United States Department of Defense, et al., ""Notice of Intent, Notice of
Preparation, Scoping Meeting Sign-In Sheet, Scoping Meeting Transcript, and
Related Comment Letters" (February 2000)
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PUBLIC NOTICE

LOS ANGELES DISTRICT

NOTICE OF INTENT ' .

TO PREPARE A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR PROPOSED FUTURE 404
PERMIT ACTIONS FOR THE NEWHALL RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN AND! ASSOCIATED FACILITIES
ALONG PORTIONS OF THE SANTA CLARAS RIVER AND ITS 5IDE DRAINAGES, LOS ANGELES
COUNTY, CALTFORNIA,

PUBLIC SCOPIING: Federzl, atate, and local agencias ay well as the general public are jnvited to participate in
the local scoping process by submitting wrltten commments 1o the following address:

US. Aroy Corps of Engivieers
CESPL-CQ-R, Ventrra Fiald Office
At Fileno, 97-50042-BAH

2151 Alessandra Dilve, Sulte 255
Venharg, California 93001

{gmail: bhenderson@aplusnce ammy.mil)

FPublic Notice No. 97-50042-BAH
Comment Perfod: Tanuary 10, 2000 through February 11, 2000

SUFPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

1. Bagkground

The Newhall Ranch Project is iecated in northern Los Angeles County ard ancompasses approximately 12,000
acres. The Santa Clara River and State Route 126 traverse the ngrthem porton of the Spedfic Plan avea. The
viver extends approximately 5.5 miles east to west across the site. In March 1995, the Los Anggles County
Board of Supervisors approved the Specific Plan which establishes the general plan and zoning designations
necessary to develop the st with residential, commercial, and mixed uses over the next 20 to B0 years. The
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan also incindes a Water Reclamation Flant at the westem edge of the project azea,
Individual projects, such as residential, commnercial, and industrial developmenits, roadways, snd, other public
facilities wottld be developed over time in accordance with the development bovmdaries and guidelines in the
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appraved Specific Flan. Muany of these developmants would, require work in and near the Sants, Clara, River
and jts side drainages (“waters of the Unifed States").

The Newhal] Ranch Company would develop most of the above facilities. Howeveay, ofher entitias could
corsiruct sume of these facilities using the approvals or set of approvals issued to The Newhall Ranch
Company. The propesed 404 porrnit would also include roubine maintenance actvities to be rarried out by Los
Angeles County Department of Pubiic Works using the 404 permit issued to The Newhall Ranch Comprny.
Any party utilizing a 404 permit tssued to The Newhall Ranch Company would be bound by the same

conclitions in the 404 perrnit,

2. Mropose i
The project proponent and landowner, The Newhall Ranch Company, has requested a Jong-term 404 perrmit
from the Corps of Engineers. The projact to be addrossed in the BIS consists of fhose facllides associated with
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that would require 3 404 permut indluding the following: .
Bamk protection comprised of buried soll cement o buried riprap with native vegetation planted in the
overlying soll in areas proposed for land development, and grouted riprap and gunite placed near
bridze abotments; '
»  Two new bridges constructad across the Santa Clara River at Potrero Valley Road and Long Canyen
Road;

» Modifications of several side drainages (L8, San Martinez Grande, Chiguito, Petrero, Lang, and Middle
cenyons) for drainage and flood conbrol purposes (larger drainages notod above are proposed to be
modified and reconstructzd as opan soft-bottom channels with grade control stuctures; burled storm
drains ar¢ proposed for spnaller drainages with peak flows of less than 2,000 cfs);

v Two wastewater lines placed across the xiver at Pobrers Canyon and upstream. of Long Canyon Road;

» Potentially other uility line crossings for water, oll, and gas Lines;

= Numerous storm drain cutlets, most of which are antlcipated fo empty into water quality control

focilities prior to discharging to the river; :
Saveral bridges or drainage facllites associated with the Magic Mountain Parkway end Valencla

Boulevard extensiony;
- Bark protecHon assoctated with the Watey Reclamation Plant)
Various {rails and observation platforens for recreational, educational, and wildlife viewing purposes;

and,
Routine maintenance of the sbove food tontrol factiities by removal of sediment or vegelation to

pregerve hydranlic design capasity and protact property.

Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c) of the INational Environmental Poliey Act of 1969 (NEFA) as implernentsd by the
regulations of the Council on Bnvironmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CPR 1500-1508, the Coxps of Engineers intends
o prepare a Draft Brvironmenta] Impact Staternent (DEIS) to evaluate the potentinl effacts of the pyoposed
action o the soyvironment. To efinttnabe duplication of paperwork, Hie Carps of Enginesrs infends to coordinate the
DYEIS with the Draft Englyonmental Impact Report (DEIR) being prepaved by the Californiz Department of Fish and
Game. The document will mect the requirements of NEPA as well as engble the Corps 10 analyze the project pursuant fo
the 404(b)(1) Guidelines and assess pefential iMpacts ort varivus publiv mierest factors,

3. Bcope of Analysis

The DEIS will be a project-leval document which addresses a number of interrelated acHons over 4 spegific
grographic area that (1) would occurs as logieal paits in the chain of contemplated actions, and (2) would be
fmplementad under the same authorizing statutory ot regulatory authorities. The information in the EIS will
be sufficiont for the Corps to make a decision on the issuance of z long-term 404 pexmit for the Newhall Ranch

Specific Flan.

The documient will be ajoint Federal and state dammment, The California Departrment of Fish and Game
(CDFGY will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in accordance with the California Environmental
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Chaallty Act for the same project. The Corps and CDFG will work cooperatively to prepare 2 Joint DEIS/DRIR,
document, and to coordinate the public noticing and hearing processes under Federal and skate Inwsg,

The impact analysis will follow the directives in 33 CHR 325 which requires that it be lirited to the impacts of
the specific activitivs requiring a 404 permit and only thoss portions of the project outsida of “waters of the
Uniied States” over which the Corps has sufficent control and responsibility to warrant Federal review. The
Corps will exiend the geographic scopa of the envlronmental analysis beyond the boundaries of *waters of the
United States” in certain areas to adedress indlrect and cumulative impacts of the regulated activities, and to
address connected actions pursuant to NEFA guidelines (40 CER 1508(a){1]), In these upland arees, the Corps
will evaluate Impacts to the environment and identlfy feasible and reasonable mitigation measures and the
appropiate state or local agencies with authority to implement these measures if they are outside the anthorty
of the Corps. In evaluating impacts to areas and resources putside the Corps’ jurisdiction, the Corps will
consider the information and conclusions from the Final Program EIR for the Specific Plan prepared by Loa
Angeles County Department of Reglonal Planning, However, the Corps will exersise ita independent expertise
and judgment In addressing indirect and cumulative Impacts to upland arces due to issuance of the pruposed

404 permil,
4. Scoping Meetings s
2000 at 7:00

A public sco ping meeting to receive input on the scope of e BIS will be conducted on February 9,
p.m. at the Valencia Figh School Auditortum, located at 27810 North Dickason Drive, Valenda, Califomia.
Participation in the scoping meeting by Federsl, state, and local agencies, and other interested private citizens

and organizations is encouraged.

3, Altornatives

Various aiternatives will be addressed in the EIS that weuld aveid or lessen any significany mpacts assodated
with the propesed facilities, and/ or that would Teduce impacts to the aquatic envirenment, while sHll meeting
the overall project ptrrpose and need. The applicant has [dentified the project purpose and need as providing
facilites for drainage, flood conivol, transportation, water and wastewaler freatment, and utlities, ag well as
maintanance activites necessary to implernent the approved Specific Plan, Altornatves to be considered
includa modifications (e.g., size, location, etc.) to the proposed facilities, or alternative designs for thess
facilities. Alternaives will focus on alternative methods to achieve the required food conbrol, river crossings,
and drainage within the context of the Specific Plan. Specific alternativeg will be developed after public scoping
is completed, but will inglude the following types of alternatives;

Alternative bridge locations or designs including changes in the precise alignments of the proposed
bridges within specified, corridars across the river, and the use of altemnative bridge pier and
embankment designs to rednce Jmpacts to riparian resources.

Al=mative bank protection designs induding use of environmental (biptechnieal) or non-traditional
pank protection methods, such a5 geotextiles, ‘
Complete avoldance of encroachment whers bank protection would not be placed within the banks and
charme}, of $he mainstem of the Santa Clara River and flood control improvements would not be
fmplemented alomg side dralnages. '

Reduced encroachment along the maingtem where the proposed encroachment along the mainstem of
the Santa Clara River for bank protection would he xeduced by relocating cerfain venches of bank
protection to upland areas, outside the banks of the Sants Clara River, :

Reduced encroachment along $itle drainages where the proposed number of side drainages converted to
storm drains or uniform food control channels would be reduced,

0
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6. Bchadule
Comments pertaining to the scoping progess should ba received in this office no later than Febrmary 11, 2000,

?gorggrmt schedule estimates that the DEIS/EIR will be available for public review and comment in sumemer

7. Additional Information
The Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS is expected to be published in the Federal Register in mj

A : mid-January 2000.
Questions can be directed to Mz. Bruee Mandarson, Corpa of Engineers, Regulatozy%randm at (8%5) 64%12%0
This Public Notice is issted by the Chief, Regulatory Branch, '
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California Départment of Fish and Game
Region S--Sourh Coast Region
7949 Wiewridge Avenue, San Piego, CA 92123

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
of a DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

TO: Distribution List

FROM: California Department of Fish and Game, Region §

DATE: Japuary 3, 2000

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environrnental Impact Repor
PROJECT: Newhall Banch Specific Plan - River Mansgement Plan

1601/1603 Streambed Alreration Agreement and 2081 Endangered Speciey
Permmit '
Portions of the Santa Clara River and Selected Side Dralnages
Northern Los Angeles Counry

APPLICANT: Newhall Raoch Company

The California Deparmment of Fish and Game (CDFG), acting as Lead Agency, has determined
that the above Teferenced project may have a significant impact on the envirorument, and thar an
Environmicptal Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared. A summary of the proposed praject Is
auached. A joint Envirommenal Impact Smement/Environmental Impact Report (BIS/EIR) will be
prepared with the Corps of Engineers. The propossd Stare acrion is dhe issuance of 4 lopg-term
1603 Sureambed Alwraton Agreemen and 2081 Endangered Species Incidenta] Take Permit for
the coastruction of various facilities associated with the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan,

We request the views of your agency 2s m the scope and content of the enyironmental information
which Is gerruane 10 your agency’s stanitory responsibilities In connection with the proposed
project. Your agency may need 1o use the EIR prepared by CDEFG when considering your permit
or othet approval for the project. An Initia] Smdy is not attached to the NGP begause CDFG has
derermined that an EIR is required based on applicable porrions of Los Angeles Counry's Final
EIR for the Specific Plan, as allowed by the CEQA Guidelines (Secrion 15063).

Pursuant to tyne limits under Public Resource Code 21080.4(2), your written response mus( be
sent at the earliest possible dare, bui no later than 30 days after receipe of this notice. Please send
yaur response o Ms, Morgan Wehtje at the addrass shown above. We will need the name of a

£ONMRCT PETSON 4T YOur agexncy.
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A public seoping meeting to recelve Input on the scope of the EIR will be conducted on
Wednesday, February Sth, at 7 PM at the Valencia High School Auditorium, locared at 27510

North Dickason Drive, Valencia, California.

Information on the proposed project being addresszd in the BIR is zvailable ag the Corps of
Engineers' office in Venmra, California, at 2151 Alessandro Drive, Suite 255, Venmura,
California, and at the Valencia Public Library, 23743 Valencia Boulevard, Sama Claria,
Califorsia. This information includes the Specific Plan and the Final EIR for the Specific Plan,

If you have apy questions, please contact Ms. Wehtje ax 805-401-3571, or the EIR prepaer, Mr.
John Gray of Woodward Clyde at 805-964-5010.

Sincerely,

I3 Morgan Welgje

Atrachiment;

Qverview of the Project and Environmental Issues
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OVERVIEW OF PROJECT AND EIR SCQOPE
NEWHALL RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN
RIVER MANAGEMENT FPLAN

November 1999

1.0 PROFOSED PROJECT

Thg Newhall Ranch Specific Flan is located northern Los Angeles County and encornpasses dhout
12,000 agres (Fignre 1), The Santa Clara River and State Route 126 traverse the northern third of
the site, The river exrends about 5.5 miles across the site (Figure 23, Tn March 1999, the Lo
Angeles County Board of Supervisors approved the Specific Plan, which establishes the generat
plan and zoning desipnarions necessary to develop the site with residenrial, commmerxcial, and mixed
uses over the next 20 to 30 years., The Newhall Raach Specific Plan 2lso includes 2 Warer

Reclamagon Plant.

Individual projects, such as residential, commercial, and mdustrial developments, roadways, and

. ather public facilities will be developed over time in accordance with the development boundaries
and guidelines in the approved Specific Plan. Many of thess developments will require work in and
pear the Santa Clara River and ity sids drainages. The projeet proponent znd landowner, Newhall
Ranch Comparty, has requested a long-term 1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement and 2081
Endangered Species Incidental Take Permit from the California Deparument of Fish and Game

(CDFE) for this work.

Prior 1o issuing these approvals, CRDFG must complete an Environmental Impact Rapert (EIR)
pursuant to CEQA, CDFG has decided 1o prepare a joim Environmenta] Tmpact
Srarernent/Environmenral Impact Reporr (EIS/EIRY wirh the Corps of Engineers for fhe proposed
projeet. The project to be addressed in the EIS/EIR consists of those facilities assoclated with the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan that will require a 1603 Agrecment and 2081 Parmit including the

Tollowing:

*  Bank protection — Bank prorecrion is planned for less than half of the riverbanks in the
Specific Plan area. Most of the bank protection will consist of huried soil cement or buried
rip-rap with narive vegeiation planted in the overlying soil. Groursd rip-rap and gunire wili be -
placed near bridge abuments. Bapk protection will only be plpeed near areas propesed for
Tand developmentnear the river, or a1 bridges. Banks withour protection generally occur
adjacent to open space corridors In the Specific Plan,

»  Brdees - Two new bridges across the Santa Clara River will constructed: Potrero Valley
Road and Long Canyon Road.

.E)':jparnuem of Fish und Game )3 Novgmber 1999
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* Side drainages - Side dramagesto the river, including San Martinez Grande, Chiquiro
Creek, Potrero, and Long and Middle canyons will be modified for drainage and flood
contro] purposes. The Targer drainages (noted above) will be modifisd and reconstricted as
open soft bottom channels while smaller drajnages will be placed in buried stotm drains,
Grade conrrol strucrures will be required on many of the open soft-botom chammels,

= Uhility lines — Two wastewater lines will be placed atross the rlver — one nsar Potrero
Canyon anpd the other upsmeam of Long Canyon Road. Other utility line crossings for water,

ofl, and gas lines may alse he required.

»  Storm drain owilers - There will be numerous storm drain oudets; however, It is anticipated
that most ourlets will empty into warer quality control facilities prior to discharging o the
Iiver.

*  Recreational facilides — Various wails and chservation platforms for recreational,
educational, and wildlifs viewing purposas.

«  Other facilies - Bridees or drainage facilities assosiapd with the Magic Mounmain
Parkway and Valencia Boulevard extensions (part of the Newhall Ravich Specific Plan), and
bank protection asspciated with the Water Reclamasion Plant 1o be [ocared at the western

end of the project slre.

»  Mainenance — Rotrine mainenance of the above flood control facilities by removal of
sediment or vegelation to preserve hydraullc design capacity and protect property.

The objectivas and purpose of the project is to provide drainags, fiood control, transportation, and
water and wastewarer facilirfes; utilities; and maimenance aciivities necessary to implement the

approved Specitic Plan.

Most of the above facilites will be developed by The Newhall Raneh Company. However, some of
these facilities may be vonstructed by others, nsing the approvals or set of approvals issued to The
Newhall Ranch Company, The proposed 1603 Agreement would 2lso include rotrine maintenance
acrivities to be carried out by Los Angales Couary Deparmmeant of Public Works using the 1603
Agresment issuad ro The Newhall Ranch Company. Any party utilizing a 1603 Agresmentissued ro
The Newhall Ranch Company would be beund by the same conditions in the 1603 Agresmeat.

2.0 KXY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The EIS/EIR will be a “project level” CEQA document which. addresses a number of iarer-relaied
actions over a specific geographic area fat: (1) will vecur as logical parrs in the chain of
contemplated actions; and, (2) will be implemented under the same avthorizing statutory or
regulatory autherities, The informarion in the EIS/EIR will be sufficient for the CDFG 1o make 2
decision on the issuance of a long-term 1603 Agreement and 2081 Permit for the project.

Departmens of Fish and Game 2 Nevember 999
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The project areq for the EIS/EIR consists of the mainstein of he Santa Clara River from irs
cortfluence with Castaic Creck 1o the Los Angeles County line, and all side drainages in the

Specitie Flan area. :

The key environmenral impacys to be addressed 1a the EIS/EIR are listed below:

w  Ivdrology, flooding, and sedimentation - a descriprion of the potential impacts of bank
prowecdon and bridges; analysis of rhe change in river hydrology and hydraulics, parbicularly
related to flood frequency and locaron, peak discharge, bank and channel bed erosion, water
velocity, scouring potendal at bridges, and alteration of sedimenrt depasition patierns.

»  Warer quality - potential effects on quality of surface and ground water due to consuictiog
activities in the riverbed, and dve to urban stormwater maeff assoriated with adjacent upland
development. The effect of any discharges of méated wastewater from the proposed Water
Reclamation Plant on surface and groundwaier will be addressed.

v Wetlands and riparign vegetarion - potential effect on the nature and amount of wetland and
riparian vegslaton within the river chanmal; potential changes in suceessional paterns in the

rivarbed due to altered river hydrology and sedimemarion patiemns.

»  Threatensd and endongered species - poteutial adverse impacts on listed and other senstive

gpecies including, but not limited o, the unarmored three-spine stlekleback, arroyo ¢hub, $anu
Ana sucker, Jeast Bells® vireo, arroye toad due to habitat loss, changes in hydrology, and/or

human encroachment.

» Fish ond wildlife, in general - potential changes In pupulations of the nafve fauma due o
reduction ar alterarion of the wetland and adjacent upland habitats ajong the Sanra Clara River
and its side drainages. '

»  Air guality - porential impact of eonstruction emissions associared wirth the facilities o be
permitted on local and reglonal eir quality. Conformicy with South Coast Alr Quelity

Management Flan,

*  Culrural Resources - potential impacts on archeological, ethnographic, paleontologic, and
historic reseurces Jocated in or adjaceir fo the river.

v Visual Rgsources — potendal changes in the nawral and man-made visual seuings due to new
bridges, bank pretection, and urban development.

* Cumulanve [rpocts - combined impzcrs of the proposed project and other ongoing and future

projeces affecting the Sanz Clara River within boi}i Los Angeles and Ventura counties, In
relation ra the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan,

3.0 ALTERNATIVES

Deparsment of Fish ane Game 3 November 999
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Various ajtermatives will be addressed in the EIS/EIR that would avoid or lessen the identified
significent impacts associated with the proposed facilities, and/or that would reduce impacts o the
aquatic environment, while stiil meeting most of the praject objcetives (14 CCR 15126.6) and
purposs (14 CCR 15124[b]). Alternatives 1o be sonsidered inelude modificarions {e.g., size,
location, ewc) to the proposed facilities, or altermative designs for these facilities. Allernarives wi
focus on alternative methods 1o achieve the required flood control, river crossings, and drainage
within the conrext of the Specific Plan. Specific alirnatives will be developed after public scoping
13 cornpleted. bue will inclode the following types of alierparives:

W Alternative bridee lecationg or designs, This alicrnative would include changes in the
pracise glignmens of the proposed bridges within specified corridors across the river, and

the use of alternative bridge pier and embankment designs 1o reduce impacts to riperian
IE50UICES,
»  Alwernarive hagk protection degjgns. This alternarive would include the possible use and

environmental benefits of non-raditional bank protection designs, sach as the use of
geoieatiles and bictechnical bank protection.

= Complete avpidance of encro gmt. Under this alternarive, no bark protection would be
placed within the banks and channel of the rrainstem of the Santa Clara River oot would
the flood control improvements be implemented along the side drainages,

= Reduced gneroachment ajung the mainstern, Under tiis alterpative, the proposed

sncroarhment along the mainstem, of the Santa Clara River due o bank protection would be
reduced by relocating cermin IeaLheb of bank protection 1o ppland areas, outside the barks

of the Santa Clara River.

Reduced epcroschment zlong gide draineqes. Under this alterparive, the proposed number
of side draingges converted to storn drains or uniform flood conirol channgls would ba

reduced.
4.0 RELATIONSHIP TO THE NEWHALL RANCH SPECII-‘IC PLAN EIR

A program EIR was preparcd and certified by Los Angeles Counry for the Newhall Ranch Specific
Plan. It addressed environmental impacrs of the entlee broject, including the Water Reclamasion
Plan. In the previous EIR. the impacts of bank pretection, bridges, and drainage facilides on the
Sania Clara River and its side drainages were addressed at a programmatic level. The COFG’s EIR
will be a project-level EIR witf a focus on the impacts of facilities within CDFG’s authority under
Fish and Game Code Sectiony 1603 and 2081, The EIR will represent a new and separate
environmenial assessment based on CDFG's Independernt analyses, It will provide a darailed
analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative Impaets of the bridges, banl proection, and
drainage facilities to be permitted, Resource Information and certain analyses from the praviously
certifled program EIR will be incorporated direstly or by reference in the new EIR. Analyses and
con¢lusions relarad w indirect and cunulatve Impacts on resources ourside the jurisdiction of he

Department ¢f Fish and Gume 4 November 1899
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CDFG (e.g., npland areas owtside waterconrses) will be meorporated from the Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan program EIR. These analyses will be supplemented and refined 1o the extent that
there s new informarion on the propesed regulated activities and/or on the affered resourcas that
was not available during the preparation of the County’s program EIR,

5,0 PUBLIC SCOPING AND EIR SCHEDULE

A public seoping meeting to Teceive input on the scope of the EIR will be condueted on February
oM ar 7 PM af the Valencia High School Audimorium, Jocared at 278 10 MNorth Dickason Drive,

Valencia, Caltfornia.
A Draft EIR is expected To be Issued for public review in mid~2000. A Final FIR is planged to be |

issued in lare-2000. Final decisions abour the requested 1603 Agreement and 2081 Permit are
anticipated 1o be made in early 2001, :

Deparanenr of Fish and Game 3 - November 7959
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SIGN-IN SHEET
NEWHALL RANCH PROJECT SCOPING MEETING - FEBRUARY 9, 2000
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PUBLIC HEARING RE NEWHALL RANCH EIS/EIR

Hearing proceedings re Newhall Ranch
EIS/EIR, taken at Valencia High School, Valencia,
California, commencing at 7:20 p.m., Wednesday,
February 9, 2000, before Vicki Nikola,

CSR No. 3351.
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VALENCIA, CALIFORNIA; WEDNESDAY, FEB. 9, 2000
7:20 P.M.
-000-
"o w
MS. WEHTJE: Good evening. We are going

to get started now so we can get out of here this
evening sometime before the dawn breaks becauss 1
need my sleep so I can look just as lovely for
tomorrow's set of meetings, whatever they might bhe,
There is a speaker beox in the back. If you want to
speak, you need to £ill out a speaker slip and put
it in the box sometime in the nexit twenty minutes.

