 10 feet, and no infiltration geotechnical hazards exist
(such as landslides and terrace escarpments)), infiltration BMPs would be used. Infiltration
BMPs include bioretention (without an underdrain), permeable pavement, infiltration

galleries, infiltration basins or trenches, or an equivalent infiltration BMP.

b. Infiltration allowable but low infiltration rates or deep fill depths are present: If the parcel
has low soil infiltration rates (i.e., the soil infiltration rate is less than 0.5 inches per hour) or
the depth of fill is greater than 10 feet, but no other technical infeasibility concerns exist,
bioinfiltration BMPs would be used. Bioinfiltration facilities are similar to bioretention
facilities with an underdrain, but they include storage below the underdrain to maximize the
volume infiltrated. These facilities would retain a portion of the runoff from the design storm,

then biofilter the remaining runoff from the design storm.

c. Infiltration is not allowable: If infiltration is technically infeasible due to geotechnical
hazards or a high ground water table, then biofiltration BMPs would be used. These BMPs

would biofilter the runoff produced from the design storm from the developed area.

Runoff from roofs, patios, and walkways in single family residential parcels would be
disconnected over landscaped areas designed to fully retain the volume of runoff from the 0.75
inch storm event. Runoff from the remaining parcel area and that which does not infiltrate in the
landscaped area would flow through the storm drain system to the regional

infiltration/biofiltration facilities.

Runoff from roadways would be retained or biofiltered in retention or biofiltration BMPs sized to
capture the design storm volume or flow, per the guidance in US EPA’s Managing Wet Weather

with Green Infrastructure: Green Streets.

No more than 5% of the total Project area would be treated using conventional treatment methods
that address the pollutants of concern. In this case, media filters (or equivalent BMPs that address
the pollutants of concern) would be sized to capture and treat 80% of the average annual runoff

volume from the allowable EIA.

Regional infiltration/biofiltration facilities also would be implemented. The regional facilities
would be designed to incorporate a-biofilter in the bottom of the facility, which would allow for

infiltration if feasible, with detention storage above the biofilter. The regional facilities would




infiltrate or biofilter the design storm volume that has not been retained or biofiltered on the
parcels in the area tributary to the regional facility, and would provide extended detention
treatment for the additional runoff volume required to provide 80% capture and treatment of the
average annual runoff volume per the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Sub-Regional Stormwater

Mitigation Plan treatment performance standard.

A water quality model was used to estimate runoff volume for pre-development conditions and post-
development conditions with the LID BMPs described above. The model results are described in Topical
Response 6: Water Quality, which is found in the Mission Village Final EIR. Mean annual runoff
volumes are expected to increase with development; however, the LID BMPs are expected to retain (via

infiltration and evapotranspiration) approximately 263 acre-feet per year of runoff.

The increased stormwater runoff volume from the Mission Village project would flow to the Santa Clara
River, whose channel is predominantly natural and consists of vegetation and coarse-grained sediments.
The porous nature of the sands and gravels forming the streambed allows for significant infiltration to

occur to the underlying Alluvial aquifer, thus naturally recharging the Basin.

D. Groundwater Recharge

The Mission Village Draft EIR analyzed the Mission Village project's impact on groundwater recharge.

(See Mission Village Draft EIR, Section 4.8, Water Quality, pages 4.8-119 through 4.8-123.)

As stated in the Draft EIR, the supplying of water to the Mission Village project would not interfere with
groundwater recharge, because various studies have documented that no adverse impacts to the recharge
of the Basin have occurred due to the existing or projected use of local groundwater supplies, consistent
with the CLWA/purveyor groundwater operating plan (see Draft EIR, Appendix 4.8 [2005 Basin Yield
Report and 2009 Basin Yield Update]). In addition, CH2MHill assessed the effect of urbanization on
groundwater recharge in the Santa Clarita Valley, and found the urbanization has been accompanied by
both long-term stability in pumping and groundwater levels, and the addition of imported SWP water to
the Valley. Together, these urbanization effects have not reduced groundwater recharge, nor depleted the
amount of groundwater in storage within the local groundwater Basin. (See Draft EIR, Appendix 4.8
[CH2MHill technical memorandum, dated February 22, 2004}.) This finding also is supported by the
2009 Basin Yield Update, which modeled infiltration from irrigation (from urban and agricultural lands),

precipitation, and streamflows (stormwater and WRP discharges).

Specific to the recharge of the Saugus Formation (underlying primarily the upland portions of the Specific

Plan site), Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers prepared a technical memorandum in response to




a condition of approval of the Specific Plan. (See Draft EIR, Appendix 4.8.)  This technical

memorandum entitled, “Evaluation of Groundwater Recharge Methods for the Saugus Formation in the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Area,” evaluated the need for identifying land areas within the Specific Plan

area for recharge of the Saugus Formation. It concluded that there was no need to set aside land area for

the artificial recharge of the Saugus Formation within the Specific Plan area. This finding was based on

the following:

Saugus Formation is generally recharged in the east to central portion of the Basin, well east of
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area. Groundwater flow in the basin is generally east to west

with resulting groundwater discharge at the western end.

The Specific Plan area overlies a small portion of the Saugus Formation at the far western end of
the Basin, where it is discharging (not receiving) water that flows downstream toward Ventura

County.

Historical observations over several decades have shown that there has been no long-term
changes in groundwater storage or levels and that natural recharge processes have sustained
groundwater levels, including long-term, essentially constant, high groundwater levels—without

the need for artificial recharge operations to augment natural recharge to the Basin.

The future operating plan for the Basin has been evaluated in the 2005 UWMP, the 2005 Basin
Yield Report and the 2009 Basin Yield Update, and none of the documents call for attempts to
artificially recharge the basin (including on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan site).

If artificial recharge of the Saugus Formation were to become desirable for some reason in the
future, while there is no need for artificial recharge in the western part of the basin, recharge to
the Saugus Formation is hydrogeologically feasible through injection wells. This mechanism, if
needed in the future, would alleviate the need to set aside land area for artificial recharge
purposes, and would likely occur in the eastern portion of the Saugus Formation, not within the

Newhall Ranch Specific Plan area.
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ATTACHMENT K

Oak Tree Permit
Project Description and Burden of Proof
VITM No. 61105
Mission Village

Backg‘ round

Mission Village is a proposed mixed-use project that would be located on 1,261.8 acres
west of Interstate 5 and south of SR-126, within the boundaries of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan. Mission Village would include a total of 4,055 residential units, including
single- and multi-family residences, age-qualified residences, commercial and mixed-use
areas, an elementary. school, library, fire station, parks and recreation areas, and
significant areas of open space, including a spineflower preserve.

Request

This Oak Tree Permit is requested to authorize oak tree. impacts  associated with
development of the Mission Village project. There are a total of 501 oak trees subject to
the Los Angeles. County Oak Tree Ordinance located within the Mission Village project
site, including those located within 200 feet of the grading limit line (please note: impacts
to oak trees for the offsite extension of Magic Mountain Parkway are included in Oak
Tree Permit T200500043).

Of the 501 trees subject to the ordinance, 143 trees are propesed for removal, 8 of which
are heritage trees. In addition, 50 trees are proposed. for encroachment. Therefore, an oak
tree permit is required for 193 oak trees that will be impacted by project development
(143 + 50 =193). It is noted that six of the 147 oak trees proposed for removal are also
included in the Oak Tree Permit (OTP00-1 96) for Landmark Village.

The .following. matrix summarizes the number, location and proposed action for each tree:

Oak Tree Survey Matrix

, Encroached | - No Impacts | Total -
“Heritage Oaks 2 8 19 129
Non-heritage Oaks | 48 135 289 1 469
Total 50 143 308 501

In support of péfmit isSﬁance, Section 22.56.2100 of the Los Angelés County Code
requires substantiation of the following facts:

A. That the pfop_qséd construction or proposed use will be accomplished
without endangering the health of the remaining trees subject to this Part 16,
if any, on the subject property.



Development of the proposed Mission Village project will result in impacts to 196
of the 501 oak trees located on the project site. The remaining trees will not be
impacted; that is, they will not be removed and no encroachment into their

protected dnphnes is necessary. Additionally, protective fencing not less than
- four feet in height shall be placed at the limits of the protective zone of any
individual oak tree or dense stand of oak trees within 200 feet of the grading
limits and shall be inspected by the forester and/or fire warden. To ensure full
protection of the health of the 308 remaining trees, no encroachment will occur
within their protected zones per §22.56.2060 of Los Angeles County Code.

As noted above, the applicant proposes to encroach within the protected zones of
50 of the total 501 surveyed oak trees. The applicant proposes to erect protective
fencing along the driplines of these trees to ensure their preservation. Any
grading or other construction-related activities to occur within the protected zone
of these trees will be done with hand tools only or small hand held power tools
and under the close supervision of the project arborist to ensure the well-being of
the root systems and other parts of the trees.

Project conditions and mitigation measures include detailed guidelines to limit
endangerment to the trees proposed to remain, including those for which
encroachment has been authorized.

. 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
can not be satisfactorily mltlgated '

The -proposed removal of 143 oak trees and encroachment within the protected
dripline of 50-o0ak trees will not result in any additional soil erosion through
diversion or increased flow of surface waters, which cannot be satlsfactonly
mitigated ‘through on-site ‘drainage ¢ontrol measures that shall be implemented
with the project.

o ‘The proposed project incorporates drainage and water quality plans which 2 are

designed to protect development, manage drainage and control pollutant run-off,
* The features of these plans are intended to blend into the community as an
extension of the landscaping. All drainage entering and originating within the
project area will be collected and controlled by the constructed drainage system to
ensure no increase in site erosion.

. That in addition to the above facts at least one of the following findmgs
apply:

1) That the removal of 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. Alternate development plans cannot achieve the same permitted
density or that the cost of such alternative would be prohibitive and,

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

The oak trees proposed for removal are located in areas of the property where
their continued existence would preclude the development of the property in an
efficient manner. Natural resources, including oak trees, were evaluated in the
preparation of a development plan which limited the impacts to such resources
‘while allowing for development authorized by the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
The proposed project clusters development to avoid impacts to on-site resources
such as spineflower, the Santa Clara River and other areas with oak trees.
However, the project site contains steep topography and requires extensive
grading to create a viable community. Grading is required for geotechnical
stability, access and site balance and results in the removal of 143 oak trees, and
encroachment into the protected zone of an additional 50 oak trees. '

2) That the oak tree(s) proposed for removal or relocation interfere with
utility service 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(s).

The oak tree report prepared for the project notes the specific reason necessitating
the removal or encroachment on the surveyed trees. As described in the oak tree
report, a total of 44 trees will be impacted by development of proposed roads, 27
will be impacted by development of water quality or debris basins and a total of 6
trees are located within the proposed utility corridor these trees are also included
in the Oak Tree Permit for Landmark Village. The proposed roadways and utility
line extensions are necessary to serve both the future residents of the proposed
‘Mission Village neighborhoods, as well as current and future residents of
surrounding neighborhoods.

3) That 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 practice.

vNo_ne of the trees proposed for removal are diseased or in danger of falling. The
oak tree report notes that a total of 16 additional oak trees which are dead were
also surveyed but none of these dead trees are included in the oak tree permit
request. ' '

4) 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. :



The proposed removal of 143 trees and encroachment into the protected zone of
an additional 50 trees will not be contrary to, or be in substantial conflict with, the
intent and purpose of the oak tree permit procedure as mitigation measures will be
implemented to offset the removals

The applicant has taken great care in designing the tract to minimize the number
of trees which need to be removed in the development process. The applicant
recognizes ‘the significance of oak trees as historical, aesthetic and ecological
resources that enhance the value of property and character of the communities in
which they exist. The project results in the preservation of 19 of the 29 heritage
oak trees on the site and preservation of 289 of the 469 non-heritage trees.
Overall, more than 60% percent of the oak trees on the site will not be impacted.
by project development.

The applicant is committed to maintaining the healthy condition of all oak trees to
be retained. For each tree removed, a minimum of two (2) for non-heritage and
ten (10) for heritage, 15-gallon replacement trees will be planted, resulting in a
greater number of oak trees on site. These replacement trees shall be located at
areas as directed by the County Forester. The project proposes to provide several
areas-designated for tree replacement.



ATTACHMENT L

MEMORANDUM
TO: Newhall Ranch Specific Plan Project File
FROM: Rich;cird J. Bruckner, Acting Director of Planning
SUBJECT:  Substantial Conformance Interpretation Pertaining to Modification of
Setbacks
DATE: May 2, 2011

Béckground

Mission Village is 1261+ acre site with 4,055 homes that is designed around a pedestrian
oriented Village Center that will contain residential uses (condominiums and apartments)
that are integrated both horizontally and vertically with commercial uses. The Village
Center is envisioned to be the town core for not only Mission Village but for Newhall
Ranch as well. The commercial uses in the Village Center are envisioned along a “main
street” that will include both retail and office uses. Also included in this Village Center
will be the library; village green (private park), community recreation center and a
proposed continuing care retirement.community. All of these uses will be linked together
through a series of sidewalks; trails and paseos that connects the Village Center to the
rest of Mission Village. The surrounding uses include: a 20 acre community park, a 5
acre neighborhood park, -elementary school,-fire station, office uses and complementary
residential uses that will include single-family, multi-family units and age qualified units.

Village Center

The Village Center will contain the following Specific Plan land uses: Mixed Use (MU),
High Residential (H), Medium Residential (M) and Commercial (C). The Newhall Ranch
Development Standards for these land uses are found in Specific Plan Table 3:4-1.

While the Specific Plan provides for variation and flexibility in these land uses, the urban
setting envisioned for the residential preducts and commercial uses within the Village
Center would be difficult to implement given the current standards Though a zero side
yard lot configuration is permitted within certain land use designations, only the Mixed-
Use (MU) permits zero front yards, with restrictions, limiting the potential to create a
truly urban environment. Allowing greater flexibility of setback provisions will ensure a
design in keeping with the goals of development of a pedestrian-oriented community.

Request

Pursuant to the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, Section 5.2 (2)(13), modifications of
development standards contained on Table 3.4-1 (Site Development Standards) are



VTTM No. 61105 Modification
) For Setbacks

allowed provided the Director can make findings for a determination that the
modification is in Substantial Cdnformance with the provisions of the Specific Plan

ThlS isa request for modified setbacks to allow specific Mixed- Use, Commerc1a1 High
Residential, Medium Residential designated lots within Mission Village’s Village Center
to be designed with a minimum 0-foot (0’) front yard setback within the limitations
described in the Mission Village Planning Book guidelines on frontage types

In addition, that the lots within the Mixed and Commercial land uses within the Village
Center are in conformance side and rear yard setbacks when directly adjacent (0-feet) to
the LDZ and private drive lots as shown on the Exhibit Maps.