Also there is a mailing list to sign
up. You don't need to do that right now. You can
do that at the end, being that this isn't going to
go anywhere. Remember, before you leave if you
want to be on the mailing list, to sign it.

I would like to thank everybody for
coming tonight and attending this public process.
It's an informational process. It's a two-way
street for you to receive information and for you
to give information back. So what we are going to
do here tonight is we are going to receive public
input and give you information, hopefully find out

what are the environmental issues that are of most
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concern and what alternatives should be evaluated
and then we are going to try to answer guestions
about what the role is for the Corps of Engineers
and Department of Fish and Game.

I'm Morgan Wehtje and I'm from the
California Department of Fish and Game and I'm the
supervisor for the Region 5 and that's Santa
Barbara County, Ventura County and L.A. County
north cf Interstate 10. To my left is Scott
Harris. He is the wildlife biologist for the open
county area and does much of the CEQA review. To
his left is Bruce Henderson from the Army Corps of
Engineers and he will speak to the Federal issues
tonight, and to my right is John Gray from Woodward
Clyde and he is the environmental consulting firm
that will be compiling the response to comments and
actually preparing the environmental documentaticn
for this project.

A little bit about the agenda and
format. First we are going to review the meeting's
purpose, which we just did, and then John will give
an overall.view of the Newhall Ranch and Natural
River Management Plan, including the required
permits and the scope of the EIS/EIR. At the end

of the meeting we will take public comments and
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everyone who signs up to speak will have about
three minutes to speak.

So first a little bit about who are
the lead agencies. As I said, one of the lead
agencies for the Federal government is the Army
Corps of Engineers, the regulatory branch, and
that's Bruce over there and they are the Federal
lead agency under the Natural Environmental Peolicy
Act otherwise known as its acronym is NEPA.

The other lead agency is the
California Department of Fish and Game. We are the
State lead agency and that's under the California
Environmental Quality Act and its acronym is CEQA.
Permit requirements for the State to work in the
river, Santa Clara River and its tributaries, it
will require a streambed alteraticn agreement.
That 1s Section 1600 of the Fish and Game code.
This 1s a private project. It's under Section
1603. Those numbers again just refer to coede; and
also there will be reguired an endangered species
2081 incidental take permit from the State for any
affected listed species that occur in these
habitats.

Bruce?

MR. HENDERSCN: Good evening. Federal



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
20
21
22
23
24

25

responsibilities in this particular situation
relate to Section 404 Clean Water Act. Section 404
is fairly narrowly focused and it specifically
regulates the discharge of natural £ill material
into water in the United States. In this
particular case we have got the Santa Clara River,
obvicusly, plus all the tributaries to it that meet
definitions that we have within our jurisdiction.

Some of those things is in the case
of non-wetland situations vyou simply have to have
an ordinary high water mark. You know it's a
{inaudible) force. You know it's an original
feature. You know it has definition and other
characteristics that you recognize in the field and
establish by jurisdiction.

Wetlands happen to be another
criteria, including (inaudible) wvegetation.
Vegetation is adapted to the growth and type of
soil conditions. We have got (inaudible} as well
as hydreolegy. 2As such, it's a special site and
special sites have elevated higher levels of view
under our program.

In this particular case we are
looking at the project's potential impacts on water

to the United States. We are not necessarily
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trying to determine land use issues, but we are
looking to identify the propriety of the proposed
actions on the waters in the United States with the
intention of protecting them and to have the steps
practical and that's pretty much our primary focus.

MS. WEHTJE: For the specific permits
that will be required and practiced by Newhall for
the project we want to lock at long=-term 404,
Streambed Alteration Agreement for all the
facilities and the construction work in the river
and 1ts tributaries and there are scome examples
listed belcow of what some of those might be.

This i1s somewhat similar to ancther
project that was known for the Valencia area as the
Natural River Management Plan where a similar type
long-term 404 1600 was developed.

The form the permits will take will
be master permits. They will be issued for twenty
years or more. The permits will include limits of
werk in the river and its tributaries. The permits
would include standard mitigation measures, but
individual projects must be approved by the agency
te ensure compliance with the master permits. Seo
before any particular project goes forward there is

still a level of review.

10



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

The environmental review
requirements to issue permits is a major action
that requires detailed review by NEPA and CEQA. So
in order to make things flow better and make sure
both the State and Federal government are
coordinating well together and that we are not
issuing conflicting areas or leaving things out, it
will be a joint EIS/EIR and the EIS/EIR will
include alternatives to aveid and minimize the
impacts and mitigation benefits to reduce the
impacts and the EIS/EIR will be used by the lead
agencies when making the permit decisions. So that
means it needs to be very, very detailed and |
address everything in full.

Now, John will speak to a view of
the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan as it pertains to
the permits.

MR. GRAY: Thank you, Mcrgan. I'm going
to give about a ten-minute overview of the Newhall
Ranch project and the activities that will be
included under the permit and also talk about the
scope of the environmental report that we are
preparing and then I will end that presentation and
I will open it up for public comment, but I do

think some background would be useful for all of us
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here to understand what is being proposed and what
we intend to study in the EIR. So we have about
another ten or twelve minutes of presentation.

As many of you know, the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan is a mixture of industrial,
residential and commercial land uses. It
encompasses about twelve thousand acres, half of
which would be open space and the other half
developed. It's, of course, in Los Angeles County,
unincorporated area, and in March of last year L.A.
County Board of Superviscors approved the Specific
Plan which basically specifies zoning for that area
and, of coursé, as individual projects are
developed there by the landowner and developers
they have to gc through another environmental
review process and, of course, the Specific Plan
usually implies a very long build-out period of
twenty or thirty years.

For those of you not familiar, the
project is located on the Santa Clara River and the
hills on both sides of it, downstream I-5. There
is some more detailed view showing the floodplain
as well as hills. There are a number of side
drainages that flow into the river. Most of this

is undeveloped land being used either for oil
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production or for range land. There 1s some
limited residential in this area.

Pardon me while T adjust the
computer here.

Some of you have noticed we have a
couple posters here. This is a slide of one of
those posters. It's the land use plan that was
approved by L.A. County. I don't expect you to
understand all the symbols, but it basically shows
that about half of the project area would be open
space and that's represented by green. That
includes the river and the High Country and the
colored areas represent a mixture of residential,
commericial and industrial.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: What's the black?

MR. GRAY: TIt's actually green. It
doesn't show up very well. This is another map
showing where the Open Space areas are. The river
would actually be dedicated in a conservation
easement and the High Country in the mountains
would also be put into protected status. The
remaining areas would be developed.

This is a map showing the drainages
of the project area and, of course, the Santa Clara

River is the main feature because it runs through
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the center of the project area, but there are also
side drainages. I will give you an example of a
couple of them. This is Potrero Valley. That's
Chiquito Canyon, San Martinez Grande and if you
have a copy of the notice of preparation that I
have on the table, there is a map showing where
these are and they were important because that's
where the Corps and Fish and Game have to make
their permits to.

This is showing the proposed bank
reduction. There is some type ¢f protection of the
banks to keep them from eroding sc that the land
development can occur nearby. I know it's a little
bit hard to read, but I want to show you where the
proposed bank protecticns and bridges are.

There are two bridges being proposed
across the Santa Clara River. ©One is right here
called Potreroc and one is here called Long. The
bank protection is located on both sides of the
river and it's represented by a color band. It’'s
discontiguous and T can give you a little bhit of
histcry about what's being proposed. Approximately
49 percent of the Santa Clara River would have no
bank protection. About 12 percent of it would have

bank protection, but it would be placed in upland
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areas away from the river, and about 39 percent of
the river i1s being propcsed ¢f having bank
protection either on the existing banks or into the
river itself. That gives you some kind of order of
magnitude of what is being proposed on the main sest
of the riwver.

The type of bank protection is
similar to what is being used upstream in the city
of Santa Clarita. Tt's called a buried bank
stabilization in which instead of having
conventional rip-rap or concrete placed on the
river banks, instead the bank protection is placed
underground and it's buried with éoil on top of it
so you don't see it and you can plant on top of it.
That's what is being proposed for this project and
that allows you to have riparian vegetation or
landscaping and trails on top of the bank
protection and so you don't have an exposed rip-rap
or concrete. This type of bank protection is
currently being installed as part of the Valencia
Natural River Management Plan.

This indicates what will occur on
the side drainages. I mentioned several different
tributaries to the Santa Clara River. The larger

ones would be basically converted to flood control
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channels with soft bottom and some type of bank
protection on the side and that would include
Potrero, San Martinez, Chiquito, Long Canyon and
Lyon Canyon. Five major drainages would be
converted to open soft bottom channels. All the
other tributaries are being proposed as being
placed in the storm drain systems. This gives us a
summary of what would occur on the side drainages.
Half would be put into open channels and the other
half would be in storm drains.

This is the type of open channels
that would typically be approved by L.A. County
Department of Public Works and be applied to the
tributaries. It would be soft bottom so vegetation
could grow in the base of the channel, but there
would be bank protection on the side. It may he
exposed bank protection or it may be buried bank
protection depending on the sides of the canyon.

The project also includes water
quality facilities. As many of you know, there is
a requirement to protect the river and other
tributaries from stormwater from urban areas and
L.A. County has a permit. Cities within the County
and development in unincorporated areas must meet

certain regquirements to manage stormwater quality.
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Those are specified by the County and they are
called best management practices and they usually
include some type of {inaudible} to catch the
stormwater or some type of infiltrationr such as
grassy areas so the water can percolate before it
gets to the river and remove any pollutants. This
project, of course, will include a water quality
management program because that is required by law,

The project would invclve a loss of
riparian habitat and the proposal by Newhall Land
is where there is unavoidable loss of riparian
habitat or wetland, that that would be replaced by
portions of the river or the floodplain and
establishing new riparian habitat. The floodplain
has a lot of agricultural areas that could be
converted to riparian habitat and I will show you
an example of how that proposal would work.

The other mitigation we proposed is
to remove what is called giant reed. TIt's an
invasive, non-native plant which is becoming more
common on the river and displaces native habitat
and removing that does have benefits for the native
species.

At this peint we are beginning to

prepare the EIS/EIR and the main reason we are
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having this meeting is to get your input on what
should be studied there. TI'l1l tell you what we
believe is necessary to be addressed.

At a minimum we are looking at what
are the environmental impacts of this proposal?
What are the types of impacts to habitat, water
gquality, the land use? We have to look at the
permitted activities. That's the bank protectien,
the bridges, what the Corps and Fish and Game would
be permitting. We have to understand what the
impacts of those permitted activities and the
implications are. We have to look te indirect and
cumulative impacts. Building the bank protection
and the bridges and the flood contrcl facilities
can lead to other impacts and can provide other
development in the area to create what we call
cumulative impacts. So we have to look beyond the
immediate impact of the.bank protecticn; and
lastly, the EIS/EIR has to address compliance with
whatever State and Federal laws apply to this type
of project.

The heart of the EIS/EIR, of course,
is the alternatives because the Corps and Fish and
Game want to look at a range of alternatives so

when they make a decision they can pick cone that
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best meets the requirements of the law and balances
different needs.

The propesed project, of course,
will be studied in the document because that is
what Newhall is asking to be permitted, but there
will be other alternatives. One similar one would
be what would the project look like if you
completely avoided the river and tributaries? Was
it something I said?

A third basic alternative 1s some
type of a hybrid between complete avoidance of the
proposed project and one that would minimize
impacts to avoid ér somehow compensate for impacts.
So the alternatives will be given fairly intense
scrutiny and we are anxious to hear if you have any
specific ideas about alternatives.

T will give you an example of the
proposed project and how part of the project dees
incorpeorate avoidance. This is the example of bank
protection that is being proposed north of the
river and you can see that the bank protection,
which is represented by that band of color, is
actually going through an agricultural field. So
the proposal there is to put the bank protection in

the upland area. That is outside the Corps and
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Fish and Game jurisdiction. That's an avoidance of
the river itself. That's an example of avoiding
impacts to the river; but the project also involves
areas of encroachment and cbviocusly we will be
looking at that. This is an example of where bank
protection would be encroaching some riparian
habitat, again on the north side of the river.

There are endangered species issues
associated with this project. The ones that are of
primary consideration are the unarmored three-spine
stickleback, which is a resident fish in the riwver.
There is the least Bells'® wvireo which is a migrant
bird that returns to the river, the willow fly
catcher which occasionally comes in the area. It's
more common on the coast. There are twoe other
fish, Santa Ana Sucker and Arrcyec Chub. Some of
these are endangered. Some of these are considered
sensitive species.

The Corps and Fish and Game will be
looking at all the sensitive species. There are
more Than I listed here, but that is cne of the
primary issues that will have to be studied and, of
course, the water guality issue. 1 alluded to the
fact that the preject will have to have a

stormwater guality management plan and the
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environmental document will address how adequate
that is and how we can further protect water
quality because there will be runoff. We want to
make sure there is no adverse impact because of
higher runoff or pollutants in the stormwater and
that will be addressed in the EIS/EIR.

Last thing I want to mention are the
indirect impacts. Fish and Game and thé Corps
recognize that acting on this project and issuing
permits for the bank protection and the hridges
deces have a connection to the larger Specific Plan
and that does have to be considered in the
environmental document. In terms ¢f schedule, we
hope to have a draft environmental document out by
the end of the year. It would be issued and there
would be a public review periocd. So you will all
have an opportunity to read the document. There
will be a public meeting just like this to receive
comments on that document. So there is further
oppeortunity for input. Then there will be some
type of permit decision that will be completed by
the end of next year and there will be a £final
envircnmental document issued associated with that
decision.

In addition, Fish and Game and the
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Corps obviously makes separate independent
decisions. They have different laws and different
requirements, but they are coordinating the timing
so this wiil all come together by the end of next
year.

I want to end by just focusing on
the purpose of the meeting here. We really want to
hear vour comments on what should be addressed in
the environmental documents. You tell us what you
think is important, what you think we should pay
special attention to from your perspective and we
are geoing te take note of that and make sure that
we can address that in the document.. We don't want
to work in a vacuum. $So the more specific you can
be, that's great for us because it gives us
direction.

The other purpose of the meeting is
if you have some guestions about the process,
especially the role of Fish and Game and the Corps,
you have got representatives here and they can
answer that question. TIt's not often that the
Corps and Fish and Game are conducting these kinds
of hearings or preparing these documents. So if
you have something specific you would like to

clarify, feel free to ask that, but keep in mind
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that what we really want to do tonight is hear your
opinions and I will give you a little bit of ground
rules for the rest of this meeting.

We have speaker slips. Because
there are so many people here, we really need to
move along in a uniformed fashion here and keep
things on track. So we are going to ask speakers
te limit your comments to three minutes so everyone
has a chance and we don't go into the wee hours of
the morning. We would like vou to come to the
podium and state your name and if you are
representing a special interest or a group or just
yourself, let us know. We have a court reporter
here. Speak clearly and slowly and don't feel
rushed and if she can't understand something, she
will stop you and ask you to repeat it, but it's
helipful for ué to have a transcript of the hearing
s0 we understand exactly what you said.

We are golng to take the comments
just in random order unless there are any elected
officials that have come tonight to ask to speak.
In deference to them T would take their comments
first. 8o you can be the first up as soon as I get
done here.

I think what we'll do is -- Bruce
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and Morgan, do you have anything else to say? . If
not, I will sort of facilitate the speakers here.
Please listen to everycne. Give them a chance to
speak. We appreciate you coming out here tonight
and appreciate the interest and are ready to
listen.

So, ma'am, if you want to come up
and introduce yourself.

MS. KLAJIC: Thank you very much. I am
very happy to be here. My name is Jill Klajic and
I'm a member of the City of Santa Clarita City
Council. I want to thank vou again for allowing me
an opportunity to voice my concerns regarding the
scoping of the environmental document to be
prepared as part of the pending 404 permit.

First of all, I have just a few
little comments to make. I don't know how many of
you read the newspaper this morning. Although I de
not read the local newspaper that had this comment
in it, somecne called me this morning and quoted it
to me that the Newhall Land and Farming was quoted
this morning in the paper by saying‘that they
always get their permits.

Now, I'm hoping that that is not

always true and if it i1s true, then I guess my next

24



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

request or my question to you is if this is true
and they always get their permits, my question is
by what authority, then, do we have any assurances
that if we go through this whole process and we
come up with all these rules and regulations on how
they are going to do this, assuming they get theirxr
permit, who is going to enforce mitigaticns? Who
is going to follow through to make sure that after
we finish this whole entire process and we put all
the rules down that they are actually gocing to
prevall and they are going to do them the right
way?

That's my question. You said you
could answer it. That's my first question.

MR. HENDERSON: I think what that phrase,
they always get their permits, refers to is they
get their permits as required by law before they
conduct work where those permits —-

MS. KLAJIC: I don't think that's what
she meant, but that's kind of you and I hope that
that is true. Okay. So they always get their
permits? Who is going to enforce it?

MR. HENDERSON: Well, the Cocrps and Fish

and Game do have a responsibility of compliance.

" We can revisit situations on an as-needed basis.
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In the case of the Natural River
Management Plan they are providing to the Corps,
Fish and Game, Fish and Wildlife Service annual
reports as to projects anticipated, mitigation
reguirements, input, actually initiated in tﬁe
ground and the status of those mitigation areas.
So there is an ongoing review of their actions.

M5. KLAJIC: This is twenty years we are
talking about. Are you guys going to be around
this whole twenty years and make sure they do it
correct?

M5. WEHTJE: As far as what happens, as
best as we can, we check compliances. The
Department is divided intc several divisions. One
is Wildlife Protection Division which is wardens.

They carry guns and they are licensed peace

officers and they are responsible for enforcing the

Fish and Game code which Section 1600 is part of
it.

They go out. They drive around and
look at things and, believe me, in an area such as
this I receive a lot of calls from the general
public who ask, "What is going on?" I have had
several c¢alls about, "What is going on on the 1267

What is geing on in San Francisguito Canyon, " and
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if it's not a question I can answer, if it's not
something I know that was permitted under an
agreement, I will call the warden and send a warden
out to investigate.

Now, whenever anyone is doing work
out there they are supposed to have a copy of the
permit on them at all times. If the Warden goes
cut and finds there isn'tva copy of the permit and
they don't have one, a case 1is filed with the DA
and goes through the court system. We have one now
scmewhere in L.A. County —— I'm not sure where it
is, but I know a warden is investigating. OQur
staff is meeting with L.A. County DA, the
Environmental Crimes Division, tomorrow to deal
with it.

So that's how it goes. The general
public does a lot of kind of watchdogging and we
try to respond to it as best we can.

MS. KLAJIC: When you are considering
these permits do you also consider their history,
for instance, the history of they are concreting
one of the creeks in the middle of the night, that
type c¢f thing? Those are the reasons why we are
very concerned about a twenty-year permit to a

company that really doesn’'t have a super-good
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reputation of feollowing the rules.

MS. WEHTJE: Believe me, the Department
of Fish and Game is suspicious of everyone. We try
to protect the public trust and we try. So yes, we
do look at things. We try to be fair to people,
but we try very much to look -- we are only human.
We do as best we can.

MS. KLAJIC: Well, I think everyone here
in Santa Clarita would be more than happy to help
in any way we can.

I would alsc like to state right up
front that we are recommending the alternative that
would avoid any encroachment into the riwver. The
following are issues that must be addressed through
these documents in order to ensure adequate
information to the public and an opportunity for
full disclosure on the issues. How will
recreational uses such as bike and eguestrian
trails be introduced into the area and how will
these uses impact the existing envircnmental
resources?

Two, how will existing wildlife
areas be maintained and protected? Significant
wildlife protection of this resource is wvery

important to the future of Santa Clarita Vvalley.
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The issue of stormwater runoff and
pollution has great potential for significant
impacts to the environmental resocurces of the Santa
Clara River.

The issue of sufficient watertable
recharge is another issue that must be addressed.
Additioconal sewage discharge must thoroughly be
investigated in the EIR.

The Newhall Ranch project includes
several bridges over the river. These bridges have
the greatest potential to impact the riparian
habitat. How can they be designed to eliminate any
impacts?

How will the rails to trails
infrastructure be accommodated to use a pristine
rail right-of-way?

Upstream mitigation must be
included, otherwise any downstream mitigation
measures will be undermined by inadequate upstream
mitigation protection.

What kind of bank stabilization is
included? The County Superviscrs insist on buried
bank stabilization for obvious environmental
preservation reasons. How can we make sure that

the develocpment is eliminated from the floodplain?
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We would like to see it out of there.

How will future public ownership be
addressed? Will this issue impact the mitigation
measures and the responsible party for these
mitigation measures?

Bs you can see by the people who
have turned out here this evening, they are from
all over southern California. The Santa Clara
River is an extremely important natural resource to
all of us and it's very important that we malntain
it in its absolute natural environment. This is
the last river we have and it's important for all
of.us to keep it that way.

We strongly object to any master
permit. We would prefer that we do it the way we
have always done it. You go into the river. You
get a permit. We talk about it. We try to make it
as least impacts as possible.

Then I heave one last guestion.

Could you please tell us how and to whom we need to
address these concerns about changing the whole
idea of master permit? Who brought it up, where
did it come from, and how do we get it taken care
cf? It was not discussed.

MR. HENDERSON: Essentially it's our two
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agenciles, Morgan and myself. We are doing this as
a matter of addressing everything as it's
envisioned to unfold over time which allows
everybody to address these things in a
non-piecemeal fashion. If you have, let’s say, a
master plan that you know what the parameters will
be, you know what the extent of the process will
be, 1f you look at everything case by case, you
could find that you are achieving more impacts over
long periods of time than you anticipated by
looking at this as one unit. Piece by piece review
does not necessarily lead to greater protection of
resources.

MS. KLAJIC: I couid certainly understand
that because we have a General Plan and that's what
a General Plan is for, but still you can do a
master plan, but nct a master permit. There is a
difference. Let's do a master plan of where all
the impacts are coming from. The permits should be
done on an individual basis.

MR. GRAY: Thank you.