Details relevant to the Village Center and the basis for this request follow below.
Village Center

The Village Center will be the urban town core for the Mission Village community and
Newhall Ranch. It is designed as a higher density, mixed-use area. The Village Center,
especially, provides efficient land utilization by bringing uses closer to the street to
encourage a pedestrian orientation. In this area, angled street parking is also provided,
further defining an urban environment. As depicted on the Exhibit Maps for VTTM
61105, the structures on lots 508-515, 517-526,528-530 and 621 have a 0’ minimum front
setback: adjacent to private drives, lots and streets. Due to the orientation of the structures
with frontage on more than one street and the conceptual nature of the exhibit maps,
designating the front yard and side yard setback can be problematical and should be
designated at building permit. Allowing a more flexible interpretation of setback
provisions will ensure a design more in keeping with the goals of development of a
pedestrian oriented community.

In addition, the Specific Plan provides for 20-foot minimum side and rear yard setbacks
for Commercial and Mixed Use land use when building is adjacent to different land use
designation or a public road. This would also be a burden to implementing the goal of
development of an urban pedestrian-oriented community. As depicted on the Exhibit Map,
the rear or side yard for lots in the Commercial and Mixed Use land use are either
adjacent to a private drive or a 20-24 foot landscape development zone lot which buffers:
the uses from a public roadway and are not adjacent to a different land use designation or
a public road. Therefore, the zero-foot setback adjacent to private drive or a 20-24 foot
landscape development zone lot meets the intent of the Specific Plan.

20f5 - , 8/9/2007



. VTTM No. 61105 Modification
For Setbacks

Under the Implementation Procedures of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (Section 5.2 g),
the following information is requested for the Substantial Conformance process:

~  Name and address of all persons owning all or any part of the property:

Newhall Land and Farming Company
25124 Springfield Court, Suite 300,
Valencia, CA 91355

Location of subject property:
Generally south of the Santa Clara River and west of the Interstate-S; directly west of
Six Flags Magic Mountain theme park.

« Legal Description:

PARCELS 11, 12, 13, 22 AND A PORTION OF PARCEL 14 OF PARCEL MAP
24500-01, IN THE UNINCORPORATED TERRITORY OF THE COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES, AS SHOWN ON MAP FILED IN BOOK 293 PAGES 34 TO 67
INCLUSIVE, OF PARCEL MAPS, RECORDS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY.

Assessor Parcel Numbers: 2826-002-022, 2826-003-021, 022, 023, 024, 025, 026,
027, 028, 029, 030, 031, 2826-007-019, 2826-009-081.

«  Specific Plan land use designation(s) on the property;
Low Residential, Low-Medium Residential, Medium Residential, and High
Residential, Mixed Use, Commercial, Open Area, and River Corridor.

This substantial conformance interpretation is applicable within the Low Medium, -
Medium Residential, Commercial and MU (mixed-use) land use designations.

Findings
Section 5.2 (2) (d) General Findings Applicable to all Requests:

(1) The Planning Director, acting upon any a request for determination of
Substantial Conformance as provided in this section, shall either approve,
approve with conditions, or deny the request based on findings that the request:

(@) Substantially conforms with all applicable provisions of the Specific Plan and
- Los Angeles County ordinances which do not conflict with the Specific Plan;

The request for the modification for setbacks is in éompliance with the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan and Los Angeles County ordinances. Setbacks approved per this request
will not be significantly different than those in Specific Plan Table 3.4-1. The requested

30f5 8/9/2007



VTTM No. 61105 . | Modification
For Setbacks

interpretation is a refinement and further clarification of those standards. This request is
also consistent with a similar interpretation approved with the Landmark Village project.

(b) Will not adversely affect public hevalth, and safety; and

The proposed modified setbacks will not adversely affect public health, and safety. The
modified setbacks within the Village Center will encourage greater flexibility in desigh of
this higher density and commercial area to allow for a more vibrant and pedestrian
oriented urban environment. There will be no adverse effect on public health or safety.

(c) Will not adversely affect adjacent property.

The proposed modified setbacks within the Mission Village project will not adversely
affect adjacent properties. The project site is currently undeveloped. The buildings with
the proposed 0 setbacks are located within the Village Center, which is designed as a
more urban, higher density neighborhood. Nearby uses will be complimentary and
include multi-family housing developments, a library, a proposed continuing care
retirement community and a transit center.

Section 5.2 (h) Modification of Development Standards

The Planning Director may approve, with or without conditions, a request for a
modification of the development standards (such as setbacks) contained in T able 3.4-
1 (Site Development Standards) in the Specific Plan where :

(1) The General Findings listed in Section 5.2 paragraph 2d above can be made;

See Findings for Section 5.2 (2) (d) above, and,
(2) Such modification meets all applicable building, fire, and subdivision codes; and

The requested modification meets all applicable building, fire, and subdivision codes, as
the proposed Mission Village project will be developed in conformance with all
applicable County Codes including, but not limited to, the Subdivision Code, Grading
‘Code, Building Code, and Fire Code. Additionally, the proposed Mission Village project
will be thoroughly reviewed by the Los Angeles County staff and will be reviewed and
considered by the Regional Planning Commission.. An Env1ronmenta1 Impact Report
(EIR) will be prepared to County standards, and will mclude measures to mitigate project
impacts. :

(3 ) Such modification would be arclutecturally compaz‘zble with existing buzldzng in
the surrounding neighborhood; and’

40f5 ' 8/9/2007



VTTM No. 61105 Modification

For Setbacks -

The modification of setbacks for buildings within the Village Center will allow for

architecturally compatible design. Proposed buildings will be similar in character to
others nearby.

(4) In the case of existing building, any of the Jollowing findings can be made:

(a) The proposed alteration of addition to an existing building will be a
continuation of its existing architectural style, or

(b) That such modification is needed for safety reasons to comply with other
applicable codes, laws, ordinances, rules, and regulations, or

(c) That the site of the proposed building is sufficiently remote or screened so as
to preclude the proposed modification from having a detrimental effect upon
the surrounding properties.

This finding is not applicable because there are no existing buildings. The proposed
Mission Village project is currently undeveloped land. :

50f5 8/9/2007



FINDINGS AND ORDER OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 61105
MISSION VILLAGE
(A PORTION OF NEWHALL RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN)

On May 27, 2003, the Board of Supervisors ("Board") of the County of Los Angeles
("County") approved the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan ("Spegi Plan"), which authorized
development of the approximately 11,999-acre property: ,885 dwelling units with
423 second units; 629 acres of mixed-use develop t cres of commercial uses;
249 acres of community parks, 869 acres of other O nd 5,159 acres of open
space within two approved Special Managemen
("SMA/SEA"); two fire stations; one public librat

)station; reservation
school sites; a 6.8-
million gallon per day Newhall Ranch Wat ’
associated community facilities, such as%oad

The County Regional Planning Commission
public hearing in the matter
Conditional Use Permit ("CUP'
("OTP") No. 200500032, OTP"
Substantial Conformance Revie
2011, and May 18, 2011.

ract Map ("VTTM") No. 61105,
No. 200500081, Oak Tree Permit
Permit No. 200500011 and
mber 10, 2010, March 186,

ocated within the boundary of the approved
nts the second phase of development of the
VTTM No. 61105, dated December 15,
farming Company ("subdivider") proposes a
ithithe Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.
ect, as revised, creates a mixed-use community of 4,055
amily units and 3,704 multi-family units); 1,555,100 square
ace; approximately 693 acres of open space, including
; acres for private recreational facilities, and 85.8 acres in
gserves connected to open space; a 9.5-acre elementary school;
cre fire station; and 1.2-acre bus transfer station. Mission Village
and infrastructure to support the project, including roads (including
er Drive Bridge), trails, drainage improvements, flood protection
ank stabilization within and adjacent to the Santa Clara River), potable
and recycled r systems (including water tanks), sanitary sewer system and dry utility
systems to be developed in compliance with the provisions of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan (May 27, 2003).