M5. KLAJIC: Thank you.

MR. GRAY: I'm going to start calling
people up random one by one and I do want to remind

you that you can send in written comments. We have
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the address here and you can always talk to Morgan
or Bruce afterwards. You can submit written
comments until the 19th. That's ten days after
today. I would 1like vyou not to read written
comments, if you can. You can summarize them when
you come to the podium. You can give us the
written comments tonight; but given the number of
speakers that I got, we need to restrict your
comments to three minutes.
The next person --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Wait. We have cne
more elected official who would like to speak.

MR. GRAY: I'm sorry. Who 1is the othex
elected official?

MS, PLANBECK: T'll just wait my turn.

MR. GRAY: Following Ms. Planbeck will ke
Clarence Freeman.

MS. PLANBECK: Thank you. My name is
Lynne Planbeck and I'm not here in my official
capacity of a water district director, but I do, of
course, have water concerns about what we are doing
to the tributaries up there. We would particularly
like you to address the impacts of downstream
erosion and also scouring.

You menticned endangered species,
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but you didn't mention steelhead and if there is
scouring that occurs, then that would affect
downstream endangered species as well and we would
want to be sure that those impacts are addressed.

My special concern is also a concern
of the Sierra Club and that is the paving of 95
percent of the tributaries. So we would, of
course, want to see the total avoidance alternative
implemented in this case and the development moved
as much out of the floodplain as possible. There
is no excuse in this day and age for development in
a floodplain where we know what happens when FEMA
has paid sewven million.dollars to move the
elementary school out of the Castaic dam area and
we are building things in the floodplain
downstream.

Not only for the benefit of the
river, the benefit of future generations in open
space, but the benefit of the taxpayers we should
not be building in the floodplain and we need to
maintain a natural river systemn.

In addition to that, we believe the
loss of recharge should be analyzed and if it's too
great, then no concrete should he allowed in the

tributaries. This supplies water for the community
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here. The community here, of course, 1s upstream
from the project. Sc it's downstream communities
that would be most affected by this. It's really
important not to lose that groundwater recharge.
We did write comments. We are also

turning in the comments that were given by NEFA,
Fish and Game and the Army Corps of Engineers on
the Newhall Ranch EIR and in that set of comments
I'm sure Mr. Henderson remembers this, but the
Cocrps said at that time that it was early in the
planning stage and the total avoidance alternative
was possible and would most likely be something the
Corps would expect since there was plenty of time
te plan for that and there would be no reason to
have it net feasible when it was very early in the
planning stages and I just wanted to remind you of
those comments and hope as you go through the
permitting process you won't forget what you told
them three years ago, that it was feasible and they
should do it. Thank you wery much.

MR. GRAY: You guys must want to stay
here late. The clapping does delay things. I
appreciate your enthusiasm, but we have a lot of
speakers to hear tonight. So 1f we could refrain

from that, that would move us through quicker.
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Mr. Freeman and he will be followed
by Stacey Nickels.

MR. FREEMAN: My name is Clarence
Freeman. I'm an engineer and I have been involved
in the study of riverbeds for over sixty years,
longer than most people have been alive, and if you
believe that age and wisdom go together -- I'm over
eighty and perhaps I have something that you might
want to hear.

The Santa Clara River is the last
free-flowing river in southern California. It's a
brain stream overlocaded with sand and gravel and
keeps plugging its own channel so the flow has to
shift around in those bars that are formed in the
streambed. (Inaudible) streams occur in semi-arid
areas like we have here and they are not compatible
with development in the floodplain.

The planning of the Newhall Ranch
project shows an unrecognition of the very geologic
process that is going on. The mountains north and
south of the Santa Clara River are washing into the
sea and they are beingluplifted by tetanic action
at the same time. The main river and its
tributaries act as conveyor belts to deliver the

sediment to the seas. At low flows 1t appears to
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meander back and forth, but that's merely the
footprint of the last flood and at each side
tributary entries sediment bars form. So this
river is very hard to predict the action of it.
Now, I would like to introduce this
report to you which seems to be something that must
have been lost in the archives of the people who
planned this, "Factors controlling the size and
shape of stream channels in course non-cohesive
sands.” This is a figure from that report and
these people studied this in 1961 and 1f you look
at the top, you start out and you have a
neon—-cchesive sand channel and you start ta allcw
water ftoc flow through it and as the velocity and
slope are increased, there becomes a phenomencn
that might be very similar to flowing through a
wocdwind instrument. There gets to be a residence
between the surface waves as the velocity increases
and the sand that is in the bedflow of the river
and you eventually get these meanders which the
experiment is called pseudo-meanders because they

are nct meanders like you get down in Louisiana

-underneath the moss trees. This is a high-velccity

river that is flowing as a mountain torrent and

these meanders cannot be suppressed.
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Now, apparently the plan now is to
build -- I notice they don't like to use the words
levee, but vyou have a soil cement core levee and
about two-thirds of that levee is going to be soil
to cover it up, besides the fact that in order to
place it, you have to dig deep trenches and
backfill them. That backfill matexial is more
erodible than the original material that is in the
river and you cannot suppress these meanders. The
only way you can suppress these meanders is to
concrete the river in.

So what this amounts to is if you
have high floods that start to approach a hundred
yvear flood, say, yvou are golng to erode, you are
going to get these waves and meanders,
pseudo-meanders to start. They have bank-eroding
velocities. They will ercde all the material back
to this soil cement core. There is no way you can
suppress it. The only way you can suppress it is
to concrete the channel in like the TLos Angeles
River and as you know now, they are trying to
restore the Los Angeles River.

What you are taking is the first
step in the concreting in of the Santa Clara River

because as you have development and protecting
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property and lives, you start to concrete in the
river.

Now, that's not the only problem.
The problem is you can dig a pilot channel. In
this report you will see why a pilot channel
doesn't work. The pilot channel will eventually in
flood revert to these pseudo-meanders and the way
the river is studied through computer program,
which was originally developed by the Corps of
Engineers, the Heck Two (phonetic) program has no
time-dependant terms. So it cannot model this
phenomenon that we are talking about. The flow
must be gradually varied in the Heck Two program.
The flow i1s one dimensional -- it doesn't curve --
and the slope of the channel must be small.

So the Santa Clara River meets none
of these conditions and as a result, the engineers
are reduced to guessing about its flood behavior.
So what you have done is you have taken the first
step to concrete in the Santa Clara River because
once the property 1is built, you have to protect it.

MS. NICKELS: Okay. I'm Stacey Nickels
and I'm representing the Natural History Club of
Acton/Aqua Dulce.

We are wvery upstream from this
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project, very upstream from this project. Our
concern is that we know conce the cementing of the
Santa Clara River starts downstream, it's going to
hacklash upstream. We know there is development
and mining projects in the works. We are very
opposed to the cementing.

My question tonight, though, would
ke to the lead agencies to ask why is this project
even being considered at this time when it is being
litigated?

MR. HENDERSON: We do not pailr the two
up. We know that litigaticn may affect their
ultimate proposals. We don't see that as a reason
why we shouldn't analyze what they are proposing at
this time.

M3, NICKELS: TWouldn't that be a wvaluable
waste of our resources and taxpayer dollars to go
forward with something that might not happen
because of litigation?

MR. HENDERSON: The litigation is still
speculative and the Applicant has a legitimate
proposal on the table at this time and I still
don't see how we have a legitimate reason not to
address their proposal.

MS. NICKELS: Thank you.
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MS. WEETJE: Also, the State did look at
that because the NEPA is invelved in the
litigation, but there is not anything really in the
law that says that we can't address something. So
1f they put it forth to us, we have to go forward
and address it and that's the way permits and laws
are written.

Sc we do have to loock at all the
things. Tt is part of the process. We know that
that 1s golng on. We are aware of it, but this is
still a process that we have tc address it.

M5. NICKELS: Thank you.

MS. CLARK: Thank you. I've been sitting
here looking at the sign. It says "Newhall Ranch
Natural River Management Plan.a I think it's the
nature that manages the river and I don't see why
this is being brought up. The real concern of
environmental issues, apart from the very obvious
of percolation and being the people who would be
proud to say that "We channeled the last river in
Los Angeles County," I think a real concern I have
is concern of safety. Los Angeles River every time
there is a heavy rain somebady has to go look at it
and check out the river and the ground around it

and I have a vision here in the Santa Clarita
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Valley of a big strip of concrete cutting us in
half and then chain link fence all arcund it
purported to keep the children out, which we know
won't work., We'll have this bilg ugly eyesore.
We'll have removed a source of a beautiful
meandering riverbed site and to no purpose
whatsoever except for Newhall Land and Farming to
build in a place where they have no business
building. They have no business building in the
floodplain and you have no business saying that
they can do it.

The alternative to evaluate, how

about not building in the floodplain. I think

that's a real good alternative and I think it's the

only one that can be considered.

MR. GRAY: 1If you can remember to state
your name and who you are representing.

MS. CROUCH: I'm Dora Crouch. I come
from Santa Paula and I'm a privaie citizen. I'm
also a water expert and I prepared for you a
detailed statement, one for the Fish and Game and
one for the Engineers and in the interest of time
I'm not going to attempt to say that in three

minutes. Even I c¢ouldn't do that and I talk fast

sometimes, but T would like to make only one point.
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The draft EIR shows a strange lack
of awareness of existing and cn-going studies of
waterflow machines and their problems in the Santa
Clara River Valley. T have provided in the packet
there copies of articles that are precisely about
that, papers from the U.S. Geclogical Service and
from people working with the Geological Service.
Those studies have been ongoing in cooperation with
the United Water Conservation District in Ventura
County for more than ten years and it was
interesting to me to go through the Newhall
proposal and see that their water experts had not
consulted anything more recent than 1986. They
didn't seem to know this other work was going on
and even after I had spoke about this in public
meetings, there was no change in the final EIR.
Newhall chose to ignore these other claims.

I would also like to submit for your
consideration a map which has just been done
recently in 1997 by the Division of Mines and
Geology which shows -- this is the eastern edge of
the new project. The Val Verde guadrangle, which
would show most of the project, is considered not
likely to be developed in the near future, so they

haven't done that one yet; but what this does show
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you 1s all the dotted places are lands subject to
liquefaction and all the crosshatchings are the
lands subject to landslides which is everything in
this project.

I think you are going tec have a hard
time pleasing both sides in this issue.

MS. BARRIS: Hi. My name is Kathy Barris
and I'm representing myself here. I'm a native
Californian and I love this state.

I alsc want to mention that T grew
up in West Los Angeles. I actually had to cross
Biota Creek to get to school and just having to do
that going over a total concreted riverbed and
stream is a horrible way to see how the natural
environment has been transformed.

I know everybody here is talking
about the actual impact on the river itself, but I
wouzld like you to address the other issues as well
and that's traffic and air quality. I travel down
the 5. I cannot imagine the amount of traffic that
will be hitting the 5 freeway, much less impacting
the river and the wildlife that is there. I want
to see a whole balance of the environment, noit just
specifically the river and the river itself because

it is all interconnected and affects each other and
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that's what I want you to all take into
consideration.

Also I guess I can get this from
other sources, but I would like to know which Bcard
members of the Board of Supervisors approved this.
I don't know if you guys -- was it a unanimous
vote? I assume one of them is Mike Antonovich; is
that right? Is that represented by his Deputy Jody
Darcy? She is a City Council member in Valencia.

Then I just want to also menticn
that -- well, I guess that's it. There is other
issues that I can follow through on.

Mﬁ. GRAY: Put them in a letter and
submit them.

M3. VOGELEY: My name is Marla Vogeley
and I'm a student at Saugus High Schoel and this is
Sherri and we represent the riding community. We
are, of course, concerned with all the
environmental issues, but probably other people
will be talking abeout that. So we are worried
about riding trails.

It's a great place to ride. 1It's
flat, it's open, it's beautiful and, you know,
sometimes when they build these proposed bridle

raths, they are fenced in on both sides and they
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are flat and straight and boring. We need open and
natural spaces where we can Jjust wander around and
there is a lot of horse people around and we need
trails. Thank you.

MS. STOLARIK: My name is Sherri Stolarik
and I represent Don and Brook Farms and I do agree
with everything she was saying and that's ali I
have to say. I just wish that they would not build
in the floodplain.

MR. GRAY: Thank vou for coming.

MR. SHUMAN: My name is Todd Shuman. I
live in Glendale, but I grew up in this area. I'm
also a Sierra Club member. Some of my comments are
for the Central Croup of the Angeles Chapter of the
Sierra Club.

First of all, I would like to echo
my comments. We are concerned about the cementing
of all the tributaries and the eliminating of
riparian habitat in all those areas and the impact
of increased water velocity volume on the
downstream habitat of the Santa Clara River. It is
the affirmative duty of both of these agencies to
investigate who will be overseeing the geolcgical
changes that will be taking place. S50 we expect to

see a very good job of that in this report.
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Second, this project has a number of
golf courses and ponds that are being structured
into its design. There is a problem with these.
Under certain conditions these ponds tend to
ocverflow and the water can then flow down into the
Santa Clara River. When that happens there is a
very strong likelihood that non-native and nuisance
fish species will be introduced into the river and
damage native species there. We want to know what
are the methods that will be used to ensure that
only native species will be maintained in the Santa
Clara River and that non-native and nuisance
species will be controlled or limited and be
prevented from being accessed. BAs you are guite
well aware, there are State penalties for
introduction cof nuisance species into a pubklic
trust waterway.

Third, we belisve that both Fish and
Game and especially the Army Corps of Engineers
need to consult immediately with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and Natural Marine Fishery Service
concerning the southern steelhead. This fish has
been listed as an endangered species. (Inaudible)
provisions are already in place and there is no

option that does not exist and we hope we do not
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even see that coming down the road.

Also you should be aware that even
though some people will say this whole area has no
relevance to the southern steelhead, the agencies
have not stated that so far. They have not made a
formal declaration of critical habitat designated
for this area. Sc this area is relevant to the
future survival of an endangered species, the
southern steelhead. That 1s why vou need te¢ start
consulting with these agencies ilmmediately.

Last, the Santa Ana sucker needs
to —- both of these agencies need to start

consulting with Fish and Wildlife concerning the

Santa Ana sucker. It has been seen in the vicinity

in this area and it is a threatened species under
the Environmental Species Act and a final ruling is
due momentarily.
So we would like to prevent the

Ceorps and the Fish and Game from having to start
this process all over again. You start immediate
ceonsultation with Fish and Wildlife concerning this
and act as if the sucker was listed already as if
because the listing is expected momentarily.

MS. KILPATRICK: My name 1s Jennifer

Kilpatric. I live in Santa Clarita. I'm here
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representing myself tonight. I have been an
attorney for twenty-three years. T have worked on
environmental projects involving the Corps and
wetlands during the course of my career in
Massachusetts, in New York, in Maryland, in Florida
and in California and I make the following simple
political comment.

I have represented probably fifteen
corporations that have tried their darndest and
throughout the United States have been denied
permits. What is offensive to me in California --
and in particular involving this project ~- is the
foregone conclusion that some permit is going to be
issued that will change the natural condition of
the upland streams as well as the main channel of
the riwver. I guaranty you that in Florida the
developers are not getting the permits they want.

I guaranty you that in Massachusetts the develcopers
are not getting permits to fill in wetlands. I
guaranty you that in New York State the industrial
companies are not getting the permits they want to
£ill in the wetlands around the Great lakes.

So I ask what are we? Are we
chopped chicken liver that the only stream in its

natural condition left in southern California is
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going to be bargained away? That is simply from an
institutional decision-making point of view
inappropriate in comparison with what other
taxpayers in the United States are obtaining.

Now, I understand that Newhall Land
and Farming thinks they have property rights.

Well, if you read every single Army Corps of
Engineers' permit case that has been decided by the
Federal Court of Appeals in the United States,
which T have because I have to read them for my
job, and if you read the California Supreme Court
decisions relating to taking, when you have twelve
thousand acres of land you are not entitled to
develop twelve thousand acres of land and boohoo if
you can only develop three thousand acres of land.
It's not a taking.

So you as decision makers do not
have an obligation to give these people any permit
at all other than a permit that creates no negative
impacts.

Now, let's just look at one negative
impact. I live in Santa Clarita. Right now the
people living in Santa Clarita get a large
proportion of their water out of the Santa Clara

River. We do not have a state water allocation
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that is big encucgh to water all of Santa Clarita.
Santa Clarita is booming. It's not your fault, but
what's happening is our water supply is finite. So
we are drinking the river dry.

On top of that the use of the water,
our water supply is contaminated with prechloric.
Three major water developments have been shut down
because a defense contractor contaminated the water
and the Federal and State governments have not
gotten their act together to come and clean up and
contrary to what this nice lady had to say, they
have not had the balls to enforce the Clean Water
Act or to enforce the State laws against this
particular defense contractor to force them to
clean up our water.

S0 what does that mean? It means
that we are sucking the water dry in Santa Clarita.
What does that do for the people downstream in
Ventura County whoe are using well water and yes,
indeed, there are lots of water wells in Ventura
County. It means that this Newhall Ranch project
is the essential key tc recharge the groundwater
for the people in Ventura County and I guaranty you
1f you cement over the tributaries, if you cement

over the flat lands or the hilly lands that will
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scon be flat where there i1s housing and you narrow
the riverbanks, you are going to lose a substantial
amocunt of recharge. What does that mean for the
people in Ventura County? Suddenly their water
supply is gone. You are obligated to look at
cumulative impacts and vou don't have to issue the
permit.

S0 the point that I'm making simply
is do the right thing. Do what your peers are
doing throughout the United States. Don't be
pushed around. Thank you.

MR. LIEBERMAN: Hi. My name 1is TIsaac
Lieberman. I'm representing myself and a new group
of Santa Clarita, Citizens £for Smart Growth.

Wow! I'm really impressed by the
preparation of these speakers. I would like to
have been better prepared, but I have been working
nights and days the last week and a half or two,
putting together a website for this new group to
connect everybody.

I have been doing peolling around the
town in the course of the last month and about 85
percent of the people I have talked toc are fed up
with the pace of growth here. Now, the fact that

L.A. County approved this project last year I think
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is a crime. If it's not a crime, 1it's a sin. The
people here don't want it and what John McCain is
talking about and what Bartlett & Steel are talking
about and Time Magazine about money ccntrolling
process is going on here. It's real obvious. The
people don't want it. Don't build in the
floodplain. Our target is to have 50,000 people
connected by E-mail to help you guys say no. So
please Jjust say no. Thank you.

MS. STOKES: Hi. My name 1is Sydell
Stokes. I'm from Valencia, California and I just
want to comment that I have a new neighbor who is
from Washington state and I was telling her about
tonight's event here in hopes that she would come
and she couldn't come, but she is telling me that
in Washington state where she worked with the
Forestry Service that they hold rivers in very high
esteem and that in Washington state they have laws
that would never allow such as is happening or is
reguesting to be happening here tonight. Thank
you.

MR. FLORIMONTE: Hi. My name is Louis
Florimonte, representing myself and the river
behind my house.

First, a couple of things you guys
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said when you were asked earlier about who would
follow up. We asked the same guestion to the Army
Corps representatives and the State Water Resources
Control Board people after the County was given
permission to poison and scrape the river behind
our house. We were told there was not enough
manpower or time to go and check up on everything
that was done. So I have serious questions about
what kind of follow-up there will be. Almost
everything I was going to say has been said, so T
will be a little brief here.

When we moved here eighteen years
ago there was a riparian area behind ocur house. 1In
1997, having filled out all the proper permits, the
County came in and toock about six feel ©f earth out
of it and since then they have gotten approved
certificates to continue doing that. In so doing
not only are they doing it this year —-- we asked
the Army Corps of Engineers why they were able to
dc it and we asked the Water Resources Control
Board why they were able to do it. The answer was,
"Because they filled out the right forms." When we
ask them what chemicals they were using, they sent
us Monsanto's description of the chemicals they

were using to kill the plant life because they
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didn't want to slow down the growth.

When we got an analysis from an
independent agency in Arizona they said thcse
chemicals break down into carcinogens in
nitrogen-rich soill. If you are going to put in
golf courses and development and fertilize them,
you will have nitrogen-rich soils. You will have
chemicals breaking into carcinogens in the river
and I know from watching what happened te me behind
my house that as soon as flooding becomes an issue
for the people in the area -- and it will be --
when we were asked why the County was allowed to do
this behind ocur house, the Army Corps
representative and Water Resources Contrel Board
sald, "They went behind our backs. They went
around us to the public and frightened them with
stories of E1 Nino and flooding and got the
necessary permits and nobody has checked up on them
as yet to see if they are complying.”

They have now convinced people in
the neighborhood that taking out willows and grass
is necessary. So where we once saw an incredible
amount of wildlife we have, in effect, a muddy
storm drain behind our house and as soon as you get

houses in this area and people start hearing scare
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stories about flooding and El Nino they will be
coming in with the same pesticides and they will be
scraping it clean because they are sure in hell
aren't going to move the houses. It just isn't
going to happen.

MS. FLORIMONTE: I'm Alexandra Florimonte
and T represent myself. I alsc happen to be a
member of SCOPE.

Anyone who 1s going to make millions
of dellars in any kind of project sheould not have
anything about the project made easy for them and
it is the duty of all the public agencies involwved
toc make sure that from those whe stand to make a
dellar they are receiving the most stringent of any
kind of measures possible, including the option of
no impact. That didn't come out right.

The second thing I want to say is
that cur Santa Clara River is first and foremost a
watershed and as such, there i1s some proposed
Senate legislation that I'm going to read a little
bit from which says that "land and water uses in
coastal zones and coastal watersheds may
significantly affect the gquality of coastal watexrs
and habitat and efforts to control coastal water

pollution from activities in these areas must be
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improved," and there 1s a need to enhance
cooperation and coordination among states and local
communities to encourage local community-based
environmental protective solutions that address the
impacts and the pressures on the coastal resocurces
and on public facilities and public service caused
by continued coastal population growth, etc.

It's clear that any kind of concrete
channelization affects negatively the coastal
habitat. We have already seen that. My huskand
just spoke about what is happening in our
neighborhood and it didn't happen all at once. It
happened over a period of time as the valley became
more and more populated and now we have this dead,
barren, horrible mud hole behind our house and this
is what is going to happen in the future and any
person who has lived in this valley already knows
that people who stand to make money end up having
the power here and it is our obligation as public
citizens and yours as a public agency Lo make sure
that that does not happen here. We can't afford
any more degradation of our coastal waters from
this river and its tributaries.

The third comment that I wanted to

make is that we have already broken up all the
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corridors in our valley. We have already degraded
the water. We have already put in so many
pollutants into the water and taken cut vegetation
that would filter them, the toxins out, and we no
longer preserve and value the habitat that our
children could be enjoying right now and instead,
as my huskand says, we f£ill people's minds with
scare stories and the County is simply an arm of
the developers that have money. Thank you.