The proposed
Newhall Ra
Specific Pla

Along with the development of VITM No. 61105, as revised, Mission Village includes
several off-site project-related improvements (i.e., improvements outside the tract
boundary), including: utility corridor, Magic Mountain Parkway roadway extension and
related improvements, a water quality basin, three water tanks (portions of 2 would be
located on site), a Southern California Edison (SCE) electrical substation, and two debris
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10.

11.

basins. Additional off-site improvements include work associated with the Lion Canyon
drainage, grading associated with construction of the northerly extension of Westridge
Parkway and southerly extension of Commerce Center Drive, and miscellaneous
grading to tie proposed grades into natural grades.

CUP No. 200500080 (SEA) is a related request to ensure that project-level
improvements within the SEA are consistent with the Board's previously approved CUP
No. 94-087 (SEA).

CUP No. 200500081 is a related request to authorize th
dwelling units, continued care retirement community
off-site grading associated with VTTM No.
infrastructure.

velopment of 73 second
dwelling units, on-site and

OTP No. 200500043 is a related request t
the project site, including 8 heritage oa
within the protected zone, due to potenti
oak trees.

Oak Tree Permit No. 2005000
trees in connection with cor
Parkway, including 3 heritage

o authorize the removal of 11 oak
extension of Magic Mountain
0 permit encroachment within

the protected zone, due to pote uction, of an additional 2 oak
trees.

Parking Permi request to authorize off-site and reciprocal
parking for |

Substantial ination™, 201000001 is a related request made

ch Specific Plan for a determination that
wconform to the standards, regulations, and
Plan relative to the following: (a) Grading and Hillside
rmination of conformance with Specific Plan Section 4.8
n average slope of 25% or greater); (b) modification to
pecific Village Center lots to be designed with a minimum
; and (c) modification to proposed trail widths (adjustment of 12-

anagemen
areas to be

> project site, consisting of 1,854.6 gross acres (or rounded to
approximate acres), is located south of the Santa Clara River and SR-126, east
of the Ventura®County boundary and west of Interstate 5 ("1-5"), within the northeast
corner of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan in the Newhall Zoned District. The
project site is comprised of the Mission Village tract map, which is 1,261.8 acres in size,
and the off-site project related improvements area, which is 592.8 acres in size.

Approximately 39.1 acres of VTTM No. 61105 are located outside the Specific Plan
boundaries. VTTM No. 61105 consists of parcels 11, 12, 13, 22 and a portion of parcel
14 of the previously recorded Parcel Map No. 24500-01 and a portion of the Rancho San
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Francisco. Approximately 338.9 acres -of the off-site project-related improvements are
located outside of the Specific Plan boundaries.

The Specific Plan is divided in five “villages,” and Mission Village occupies
approximately 70 percent of one of those villages, which are referred to as Mesas.

The property is irregular in shape with variable sloping terrain. It is unimproved, but
currently is utilized for agricultural activity. The project site (ingluding the tract map area
and off-site improvements) contains sensitive bxologlcal resouirces and habitat types,
including special-status species, all of which have been @éseribed and evaluated in the
Mission Village Draft Environmental Impact Report (" " October 2010) and Final
Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR;” May 2 e Santa Clara River, which
forms the northern boundary of the project site, is Wi areviously approved River
Corridor SMA/SEA 23. Historically, the proje ragdricultural activity and
related storage. Portions of the project sit attle grazing and
oil and gas production. )

Access to the Mission Village project sit R-126 along t
project site, the proposed Magic Mountain . sion to the east, and Westridge
Parkway to the south. The wegte i ae project site is accessible via existing
agricultural roads. Connectio : within the project site will be
provided by the southerly exterig r Drive, the westerly extension
of Magic Mountain Parkway, and

alifornia Highway Patrol station, hotels,
the south, outside of Newhall Ranch, is
he existing community of Westridge further to the southeast

ncisco currently are zoned A-2-5. The SP zoning of the property
June 26, 2003, following the adoption of Ordinance No. 2003-
0031Z, which blished Zone Case No. 94-087-(5). The zone change was associated
with the approval of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan.

VTTM No. 61105, as revised, proposes to subdivide the Mission Village tract map site
into a total of 621 lots, including:

(@) 351 single family lots, 36 multi-family lots, 5 apartment/condominium lots, 2 mixed
use/residential (including 66,400 sq. ft. of commercial uses), and 1 continued care
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20.

includes grading f

retirement lot, for the development of 4,055 residential dwelling units (351 single-
family units, and 3,704 multi-family units);

(b) 11 mixed-use commercial lots for the development of up to 1,555,100 square feet
(including the 66,400 sq. ft. referenced above) of office, retail and service uses;

(c) 143 open space lots;
(d) 2 public park (active) lots;

(e) 4 private recreation lots;
(f) 5 spineflower preserve lots;

(g) 4 public facility lots, including 1 school lot, 1 libfany ire station lot, and 1 bus
transfer station lot;

-(h) 14 utility-related lots (including water qualiit i , and wastewater

pump stations); and
(iy 43 transportation-related lots (publi

The Exhibit Map, which accompanies
development plans. Revised site plans to
shall be subject to the provisiops:

ges to the conceptual site plan
ewhall Ranch Specific Plan.

Approximately 57.8 million cub
operation (28.9 million CUbIC yards,

of grading (372,

and paseos.

Utilities, ineluding water, sanitary sewer, gravity sewer, force main, irrigation, cable, gas,
fiber optics; ‘and recycled water lines, will be constructed and installed to serve the
Mission Village project.

In order to provide future residents with access to alternative modes of transportation,
VTTM No. 61105 includes a 1.2-acre transit site for development of a bus transfer
station in the Village Center area of Mission Village. Development of this site facilitates
local bus service and provides connection points for express bus operation within the
Mission Village area.
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Project buildout currently is planned to occur over several years, with full buildout not
expected until 2021. Since market conditions and consumer needs historically change
over time, a certain amount of flexibility is necessary in the specific type of residential
units that ultimately would be built in order to assure the best mix of residential housing
to meet changing market demands. Similarly, as to commercial uses, it is difficult to
forecast with a high degree of certainty over the extended duration of project buildout the
specific type of office uses and tenant space requirements that will be in demand as
each segment of the project is developed.

Flexibility has been incorporated into the Specific Plan 2spond to those changes in
demand and economic marketplace. Section 5.2.2
Subdivision Maps) of the Specific Plan allows s t ehanges to the approved
tentative map through an Amended Exhibit Map proci to Section 21.16.15 of
the County Subdivision Ordinance. The Ame ha
the map is determined by the Director
approved map. Section 5.2.5 of the
Provisions) provides standards for dwé
adjustments, including residential and no
and conversions.

: sfer/Conversion
i types of

Flexibility is allowed for lots
access), 397-407, 411, 427, 4
associated private drives CC, DD
ZZ. The flexibility includes the ab
vice versa; build
building type agt
driveways,
private

380, 381, 384-387, 396 (fire
, 480-484, 508-532, 621 and

s'rather than apartments, and
ttached units; alter residential
area; change the location of
gnments, driveway entries and change the
s change lot configurations; and, change
planning area. However, this flexibility will
’d commercial square footage, as shown on

ccompa site plan exhibit maps, set a maximum cap that -
aut additional approvals or modifications to the project. Thatis,

exceed 3,704 multi-family dwelling units and 1,555,100 total
dition, the open space and recreational acreages shown
reduced.

ber of units or square footage of commercial space in the lots
s on the decrease in another lot. An increase in the number of
units and commercial square footage among lots may be allowed
if it does nof ed 20 percent of the number of multi-family residential units and
commercial sqtiare footage allowed for that lot as approved by VTTM No. 61105. The
designated land use category in each ot shall not change (i.e. lots designated as Mixed-
Use shall remain Mixed-Use, lots designated as Medium Residential shall remain
Medium Residential, lots designated as Open Area shall remain Open Area.)