MS. WINTER: I'm Melanie Winter,
Executive Director of Friends of the Los Angeles
River. We are going to be submitting written

comments here. They will be much more articulate

because when I'm not writing it down, I tend to get

a little emoticnal. Are these written comments due

not on the 10th, but on the 17th? 19th? That's
officially been extended?

MR. HENDERSON: Yes,

MS. WINTER: We are obviously going to
recommend complete avoidance here. This is a
rescurce that is far too waluable to mess with.
There is nothing you can do to, guote/unguote,
mitigate for these impacts here beyond complete
avoldance.

A lot of these green features that
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are being proposed here are really merely cosmetic
and greenwashing, so to speak. They are designed
and doomed to falil and cause much more problems
than even dreamed possible.

You have to take a look at Los
Angeles, really, really take a look at what we did
in Los Angeles. We had an opportunity in 1930 to
do the right thing. There was a plan submitted by
Bartholomew in 1930 which recommended that we stop
and prohibit development in the floodplain. We
chose not to do that. It also suggested we don't
develop in the hills because the hills are designed
toe burn. We néed to recognize and appreciate the
natural systems function. You cannot control
floods. Flood control is a joke. You cannot
control floods. You can control development so
that vou could protect -- You can protect flood by
controlling development and I think that is what
needs to happen here.

Just to reiterate and to acknowledge
what Mr. Florimonte said about the oversight. 1In a
meeting with Secretary Westfall of the Corps
December léth we spoke about the maintenance that
has been going on since the El Nino scare in '97

with the Corps' emergency permit that the County
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has been carrying out with virtually no oversight.
The devastation, the unneeded devastation herein
has been horrific and the photographs are stacked
this high and this wide in binders at the County.
We have been allowed to see them. Much of what was
done was completely unjustified.

When we spoke about this -- and my
concern about the next round is what happened this
vear. They honestly did say, "We do not have
sufficient staff to provide sufficient owversight
and we encourage you all to get out there and tell
us what's going on and take pictures and you guys
can be our eyes and ears.”

Well, that's not acceptable. You,
the Corps, 1f you are geing to issue a permit, you
are responsible for what happens there; not us.
This is truly willful madness and anything other
than complete avoidance is suicide for this river,
for this County and for this watershed and for
these pecple.

MR. SCHULTZ: Thank you for the chance to
appear here. My name is Henry Schultz. I'm Chair
of the local Santa Clarita greup Sierra Club. A
lot of good points have been made here, so I will

just make a couple.
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One is you have a couple of bridges
going in here and right now according to the EIR
plan they jut into the main flow of the river.
Those should be set back. Obviously the reascon you
want to put a bridge in is because you want to save
money. The shorter the bridge, less the cost. It
should be put out a ways and that way you don't
have to worry about so much concrete to protect the
flow. You have constriction of flow from these
bridges and s0 certainly cne of the things that we
hope to do if you are going to have the bridges,
they should be set back.

Alsc the river boundaries, there is
all kinds of discussion about 100 year, 200 year,
50 year. Basically a lct of the projects,
especially on the south side of the river, go back
and they are going to do a lot of £ill, maybe
twelve, fifteen feet of fill where they are going
to have stuff right up to the river and then they
are going to put a boundary on it. None of that
sheould be develeoped. That all runs up to the
little c¢liffs. That should all be part of what
should be the natural flow of the river.

The same is true along the north

bank which runs along 126. Because of the way the
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river runs there and because of the riparian
habitat and beautiful trees, it should probably
keep the area between 126 and the river free of
develcpment. Right now there are commercial
development, things like that. It will ruin not
only the recharge of the water, but also just the
beauty of the area is going to be impacted. Tt's a
tremendously pretty area and it's very beautiful.

I should probably add something that
has always irritated me and people have brought up
is the County's c¢learing of the river and I agree
100 percent with the folks that are here. It's '
terrible. There is absolutely no reason for
scraping the river. They claim it's going to
protect you from the flood. Anybody who reads the
standard text on the flow of rivers knows that's
not true here. It isn't true where we are. The
brush is not going to be an impact. You are not
going to have people dying of floods. 5S¢ why are
we clearing this beautiful naturel riparian area?
Se I encourage you as you get permits from the
County, deny any permits. They shouldn't be
scraping anything in our river or any octher
tributary.

Also on this project for Potrero
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Canyon, we went up there and looked at that area
and you have this little creek. It's not much
because the area has been grazed down. There is no
habitat in there, but what they are going to dc is
they are going to take the stream and put it up in
a little culvert. It's going to be a concrete
thing and that's what is propcsed for most of these
side tributaries. They should get better than
that. They need a chance to regenerate their
normal riparian area. Right now they are just
grazed down. When the grazing goes away it's going
to be mostly housing. If you can keep away from
the river, that's the main thing. Stay out of the
encroachment of the river area. Give a buffer
zone, whatever you do there. Don't just go by the
silly fifty year, hundred year floodplains. Those
are insufficient for that part of the river. It's
the best part of the river, the best habitat and
the bhest plans. So whatever you do, protect that
part of the river. Thank vyou.

MR. BUSE: I'm John Buse for the
Environmental Defense Center. We have had a little
bit of involvement with the EIR for the Specific
Plan. We hope that that involvement can give you

some useful insight on how to proceed with your
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environmental review for vour activities that you
propose to permit.

My comments are really directed just
informally to the Corps tonight. I didn't get a
notice of preparation from the Department of NEPA.
That's cokay, but I just got this out of the jargon
of NEPA. I want the comments to apply to the
Department, as well, but my apologies for that
particular jargon.

Mr. Henderson pointed out some of
the problems inherent with piecemealing, but we
think that the piecemealing has already occurred.
It's already occurred before today. You have the
proposed permit activities which are really an
integral part of the Specific Plan; not a future
phase, but an integral part of the whole thing,
taking out and separated into a segment and subject
to later environmental review, something that you
are going to have to deal with. It's not your
fault. You are going to have to deal with the
consequences. It's not a trivial matter.

I tﬁink another fact is that the
piecemealing makes it so much more difficult now to
look at the avoidance which you must consider, how

to avoid the impacts which should have been
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considered in light of the entire Specific Plan.

In a practical sense it's going to be tough. There
are going to be pressures that make it difficult to
do so, but we urge ycu tc de so and I think the
solution to get to that peoint is rigorous adherence
to the Corps' 404 guidelines in defining and
evaluating the alternatives to the proposed action
and what this means is not just an evaluation of
the avoidance alternative, but an absolute
pricritization in the EIS/EIR of alternatives to
avoid the encroachment and the impacts within the
river corridor and certainly to fully consider
those alternatives without the constraints that
might appear to be imposed by the already approved
Specific Plan. That's the key.

We certainly think you need to
consider the indirect impacts on the river
modification and on the floodplain and the river
processes within the entire Corps' jurisdictional
area, not just the direct impacts of the £ill.
There should be a thorough consideration of the
effects of channelizing most of the minor drainages
within the Specific Plan sites including full
evaluation and, as I said, a prioritization of

avoidance through the maintenance of these minor
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streams and drainages in a natural state without
channelization even if that dictates fundamental
changes in the design of the Specific Plan. It's
been approved. It's a drainage concept. It's not
set in stone, as far as your view is concerned, and
that has to be a principal guiding feature of your
review.

There needs to be recognition of the
proposed action. It i1s a necessary component of
the overall development and as the Corps previously
noted in its comments, the impacts associated with
the propoeosed acticn are (inaudible)by development.
In the Specific Plan EIR the Corps made comments.
The Corps commented that some of the features of
the Specific Plan were potentially inconsistent
with the Corps' 404 guidelines and, thersfore, may
be ilnappropriate solutions to the project’s induced
problem. I think it was an accurate summation of
the problem you face and are posed with now because
of the effect of the piecemealing.

As far as the wildlife resources
that are geoing to be affected by these actions, I
think you need to take a close look at the surveys
that have already been done. I really doubt that

the surveys that provide the basis for the Specific
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Plan EIR will be of any use whatsoever. They are
extremely limited in scope. We strongly recommend
performing entirely new biclogical surveys for the
four endangered species that may occur within the
area affected by the direct and indirect effect of
the proposed action.

In this light I think you will find
the comments to the Specific Plan EIR much more
enlightening than the Specific Plan EIR itself. 1In
particular, I refer vyou Lo comments submitted by
the California Native Plant Society and others
regarding the inadeqguacy of surveys in that EIR for
that Specific Plan project and these comments
should at least serve as a guide for surveying.

The surveys themselves should be
under the direction of the agencies involved here,
not the Applicant, and it's essential that there be
public accessibility to the survey information and
not be constraints imposed by the Applicant on that
availability for the public and other agencies that
need to access it for their permitting purposes.

There was some mention of the
endangered species and threatened species that
cccur within the area. I don't mean to talk about

these again, but one thing that hasn't been
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mentioned is this river corridor includes
designated critical habitat for the least Bill's
vireo that needs to be considered as well. It also
includes proposed critical habitat for the
unarmored three-spine stickleback. With twenty
years yvou need to ask the Fish and Wildlife Service
and you need to consult with them; but
nevertheless, that issue should alsoc be factored
into your consideration.

23 far as consulting with the Fish
and Wildlife Service, we really think the NEPA
process and CEQA process need to be coordinated
with the Service's Section &consultation under the
Endangered Species Act as early in the process as
possible. 1In fact, I think the potential for a
take cof listed species under the proposed action is
significant; and frankly, I think a prudent course
would be to lock at scme overall hakitat
conservation plan. It seems to be better than the
alternative of having nothing, so sort of overall
fish and wildlife planning £for this particular
proposed action and again that needs to be
coordinated with the Fish and Wildlife Service as
early as possikle with the Fish and Wildlife

Service being potentially a Jjoint agency for this
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document.

A couple other really brief notes,
one detailed comment in particular. For areas that
are proposed within the site for riparian
restoration areas, one thing that we noted from the
Specifiec Plan EIR was that there didn't seem to be
a falr consideration of the effects of a water
injection and extraction alternative that was part
of the Specific Plan proposal on the suitability of
the river corridor for restoration or even for
supporting existing riparian habitat. Poctentially
you can have rapid fluctuations of the alluvial
aquifer level. That truly got shoftshift in the
Specific Plan EIR and I hope you look in more
detail at that issue in your EIR.

Finally, I hope that this EIS/EIR
won't persist in the Specific Plan EIR.

Development within the floodplain would be good for
the floodplain by elevating the floodplain, that's
almost a (inaudible) concept.
That concludes the comments. Thank
you.
MS. ANDERSCN: TI'm Ileene Anderson and
I'm here representing the California Native Plant

Society and the significant impact to the riparian
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and the alluvial scrub vegetation is of grave
cecncern to us. We certainly dec not support any
rip-rap or concreted channels because of the
displacement of native wvegetation and its
assoclated ecological processes.

What we would like to see is a full
analysis of the feasibility of providing onsite
mitigation, including water availability to support
the increased riparian vegetation. TI'm assuming
it's going to be a greater than one-to-one
raplacement ratio.

We also would like to have the
analysis include a maintenance of these riparian
and alluvial scrub communities because those
really, in order to maintain health, need to be
inundated and scoured at frequent intervals and
particularly if the mitigation sites are elevated
above the channel flows. We would be really
interested to see how those will be maintained over
the long term.

We would also like to see a creative
restoration plan that preserves the bio-diversity
of the natural environment.

I would be very interested to

understand how you are going to keep those solils in
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place during scouring events where you have the
barriers placed back away from the agua channel
that is covered with soil.

I alsc want to remind you that any
effective arrundo (phonetic) embankment should
start at the top of the watersheds, not Jjust be
localized; and lastly, we reqguest that current
surveys pertaining to plant species be done within
the permit project area. Thank you.

MR. WICKERSON: My name is Cory
Wickersen. T have lived in this area since I was
little. In 1985 my parents moved from the West
L.A. area up to this area to get away from concrete
and just city and when they moved here, they were
trying to save that and growing up I got to
enjoy -- I remember an area just like this that I
could walk to from my house. I could get on my
bike and ride there. Me and all my f£riends did it
probably four days a week, during the summers seven
days a week. It's gone now. It's all cement.
There were areas just like hills and places for us
to run around and ride our bikes and whatever and
those are gone now. There are houses now. I have
to get in a car to drive. I have to drive down the

126 just to see that and I usad to be able to see
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it every day. It's sad. It makes me want to cry.
It's really depressing; and now, you know, I'm an
adult and I wish it was back the way it was.

I just ask that you think about that
when you decide, if you do decide, to give Newhall
Land and Farm a permit. There are kids that grew
up in these beautiful envircnments that their kids
aren't going to get to enjoy. There are kids now.
Where are the kids? They won't get to enjoy that
and that's really sad. Sc¢ just keep that in mind.

MR. SCEMIDT: I'm Kris Schmidt. I'm from
the Southern California Steelhead Recovery
Coalition. We are a group cf about twenty-five
environmental organizations, including Sierra Club,
Cal Trout, Trout Unlimited Natural Resources,
Center for Biological'Diversity, among others, and
we would like to state clearly that we recommend
complete avoldance cof the river channel and its
tributaries. The Santa Clara River channel is
critical habitat for the endangered southern
steelhead.

There are a couple of issues I would
like to talk about around that. Steelhead need -—-
they migrate upstream after storm events. So they

need a slow gradual decrease of the waterflow and
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they need to have eddies in which to rest as they
go upstream. If you channelize the river, you are
not going to have these eddies and the velocity of
the water will be too high for the fish to make it
upstream. They need these eddies to rest in and
the lower natural velocity of the water. 3o if you
have paved open space around the river, that's
geing to increase the rate of runoff and decrease
the runcff period that these fish need to swim
upstream. It's going to make it that much more
difficult to swim upstream with the high velocity
of the water and there will be less time for them
to do that. 5Sc I believe that the project should
be develcped so that this natural gradual decrease
of the flow is maintained and that the natural
velocity of the river is mailntained after these
storm events.

Similarly, bridges and channels
should be designed such that they do not increase
the water velocity and retain the features that
provide these eddies for fish. Also underneath the
bridges the bottom of that armored area should be
designed so that it mimics the river bottom where
the velocity of the river is slower so the fish

swim along the river bottom and where the velocity
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is slower. So that feature needs to be maintained.

The area underneath these bridges need to be wide
enough so the river isn't constricted so much that
the velocity is too high for these fish tco swim
upstream. Again, natural eddies need tc be
designed into the system so that fish can swim up
and rest before they continue upstream.

I notice in your description of the
procject it says —— one of the things here is it
says "routine maintenance of the above flood
control facilities by removal of sediment or
vegetation to preserve hydraulic design capacity
and protect property." Well, it seems to me that
if you need to remove sediment and vegetaticn to
preserve the hydraulic design capacity of the
river, the hydraulic design capacity hasn't been
great encugh and the plan should be written such
that this type of maintenance is expressly
forbidden and the river channel is designed wide
enough so that this type of maintenance isn't
required.

I think that's about it for my
comments. I just want to encourage you to just
keep development out of the river channel and its

tributaries.
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MS. MC LEAN: Good evening. My name is
Marsha McLlean and I have been involved in open
space issues for gquite some time. I won't bore you
with many details, but way back in 1988 our Santa
Clarita Valley was threatened with the world's
largest landfill, Elsmere Canyon in Angeles
National Forest. So we fought for seven years and
finally saved the large portion of the forest due
to the fact that 5,000 people showed up at this
school and the Forest Service finally got behind us
and so did the government officials so that we
saved part which has an impact on this because that
saved the riparian wetland area which was the
source of the water coming down into this portion
of the Santa Clara River.

I would like to state that best
management plans are sometimes ignored by Mother
Nature and there is a couple ¢f things in here that
alarmed me as I was reading it for the proposed
actions.

One of them was two wastewater lines
placed across the river at Potrerc Canyon and
upstream at Long Canyon Road and potentially other
utility line crossings for water, cil and gas lines

crossing the river where the water is needed in
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order to rejuvenate and recharge underground water
supply for Ventura County. How do you monitor
that? How do you prevent leakage and cracking of
thogse during an earthquake oxr just from age?

If you do okay this project in that
way and in that manner, I would suggest you have a
full-time State agent paild for by the develcper on
site to moniter to make sure that this doesn't
happen.

I won't go through -- I have many of
the same concerns that you have already heard, so I
won't repeat those; but I certainiy do concur in
what you should do in order to protect this river
and it's okay to say no sometimes. There comes a
point when a developer should be allowed to develop
if it can develop without encroaching upon the last
natural wild river in southern California. So tell
them, "Yes, you can develop," but use the
alternative to have complete avoidance of
encroachment on the river. You can do the right
thing. Thank you.

MR. KORTUM: My name is Frank Kortum.

I'm a member of the North Valley Ccalition.

The Corps and the other agencies

represented here today have already submitted
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comments, concluding this project causes harm to
the Santa Clara River. HNewhall Land ignored those
comments, but I hope you will nct forget them. For
example, February of 1997 the Corps stated that
development in the floodplain was inappropriate
because alternatives are available. The Corps
pointed cut that Newhall had an ample opportunity
because of the long time anticipated —-- this was
bhack in 1997 —-- to create a plan that would avoid
impacts to the river, but Newhall never did that.
Tnstead comments reflected that Newhall developed
its plan without any input from the Corps at all.
The (inaudible} also submitted
comments and the Corps' responsibility for
enforcing the velocity gauges. They urged Newhsll
ranch to consider other alternatives that would
aveid the impacts to the river, but they found that
the project would cause degradation of the river
and, for example, it found that the massive grading
of the preiject of 95 million cubic yards of soil
movement and relocation would harm the river and it
found that over 55 percent of the developed area
with impervious soils and that this would likely
create changes in surface water hydraulic and

potential water impacts. Newhall ignored those
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comments.

The NEPA found Newhall had failed to
serve cumulative impacts of anticipated
developments of all Newhall Land's adjacent
properties and holdings. Newhall Ranch ignored
those comments.

The Federal Fish and Wildlife
Service described the project as largely
inconsistent. It stated that the EIR was fraught
with so many uncertainties regarding water supplies
that the Service had no confidence in its
assessment of the effects of the project and the
Service concluded these uncertainties precluded an
accurate assessment of the discharge volumes
presented in the EIR in terms of water. Newhall
Ranch ignored those comments.

Department of Fish and Game
submitted similar comments. Newhall Ranch ignored
them as well.

Now, earlier there was a ccomment
that the Corps is protecting the environment in
other parts of the country and I would like to
submit some articles into the record that reflect
that, just a few examples of where the Corps has

taken acticon to protect the environment. I was
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able to find no examplies of where the Corps has
protected the environment in the Los Angeles area
and I would like to ask the Corps' representative
how you would account for that discrepancy.

MR. HENDERSON: It's interesting to note
that a lot of the projects that you may be
referring to —- for instance, in scuth Florida
there is a major effort underway to restore the
Everglades' ecosystem. There has been major
channelization of the waterflow which is
essentially a giant river. It's certainly slow
moving, but a river, nonetheless, and they
recognize their errors of their ways and they are
attempting to do something similar like that.
There has been recent legislation to look at five
projects -- twe of which are local, one is northern
California and two a couple other states —— to
address flcood preotection issues (Inaudible} rather
than locking at the protection methods of
channelizaticn like they had done in the past to
use significant technology methods as well as
properties and getting businesses, getting homes
out of flccdplains.

Those things are occurring. They

are still in the planning stages essentially in
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that last proposal; but as far as the regulatory
movement goes, 1t's true we don't steop a lot of
projects, but we modify most of them and we do
lessen impacts.

MR. KORTUM: Well, you stop them in other
parts of the country. Why not stop them here?

MR. HENDERSON: That has happened.

MR. KORTUM: T have a gquesticn and he was
in the process of answering.

MR. HENDERSON: Big Tujunga Wash. It
didn't stop the project, but they got the
jurisdiction.

MR. KORTUM: One example. Also in
Sunshine Canyon alcng the entire canyon to be
destroyed, even though we called that to your
attention, nothing was done to stop that. So there
are many more examples where you allow development
to occur.

MR. HENDERSON: That's wvery true.

MR. KORTUM: I think the Corps' action in
this district really bears scrutiny or won't stand
up tc scrutiny when you compare it to what is dcne
in other parts of the country.

MR, HENDERSON: It should be noted, State

laws of Massachusetts are much stronger than
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Federal laws. They do not alleow encroachment.
They just don't do it.

MR. KORTUM: Well, this is Federal law.
The Corps enforces Federal law.

MR. HENDERSON: Federal law is pretty
flexible here. It really is. If Massachusetts did
not have State laws that protect them to a much
greater extent than the Clean Water Act does, those
areas would have potential impacts. That's just a
fact of life.

MR. KORTUM: Well, I put you on notice we
will be watching what the Corps does here and T
will submit these articles into the record here.

MR. BOTTARFF: Good evening. I'm Ron
Bottarff, Chair of the Friends of the Santa Clara
River. First question is, Commerce Center Driwve
Bridge, is that no longer a part of Newhall Ranch?
In other words, is that going to be built
independently?

MR. GRAY: It has a permit with Fish
Game. It's independent of this proposed action.

MR. BOTTARFF: So it's totally out of the
picture?

The scope of the EIS/EIR must

include the effect of urban encroachment near the
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riparian zone of the river which is increased --
could be increased over what it would be if no
permit were granted. Recent studies by Steven
(Inaudible) of Stanford's Department of Biclogical
Studies have shown that placement of urban uses in
the area of riparian zones have major impacts on
the species. Here i1g a guote from his abstract. I
have the whole paper here. I will give you a copy.
"Whereas previous studies have demonstrated
substantial effects on urbanization on birds and
habitat indirectly, this study indicates that
urbanization on lands adjacent to intact riparian
wetlands has substantial impacts."

This paper shows these effects are
present out to a distance of 1500 meters; meters,
not feet. So this should put the idea of a hundred
foot riparian buffer as being okay, that should put
that to bed permanently.

Friends of the Santa Clara River's
main concern is cumulative impacts to the river due
to the combined impacts of the Newhall Ranch
project not become well understood for several
years. River modifications that allow the Valencisa
Company permit could have unforeseen and unintended

conseguences which only later become evident.
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These will be cumulative with Newhall Ranch. Since
it says most of these effects are unknown at this
time, we continually believe a permit process
renewable at five-year intervals and subject to
public review i1s much preferred over long-term
permitting.

We further continue to believe that
much needs to be done before the success of
mitigation measures for large projects can he
relied upon. Mitigation efforts need to be
monitored over a longer time period to be certain
of the outcome which might not be evident for ten
or more years. Even the Newhall Rancﬁ EIR, in
spite of its many shortcomings, identified impacts
to bicta (inaudible} even after mitigation. Here
are my complete written comments and a copy of the
paper.