Therefore, the subsequent changes to the tentative map will be subject to Section
5.2.2.e and 5.2.5 of the Specific Plan, and consistent with the environmental analysis in
the project EIR. The changes on the map will be reviewed and approved by the
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23.

24,

25.

Subdivision Committee through the Amended Exhibit Map process prescribed in Section
21.16.15 of the County Subdivision Ordinance.

A program-level EIR was certified with adoption of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan,
which found that there would be significant unavoidable impacts to agricultural
resources, biological resources, visual resources, air quality, and solid waste disposal. A
Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted by the Board of Supervisors, which
concluded that there were significant overriding benefits wit approval of the Specific
Plan. Public benefits include preservation of nearly 1,0 res of the Santa Clara
River; about 4,200 acres of the High Country SMA/SEA pproximately 1,517 acres
of the Salt Creek area and other Open Areas; pr ion of the River Corridor
SMAJSEA 23 to retain significant riparian vegetat ' itat; the development of
over 50 miles of trails including portions of the Sa Vet Trail; and provisions for

There has been substantial outreach ig { . regarding the
Mission Village project. The applicant roject on severakoccasions to
the West Ranch Town Council and one océ sastaic Area Town*Council.

In accordance with the Califor
Code §§ 21000 et seq.), CE
Document Reporting Procedur:
for the Mission Village project. T
the project on the following enviro

ty Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources
nd the County’s Environmental
unty prepared an Initial Study
yotentially significant effects of

Minéral Resources
Noise

Parks and Recreation
Sheriff Services
Solid Waste Disposal
Traffic/Access
Utilities

Visual Qualities
Wastewater Disposal
Water Quality

Water Service

Therefore el environmental impact report ("EIR") was required.

In accordance¥with the CEQA Guidelines and County Environmental Document
Reporting Procedures and Guidelines, a Draft EIR was prepared for the Mission Village
project. The Draft EIR concluded that potential impacts were found to be less than
significant with mitigation in the following impact categories: Geotechnical and Soil
Resources, Hydrology, Biota, Traffic/Access, Noise, Water Service, Wastewater
Disposal, Sheriff Services, Fire Protection Services, Education, Parks and Recreation,
Library  Services, Utilities, Mineral  Resources, Environmental  Safety,
Cultural/Paleontological Resources, Floodplain Modifications, Water Quality, and Global
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27.

28.

- of SCOPE, who reque

f‘Staff added that the app

Climate Change. The Draft EIR also concluded that the project will result in significant,
unavoidable and/or cumulative impacts in:

(a) Visual Qualities;

(b) Air Quality

(c) Solid Waste Services; and
(d) Agricultural Resources.

The significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR are all wi
analyzed in the certified Program EIR for the Specific:
categories was previously identified and included
Considerations adopted as part of the certified P
Specific Plan.

e scope of the impacts
an. Each of these impact

Statement of Overriding
3, for the Newhall Ranch

d comment for a per
November 10, 20

The Draft EIR was circulated for public rev
October 8, 2010 to November 21, 2010.
Commission extended the public com
99-day public comment period.)

ic hearing, the
2011 (total

Fish and Game, Regional W; y 3 ard California Department of
Transportation, Sanitation Districtsiof L ; unt and City of Santa Clarita.

eard the staff report, the applicant presented
oject, and public testimony was presented by a representative
t the Draft EIR public review period be extended.

testrmony regardmg th

st

t needed to address outstanding issues with the
Department of Public Works (Public Works) regarding the Tentative Map. The issues
inclu that the applicant shall record an easement for the necessary off-site regional
nd easement for the off-site grading and full improvements on the
f the extension of Magic Mountain Parkway and Westridge Parkway; that
nall obtain a will serve letter from the Sanitation District to use the
Valencia Water Reclamation Plant while the Newhall Water Reclamation Plant is not
operational; and that the applicant shall provide detailed information regarding an
agreement with Caltrans for mitigation of impacts to the state freeway system.

After discussion, the Commission continued the item to March 16, 2011 and extended
the public comment period for the EIR to January 4, 2011 (total 99- -day public comment
period) to allow interested parties additional time to review and provide comments on the
project and its DEIR and to allow the applicant to address outstanding issues with Public
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29.

Works and address the following topics: (i) whether the applicant's request to adjust
Specific Plan trail widths from 12-feet to 8-feet is warranted:; (iiy whether the applicant's
request for a zero setback in the Village Center is justified; (iii) whether the project
includes sufficient upland infiltration; and (iv) whether pile-driving activities can be
replaced with a quieter method; (v) whether the applicant should mitigate oak tree
impacts by in kind planting or mitigation fee; and (vi) whether the project should include
a trail head.

The Commission also directed staff to provide additional i
topics: (i) improvements within the SEA and river buffe
among Specific Plan implementation phases. -

ation on the following
development transfer

nd (ii)

On December 15, 2010, the project applicant subml VTTM No. 61105 to
County staff for review. The map was revised
approval by the California Department of £
Ranch Resource Management and Deve
("RMDP/SCP"), which includes within it
No. 61105. As approved by CDFG,
spineflower preserve on the VITM No. 6
approximately 20.2 acres ove
on prior VITM No. 61105 |
spineflower acreage and the
component of the proposed Mis
with the approved RMDP/SCP.

this represents an increase of
wer preserve acreage designated
As a result of the increased
pen space, the development
en reduced in size, consistent

TTM No. 61105 includes a
and 3,704 multi-family units);
the 1.55 millionssg i ommercial“development is unchanged from

ing units. With the increased spineflower
2d in size by a total of 357 dwelling units.

,055, a decrease of 357 total units. The number of single-
units from 382 to 351 units and the number of multi-

 with the proposed project decreased by one million cubic yards,
illion cubic yards.

reserves: The number of lots dedicated to San Fernando Valley
spineflower preserves has increased from two lots to five lots. Total land area
dedicated for preserves increased from 65.6 acres to 85.8 acres.

» Oak Trees: Oak tree surveys were completed for the Mission Village Tract Map site
and related offsite improvements including the extension of the Magic Mountain
Parkway from its present terminus west to Mission Village Tract Map site. When all
these areas are considered, a total of 564 trees are protected by County Ordinance.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

Of that total, 154 trees would be removed, 52 trees would be encroached upon, and
338 trees would not be impacted. On just the Tract Map site, utility corridor and
Edison substation sites, 501 trees are protected, 143 trees would be removed, 50
trees would be encroached upon, and 308 trees would not be impacted. On the
Magic Mountain Extension site, 63 trees are protected, 11 trees would be removed,
two trees would be encroached upon, and 50 trees would not be impacted. With the
revised project, the total number of trees to be removed would decrease by four
from 158 to 154 trees. The total number of trees to be en oached on would increase
by one from 51 to 52 trees.

* Open Space: The total land area dedicated t
categories, which includes public and priva
spineflower preserves, river area, and grad
under the revised project from approxima
increase in open space of approximately,

space-related land use
San Fernando Valley
lots, would increase

J6, 2011, ne'members of the public provided .
ranted the applicant’s request that the public
icant with additional time to complete its
responses

10, 2010 hea g was continued to May 18, 2011.

rly-scheduled meeting held March 22, 2011, during the public
eting, a representative of SCOPE read a letter dated March
ect's potential effect on chloride levels in the Santa Clara

on Village Final EIR (May 2011) was completed in accordance
ssion Village Final EIR" is comprised of the following: (a) Draft EIR
(October 204 mes [-XX; and (b) Final EIR (May 2011), Volumes I-VII (collectively,
“Final EIR"). Y€ Final EIR includes the Draft EIR, all comments received on the Draft
EIR and responses to those comments, technical appendices to the Draft and Final EIR,
revised Draft EIR pages, and other information. Department staff sent the Final EIR to
the Commission for review and made it available to state and local agencies,
organizations, and other interested parties.

The Mission Village Draft EIR (October 2010) analyzed the potential environmental
impacts associated with development of 4,412 dwelling units (382 single-family dwellings
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34.

35.

36.

37.

and 4,030 multi-family units) and 1.55 million square feet of mixed-use/commercial
development on the proposed project site. Included within the proposed project as
described was a 65.6-acre spineflower preserve.

Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR, and as previously referenced, the CDFG
approved the Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP, which designates 85.8 acres of spineflower
preserve, and enhanced connectivity to open space, on the Mission Village project site,
an increase of 20.2 acres over the amount designated in the.Draft EIR. As a result of
the increased spineflower acreage/connectivity, the devg{ ment component of the
proposed Mission Village project has been reduced in sizé nd now includes a total of
4,055 dwelling units (a reduction of 357 dwelling . ompared to the original,
proposed Mission Village project); the 1.55 million squ of mixed-use commercial

project originally proposed and analyzed in
density and increase in preserved area is

the Mission Village Final EIR
identifies in detaii the mann

rive and Magic Mountain Parkway will be
from the project site to SR-126 and I-5,
Xtension serves as the primary north/south
Village & connects to SR-126 by new interchange
ntain Parkway is the primary east/west access through the
e Old Road. Westridge Parkway provides a secondary
project site. The Magic Mountain Parkway extension
existing terminus at The Old Road for a distance of
t before intersecting with the project site. The extension of
proceeds southerly from its current terminus at SR-126, over
/Into the project site, and includes construction of the Commerce
he bridge will span the width of the Santa Clara River, equating to

The internal cir€ulation plan provides a system of arterials, residential and commercial
collectors, residential public streets, and private drives.

Private driveway lots within the development will provide internal access in single-family
and multi-family neighborhoods, including in the Village Center, which is the mixed-use
center of the community.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

Of the 382 single-family lots, four are designed as flag lots (Lot Nos. 48, 49, 297 and
298, as shown on the VTTM No. 061105 and Exhibit Map dated December 15, 2010).
Due to grading requirements, these four lots cannot comply with the frontage width
required by the county for a standard lot. However, the lot is of adequate size to
accommodate a residence and comply with all other required development standards.

Traffic calming features are incorporated into the local street system, including curb
extensions and chokers, which narrow the road to promote slowing down traffic mid-
block and at intersections.

Access as depicted on the tentative map will be
deployment of fire fighting and other emergency s
improved pursuant to applicable Fire and Public W

for all lots and for the
s because all roads are

Mission Village comprises active and

preservation open space areas. Active o S iect site include
space for recreational activities in two ) o1 1y ighborhood
park) a private park, called Village Green,lgé: inghe Village Center, and two private

recreation centers.

A total of 352 acres of ope i ted among 139 lots, are depicted

The Project inclu ~ , : tion and a total of 85.8 acres of
- : e areas within the project site

. #26.8 acres of parks (lots 469, 612), a 2.9-acre
en) (lot 527), 11.8 acres of recreation/recreation centers (lots
S open space (lots 35-45, 614-15, 611, 603, 471-75, 487-
435-37, 428-31, 425, 408-10, 414-22, 391-95, 353, 354-
» 360, 363-64, 146-50, 156), 212.6 acres of open space
5 acres of open space (River Adjacent) (lots 367, 609), 18.4
Z [Landscape Development Zone)) (lots 151, 159, 160, 377-79,

46, 453-54, 460-67, 476-79, 502-507, 541-49), 16.1 acres of
nyon) (lots 358-59), and 14.6 acres of open space (Arroyo
Walk)(lots 15 31-32).

The Mission Village project also includes a dedicated location for a fire station (lot 448),
which will serve the surrounding community.

_The applicant has requested phasing of final map recordation. Multiple final maps will

be permitted. The phasing depicted on the tentative tract map may be changed subject
to submittal of a revised phasing map and a written request to staff. The phasing
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depicted on the tentative tract map may be changed subject to the Amended Map
process prescribed in Section 21.16.15 of the County Subdivision Ordinance.

45, The project preserves and enhances sensitive habitat, and includes significant open
space and recreational components. Approximately 693 acres of VITM No. 61105 are
designated for open space and recreation uses. This includes 85.8-acres in three
spineflower preserves that will be established in the northeasterly portions of the site.
For recreational purposes, three park lots are depicted withip, the subdivision. Two of
the parks would be public, one a 21.6-acre Community Pafl gnd the other a 5.2-acre
Neighborhood Park; both would include improvemen serve both active and
passive uses. The subdivision also includes the 2 Village Green, which is a
private park located in the Village Center design i
passive and active recreation, as well as an area for functions, such as a
farmers market.

46. 0, identi e designation

re proposed
within the Low“Density ("L")
us tentative map submittals.
of the project, and consistent with
s of these residential lots be
ected designated open space
2010. However these open

lots, as indicated on the revised"
space lots remain wﬁi;hin the Low
calculation of averag

47. its q n the Low Density Residential ("L") land use

he recreational facilities have been provided.
esign are subject to approval of a revised park plan by the
hing and parks and Recreation. Any park project shall be
rlying approvals.

48.

49. h/recreation center lots are depicted on VITM No. 61105. The
be fenced and maintained by a homeowners association, with

off street and on street. These lots will provide recreational

50. The site is physically suitable for the type of development and the density being
proposed because the property has adequate building sites to be developed in
accordance with the grading ordinance; has access to County-maintained streets; will be
served by sanitary sewers; will be provided with water supplies and distribution facilities
with sufficient capacity to meet anticipated domestic and fire protection needs; and has
all flood hazards and geologic hazards mitigated in accordance with the requirements of
the Department of Public Works.
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements will not cause serious
public healthy problems because sewage disposal, storm drainage, fire protection, and
geological and soils factors are addressed in the conditions of approval.

The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements will not cause substantial
environmental damage or substantial or avoidable injury to fish and wildlife or their
habitat as appropriate mitigation measures have been incorporated into the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan/conditions of approval.

The discharge of sewage from this land division into
violate the requirements of the California Regional W&
to Division 7 (Commencing with Section 13000) o

ublic sewer system will not
ity Control Board pursuant

The division and development of the subje¢
vesting tentative tract map will not unr
exercise of public entity and/or public @
tentative tract map since the design and"
the project and on the tentative map, provid
way and easements.

natural heating or cooling opportt
to permit orientation of structures

pecific Plan is a comprehensive document that guides the
hall Ranch property. The document sets forth a comprehensive
jent regulations, design guidelines, and implementation programs
7a project consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of the
Los Angeles iy General Plan and Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. The applicant has
provided a booklet, titled “Mission Village Planning Notebook” (Notebook), which
provides the detailed exhibits and tables that update the Specific Plan within the Mission
Village subdivision boundary, and identify goals and objectives within the Specific Plan
that these project features achieve. Mission Village is consistent with the following
aspects of the Specific Plan:

Affordable Housing: The Specific Plan requires affordable housing, with a total of 2,200
affordable units located throughout the Specific Plan area (Specific Plan Section 3.10).
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The applicant submitted the Newhall Affordable Housing Implementation Plan to the
County which was approved by the Los Angeles County Community Development
Commission in June 25, 2010. The Affordable Housing Implementation Plan states that
Mission Village shall develop up to 300 affordable homes within the project site.