MS. MC DADE: Hi. T have never done this
and it will become evident in just a minute, hut
I'm here representing only me and my family and I
don't really understand a lot of what is being said
only because I'm just new to the area and new to
this whole process, but I am confused in many
regards.

I just attended an overcrowding
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meeting about the schools and the whcle population
of this area and I don't know how this whcle
development is going to prevent anymore
overcrowding in that regard. That's minimal
compared to the natural effect that this is just
going to reek havoc on the river.

Also, I don't get the arrcgance tnat
"Okay. We are going to move this wetland and make
a better one here." I don't understand that whole
process; and the reputation ¢f Califecrnia -- I'm
from the Fast Coast and I was born and raised in
Atlanta and it was always labeled a bleeding heart
over there. They said, "Oh, you are gecing to live
in California.”" It's based on the reputation that
California protects their wildlife and protects
their natural resources and I don't see that
happening here. I find all these people protecting
it and I don't see where the government is —- where
that reputation came from is now confusing to me.
I always thought, "Oh, yeah. They are really
great, " but you have educated me on the issue about
the Federal laws being weaker than the State laws
and that kind of thing which is out there for me.

I do hope you take into

consideration everything that has heen said and
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much more fluently than I, but I do hope that you
understand that your decision affects a lot more
generations than we represent here and I hope you
take that into consideration.

MR, NEWHALL: Thank you for having me., I
just have a couple of remarks.

First of all, d¢ you have E-mail
addresses or websites that we can use to kind of
keep track of all this?

MR. HENDERSON: Mine is on our public
notice.
MR. NEWHALL: It's there? Fine.

Next, to what extent -- this is a
Fish and Game state, I understand. How will the
two agencies work together? Are you going to work
separately and confer cccasionally or will it be
ongoling cooperation like sharing the same office
kind of thing?

MS. WEHTJE: Well, a lot of conversations
rack anda forth.

MR. NEWHALL: So there is some degree of
congoing cooperation and not too much repetition?

MS. WEHTJE: Well, they are two different
processes and the Corps has different jurisdiction

than the Department. One very important thing is
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that the Corps' process is a permitting process.
The 1600 agreement is an agreement. It's not a
permit.

MR. NEWHATL: They can't hear ycu.

MS. WERTJE: We coordinate to make sure
that we are not covering the same areas and that we
are not, like I said before, issuing cenflicting
statements. They are two different processes.

NEPA and CEQA are somewhat similar, but the 404
process is different from the 1600 process, cne
being the Corps process is actually a permit. 1600
process 1s not a permit. It's an agreement. S5So
it's different.

We do do a lot of coordinating back
and forth because cne thing is we want to try to
make our processes alsc a time line at the same
time.

MR. NEWEALL: Fine. Just a couple more
items, then.

Obviocusly people have talked about
worst-case scenarics, floods. I have two for you
to consider. One is 1968, January. It was
unbelievable. It caused an awful lot of damage all
over southern Califeornia. So if you need a

benchmark year to see actually what happened, the
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records for that year would be very good as would
also 1978. So just a good point to keep in mind.

The last thing I would like to say
is endangered species. A cynic might say, "Well,
who cares about a funny-named fish cor today i1f they
get wiped out, it's too bad for them, but it's not
going to bring the earth to a stop," and the answer
is, "No, it won't. Here we are. Qur species will
go on."

On the other side ¢f the coin I
think that's a destructive attitude because -- and
our governments are slowly rezlizing that because
the gentleman from the Corps said that the
Everglades, they are working wvery hard to improve
that and I think they are requiring new lands and
things like that. That is a very good refreshing
attitude. I would like to see that same kind of
energy brought to the Santa Clara River and if we
ignore endangered species and allow perhaps one
permit —- I think it's called the K permit, if I'm
not mistaking -- that is going to metastasize into
two permits and then four and then pretty socn this
cancer of permits is going to overtake us and we
are going to lose the river. I don't want to see

that. If that happens, ultimately that will start
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us down the dreary road down to the time which our
descendants will have no wildlife except for dogs,
cats, sparrows and flies and that's not a good
future to look forward to. So give the endangered
species every concern that you can. Thank you.

MS. TRAUTMAN: My name is Diane Trautman.
I'm speaking as a private citizen. I'm a resident
of Santa Clarita and & candidate for the City
Council. You have heard so much expert testimony.
I have one separate issue concerning this project.
Apparently it hasn't been heard often enough
because the project moved ahead and 1t was approved
despite all this. I'm concerned about loss of
biota. I have been looking through EIR's for other
projects in this area and there are massive
projects in Santa Clarita right now. If you look
through the columns where it says these are the
things that are going to happen and these are the
things we are going to do to mitigate, some of them
there i1is no mitigation, irreversibkble damage.

I'm not going to stand here and most
of the people in this community are not going to
stand here and let this continue. I hope that
Ventura County can get a lawsuit to stop this

project, but if they don't, I hope you have the
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courage to choose the complete avoidance
alternative because let me tell you there is no
political will here. The current politics here are
not going to do anything about it. Our Congressman
removed the Santa Clara River from American
heritage river consideration. He said he believed
in local control, local development control, not
local control of people who are going to have to
live with the effects of this down the line and as
the lady said a few minutes ago, we are talking
about generations and generations. If that
encroachment occurs, this valley is dead and
Ventura is heaven.

What about agricultural in the State
of California? What is happening to that where we
can just wipe out whole areas? There are major
water concerns here that are not being taken into
consideration and you talk about piecemeal, talk
about individual developments happening here and
here. Again, look at the cumulative impacts all of
those on water use in this area let alcne the bicta
that is being destroyed.

S50 I hope again that you will choose
complete avoidance.

MR. MULLALHY: Good evening. My name is
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Don Mullalhy and I'm one of the people representing
the Sierra Club of Santa Clarita chapter group and
I bring vyour attention to the fact that we have had
nc rainy season this year. We have had less than
cne inch of rain. Perhaps there is not even a half
an inch cof rain. We are talking about water from
this river which takes care of the community out
here, this whole valley, one of the principal water
supplies.

We are in the glcobal warming phase
caused by man. We have wild fluctuations in
precipitation from year te year. This is one of
those years that is extremely dry. We have got to
protect what little water we do get and we do
obtain from the runoff in this basin. We cannot
allow it to be polluted or wasted in other ways and
part of the waste comes from confining the river
with rock and concrete sc¢ that the channel is too
narrow and the water rushes to the ocean and it
makes it not only unsuitable habitat for the
steelhead trout, but alsc unsuitable for
percolation into the g¢ground. You need a wide area
for percolation.

I might also suggest that a lot of

borders for the river, even though you can't see
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it, there is water on the ground. We have
earthquakes around here. Our earthquakes are
famcus all over the world. If we have an
earthquake and we have development on the borders
of the river, the bulldings would be lost.

When I was a young fellow I came out
here to see the rivers and travel around and
finally went to UCLA and majored in zoology and I
would like to tell you a few memories of the Santa
Clara River how it used to be in the late 1930s,
1940s, 1950s, what I saw, at least. I will give
you some idea of what it was at one time.

The red-legged frogs were frequent
along the Santa Clara River and in the ponds cn the
periphery of the main river channel. There were
pools and ponds off to the side of the main
channel, kind of marshy situations. This is where
these red-legged fregs were. I didn't think
anything about them. There were muskrats. When I
was 1n high school I would come out here and shcot
my .22 rifle and shot a muskrat just for the heck
of it, just typical young lads who liked to get out
and do a little hunting. There were large salmon
or rainbow trout which were at the mouth of the

Sesapeke Creek where it comes into the Santa Clara
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River. I remember those great big fish, and in the
woodlands along the riverside there were a lot of
hawks. Eventually I went into falconry, so I know
my hawks very well indeed. Coopers hawks
frequently nested in groves of the fremont
cottonwood trees. Red shoulder hawks also nested
in scme of the fremont cottonwoods and the
red-tailed hawks nested in the wvery tallest trees,
either sycamores or real old cottonwcods. Sparrow
hawks, of course, made their nests in the dead and
helliow areas of the dead limbs of these trees. All
of the birds are, of course, very special to us
teday.

Tell you something about we compare
this river as it is now with good o©ld Los Angeles
River down there, the ccncrete channel. When I was
in junior high school and high school I used to
come up out of West Hollywood where I was railsed,
ccme cover the pass and go down with my friends to
the Los Angeles River near Barham Boulevard which
is just to the east of the Cahuenga Pass and there
was a very broad riverbed that was actually 125
feet in width, very gently sloping edges except the
river skirted a hill or a steep bank. That's where

the deep pools usually where. There were some
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fish. Fish life was present and there were some
people who even fished the river with their peles.
Ponds were common and we explored the banks ¢f the
river. We could sometimes pick up these pond
turtles that were out there on the sand. I suppose
they went out there to probably lay their eggs
somewhere.

Anyway, that's what the L.A. River
used to be and recreation wise, it was a wonderful
place. We would come cver as kids, come out of
Hellywood and spend a whole day on the river just
sunbathing, swimming, enjoying the beauty of nature
and the various ducks and other birds.

MR. GRAY: Thank you for your comments.

MR. MULLALHY: That it?

MR. GRAY: Yes.

MR. RUPPI: My name is George Ruppi. I'm
here representing myself. I'm a member of the
Sierra Club, though. I'm not representing them.
Pretty much what I was going to say has been said.

I would like to make a comment that
T saw a park -—- I forgot where it was, Cypress,
someplace like that. It was a rather nice park,
but they had put concrete, about a foot and a half

wide and these little streams; I don't know what
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the raticnale was for it, but T remember these
concrete conduits with these streams through this
nice-looking park and I thought how terrible it was
to see this concrete foot and a half wide strips
where the water is supposed to run down. How
unnatural can you get.

Also, I just ask one question.
Where is a lot of money coming from to pay for all
this channelization and the bridges and everything
else? Is that public money? Is that going to be
private money? Can you give me an idea, maybe some
rough estimate of how much money is geoing to come
from the public?

MR. GRAY: This is a private develcpment
proposal.

MR. RUPPI: So all of it will be paid by
private? I'm just curious.

MR. GRAY: I can't giwve you a percentage,
but it is a private endeavor.

MR. RUPPIL: Because I have seen so many
situations where public money is spent for certain
things and it benefits one particular group or
person and I was wondering. Thank you.

MR. GRAY: TWe still have a large number

of speakers. I would like you to try to be as
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concise as possible so we are not here way late
into the night.

MS. WAMPOLE: My name is Barbara Wampole.
I live in Saugus and I'm a friend of the Santa
Clara River.

Thank you very much for giving us
this opportunity to speak and T would like to
excuse myself and thank everyone who showed up here
tonight. I really appreciate everybody being here.

We are concerned with impacts to the
Santa Clara River and its tributaries and that they
would be adeguately addressed and all alternatives,
including complete awvoidance, be analyzed. Any
mitigations related to the impact should be
mitigated on the river within the project
{unintelligikle)

The fact that the bridge proposal
cf this project would not necessarily otherwise be
needed makes us concerned that it be analyzed in
this permitting process.

Long-term maintenance of the
channels would be in the hands of L.A. County
Public Works given the clearing of the channels due
to El Nino {unintelligible)} are completely

unnecessary.
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It is our understanding that the
Valencia River Plan references wvegetation removal
(unintelligible). Given the channel's high flood
capacities, we should be assured that there indeed
would be no clearing of (unintelligible).

The recent Applicant's work in the
vicinity of the work along Highway 126 leads us to
believe that special attention should be given to
holding this Applicant to the same standards that
other Applicants are held to. The widening of
Highway 126 required Caltrans to stay well outside
the river's floodplain, even required extra expense
for grading massive hillsides; public expense, of
course. We want to see analysis of this and see
the same standards applied for avoidance to this
Applicant.

There should be analysis of wildlife
corridors that will be needed due to changes in
habitat and due to bridges and changes to the
tributaries in the river.

We would like to have a Clean Water
Act kept in mind and used as a guide to be certain
that requirements to protect the beneficial uses,
maintain high guality waters and protect

outstanding natural resource waters. We would like
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to see these adhered to.

We consider this to be an
outstanding natural resocurce. We beliewve that the
Santa Clarita Valley is greatly Jjeopardized by an
attitude of proposed projects and the cumulative
impacts that would be sustained. We seriocusly
distrust the Valencia River Plan to serve its
purpose where it applies and do not see it adequate
to address the needs of this river.

In observing work‘done adjacent to
McBean Parkway, during the installation of the
riparian habitat it included loud odd simulated
animal scunds to dissuade the least Bell's wvireo
from nesting. The harassment of this environmental
species does not, in our opinion, serve as a well
analyzed mean to mitigate for recovery of this
species.

Along with questicnakle legal
grading of the floodplain in the Santa Clara -—-
{unintelligible) must be reanalyzed, if not all
together dismissed. We would like to be certain
that complete avoidance of any channelization
consider as a way to mitigate and as well, the
cultural impacts cof the area are rich given the DNA

of twenty ancestral burials found during Caltrans'
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widening of Highway 126 adjacent. The impacts of
their potential and recognized ancestries
(unintelligible) and ocught to be addressed and
monitored by them.

Thank you. I would also like to
emphasis that the best and least expense is
avoidance. No encroachment in the flcodplain best
protects life and property besides avoidance. I
should have probably no need to say now we will
probably request more than sizxty days for a project
of this size for our comments.

Also, I would like to submit to you
the address and phone number and E-mail cf the
Attorney General's office who would like to be on
the mailing list for this in the L.A. cffice. We
hawve these for you. Thank you very much for this
opportunity to comment and thank you beth agencies
for efforts tc make the best of a bad situation for
the Santa Clara River. Thank you.

MR. CARON: I'm Paul Caron, lead district
biclogist with Caltrans and I'm going to try to
stay very focused on what Caltrans' mandate is
which is transportation, but basically our
experience in the Santa Clara River flcodplain has

been that during the widening of the 126 and during
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the alternative analysis we had probably three
alternatives put into the floodplain and one that
toock us cut. The one that took us out would have
put us in the mountains and it cost a heck of a lot
of money. The cost benefit was basically to go
intc the floodplain, but we went outside the
floodplain at the direction of the agencies. 3So if
we can do it, I think that other Applicants should
be held to the same standards.

Another thing is that we had several
mitigation sites within the Newhall Ranch plan at
Castaic Creek, at San Martinez Grande and amongst
other things we would like to see the mitigaticn,
since they were guaranteed in perpetuity, to not be
affected by the wvarious tributary action that the
Applicant is proposing, including putting riparian
habitat in a very narrow confined channel with no
bank to allow water to flow over the top, thus
increasing scour potential and wiping out our
mitigation site. We feel they should be
responsible as an application given out upstream
that conflicts with what we are trying to‘do
downstream.

One £final point would be that the

126 runs parallel to the Santa Clara River and in
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several spots, especially in Ventura County, we
have a consistent problem with rock slope
protection right at the edge c¢f the river. Our
engineers have looked at the planning. We can't
believe that the river is not goilng to increase
speed downstream and thus effect the 126 in the way
that it does. These things need to be taken into
account by the Applicant and shown to our engineers
tc their satisfaction that State facilities will
not be impaired.

MR. LAURITZEN: I'm Jchn Lauritzen. I'm
a resident of Chatsworth. I'm a member of the
Sierra Club. I'm a member of the North Valley
Coalition and the Santa Susana Mountains Park
Associlation, just to name a few. I'm alsc a
candidate for the 38th Assembly District. The 38th
Assembly District would encompass all of this
projected development and is of the utmost concern
to myself and other individuals in the 38th
Assembly District. The downstream fallout or
runcoff in this case of this river will affect not
only this project, but all of the river all the way
to the very mouth. So it's wvery important that the
decision you make here at this juncture, that all

of that river be considered.
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As one part of the river is
developed, it affects every other part of the river
until we reach a point where the entire river has
to be mitigated in one form or another. So again,
the best solution here is no sclution and simply to
back off,

Let me tell you my own experience.
When I moved to California T moved to the banks of
the Santa Susana Creek, a nice little creek about
eight feet wide and six feet deep. It was dry most
of the year, but it was a beautiful little stream
for a couple months in the year. The County flood
Control Commission said —-- the Los Angeles County
Flood Control Commission in there all-knowing
wisdom decided to replace that little creek with a
twenty-foot wide by twenty-foot deep concrete
channel so that what was a beautiful 1little
streambed with oaks and sycamores and some form of
watershed where the water could filter into the
underground aquifer became this rushing river
subject to mosquitoes and moss and trash thrown
into it and most of all a very unsightly situation.

What vyou have here, ladies and
gentlemen, 1s an opportunity to stand with pecple

throughout history who have stood for nature and
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for nature's causes., You have a chance to stand
with Theodore Roosevelt as he created the Naticnal
Parks System. You have a chance to stand with Jchn
{(Inaudible) as he protected the Redwoods and much
of what has gone on to conserve California's
natural rescurces. You have a chance to stand with
the community members here who are indicating that
what they want is not a concrete channel, but a
wild river that will remain wild throughout the
lifetime of those of us here and of our children
and of our grandchildren.

As a prospective State Assembly
person I wouid do all that I can to make sure that
whatever enforcement funding and agencies to help
provide for this are made available. Sc stand up
and be counted. let's stop this rivexr. Let's make
sure that California has one remaining wild river
in southern California.

MR. SZIKLAY: My name 1is Lazlec Sziklay.
I'm representing myself. I'm also a member cf the
Sierra Club and I'm from Oxnard and I'm a biologist
also.

TIt's a long night tonight and T
think you people are pretty tired and I'm not going

to say much new except everyone has talked about

101



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

the significant aspects. Something needs to be
done to keep the river from getting channelized.

I just want to point out the
stickleback populations that communicate between
San Francisquito and the river along next to the
Highway 5 and all studies -- the biologists have
studies that essentially wipes that population out
if i1t comes to a flood because they cannot survive
a flood with a channelized river.

So that's one cof the things and I
think this community will back you up. So I think
you can go ahead and try to do what you can. There
is enough support here and I just want to maybe
want you to consider possibly loocking at Los
Angeles, San Gabriel and Santa Ana rivers which are
the rivers down from here that have been damaged
greatly and just count the number of issues that
there are from that area. I would appreciate 1it.
Thank vyou.

MR. JAMES: Yes. Thank you. My name is
David James and I'm Chairman of the Forest
Preservation Society of Southern California and I
would like to take this opportunity to join in the
comments of Lynne Planbeck, Clarence Freeman, Ms.

Kilpatrick, Melanie Winter and John Ruse of EDC.
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We think those comments are well taken.

We oppose the project in favor upon
no action alternative and reguest that you good
people require strict conformance with the 404
guidelines.

Just one quick comment and we are
going to submit our technical objections in
writing, but from our perspective this is yet
another project which we find very near or
encroaching upon the national forest and the
impacts of this project are far-reaching. They
extend into national forest system lands in both
the Angeles National Forest and also in the Los
Padres National Forest and it is unfortunate, but
very true, that these impacts will not be mitigated
by the Federal government. 8o since this is a
joint NEPA CEQA project we take the opportunity to
encourage the Corps to be mindful of that and
address these issues in their assessments.

We would oppose also any effort by
the Corps which would result in increased stream
velocities. Water issues in southern California
are ever so impertant and particularly in the Santa
Clarita area and the Santa Clara River is an

important source of recharge. Increased river
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velocity will result in lower recharge rates and
that is scmething that the community can't
tolerate. We ask that you deny these applications
and we oppose the project. Thank you very much.
MR. GOLD: I'm Sid Gold, a resident of

Granada Hills. I'm the candidate, Democrat

candidate for the 25th Congressional District. I'm

alsc a physician and when I hear these issues of
the danger to wildlife, to the environment, to the
river itself, to downstream dangers, the highways,
the natural beauty, 1t makes me think of the first
rule of medicine. That first rule of medicine is
do no harm. This is a dangeroﬁs undertaking. It
seems quite clear to me the only cheoice here is to
take the direction of do the least danger, the
least harm.

It seems tc me what price are we
imposing upon our community at the betterment of
some organization that wants to encroach and
endanger our environment? It seems to me as a
physician that this is not only physically but
psychologically dangercus to the entire community
and I hope you as & body will consider this when
you come to a decision about this project and take

the safest route and that is no encroachment.
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Thank you very much.

MR. CHURCHILL: Hi. I'm representing the
Coemmunity Alliance with Family Farmers which is a
statewide organization headquartered in Davis. We
represent farmers and those trying to sustain farms
and cultural impacts.

First we would say complete
avoidance. That would be one thing we would say.

T would like to see that in your evaluation of
alternatives that you evaluate the alternative of
keeping agricultural lands and agricultural use.
There 1s a substantial quantity of cultivated land
in the area. The site is within fifteen minutes of
one of the largest population centers in the
country and we think that a case could be made that
agricultural is feasible there.

CAFF also objects to the transfer of
water from another agricultural area in the state
£o provide water for this project and as a guide
from Ventura County, we are concerned also about
the impacts of increased water velocity and volume
on downstream availability of water for the animals
and the plants. Thank you.

MS. PEARSON: I'm Karen Pearson. I'm the

founder of the local Sierra Club and we talked a
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little while ago about the Newhall Land and Farming
always getting permits except we know they did the
channelization at Bouquet Creek and didn't get a
permit for that and they indeed were fined. 1 was
told by somebody that I respect very much that they
never paid that fine and I'm wondering how we find
out whether it indeed was paid and where those
records are.

M3. WEHTJE: Is it a State fine or
Federal fine?

MS. PEARSON: It was Fish and Game.

MS. WEHTJE: It's run through the County
court system. Fish and Game fines are tried by
your counties or cities in which they occur. Sc if
the County didn't collect it --

MS. PEARSON: So it's up to the County of
Los Angeles to collect the fine from Newhall Land
and Farming. Okay. Well, there you go. That's an
interesting thing that I hope we find out because,
like T say, the rumor is out there and I have heard
it from somebody who was pretty reputable.

The other thing that I'm concerned
about -- and I'm not going to go into too long
detall, but I alsoc care about endangered species.

In fact, T notice that we just really honor man's
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creations like the Mona Lisa and we just work hard
to make sure those are preserved and to me
something like an unarmored three-spine stickleback
is much more amazing than the Mcona Lisa. I'm
concerned and the question I would ask for your
scoping is what impact, potential impact, would
seventy thousand pecple have on the endangered
species? 1 know there is a concern on Soledad that
if people knew where they were burying thoss little
sticklebacks, that people would be crowding and
stomping con top of their little burrcws and
wrecking them and killing them. So isn't the
population itself a threat for the endangered
species that are involved here? Seventy thousand
people, children marching along the rivers, etc.
etc., how do we factor that into your environmental
impact report? So that's socmething I would like
you to add to your scoping report.

I, too, am concerned about the
velocity of the river. T won't go on and on about
that except that I am concerned that when a
channelized creek hits the main creek that is not
channelized, that the flow will be going faster
than usual and when it hits the dirxt area it tends

to have an impact which in other areas developers
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have said, "Oh, lock at what that has done. The
fast-flowing creek is wrecking the dirt part.

We'll have to cement the next part and the next
part and the next part,” as the guick flowing water
wrecks the natural river.

So I would like you to take a look
at that. That's one of the games developers play
to get everything cemented and when we analyzed
Bouquet Creek we found out Newhall Land and Farming
saving the land with their cement saved much more
money than they paid in their fines. 5o it was
just a business decision for them, but it's not a
business decisiﬁn for us. We need that natural
river and when I hear about the word called bank
protection, I think the best form of bank
protection is to leave it in its natural state.

So I want to thank you and I won't
go on anymore.

MR. JONSEN: Thank you. My name is Bob
Jonsen. I'm a resident of Santa Clarita. T do
have some concerns about this project. Primarily
my wife and I moved here from San Fernando Valley
in 1985 and cne of the reasons we moved here was to
avold the overcrowded conditions that exist there

and ncw we are facing some of those conditions out
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here.

You ask about alternatives. 1 have
to agree with some of the people that spoke earlier
is that one alternative I hope you don't forget is
that you do have the ability just to say no to the
entire permit process.

Just to read a little kit out of the
law that exists that gives us this option is the
law reads that "no public agency shall approve or
carry out the project for which environmental
impact report has been certified that identifies
one or more significant effects on the environment
unless the public agency makes a specified finding.
Under existing law that specified finding may
include a finding that specific overriding
economic, legal, social, technolegical or other
benefits of the project outweigh the significant
effects of the environment."”

Well, in your handout you listed
nine key environmental issues alone. T think that
is something to be considered.

The impact vyou asked about earlier.
to this project is significant. I don't think
anyone in here would disagree that the Newhall

Ranch project would have tremendous impacts on the
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City of Santa Clarita and the Santa Clarita valley.
We are already so far behind in regards to schools,
parks and roads. This project would absolutely, in
my opinion, cripple the Santa Clarita valley;
something to consider.

When you look at the plan that
developed this project, the County General Plan, I
have to question whether it was adequate to begin
with in the first place because if you look at the
projections that were given when that plan was
designed in 1987, it estimated that our wvalley
would have a population of approximately 270,000
people by the year 2010. Well, in just the last
ten years alone we have increased dramatically to
the population of nearly 190,000 already. We were
the fastest growing city in 1998 with a growth rate
of 9.7. If we continue at that rate to increase in
population, we are going to well exceed the 270,000
that was projected without considering the Newhall
Ranch project.

When you lock at that and in regards
to the Santa Clara River, threats have already bheen
addressed earlier to that river, but I would like
to leave you with remembering one thing and that

that 1s one of five significant ecological systems
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in the Santa Clarita valley, but an even more
important thing is to recheck criteria. The Santa
Clara River did not just meet one of the gqualifying
criteria. It met five out of the eight that are
required by law. That is very significant and that
by itself should be reascon enough to leave it
alone.

In regard to the traffic issue that
was addressed earlier as another environmental
issue, I find it very interesting that Newhall Land
is willing to concrete rivers, yet not concrete the
freeways to accommodate the traffic. In 1898, as a
matter of fact, the Transportation Planning
Department County of Public Works suggested that
Newhall Ranch, because of its significant impact
that it would have on Interstate 5, actually
contribute to the widening of that freeway.

Newhall Land's response was, "No, we would never
agree to that. There is no precedent for it in the
County and the County is not requiring that of
other developers.”

Well, T don't know of too many cther
developers that are bringing in the projects ¢of the
size and the magnitude that will change the whole

valley in one project. I think it is something we
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need to consider reaching outside the box as far as
considerations. It is something that the County
sheculd be requiring develobers who bring in
projects of this size.

It amazes me the arrogance of
Newhall Land, especially with what was said earlier
about thelr statement in the paper. It was not
really addressed correctly. What they stated Qas
that Newhall Farm and Land has never been turned
down for these types of permits. It's a very
arrogant statement. It also implies that no matter
what we say here tonight, it's not going to matter.

I hope you take all those things
into consideration because it really should be
looked at for the most important people in our
valley and that's our kids. Thank you very much.

MR. OHLENKAMP: T'm Kris Ohlenkamp and
I'm Conservation Chair for the San Fernando Valley
Audubon Society.

Needless to say, we are opposed to
the entire project, but particularly the impact
upon the river and we would like to see it all out
of the floodplain or at the very least 500 feot
buffer zone.

I also want to re-emphasize that the
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Callfornia office of the National Audubon Society
is also strongly opposed to this project and I just
today got a fax, a four-page list of reasons that
they are opposed to the project and that is being
sent to the Corps of Engineers.

I want to thank you for being here
and for asking for our input on what we think your
concerns should be. I have got several.

Two primary concerns that I feel you
need to address in this process is the history and
reputation of the Applicant and not just through a
review of the fines that have been assessed in the
rast or violations that have cccurred in the past
and not just this Applicant but all the other
various entities of this Applicant, but you have
already stated that you have inadequate resocurces
to monitor most of these projects and the way that
you are monitoring them is mostly through review of
paperwork and you ask them if they are doing it and
they tell you they are deoing it and that's as far
as you go. Well, I don't think that is adequate.

In cne day I spent two hours out on
San Francisquito Creek a couple of weeks ago and I
saw evidence myself, obvious evidence, that an

untrained perscn such as myself that they have been
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filling in wetlands, that they have impacted upon
the hundred-foot buffer zone that is there, that
they have filled in that hundred-foot buffer zone,
the cbvious embankment. If you spent one day Jjust
walking up San Francisquito Creek, you could cite
them for numerous wviolations, I'm sure.

Another thing that I feel you need
to consider -- I don't want to tell you what to
do -- is if you have a lack of resources to
adeguately and properly monitor these programs,
then you need to deny the permit or the agreement
in the first place because that needs to be
considered and if you don't have those resources,
then you cannot give a permit. It's just as simple
as that. It's just simple.

Those are my primary areas that T
feel are of concern, but you also need to address
the time of year that these impacts are goilng on.
You need to avoid the breeding season for the
birds, the potential threatened birds that use that
area which is basically February through September.
You need to avoid any of the periods cf expected
heavy rainfall which is basically November through
April. So that leaves you the month of Octocber to

do all this work; and if they will agree to that,
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then okay.

That's just the impact on the river.
Tf I have an opportunity, I will try to provide
written comments as well. Thank you.

MS. MACKEY: Goed evening. My name is
Ellen Mackey. I'm a certified ecologist with the
Ecological Society of America and a representative
of Friends of the L.A. River. I'm going to
restrict my comments to about four this evening.

The Notice of Intent states that
some of the impacts to riparian habitat are related
to the long-term maintenance within these channels
with the responsiﬁility passed over to the L.A.
Flood Control. Impacts associated with long-term
channel maintenance as well as impacts related to
the elimination and boxing of the Santa Clara
tributaries were not disclosed in the Specific
Plain EIR.

Cne: For channel clearance it's as
if someone, Newhall or Flood Control, went in as an
afterthought and threw in long-term maintenance.
Due to the recent rather contentious process we
have going through with L.A. County Flood Control
and the issues that continue to arise with regard

to the insensitive maintenance program in the Santa
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Clara River, we think that the Army Corps and Fish
and Game should not include the maintenance of
flocd control structures in their EIS and EIR
analysis especially as it relates to the activities
to be carried out by the Department of Public
Works. The Specific Plan EIR states that "the
flood corridor will allow the passage of Los
Angeles County Capital Flood without the permanent
removal of natural wvegetation.™ The hydraulic
design for the Natural River Management Plan is
based on the concept that "the river is naturally
vegetated rather than ¢leared.” The plan further
states that the channels "carry the design
discharge even if the stream becomes heavily
vegetated in the future." Therefore, both plans
¢learly state that there will be no reguirement for
"vegetation maintenance for flcod controel purpoeses,
achieving economy as well as significant habitat
benefit," and no need for heavy equipment in the
river channel itself. Why then is there a request
for long-term maintenance for this EIS?

Two: With regard to the
channelization of the tributaries, Newhall plays a
shell game with the disclosure process by stating

that specific impacts assoclated with each
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development project will be guantified in
subsequent EIRs. This is unacceptable and
unevenhanded. The delineation and impacts
disclosure for the Santa Clara main stem was
conducted and quantified. Channelization of the
tributaries is mapped in the Specific Plan EIR;
therefore, the wetland delineation and
gquantification of impacts could easily be
accomplished. If not, why not? Both the request
for inclusion of the boxing of the Santa Clara
tributaries as well as impacts assoclated with
long-term channel maintenance should be eliminated
from further analysis in the EIS since these issues
were not discussed in the Specific Plan EIR.
Three: Wildlife corridors create
vital links between large areas of contiguocus
habitat. Wildlife predictably concentrates and
moves through these areas that contain essential
resources for the animals as they migrate. One
category of these predictable areas of movement is
riparian zones that contain the food and water
animals need during their migrations. The
destruction of five of the Santa Clara tributaries,
San Martinez Grande, Chiquito, Potrero, Long, and

Lion canyons through modification as soft bottom
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channels and the preservation of the Salt Creek
Corridor alone restricts animal movement and
destroys their wvalue to wildlife. Wildlife is not
known for their ability to read maps and signals to
find the safe movement pathway through this section
of the Santa Susannas. In fact, bringing
development to the stream edge encourages
unfortunate encounters with wildlife accustomed to
using these riparian areas as highways. Boxing and
channelizing the tributaries is unacceptable and we
request as part of the downsizing of this project
that Melanie alluded to earlier that development be
set back at least 500 feet Lrom each side of the
tributaries and main stem. This setback as well as
the need for secure fencing adjacent to the
riparian habitat ensures continued safe use by
wildlife without the predictable consequences when
development moves into the path of wildiife.

Four: We understand -- and this 1is
for clarification -- we understand that the Big
Tujunga Wash mitigation bank located in Sunland at
the base of the San Gabriel Mountains may be used
as compensation for riparian impacts. Is that
possible?

MR. GRAY: We have never heard of that.
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MS. MACKEY: 1If that's a possibility, I'm
going to go ahead and suggest now this could be
associated with long-term maintenance. This sounds
like an excellent idea; however, this site is
located within the L.A. River watershed.
Compensation mitigation to wetlands and riparian
vegetation usually occurs in the same watershed.
Restoration of an area in the L.A. River watershed
leaves the Santa Clara River watershed short on
riparian habitat acreage. This mitigation option
is unacceptable for the Santa Clara River. In
addition, there is as vyet, as far as I know, no
mitigation bank set up at Big Tujunga Wash.
Additiocnally, upstream from this bank is the
proposed Red Tail Golf Course. Pesticides,
sediment and propagules from non-native species
will move downstream compromising this area as a
mitigation bank for this project.

Lastly I want to say that I want to
join my voice with the rest of the chorus of voices
encouraging avoidance of riparian impacts and force
Newhall Ranch into a Section 10a permit process
with Fish and Wildlife and out of the shorter
Section 7 process.

Our detailed comments will be
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submnitted. We thought on Friday, but apparently
there has been an extension?

MR. HENDERSON: To the 19%th.

MS. MACKEY: Is that published somewhere?

MR. HENDERSON: You can submit the
comments.

MS. MACKEY: Thank you wvery much.

MS. BRADY: My name is Terie Brady. I
represent the Santa Susanna Mountains Parks
Assoclation. Our focus is to protect wildlife
corridors through cur mountains from Los Padres to
the Santa Monica Mountains. We oppose paving the
tributaries in the Santa Clara River and we feel a
500-foot buffer is the minimum and we recommend a
1,000-foot buffer cof protected habitat around the
river for the protection of the southwestern pond
turtles.

Because this is the last unpaved

river in L.A. County, it's essential that it have

your protection. We do not need to pave this river

or its tributaries. The L.A. River in most places
is dead. It is sad to see a trickle of water on
pavement across the San Fernando Valley. This
river had a precious life resource for many

species.
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As the last unpaved river in L.A.
County, it has become mere important. As nhabitat
becomes more and more rare as riparian areas in
L.A. County has, it becomes critical to protect it
as habitat protected endangered wildlife.

MS. MC ELHATTON: I'm Karin NcElhatton
and I represent myself and my company Studio Animal
Service and I am an animal trainer and animal
lover. I want to say I have my business on the San
Martinez Grande Cényon Road which is one of the
areas that they want to concrete in.

We keep talking about endangered
species and I think everything is going to be
endangered before long. T have been reading a book
about exploration by (Inaudible). He keeps talking
about blue whales and I think the blue whales are
just about extinct on earth right now and so in
that area in San Martinez Grande Canyon we have
thrashers and meadow larks, bluebirds, guail. I
don't see any quail at Stevenson Ranch anymore. I
go there. There is no quail living up there and
thgre is no meadow larks living up there. They
can't because they need the brush.

There is also an area -- as you are

coming down 126 and you want to go south on 5 there
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used to be a little clearing there and there used
to be a little low-lying area that was a moist area
and that recently just in the last year buildings
were put there and they took that little low area
and they put a concrete ditch this wide and there
used to be hawks there all the time hunting. There
used to be all kinds of birds in that little low
area and I would see them and I knew they were
nesting in there because they need that molsture.
Well, that is all gone now and along the freeways
you will see where the little ditches are put and
they are concreted in. The bird life is gone as
soon as that's done.

That's what they want to do. There
will be no wild animals. There will be no bobcats
and that's what lives on my road, bobcats, badgers,
cougars. They live in that creek. If they cement
that in, it will be robbing the homes. We will be
robbing the homes of these animals and I think that
this area is irreplaceable. I go to Yosemite every
vear and I think this is just as precious as
Yosemite. TIs it unique or not? Is this the last
of 1t or is it? This is a unigue area. We need to
save 1it.

When we talk to Newhall Land and
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Farm I feel like we are talking to deaf ears. When
we talk to the L.A. County Supervisors are we
talking to deaf ears? We are hoping that you are
hearing us.

MR. GRAY: Is there anyone else that
wants to make comments after this gentleman?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: T live in Canyon
Country. I could say that I do represent somebody.
I represent the spear carriers, the extras and the
cannon fire. We do oppose complete avoidance of
this strategic area here. We can't forget that the
EPA endorsed the MIBA. It's been a long time
trving to turn that mistake around. 1 think those
are in the process of suspecting should also
suspect themselves. We do know thait according to
the geographic atlas there is severe coastal
pollution and its very deep lines start at Point
Dume and goes to the south and that is exactly
where the Army Corps of Engineers two-thirds of a
century ago began cementing and concreting the
flood control and all those brave individuals back
in those days were of a different ilk and we can
see things differently now. I just kind of wondex
why some of the words have been couched to say

drainage versus flood control and the way they
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perceive this as being a different way of doing
things, but it's still treating the flood controcl
process as a sewage. That carries toxins and we do
have a fishery out there. This is going to affect
the Santa Barbara channel and I wish T lived in
Ventura or the Ventura County would annex us
because we have right now a fifth superviscr who is
not being challenged and I have lived here for
forty years. I moved here in 1%60. 8So I have seen
like the news repcrts and stuff like that, the
little PR quips and things like that that come out
of the Newhall Land and Logging Company and the
problem here is we have like the representation --
we have a council member for the City of Santa
Clarita who was a secretary for Michael Antonovich
and at one time the City of Santa Clarita
challenged what was called the power center, a big
shopping center over there in Stevenson Ranch
alongside I-5 and Newhall Land and Logging Company
went down there and they cut down a lot of oak
trees before they had a permit on that one and they
have since then sold that center. It's the S?orts
Chalet. It's all these big power centers over
there. Then they are meving on. They are even

selling the Towne Center and they are moving on.
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Why? Do they need the funding to build a project
that they are not totally funded on or are they
moving out of state and do they even care what is
going on here? Thank yocu.

MS. LUFF: My name is TLinda Luff and I'm
a resident of Santa Clarita Valley and I have been
for several years.

First of all, I would like to ask if
you have a copy of the 404 forms, permit
application.

MR. HENDERSCN: I can get one to you. I
don't have them here, obviously. They are also
available on the internet various websites. Just
talk to me afterwards and I will give you
additicnal information.

MS. LUFF: Thank you.

I'm just going to talk now as a
human being who is very much affected by the rate
of growth and density and development in the Santa
Clarita Valley.

Santa Clarites Valley used toc be a
beautiful place to live in. The area was c¢lean.
There was very little traffic. There was a lot of
access to natural habitat. Santa Clarita Valley is

now, even now without the seventy thousand homes
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which are going to be multiplied by maybe at least
four peocple per home -- the traffic in the area,
the air pollution, the lack of schools, the lack of
roads, it's getting to be really a nightmare for
human beings and I would like tc talk about perhaps
we as human beings may be endangered species in
terms of what 1s our relationship to life. Are we
only concerned about money, business, having
shopping centers? Is that what we want for
ourselves and for the children? We need the
nature. We are a part of nature and if we destroy
a river, we are not just destroying a river, but we
are destroying ourselves. Thank you very much.

MR. GRAY: Thank you. That concludes the
meeting. I do appreciate your patience and all the
comments that you have made. We recorded them, so
we'll have this record to help guide the
preparation of the environmental document. We will
be taking written comments through the 19th. You
can address it to either Bruce or to Morgan.

Thanks again for attending.
{The hearing proceedings were

concluded at 10:20 p.m.)

%k %
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g‘é o Office Of
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER
P.0. Box 889, Santa Paula, CA 93061
815 East Santa Barbara Street
Telephone: (805) 933-3165
(805) 647-5931
FAX: (805) 525-8922
MEMORANDUM
TO: Joseph Eisenhut
Ventura County Planning Division
FROM: Julie Bulla
Senior Planner
DATE: Jamuary 28, 2000
SUBJECT: Notices of Preparation of Draft EIR for Newhall Ranch River

Management Plan; Draft EIS for Newhall Ranch 404 Permit Actions
(RMA Reference Nos. 002 and 009)

1 have reviewed the Notices of Preparation for the Draft EIR and EiS, and have discussed
the proposals with Scott Ellison of your office. Based on our discussion, it appears that
the proposals would not directly impact agricultural resources. If the Draft EIR or EIS
proposes mitigation measures to address potential impacts-to biological and water
resources that result in secondary effects to agricultural resources, then the documents
should address these impacts.

Thank you for the opportunity to review these documents.



[ Joseph Eisennut - NOP-CDBG-NEWHALL.doG _..Page1;

PUBLPC WORKS AGENCY
WATER RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
WATER RESOURCES DIVISION -

SR

Date: January 25, 2000 d
To: Joseph Eisenhut 2464
RMA/Pianning Division :
From: Lowell Preston
Manager

Subject: ' NOP- NEWHALL ranch Specific PLAN-RIVER MANAGEMENT PLAN

The scopa and .confent of the. proposed plan does not include addressing the
environmental impacts to water quantity. Specifically, the potential impacts of the |
quantity of discharge from the Water Reclamation Plant appear to be associated with
the 1603 Agreement and the 2081 Permit. In as much as the quantity of discharge to the ;
river impacts many of the key Issues, as well as, the ability of the river to support in
stream uses, inclusion of water quantity impacts appears to be an appropnate issue for E
the EIS/EIR. §

Should you have additional questions, please contact me at 805-848-9204.

RLP:

cer Rich Guske, Development & Inspection Services Division




VENTURA COUNTY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
Memorandum
TO: Joseph Eisenhut, Planning ' _ DATE: February. 2, 2000
FROM: Molly Pearson WU}Q/
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of'a Draft Environmental Impact Report for Newhall Ranch

Alr

Specific Plan ~ River Management Plan; California Department of Fish and
Game, Region 5 (Reference No. 00-002)

Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the subject project. The proposed project involves the
issuance of a long-term “1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement” and a “2081 Endangered
Species Incidental Take Permit” from the California Department of Fish and Game. These
permits would be issued for the construction of the following activities associated with the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan:

Bank protection - Bank protection is planned for less than half of the riverbanks in the
Specific Plan area. Most of the bank protection will consist of buried soil cement or buried
rip-rap with native vegetation planted in the overlying soil. Growuted rip-rap and gunite will
be placed near bridge abutments.

Bridges - Two new bridges across the Sarita CIa.ra River will be constructed: Potrero Valiey
and Long Canyon Road.

Side drainages — Side drainages to the river, including San Martinez Grande, Chiquito Creek,
Portrero, and Long and Middle Canyons will be modified for drainage and flood control
purposes.

Utility lines - Two wastewater lines will be placed across the river - one near Potrero Canyon
and the other upstream of Long Canyon Road. Other utility line crossmgs for water, oil, and
gas lines may also be required.

Storm drain cutlets — There will be numerous storm drain ouﬂem however, it is anticipated
that most outlets will empty into water quality control facilities prior to discharging to the

river.

Recreational facilities - Various trails and observation platforms for recreational, educational,
and wildlife viewing purposes.

Other facilities - Bridges or drainage facilities associated with the Magic Mountain Parkway
and Valencia Boulevard extensions (part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan), and bank
protection associated with the Water Reclamation Plant to be located at the western end of
the project site. '

Maintenance - Routine fmaintenance of the above flood control facilities by removal of
sediment or vegetation to preserve hydraulic design capacity and protect property.

m:\planning\ceqa\00-002 nop newhall ranch river management plan — calif. dept. fish & game



J. Eisenhut
February 2, 2000
Page 2

Ventura County’s air quality. Therefore, the District recommends that the EIR include an
analysis of the impacts that the project activities will have on air quality in Ventura County, with
specific attention to impacts on agricultural resources in the Santa Clara River Valley. The
analysis should present the estimated air pollutant emissions [reactive organic compound (ROC)
and oxides of nitrogen (NOx)] associated with the use of motor vehicles, heavy-duty
construction equipment, and portable engines. In addition, the analysis should address fugitive
dust emissions associated with clearing, excavation, grading, and construction activities, as well
as travel on unpaved roads. The analysis should discuss how fugitive dust emissiong would
impact agricultural resources in the Santa Clara River Valley. Mitigation measures should be
presented for any significant air quality impacts.

Because the project activities have the potenttal to generate significant amounts of fugitive dust
over an extended period of time, the District recommends that a Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan be
developed and implemented as part of the project. Attached is a “Model Fugitive Dust
Mitigation Plan” with recommended dust control measures.