Circulation: The circulation plan proposed for Mission Village is a refinement of the
Newhall Ranch Master Circulation Plan approved as part of the Specific Plan and it is
consistent with the designation, location and dimensions of the highways and collector
roads depicted in the Specific Plan. Private Drives are desi to conform to the final
design criteria approved in the Westside Communitie ate Drives and Traffic
Calming Manual.

Transit: The Specific Plan contemplated two bus p
Mission Village. The proposed project depicts, th
station. The proposed locations of the transfer stafion and bus stg
the location in the Specific Plan to accom e final circulationdgsign of the project,
and are consistent with the intent of the Sni
public transit within the Mission Village pi

Trails: The Master Plan of Trails in the Sp
general locations for trails within the projec

eneral in nature, and provides
e Tentative Map provides more

s, local trails and pathways.
along the ftrail, reduce the
upd the trails to comply with Low
nt of the trails is to provide pedestrian and
of the trail will not compromise the intended

: ion Village. The applicant is proposing to
ment to approximately 85 acres in an effort to provide
pen space, preserve known spineflower populations and

Plan: The Conceptual Backbone Drainage Plan of the
h the framework by which drainage and flood protection to the site
primary goal of the plan was to provide drainage and flood protection
e Santa Clara River as a resource. The Mission Village Drainage and
Water Quality Plan is consistent with the Specific Plan, which included conceptual
drainage plans that reflects innovative methodologies to meet NPDES requirements,
and reflects a comprehensive system of flood control and detention basins to maintain
water quality standards.

Water Plan: The Conceptual Backbone Water Plan was designed in the Specific Plan for
the Mission Village portion of the overall project with water main and reclaimed water
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lines to be located along Commerce Center Drive, Magic Mountain Parkway, Westridge
Parkway, and “A” Street. The Potable and Reclaimed Water Plan follows the Conceptual
Backbone Water Plan and depicts in greater detail, the infrastructure lines to serve the
Mission Village project. While the precise routing of water lines for the delivery system
delineated by Mission Village Water Plan differ to some extent from the Conceptual Plan
set forth in the Specific Plan, this routing flexibility falls within the prescribed Substantial
Conformance parameters set in the Specific Plan Implementation Section 5.2.2b(a).

Sewer Plan: The Conceptual Backbone Sewer Plan of th
system for sewage collection witch included connection
collection system with pump stations, and both gra
Sewer Plan was prepared for Mission Village that p
location of sewer main lines and while the precise
system differ to some extent from the Conceptual
routing flexibility falls within the prescribed
the Specific Plan Implementation Section 5

pecific Plan set forth a
water reclamation plant, a
force mains. A detailed
further refinement to the
r lines for the delivery
e Specific Plan, this

Density Residential, Low-Medium Density Re
Density Residential, Commercial,.Mixed Use,

edium Density Residential, High
ace and River Corridor. Flexibility

was built into the Specific Pla llow for adjus nts, transfers ‘and conversions of
use, boundaries, square footage ific Plan:Section 5.2-5, page 5-14), within
certain parameters. The Mesas Vi ided lanning Areas, as Mission

Jje.ared; some planning areas do not

) Q@@Mesas Village. Although Mesas
Village is entitle a ma welling units and 2,232,000 square feet of
building space, i led to a maximum of 5,465 dwelling units and

ng Areas within the Mission Village Tentative

Village only covers 71

proximately 71 percent of the total Mesas Village area.
other residential development proposed in the Mesas Village
e proposes 4,055 dwelling units. Therefore, this regulation has

building square footage for the Mission Village project shall not
maximum building square footage set forth in the Annotated Land
tistical Summary for the Specific Plan area.

exceed tk
Use Plan

The Annotated Land Use Plan Statistical Summary determines that the maximum
building square footage allowed by the Specific Plan for this area is 1,948,500
square feet. Mission Village proposes 1,555,100 building square feet. Therefore, this
regulation has been met.

* No planning area may change in total acreage by more than 20 percent.
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59.

Mission Village is proposing changes to the acreage of most of the planning areas,
however, none of the changes exceed 20 percent. Therefore, this regulation has
been met.

Each land Use designation contains several Planning Areas. The table below shows a
summary of the changes between the Project and the Mesas Village (Specific Plan) in
total acreage, number of dwelling units and non-residential square footage. Detailed
information about the changes per Planning Area is available in a table format on page
53 and 65 of the Notebook, with exhibits on pages 51 and 524

Dwelling Maximum Non-
Area Units Residnetial Square
comparison Comaprison Footage
to Specific to Specific comparison to
Land Use Plan Plan Specific Plan
Low 4.9% increase -8

Low-Medium | 3.8% decrease -23

Medium 3.6% decrease -129
19.4% ’
High increase
Mixed Use 4.0% increase -372,000
18.5%
Commercial decrease -20,900
Open Area nfa
River
Corridor n/a

still decreased the number of dwelling units. The
ased four percent in area, decreased the number of dwelling

as permitted by the Specific Plan. These changes are due to
ch results in changes in the number of housing units, square
ial space and area dedicated to each use.

The elementy ool as well as the Community and Neighborhood Parks are part of
fand use overlays, and are ‘flexible’ as to their final location within the Specific Plan. The
land use overlay adjustments are permitted pursuant to Section 5.2-5 of the Specific
Plan with respect to size, quantity and location of public service facilities such as parks
and schools. As part of the overlay uses depicted in the Specific Plan, Mission Village is
proposing an elementary school, a fire station and a library as land use overlays.

Based on the record before it, the Commission finds the proposed subdivision and the
provisions for its design and improvement are consistent with the land use plan,



PROJECT NUMBER 04-181-(5) DRAFT FINIDNGS
VESTING TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NUMBER 61105 PAGE 17 OF 18

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

affordable housing, circulation, transit, trails, infrastructure allocation, non-residential
square footage allocations, residential dwelling unit allocations, spineflower preserve
and land use. :

Mitigation measures, which have been incorporated into the project and included in the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan, are listed in the Executive Summary of the Final EIR, and
include mitigation measures originally prescribed within the Specific Plan EIR.

The Commission finds substantial benefits resuiting from i
outweigh its unavoidable significant effects on visual
services, and agricultural resources.

mentation of the project
air quality, solid waste

The Mission Village project is subject to Califo ' Fish and Game fees
pursuant to section 711.4 of the California Fish

Approval of this subdivision is conditi
attached conditions of approval, as wéll z
200500080 (SEA), CUP No. 200500081,
Permit No. 200500043, Parking Permit No
Review No. 201000001. - .

community was appropriately notified

property posting. Additionally, the prgject

washelic

€ase materials were available

on the County De of Regional Rlasning "W?b:__g:ﬁe and at libraries located in the
vicinity of the pié imatelyz328 notices of public hearing and completion

and availabiliffzefthe dilo property owners within a 1,000-foot radius of
moti

ding a vesting tentative tract map, exhibit map,
Wele available for review at the Newhall Library, Valencia Library,
2ing October 8, 2010. On October 7, 2010, three large public
eigififeet wide by four feet high, were posted on the subject
nd of Westridge Parkway, west end of Magic Mountain Parkway
erce Center Drive (At Henry Mayo Drive).

ments and other materials constituting the record of proceedings
nission's decision is based in this matter is the Los Angeles County
Department onal Planning, 13th Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West Temple Street,
Room 1328, [%s Angeles, California 90012, and the offices of the County's EIR
consultant, Impact Sciences, Inc., 803 Camarillo Road, Suite A, Camarillo, California
93012. The custodian of such documents is the Section Head of the Special Projects
Section, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning.
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THEREFORE, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION:

1.