If you have any questions, please call me at 645-1439.

m:\planning\ceqa\00-002 nop newhall ranch river management pian — calif. dept. fish & game



Mode! Fugitive Dust Mitigation Plan

I

The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation operations shall
be minimized to prevent excessive amounts of dust.

2. Pre-grading/excavation activities shall include watering the area to be graded or

3

excavated before commencement of grading or excavation operations. Application of
water (preferably reclaimed, if available) should penefrate to the depth of the
proposed cuts. '

Fugitive dust produced during grading, excavation, and construction activities shall
be controlled by the following activities:

. a) Al trucks exporting fill from the site shall use tarpaulins to cover the lead in |

compliance with State Vehicle Code §23114. Material transported in trucks off-
site shall comply with State Vehicle Code §23114, with special attention to
Sections 23114(bY(2XF), (e)(2), and (e)(4) as amended. Material transported on-
site shall be sufficiently watered or secured to prevent fugitive dust emissions.

b) All graded and excavated material, exposed soil areas, and active portions of the
construction site, including unpaved on-site roadways, shall be treated to prevent
fugitive dust. Treatment shall include, but not necessarily be Iimited to, periodic
watering, application of environmentally-safe soil stabilization materials, and/or
roll-compaction as appropriate. Watering shall be done as ofien as necessary
and reclaimed water shall be used whenever possible. '

¢} Graded and/or excavated inactive areas of the construction sife shall be
monitored (indicate by whom) at least weekly for dust stabilization. Soil
stabilization méthods, such as water and roll compaction, and environmentally-
safe dust control materials, shall be.periodically applied to portions of the
construction site that are inactive for over four days. If no further grading or
excavation operations are planned for the area, the area should be seeded and
watered until grass pgrowth is evident, or periodically treated with
environmentally-safe dust suppressants, to prevent excessive fugitive dust.

Signs shall be posted on-site limiting traffic to 15 miles per hour or iess.

During periods of high winds (i.e., wind speed sufficient to cause fugitive dust to
impact adjacent properties), all clearing, grading, earth moving, and excavation
operations shall be curtailed to the degree necessary to-prevent fugitive dust created
by on-site activities.and operations from being a nuisance or hazard, cither off-site or
on-site. The site superintendent/supervisor shall use his/her discretion in conjunction

" with the APCD in determining when winds are excessive.

Adjacent streets and roads shall be swept at least once per day, preferébly at the end
of the day, if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent streets and roads.

Employees involved in grading operations should be advised to wear facemasks .
during dry periods to reduce dust inhalation. '



COUNTY OF VENTURA

- PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
. FLOOD CONTROL DEPARTMENT
Memorandum
February 2, 2000 .
TO: ' Fred Boroumand
VIA: Tom Travis
FROM: - Vicki Musgrover%‘{&v

SUBJECT: NPDES Review of RMA 00-002, California Fish and Game
cC:

The stormwater quality section has reviewed the subject notice of preparation for a draft EIR and
has the following comments that should be included in the Flood Control comments,

In the nofice of preparation, water quality is listed as a key ervironmerital impact io be
addressed in the draft joint EIS/EIR. Ventura County Flood Control District recommends the
draft EIS/EIR evaluaite ard address the water guality impacts of the entire project. Evaluation
and development of Specific Plan-wide mitication megsures is the only way to ensure that the
development will implement conirols to “reduce the discharse of polhitants to the mopdmum
extent practicable... ” as required by low. Without a detailed Specific Plan-wide water guality
fmpact evaluation there is no assurance that the project will implement all “practicable”
measures or that such measures will reduce impacts from urban runoff contaminamts to a less
than sienificant level, '

If Sfou have any questions please call me at extension 5051 or Jayme Laber at extension 6737.

CC:  Joseph Eisenhut, RMA Planving

FER 2700ox d4:09



 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

‘Planning Divisio:

county of ventura |

February 3, 2000

TO: JOSEPH EISENHUT, PLANNING

FROM: SCOTT ELL!SON,/F%ANMNG ‘

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF FISH AND GAME NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF EIR/EIS
ON NEWHALL RANCH RIVER MANAGEMENT PLAN DATED JANUARY 3, 2000

I have reviewed the subject Notice of Preparation (NOP) and have the following
comments:

1.

®

Since this is a “project level” EIR/EIS, it needs to ensure that the project
description clearly shows the specific location and design of NPDES facilities,
what specific areas in the Santa Clara River and tributaries will require flood
control facilities, and exactly what those facililies are. It is important that soft
bottom drainage swales, NPDES detention basins, debris basins, and flood
control facilities etc. be ciearly identified at this stage rather than wait for
individual tract designs. Creating detailed Specific Plan-wide NPDES and flood
control plans at this stage potentially allows for the construction of large facilities
serving more than individual tracts. However, if the final NPDES and flood
control designs are delayed untit each tract is submitted, facilities serving muitiple
projects may be infeasible given the size of the individual tracts, or because the
best location for a facility is already occupied by an earlier project. Proposing
and evaluating detailed flood control and NPDES programs now allows for
maximum flexibility in developing the type and placement of such facilities, and
provides maximum flexibility in changing the designs if they are not adequate, or
if they create adverse environmental effects.

A recalculation of site flood discharge volumes is needed which considers the
“existing environment” as the existing vegetated, non-burned state of the site,
rather than modeling a maximum “existing” discharge scenario of bulk and bum.
This new scenario is necessary for purposes of calculating pre-project and post-
project flood flows to downstream areas. The "worst case” bulk and burn

" scenario in the existing EIR is appropriate for evaluating the design of flood

control facilities to protect development in the fioodplains. However, a scenario
assuming a typically vegetated site as the “existing environment” should be used
in calculating how urbanizing approximately & square miles on the ranch wiil
change the volume, timing, and peak discharge off the site compared the existing
discharge from current operations. f the inappropriate bultk and burn scenario is
used for “before™ and “after” flood discharges, then an answer is obtained which

BOQ South Victoria Avenue, L #1740, Ventura, CA 93009 (805) 654-2481 FAX {805} 654-2509
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shows that urbanizing five square miles reduces flood discharges compared to
the existing ranch operation. This is not reasonable on its face, and should not
be accepted in the EIR/EIS.

The earlier EIR only considered flood impacts to the Santa Clara River. The
EIR/EIS should require additional studies for the major tributaries on the project
site. These analyses need to avoid the bulk and bum scenario since the
tributaries only have a fraction of the flood carrying capacity of the Santa Clara
River and any error in calculating the “before™ and “after” flows and their
frequencies could do significant damage to biological communities.

3. The earlier EIR also found no significant project specific impacts occurring off the
project site. This conclusion ignered the Fish and Game (Exhibit 1 pages 23 and
24) and County of Ventura concems (Exhibil 2 pages 156 to 162) about the
impacts to the Sait Creek corridor in Ventura County. The EIR/EIS should fully
evaiuate indirect impacts to upland species due to the focusing of wildlife
movement into Ventura County, whether Salt Creek in Ventura County can
accommedate this increased use, and whether, given the lack of protection to
natural habitats provided by the Ventura County Zoning Crdinance (Exhibit 2
pages 158 to 161), additional protection andfor mitigation is required in our
jurisdiction, : '

4, The NOP places primary emphasis on impacts due to construction in the Santa
Clara River and its tributaries. However, upland habitats, as well as uptand rare
and endangered species, need to also be considered. It is generally not
appropriate to evaluate riparian habitats in isolation from impacts to upland
habitats. Since species of different communities interact with each other during
different phases of their life cycles, an impact to a riparian habitat can create
impacts to upland habitats and visa veérsa. The EIR/EIS should not ignare
potential impacts outside the waterways simply because these habitats are not
physically disrupted by development. Loss of water sources, migration routes,

~ food sources, andfor shelter can be significant impacts to species and habitats
which are not directly impacted by development.

5. More detailed biclogical surveys should be undertaken, particularly along the
tributaries to the Santa Clara River. Commentors to the previous EIR noted
significant deficiencies in the existing biological studies (Exhibit 3, Letter of
11/23/96 pages 521 to 524, letter of 3/31/97 pages 548 to 551). These should
be corrected in the EIR/EIS. Particular emphasis is needed in three areas:

a. Rare and endangered species: Given the recent finds at the Ahmanson
Ranch, the large acreage of Newhali Ranch, and the deficiencies noted in
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Exhibit 3, focused, multiseasonal species inventory programs beyond
those previously conducted are warranted. These should be conducted
under the direction of Fish and Game and/or the Corps of Engineers
rather than by consultants under contract to Newhall Land and Farming.

Biological Studies in Ventura County: In evaluating the “existing biological
environment” in Ventura County the previous EIR used only isolated,
limited studies which were done for other projects. No specific ground-
level studies were conducted in Ventura County for this project. This
should be corrected in order to assist in implementing Comment 3
regarding an in-depth analysis of the Salt Creek watershed in Ventura
County. These studies should focus on rare and endangered species and
their habitats, since no such studies have been undertaken for this project.

Adeguate setbacks: In commenting on the earlier EIR, Fish and Game
requested certain setbacks which were not accepted by the EIR authors

(Exhibit 1 page 22), The EIR/EIS needs to carefully evaluate what
-setbacks are required to protect waterways for indirect impacts of

development. This analysis should apply to the Santa Clara River and its
tributaries, as well as adequate setbacks from upland habitats.

In considering these setbacks, the EIR/EIS should take a broad definition
of “development”. The term “development” should be defined as any land
use or activity that can significantly disrupt natural biological communities.
While urbanization is clearly “development”, less obvious disruptions can
occur from the presence of humans and pets, and certain agricuitural land
uses and agricultural practices such as row crops and cattle grazing.
These uses should be kept in mind when considering if land in Ventura
County shouid receive addition protection, or if remaval of agriculture or
cattle grazing would feasibly pravide significant mitigation for project
specific or cumulative impacts.

6. To encourage providing equal baseiine studies, impact assessments, and
mitigation measures for resources in both LA and Ventura Counties, the EIR/EIS
maps should be revised from those used in the earlier EIR in at least two ways:

a.

The project should be placed in the center of the maps rather than on the
left side of the maps. Placing the project on the ieft largely cuts off
Ventura County from being represented on the map. Figure 1 of the NOP
places the project on the left side of the page, so that Ventura is only
really represented in the insert map, but not on the large scale map itseif.
This is particularly appropriate for the EIR/EIS, since the document is
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focusing on natural resources, most of which are located on the site and to
the west rather than fo the east.

b. ' Maps of the project showing natural features, biclogical communities, etc.
should include these features for large areas outside the project
boundaries in order fo provide the larger context of the project. This is
particularly true for natural resources which cross the project limits,
property lines, and jurisdictional boundaries. This does not-occur in NOP
Figure 2 which limits the map topography and drainages to-the project site
itseif and for the area only approximately 1,000 feet outside the project.
This occurs even though the map itself shows areas several miles outside
the project boundaries (but not into Ventura County since the map places
the project on the left side of the page).

7. Alternative mitigation measures should be developed. The earlier EIR stopped
all the mitigation measures at the project boundary. Only measures on the
project site itself were considered feasibie, while all potential measures outside
the project site were found to be infeasible. This occurred even though the
habitats subject to the impacts and mitigation measures cross property and
jurisdictional boundaries.

The EIR/EIS should evaluate implementing biological mitigation measures based
on following natural boundaries rather than man-made boundaries such as
project limits, property lines and jurisdictional boundaries. Rather than being
limited to such man-made boundaries, mitigation measures should follow the
resources and be applied to entire biocks of habitat, or limited-only by natural
boundaries such as watersheds. Exhibit 4 page 2701 is an example of the type
of mitigation measure that should be evalusted in the EIR/EIS. Mitigation
measures should be applied wherever they are feasible and where they make
sense from a biological perspective — they should not be artificially limited
because of some line on a map. This concept should be extended to Salt. Creek
in Ventura County, as well as to other areas such as along the Santa Clara River
and to portions of the Sait Creek watershed which are in Los Angeles County but
outside the project site. .

8. Mitigation measures should only be rejected as infeasible based on substantial
evidence that they are in fact infeasible. The eariier EIR found mitigation
measures applied to habitats on one side of the County line as feasible, but
found that the same mitigation measures applied to the same habitats were
infeasible when those habitats crossed into Ventura County. The EIR never
explained why mitigation was always feasible for the LA portions of habitats but
never feasible for the Ventura portions of the same habitats.
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10.

Particular attention should be given to potentiaily feasible mitigation measures for
curnuiative impacts. The earlier EIR simply concluded that no such measures
exist, but provided no substantiation of that conclusion. The EIR/EIS should
explore if the same types of mitigation measures which are feasible for project

" specific impacts {i.e. protection and enhancement of habitat not directly lost to

development) would also be feasible for cumulative impacts. The same types of
mitigation measures should be feasible for both impact categories. if that is the
case, then the EIR/EIS should consider where in the region the cumuiative

- impacts should be mitigated. Trying to mitigate both project specific and

cumulative impacts on the project site itself may not result in added mitigation
compared to just mitigating project specific impacts. Something as simple as
removal of catlle grazing from large acreages off the project site could feasibly
result in providing significant and feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts.

The NOP discusses project conformity with the South Coast Air Quality
Management Plan. This plan stops at the Ventura County line. However, some
of the resources being evaluated in the EIR/EIS cross into Ventura County.
These resources, which are outside the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, should be evaluated using standards used by the Ventura County Air
Pollution Control District and its Air Quality Management Plan. Any impacts
would be occurring in Ventura County, and as such, should be subject to our

'standards.

Please contact me at extension 2495 if you have any questions.
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December §, 1996

Mr. Lee Stark

Los Angeies County Regional Planning
320 West Tempie Sireet

Los Angeles, Califomnia 90012

Dear Mr, Stark:

_ Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR)
Newhail Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plant
SCH# 95011015, Los Angeles County

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the above-
referenced DEIR. The project as proposed would impact approximately 5,237 acres of
existing habitats including two Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) as designated by the .
County of Los Angeles (County). In addition to impacts in the SEAs, the proposed
project would also impact wildlife movement areas within the region as well as
endangered species and the habitats on which they depend. The Newhall Ranch
Specific Plan {Plan) calls for development of 24,680 dweilling units, 598 acres of mixed-
use development, 91 acres of commercial uses, 256 acres of business park, 37 acres
of visitor-serving uses, 1,089 acres of open space (including 274 acres of community
park and 818 acres in other open areas), 4,763 acres in special management areas
(permanent open areas), 12 neighborhood parks, public trail systems, & golf course, 2
fire stations, 1 library, the reservation of 5 elementary school sites, 1 junior high school,
and 1 high school; a 2-acre electrical substation, a 7.7- million gallions per day water
reclamation plant within & new sanitation district, and other associated community
facilities such as roads and bridges. Due to inadequacies in the DEIR, and the lack of
credible mitigation measures to offset significant project impacts, the Department
Jrecommends against certification of this DEIR.

SECTION 4.0 - CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The DEIR is flawed in its evaluation of cumulative impacts. The DEIR fails to
provide any information about past present or reasonably foresesable projects as 1
required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The project proponents .

EXHIBIT 1
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are currently pursuing a general permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
for fiood control improvement upsiream of the project area and are participating in a
master planning effort for the Santa Clara River. Also, the project propenents have
planned additional developments immediately adjacent to this proposed project site.
The impacts of the flood control project and associated development are not discussed
nar are the impacts on local fish and wildlife resources. Since the project proponents
own the lands surrounding the project site, a detailed cumulative impact analysis
shouid be completed. Also, the failure to discuss any impacts which would occur within
adjacent properties, controlied by the project sponsor in Ventura County, makes the
DEIR flawed. The document also needs to address mitigation for the cumu!atrve
impacts associated with a development of this magnitude.

SECTION 4.2 - FLOOD

Section 4.2 of the DEIR discusses the flood control concems and what is
referred to as the Santa Clara River Corridor Concept. This concept would aliow
natural vegetation to remain within the River. However, the proposed fiil of the
floodplain adjacent to the river comidor will cause a significant adverse effect on this
habitat. The fill is necessary to accomplish development within the floodplain but will
cause increased velocities within the River through the narrowing of its channel.
Although the Department supports preservation of this corrider, the impacts associated
with the floodplain fiil and bank stabilization measures must be fully discussed and

mitigated.

The Department recommends the project be redesigned o include, at a
minimum, a 500-foot buffer from the outermost edge of the riparian habitat. In addition,
detailed hydrology information must be provided for Department review. The hydrology
inforrnation must demonstrate that the river corridor and its associated buffer are of
sufficient size to preclude icss of vegetation during flood flows. The ultimate channel
design must be of sufficient size to convey at least a 100-year flood event without
causing significant reductions in the riparian habitat. As stated in the DEIR, the
permanent river vegetation shali not be subject to remaval and the only vegetation
removal to be aliowed is for routine maintenance activities except as otherwise
specified. The only maintenance activities acceptable to the Department would be that
necessary to maintain bridges or bank stabilization features.

The DEIR discusses requiring debris basins where debris volumes are expected
-to exceed 250 cubic-yards. However, the DEIR fails to discuss where the debris, which
is removed from the basins, would be disposed and also the frequency for which debris
rernoval woulid be necessary. The DEIR alse fzils to discuss how the reduction in
debris flows would affect the River within the project boundaries and downstream in
Ventura County. Reduction in debris fiow could have a significant effect. on {isted
species because valuable escape cover could be prevented from éntering the River

during flood periods.

21
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The DEIR states that the proposed project will increase flood volumes through
increased runoff from impervious surfaces. This increase in flood volumes will result in
velocity changes that could cause a “take” of the State- and Federally-listed
endangered unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus

- williamsoni). Also, these increases will cause riparian habitats to be lost which will

result in a loss of nesting opportunities for endangered bird species. The proposed
project must be redesigned to provide an adequate floodway which will not cause an

. increase in velocities to such an extent that would result in a take of State and

Federally listed species. The inclusion of a 500-foot buffer from the edge of the
riparian habitat to where the rock slope protection begins would likely accomplish this
objective and likely avoid the need for obtaining an endangered species permit and/or
memorandum of understanding (MOU). Additionally, this 500-foot buffer would help
mitigate impacts to Southwestem pond turttes (Clemmys marmorata pallida). The
pond turtle is likely to be listed prior to initiation of this project and could necessitate
further modification if adequate buffers are not included. Buifer for the pond turtle is
necessary as they are known to nest over a 1/4 of a mile from the water edge. The
Department will agree that inciusion of a 500-foot buffer will be adeqguate and will not
recommend that a full 1/4 mile buffer be protected if it is included in the final EIR.

SECTION 4.6 - BIOTA

As stated previously in our comments, the DEIR fails to adeqguately identify the
impacts to biological resources within the project boundaries. The Department is
concermed with impacts {o all plant communities but will focus our comments on a few
of the most sensitive species. The loss of 35% (1,820 acres) of coastal sage scrub is
considered significant by the Depariment and the potential for the utilization of this
habitat by listed species was not discussed. The Department is alsc concemed with

~ the loss of 84 acres of valley/coast/savannah ozk woodland. This habitat provides

extremely valuable foraging and nesting sites for most rapters. Also, these areas are
heavily used by deer, mountain liens and a variety of other small mammals. Another
habitat of concem is the mainland chermy forest. The removal of §1% of the existing
habitat is extremely significant and justifies modification of the project design to ensure
the long-term viability of all the existing cherry forest. In general, impacts to riparian |
and wetland habitats are significant and must be avoided to the greatest exdent
possible. The proposed road crossings and flood control improvements will cause a
degradation of the existing habitats and will necassitate the compliance with both the
State and Federal endangered species acts. The DEIR must include specific mitigation

~measures which will offset or reduce these impacts to a level of insignificance. This

can be accomplished through avoidance, creation of new areas, or enhancement of
existing resources. Mitigation areas must be capable of supporting an increase of at
least 25% in wildlife use. Therefore, mztzgat:on areas must be, at a minimum, four times
the size of any impacted habitat.
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‘The DEIR fails to adequately identify direct and indirect impacts to the
endangered unarmored threespine stickieback. Direct impacts will occur as road
construction and flood control improvements are implemented. Indirect impacts would
occur as a result of narrowing the River channel and causing an increase in velocities
and removal of vegetative cover during flood events. Also, the proposed continued
grazing of the River will cause additional degradation of the habitat resuiting in a “take”
of this endangered species. If the proposed flood control faciiities are modified,
including the buffer zones recommended by the Department, the potential for “take” of
this listed species can be greatly reduced. Other listed or sensitive species which are
likely to be listed prior to implementation or completion of this project could also be
mitigated by these modifications to the project design. This includes the arroyo
southwestemn toad southwestern pond turtle, Santa Ana sucker, and two-striped garter

snake.

The DEIR fails to adequately identify impacts to listed species such as least
Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), State- and Federally-listed endangered;
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailfii extimus), State-listed endangered
and westem yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), State-listed
endangered. Also, the mitigation measures are not specified, as they rely on future
plans and permits to develop detailed mitigation measures for impacts. The DEIR does
not contain focused survey data for other listed species such as California gnateatcher
and western yellow-billed cuckoo.

Impacts to mountain lions, which are a fully protected species, and their habitat
are only given a cursory discussion in the DEIR. The Department is aware of
numerous sightings on and adjacent {o this property. Itis, therefore, reascnable to
expect that the proposed project will significantly increase mountain lion sightings and
human-mountain lion encounters. In addition, the introduction of domestic pets into this
axisting wild habitat will cause pets to be killed by mountain lions and force the
Depariment to destroy the offending lion. The DEIR must include mitigation measures
which require notification to all subsequent property owners of the fact that they are
within mountain lion habitat. An educational program which informs the property
owners of how to prevent encounters with wildlife on their property should be
developed. Also, it is recommended that the estate iots located within the boundaries
of the open space area be eliminated. These estate lots are currently preposed within

sensitive areas identified in the DEIR.

- The project, as currently designed, does not ensure an adequate wildlife
movement corridor between the Santa Clara River and other large natural open space
areas. The designation of Salt Creek as the main wildiife corridor is inadequate
bacause the corridor is fragmented by propased development. Also, the proposed Salt
Creek corridor extends outside the project boundary, with no assurances that it will
remain undisturbed and exist in the future. At least one primary corridor which is a
thousand feet wide must be identified and incorporated into the DEIR. This corridor

10
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must be the connection between the River and the natural open space areas.
Secondary corridors are o be designed with widths of 500 to 700 feet across and
tertiary corridors shall be 250 - 500 feet in width. Secondary and tertiary comidors must
connect to the primary corridor, and either the River or other open space areas.