Certifies that the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines, and the County's Environmental Document Reporting Procedures and
Guidelines; certifies that the Commission has reviewed and considered the information
contained in the Final EIR and "CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Mission Village Project," CUP No. RCUP200500080 (SEA), CUP
No. RCUP200500081, Oak Tree Permit No. 200500032, Oak Tree Permit No.
200500043, Parking Permit No. RPKT200500011, and# Skibstantial Conformance
Determination No. 201000001; and certifies that the Fin; reflects the independent
judgment of the Commission; and

Determines that with the conditions of approval,
the Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Plan;
environmental effects are reduced to lesg
specified unavoidable effects, which haveg
outweighed by the benefits of the pré
Statement of Overriding Considerations for

easures discussed in
project's significant
cept for certain

* Mission Vi

Certifies the Final EIR as
Statement of Overriding Con
Monitoring Plan, and, pursuant t
the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, wh t ;
designed to ensu omplianc iti measures during project

adopts the CEQA Findings and
ion Village Project and Mitigation
b

61105 (dated December 15, 2010), subject to
Ees,Commission, including recommendations of



FINDINGS AND ORDER OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. RCUP200500080 (SEA)
MISSION VILLAGE
(A PORTION OF NEWHALL RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN)

On May 27, 2003, the Board of Supervisors ("Boar
Angeles ("County") approved the Newhall Ranch Spe
which authorized development of the approxima
20,885 dwelling units with 423 second unifs= 6
development; 67 acres of commercial uses: 249 acres o
acres of other Open Areas, and 5,159 acres of open space W
cological Areas ("SN
etrical  substation;
dorie high schoolsites: a 6.8-

amation Plant ("WRP"): and

f the County of Los
Plan ("Specific Plan"),
1,999-acre property for
acres of mixed-use
mmunity parks, 869

stations; one public library; one
elementary schools, one junior high

TR=Ne: 200500043, Parking Permit

formance - Review No. 201000001 on

L Mission=Village ) is located within the boundary of the
ich Specifie Blan and represents the second phase of

ecific Plan (following Landmark Village). As part of the
pprovals, the applicant is requesting approval of a

=eological Area ("SEA") CUP No. RCUP200500080 to

ith theregulatory framework to implement Mission Village
he approved River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 boundary in a
stent with both the adopted Specific Plan and previously
el SEA CUP No. 94-087-(5). Specifically, the proposed
ect-level improvements within the River Corridor SMA/SEA
include the Commerce Center Drive Bridge, neighborhood park,
access roads, and easements, grading, trails, water quality basins, bank
stabilization, water and sewer utility crossings, utility corridor, storm drain outlets,
and potential riparian mitigation sites.

The Mission Village project, as revised, creates a mixed-use community of 4,055
residential units (351 single-family units and 3,704 multi-family units); 1,555,100
square feet of mixed-use/commercial space; approximately 693 acres of open
space, including 26.8 acres for public parks, 14.7 acres for private recreational
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facilities, and 85.8 acres in three spineflower preserves connected to open
space; a 9.5-acre elementary school; 3.3-acre library; 1.5-acre fire station: and
1.2-acre bus transfer station. Mission Village also includes facilities and
infrastructure to support the project, including roads (including the Commerce
Center Drive Bridge), trails, drainage improvements, flood protection (including
buried bank stabilization within and adjacent to the Santa Clara River), potable
and recycled water systems (including water tanks), sanitary sewer system and
dry utility systems to be developed in compliance with=the provisions of the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan (May 27, 2003).

ted improvements (i.e.,
ich is also located

The Mission Village includes several off-site préje
improvements outside the tract boundary, .a portion

Parkway roadway extension and rela
three water tanks (portions of 2 would:

quality basin,
ern California

nsion of Westridge Parkway and

southerly extension of Comg nd miscellaneous grading to tie

proposed grades into natural

5. VTTM No. 61105, as revised, is-
Mission Village trgc! ite into=aztotakof 621

36 multisiamily lots, 5 épartment/condominium lots, 2
1St igl (including=86,400 sq. ft. of commercial uses), and 1
continuedecare retifement lot, fge.the development of 4,055 residential

mily.units, and 3,704 multi-family units);

nixed-use-commercial lots for the development of up to 1,555,100
squareeet (including the 66,400 sq. ft. referenced above) of office, retail
and servicetses;

(9) 4 public facility lots, including 1 school lot, 1 library lot, 1 fire station lot, and
1 bus transfer station lot;

(h) 14 utility-related lots (including water quality basins, water tanks, and
wastewater pump stations); and

() 43 transportation-related lots (public, private, and bridge roadways).
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10.

11.

The Exhibit Map, which accompanies VTTM No. 61105, depicts conceptual site
development plans. Revised site plans to depict changes to the conceptual site
plan shall be subject to the provisions of Section 5.2 of the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan.

CUP No. 200500081 is a related request to authorize the development of 73
second dwelling units, continued care retirement community with 351 dwelling
units, on-site and off-site grading associated with VTTM: 061105, water tanks
and on-site infrastructure.

he removal of 143 oak
e request also is to
sptial impacts from

to authorize thesremoval of
off-site extension of Magic
he request also is to permit
e to potential impacts from

Mountain Parkway, including 3 hentagé~
encroachment within thet

the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan for a
No=.61105 -would substantially conform to the
T@E@m&s of the Specific Plan relative to the
] Bg. an d Hillside Management Guidelines (determination of
.» ormanceEimth Spe@ﬁc Plan Section 4.8 for areas to be graded with an
average slope 6E25% o%ater) (b) modification to setback standards (to allow
“specific Village C%;ﬁter lotsto be designed with a minimum O-foot front yard
setback; and (c) madification to proposed trail widths (adjustment of 12-foot wide
trail Seétion to eigh eet width).

Stant
determmahonﬁéat
sta&da.ﬁs

The MISSI@‘/Iﬂ:é project site, consisting of 1,854.6 gross acres (or rounded to
approximatelyzF,855 acres), is located south of the Santa Clara River and SR-
126, east of the Ventura County boundary and west of Interstate 5 ("I-5"); within
the northeast corner of the approved Newhall Ranch Specific Plan in the Newhall
Zoned District. The pro;ect site is comprised of the Mission Village tract map,
which is 1,261.8 acres in size, and the off-site project related improvements area,
which is 592.8 acres in size.
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12.

13.

14.

Approximately 39.1 acres of VITM No. 61105 are located outside the Specific
Plan boundaries. VTTM No. 61105 consists of parcels 11, 12, 13, 22 and a
portion of parcel 14 of the previously recorded Parcel Map No. 24500-01 and a
portion of the Rancho San Francisco. Approximately 338.9 acres of the off-site
project-related improvements are located outside of the Specific Plan
boundaries.

lission Village occupies
ich are referred to as

The Specific Plan is divided in five “villages,” and
approximately 70 percent of one of those village
Mesas.

:drthern boundary of the pro;ect
idor SMA/SEA 23. Historically,

- Aded by SR-126 along the north
agic Mountain Parkway extension to the east,
:ihe souT%The western portlon of the project site is

Ceni&.tg&nve sz ::ferly é*z@___g_g@- of Magic Mountain Parkway, and the
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