The Department is concemed that grazing would still be allowed to continue in
remaining habitats, with the implementation of this project. Grazing aciivities can result
in further adverse impacts to these remaining habitats. The Department is especially
concemed with adverse impacts to the sensitive habilat within the river corridor. The
DEIR must require that grazing will be eliminated within the river corridor. Furthermore,
the DEIR does not provide guidelines for grazing activities. The decument must require
that guidelines for grazing activities, which diminish adverse impacts, be established,

. SECTION 4.8 - TRAFFIC

in Section 4.8 of the DEIR, impacts associated with traffic and access to the
property is discussed. A detailed analysis of site specific impacts associated with the
construction of the bridges over the Santa Clara River is not provided. These bridges
will impact significant riparian habitats and will cause a “take” of State and Federally
listed endangered species listed abovs. The impacts to listed species reguire a
mandatory finding of significance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, § 15065. The
mitigation measures identified in this section are not adeguate as they rely on the
issuance of future permits and fail to discuss any impacts which would result from
implementation of the proposed project. The courts have ruied that agencies cannot
rely on mitigation measures of unknown efficacy to conclude that impacts have been
reduced to a level of insignificance (Kings County Farm Bureau et al. v. City.of Hartford
(5th Dist. 1990) Cal. App. 3d. €92, 727-728 [270 Cal. Rptr. 850]).

SECTION 4.9- NOISE

in Section 4.8 of the DEIR, impacts associated with noise are discussed,
however, there is no discussion of noise related impacts on wildlife within the project
site. Studies have shown that noises above 60db adversely affect wiidiife behaviors
such as breeding, nesting and foraging. Based on the limited information of the DEIR,
it appears that noise levels within the Santa Clara River may be sufficiently high as to
disrupt the breeding activities of State and Federally listed species such as least Bell's
vireo, southern willow flycatcher, and westem yeliow-billed cuckoos. The DEIR fails {o
discuss any mitigation measures that would offset these impacts, and fails to comply
with the court decisions cited above. In addition, the impacts to listed species require a
mandatory finding of significance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, § 15065.

10
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SECTION 4.11- WATER RESOURCES

Section 4.11discusses water resources and states that the total water demand

- for the Plan will be 18,345 acre-fest per year, of which 10,094 acre-feet must be
potable and 8,251 acre-feef would be required for non-potable/landscape irrigation
uses. The project proponents. are relying on flood flows of up to 5,400 acre-feet per
year for a portion of their potable water supply. At this time, the Department is unaware
of any water rights appropriations which have been given fo the project sponsors,
Castaic Lake Water Agency, or the Valencia Water Company for the use of these flood
flows. The current property owner may have a riparian right for this water but this does
not guarantee that waier would be available for development. in addition, the reliance
on the proposed 19 extraction wells for e potable water supply for this project is
questionable. Since these wells will be extracting from the subsurface flows of the
Santa Clara River, a water rights appropriation will be required. The Depariment is
also concermned with the lack of information in the DEIR regarding changes which would
oceur in the River as a result of these extractions. It is-possibie and likely that these
extractions would reduce the groundwater basin and flows within the River. Reduction
in groundwater basin levels and river flows wouid have a significant effect.on the
unarmored threespine stickieback and can resuit in a “take” of this Staie- and
Federaily-listed endangered species. As staied above, the DEIR has failed to identify
this significant impact or any mitigation measures to offset these impacts as required by
CEQA. The cumulative impacts identified in this section do not discuss the current
groundwater extraction upstream of the project site. CEQA requires that all past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future impacts be discussed and mitigated.

SECTION 4.18 - FIRE SERVICES AND HAZARDS

Section 4.18 of the DEIR discusses the fire services for and hazards relative to
this project. The DEIR refers to a wildfire modification plan that is not found within the
document. In order to determine the extent of impacts on wildiife and its habitat due to
fuel modification zones, a draft of a wildfire fue! modification pian must be included in
the DEIR for review and comment. The submittal of a future pian at the time of the
construction of the subdivisions is not acceptable. Fire is an important part of natural
ecosystems. The Department is concemed that due to the proposed urbanization of
this area, fire suppression would most likely be encouraged. However, there is nio
discussion of the effects of a fire suppression strategy on the natural/open space
areas. Furthermore, the DEIR does nol include a discussion of controlied bums as a

- means to lessen fire hazards nor its potential benefit to the natural open space areas.

SECTION 4.20 - PARKS, RECREATION AND TRAILS
In the discussion of parks, recreation, and trails, the DEIR fails to discuss the

impact of parks that are adjacent o sensitive wildiife resources such as the proposed
community park along the river corridor. There is no description of the level of use

1
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which is anticipated within these sites, or any discussion of the iayout of the
recreational opportunities within the site. The layout of the park has the potential to
have significant adverse effects on adjacent sensitive habitats. As proposed, the
Mesas Community Park will be located within the barks of the Santa Clara River and
would have a significant impact on the adjacent riparian habitat. These impacts shall
require an agreement with the Depariment pursuant to Fish and Game Code § 1603,
In addition, construction of this park may require compliance with State and Federal
endangered species acts, as this proposal will likely result in the "take” of one or more

listed species.

The 15-acre community {ake is a concem to the Department as it may cause the
introduction of exotic species into the Santa Clara River. If these species do enter the
River by discharges from the lake or through transplants by residents, it will likely

-resuit in the elimination of listed species.

The DEIR fails to discuss the impacts associated with the designation of the
3,949.9 acres of land in the High Country Special Management Area (HC) as regional
parkland. The DEIR also does not discuss the impacts of facilities that wouid be
constructed to accommodate recreational uses nor the level of use expected.

The unavoidable significant impacts discussion within this section states that
there would be no unavoidable significant impacts 1o local parks and recreation
facilities by incorporating the HC and River Corridor Special Management Area (RC)
for recreational use. The Depariment disagrees that no significant impacts to other
regional parks would occur. The increase in visitor use of Castaic Lake (Lake) would
be significant because of the demand associated with residents of the proposed
development. This use by local residents could preciude the use of the Lake by out-of-
area visitors. In addition, the Department is concemed that uncontrolied recreational
use within the HC and RC would significantly affect wildlife and their habitat.

The use of trails as “transition areas” between development and natural areas
has also been proposed under this project. There, however, is no discussion of trail
design nor the establishment of buffer zones between the trails and the natural areas
that contain sensitive resources. There is also the potential for human-wiidiife
interactions along trails that are adjacent to natural areas. Since wildlife, such as
mountain lions, by nature follow well-established trails, the use of these trails by
pedestrians, equestrians, and bicyciists will significantly increase the likelihood of
+wman-fion interactions. The DEIR must address this issue and recommend specific
mitigation measures which will reduce the potential for these interactions. The
introduction of domestic animals, such as cats and dogs, into these natural areas would
also significantly disrupt the behavior and use of these areas by local wildlife. The
DEIR identifies these areas as mitigation for other portions of the development and as
such, the establishment of trails and the impacts associated with their use would
significantly reduce the mitigation values of these sites.
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SECTION 5 - WATER RECLAMATION PLANT

The Department has serious concems about the impacts to biological resources

and water quality if the proposed water reclamation plant is constructed. As proposed,
the plant is located immediately upstream and adjacent to high quality riparian habitat
which supports nesting least Bell's virea. The vireo is a State- and Federally-listed
endangered species. Also, the proposed discharge of treated effluent into the Santa
Clara River may have a significant adverse effect on the endangered unarmored
threespine stickleback as well as the soon to be listed Santa Ana sucker. The impacts
to these species are not discussed in this section of the DEIR. Impacts will ocour from
plant construction as well as plant operations. Impacts to the vireo, southern willow
flycatcher and other listed and sensitive species will occur as a result of installation of
the proposed rock sfope protection and by removal of high quality habitats located
adiacent to he River. In addition, lighting within the plant and noise associated with
the piant operation wili make the adjacent areas not suitable as nesting habitat for
these listed bird species.

Impacts to the unarmored threespine stickleback and Santa Ana sucker will
oceur in several ways, increases in water volumes being discharged into the River will
cause an increase in velocity which will make many areas within the River not suitable
for these species. As velocities increase, the potential for finding suitable breeding
sites decreases and causes a reduction in the number of stickleback within the river. In
- addition, the potential for discharge of untreated effluent or partially treated effluent has
not been discussed nor have the impacts been identified. Also, with increases in flow
within the River, the potential for establishment of a continuous water surface down to
Piru Creek is likely. This issue has not been addressed. Currently, the flows within the
Santa Clara River become subsurface before reaching Piru Créek. A continuous flow
of water to the confluence with Piru Creek could cause hybridization between the
unarmored stickieback in the Santa Clara River and partially armored forms of
stickleback found in Piru Creek. This hybridization would be a “take” of this spec:les
and subject to applicable State and Federal endangered species taws. - The potential of
hybridization between Santa Ana suckers in the Santa Clara River and Owens sucker
found in Piru Creek exists if a continucus water surface is maintained by the discharges

from this {reatment plant.

Potential impacts to southern steslhead is not mentioned or discussed. The
steelhead is likely to be listed as a Federally endangered species socn. The full extent
of potential impacts to this species must be discussed and mitigated. Since water
quatity and flows influence steethead migration, the extent to which this project will
change water quality below Piru Creek must be addressed. If the flows are sufficient,
the steelhead may migrate up into the Santa Clara River in search of suitable habitat
on which to spawn. If none is available, the steelhead will not reproduce and will likely
abort its reproduction efforts for that year. This would result in the “take” of a potential
Federally listed species. in the event that steelhead are attracted upstream of Piru
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- completed, a revised DEIR should be submitied for public review and comment.

28

. Furthermare, we request a copy of the Notice of Determination be mailed to the above

Page Nine

Creek by the increased water volume associated with the plant, the project proponent
wouid be responsible for ensuring that suitable habitat for reproduction is provided and 24
that adequate stream flows are maintained untii such time as the smoits have migrated

back down to the ocean.

All impacts to listed species and biological resources must be fully evaluated
and mitigated within the DEIR; reliance on the issuance of parmits, MOUs. and/or
agreements from state and federal agencies is inappropriate. The County as lead
agency must require that detailed mitigation measures and plans be prepared and
submitied for public review in the DEIR.

SECTION 8.0 - ALTERNATIVES

' The Department does not concur with any of the alternatives discussed in the DEIR.
It is our position that a project which protects the River with an adequate buifer and
maintains wildlife movement corridors is possible. 25

Due to the inadequacies of the DEIR, the lack of substantial mitigation measures
and the significant environmental impacts which would occur, the Department
recommends that approval be denied. Furthermore, the County of Los Angeles and the
project proponents should mest with the Department and other resource agencies to
modify the proposed project and develop appropriate mitigation measures. Once

The Department requests the County of Los Angeles notify us immediately upan ﬁ
the approval of this project. We request the County to provide us with a copy of any
CEQA administrative appeal processes or procedures which they have enacted.

address and be faxed to the Depariment within 24 hours of its issuance by the County
of Los Angeles. Please fax a Notice of Determination to Ms. Lilia I. Martinez at (310)
580-5182 and to Ms. Chanelie Davis at (309) 537-0067.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms, Chanelie Davis, Wildiife Biologist,
at (909) 627-1613, Mr. Ray Ally, Associate Fisheries Biologist, at (310)5380-5147, or
Ms. Liiia I. Martinez, Environmental Specialist li, at (310)580-4830.

Singerely,

/ . J
ricia Wolf
K Acting Regional Manager

U

cc: See attached st
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ce

Mr. Ray Ally

Mr. Juan Hemandez

Ms. Leslie McNair
Department of Fish and Game
Long Beach, Califomia

Ms. Chanelle Davis
Department of Fish and Game
Chino, California

Ms. Mary Meyer
Department of Fish and Game

Qjai, California

Mr. Michae! Giusti
Department of Fish and Game
Ching, Califomia

Mr. Greg Walis
Department of Fish and Game
Santz Barbara, Califomia

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carisbad, California
Venturz, California

U.S. Army Caorps of Engineers
Los Angeles, California

Ms. Rebecca Tuden

Environmental Protection Agency

75 Hawthome Street (W-3)

San Francisco, California 94105-3901
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SECTION 4.6
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

SUMMARY
Major comments to EIR Section 4.6 include:

L. The EIR stops the biological resources analysis at the Ventura County fine, although
biological resources, impacts, and mitigation measures extend into Ventura County.

2. The EIR does not consider downstream impacts due to changes in water quantity or
quality. '

The EIR does not determine the effectiveness of the Salt Creek wildlife corridor given
existing land uses, or how that effectiveness could change under fisture uses which are
allowed as a matter of right (i.e., with no discretionary permits required from the Counry
of Ventura). -

(93

4. The EIR delays defining the limits of the Salt Creek wildlife corridor in Ventura County
until additional studies are undertaken by unspecified future projects.

5. Proposed mitigation measures are inadequate and should be expanded.
SPECIFIC ISSUES

BIOLCGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE |

The EIR mnappropdately stops the biological resources analysis at the County line, although the
biological resources, impacts and mitication measures extend into Ventura County.

COMMENT

The primary objection to Section 4.6 is that the analysis and proposed mitigation measures fail to 35
adequately address the biological resource impacts which extend beyond the project boundary
into Ventura County. CEQA requires that the project impacts be fully disclosed and mitigated,
where feasible (see General Issue 2). As-discussed in General Issue 2, CEQA requires that the full
_environmental impact of a project be considered, even if the impact or environmental resource
betng affected crosses jurisdictional boundaries.

EXHIBIT 2

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
Page |
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In Section 4.6, the EIR fails to adequately address downstream (i.¢., Ventura County) impacts
with respect to altered hydrology and degraded water quality impacts on plant and animal life, and
the discussion of sensitive species on the Newhall Ranch site occurs without reference to their
regional context. Additionally, the principal wildlife mitigation (dedication of a protected wildlife
corridor along Salt Creek) ends abruptly at the County boundary, despite the fact that Salt Creek
Canyon extends mto Ventura County prior to connecting to the Santa Clara River wildlife habitat
area. Based upon review of aerial photographs of the area, discussions with staff of the US Fish
and Wildlife Service and.direct observation! there are no apparent physical reasons for ending the
wildlife corridor at the Ventura County boundary. We request that the EIR be revised to more
fully address off-site project and cumulative biological impacts to aquatic, riparian and terrestrial
communities in Ventura County. The following comments will explain our concerns regarding
the above noted issues in greater detail.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 2

The EIR stresses the importance of the Salt Creek wildlife corridor, but incorrectly assumes that

the Ventura County portion is currently suitable for such a purpose and fails to propose any way

to preserve the area even if it 1s suitable. The failure to assess the suitabiiity of and provide
protection for, this corridor in Ventura County potentially reduces or eliminates the effectiveness

of this mitigation measure.

 COMMENT
Oun page 4.6-48, the EIR states:

“On the landscape scale, the primary effect of the proposed development will be to
narrow the access for wildlife species between the Santa Susana Mountains and the
Santa Clara River. Wildlife movement through the property wiil be focused
toward the west side down Sait Creek.”

The real effect, which the EIR fails to adequately acknowledge, is that an existing five-mile
wildlife connection between the Santa Susana Mountains and the Santa Clara River corridor will
be eliminated by the proposed development. As mitigation, the EIR accepts the proposed
diversion of wildlife via Salt Creek Canyon into Venmra County. This Salt Creek Canyon
corridor i$ proposed as the primary mitigation measure and linkage conpecting the important
Significant Ecological Areas (SEA) 20 and 23 or Special Management Areas (SMA) as the almost
identical areas are called in the EIR mitigation measures.

On page 4.6-48, the EIR states:

“Access for wildlife between the River and the High Country SMA would continue
to be available along the proposed Salt Creek commidor.”

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
Page 2
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Again on page 4.6-133, the EIR states:

“A critical component of the open arez system within the Newhall Ranch property
is the connection between the High Country and the River Comidor along Salt
Creek. The corridor wiil provide continuity between the habitats and the wildlife
popuiations within the property, as well as forming a perrmanent regional linkage
between the Santa Clara River and the Santa Susana Mountains.”

The EIR finds that impacts t6 upland biological communities is significant and unavoidable (page
4.6-151), and that the Salt Creek wildlife corridor which crosses mto Ventura County is a "critical
component” (page 4.6-133) of the program proposed to partially mitigate this impact. However,
the EIR incorrectly assumes that the Sait Creek area provides a continuous wildlife corridor
which connects the High Country SEA with the Santa Clara River Comridor SEA. In fact, what
the project proposes is a comdor that diverts wildlife from the Newhall Ranch development area
onto private, unprotected lands in Ventura County without assessing whether the corridor in
Ventura County would be suitable for such purposes.

Salt Creek may successfully function as a wildlife corridor in Los Angeles County but it may not '
be successful in Ventura Counry In Los Angeles County the wildlife comdor has a number of
protections which do not exist in Ventura County:

1, Although Salt Creek and surrounding areas have been subject to dry land grazing, its
habitat vaiue is relatively high compared to Ventura County which is subject to greater
disruption through planting of irrigated row crops.

2. - Salt Creck will be protected through limitations in the Specific Plan from agricultural and
other potential land use conflicts.

The comidor will retain its SEA, designation by the County of Los Angeles, which is
specifically designed to protect natural ecological systerns.

(7%

4, The area will be subject to habitat enhancement and active management by the SEA/SMA
caretaker organization in order to increase and protect its habitat values.

The primary purpose of Sait Creek in Los Angeles County will be for wildlife mitigation and will
be actively managed and protected for that use. However, once the "wildlife corridor” enters
Ventura County, its entire purpose and situation changes, The Ventura Cotmnty portion of Salt
Creek is zoned “A-E” (Agricultural Exclustve) and “A-E/MRFP” {Agricuitural Exclustve, Mineral
Resources Protection Overlay Zone). Per Section 8104-1.2 of the County of Ventura Zoning
Ordinance, the purpose of the “A-E” zoning designation is as follows:

"The purpose of this zone is to preserve and protect commercial agricultural lands as 2

limited irreplaceable resource, to preserve and maintain agriculture as a major industry in

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
Page 3
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Venrura County and to protect these area’s from the encroachment of nonrelated uses
which, by their nature, wouid have detrimental effects upon the 2gricultural industry.

Protection of non-agricultural animals, plants, wildlife corridors, habitats or activities is not part
of the purpose of this zone. Given its current zoning and land use designation, any conflict
between agricultural and wildlife uses within the Salt Creek area may give Ventura County little
choice but to allow extensive agricultural activities even if it is detrimentat to wiidlife.

For example, within the "A-E" zone the County of Ventura allows 2 wide range of agricuiturally
related uses by right (1., no permit or other approval is required from Ventura County) which
could greatly compromise the value of Salt Creck as 2 wildlife corridor. These include such
things unlimited crops, orchards, and animal husbandry (which must be fenced, thereby creating a
barrier for movement of non-commercial animals), as well as limited greenhouses, wineries,
agricultural offices, farm worker housing, barns, water storage faciiities, etc. While these uses are
designed to support the agriculrural industry consistent with the purpose of the "A-E™ zone, these
uses could greatly detract from the wildlife mitigation vatue of this area.

While Newhall Land and Farming may indicate that they have no plans for any intensification of
land uses within the corridor, the EIR does not propose any assurances that the position of the
Company will not change in the future. If this position does change, the property owner could
undertake a wide variety of activities which would not require any discretionary actions by the
County of Ventura but which could eﬂ'ectzveiy shut down the use of Salt Creek as a wildlife
corridor in Ventura County. :

However, it may not require future actions to limit the value of the Ventura County pomon of
Sait Creek as a wildlife mitigation measure. Even the existing uses of the Salt Creek arez in
Ventura County may not make it adequate to function effectively as the primary mitigation
measure for loss of wildlife movement due to the proposed project. While the non-agricultural
areas of Salt Creek in Ventura County appear from aerial photos to be similar to the areas of Salt
Creek in Los Angeles County, when the creek enters Ventura County it narrows down into a
confined channel which is bounded for much of its length by irrigated agriculture on one or both
sides. This is completely unlike the Los Angeles portion of Salt Creek which is not subjected to
the influence of irrigated agriculture, or any other intenstve land uses. The proposed joint use of
the Salt Creek area by irrigated agriculture, potential cattle grazing, and as a wﬁdhfe corridor may
be inappropriate for a number of reasons:

1. Inherent conflicts exist between intensive irrigated ag:ricuiture and native animals,
including the existence of large unprotected open spaces, dust, noise, lights, smells,
machinery, and the presence of humans which results in the reluctance of at least some
non-commercial animals to live or pass through such areas;

2. The control of "weeds" by farmers which in fact may be non-agricultura plants which
provide food and shetter to non-commercial animals;

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
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3. Use of agricultural chemicals which can damage non-commercial plants and énimals;

4, The possibility of unrestricted cattle grazing on non-irrigated areas within the Salt Creek
area. Such cattle can consume what plants may be available, disrupt the natural plant
communities, and can infimidate non-commercial animals trying to cress the site.

The current and potential future land uses of Salt Creek in Ventura County provides no assurance
that this area will in fact function as the major travel link between the two Los Angeles County
SEAs, as well as become the major mitigation measure designed to reduce the loss of movement
opportunities between these two biologically significant areas. Given existing land uses, the
County of Ventura recommends that additional studies be included in the EIR to demonstrate that”
Salt Creek would in fact act as an effective corridor all the way to the Santa Clara River.

Even if the Salt Creek corridor in Ventura County is a suitable comridor, the EIR fails to propose
any measures to ensure.that it will remain so. On Page 4.6-49 the EIR states:

“Any future project in Ventura County that would fragment this corridor would
significantly impact the connection of the High Country SMA and Santa Susana
Mountains with the Santa Clara River and the Los Padres and Angeles National
Forests located to the north. Therefore any future action tzken in this portion of
Ventura County should strongly consider this important ecological fearure.”

In other words, the EIR relies entirely upon Ventura County to protect the corridor in the future.
As indicated above, there are many things the landowner might do to destroy the effectiveness of
the corridor that the County of Ventura could not prevent because no discretionary permit is

- required for such activities. Moreover, there is no guaraniee that fiture governing bodies of the
County of Ventura will act to protect this corridor even where discretionary permits are required.

Upon review of this project and Ventura County ordinances, the Ventura County Planning
Division concludes the local zoning and other land use regulations alone are not adequate to
ensure that any potential wildlife corridor in Ventura County can be protected from conflicts
either from existing land uses or potential future uses. Additional protections should be
considered to enhance the usefilness of the Salt Creek area in Ventura County as a wildlife
corridor. These additional protections include:

1. ° Officially changing the current purpose of the area (i.e., to protect agriculture) to one of
protecting of natural biological communities and mitigating the impacts of the Newhall
Ranch Specific Plan.

2. Conveying an open space easement for wildlife corridor purposes 10 an open space

management agency;

Active management and enhancement of the area to support natural biological
_communities.

\¥2}
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These or similar mitigation measures were found feasible for the Los Angeles portion of the Salt
Creek area. Since the Ventura County portion of the corridor is owned by the same property
owner. these measures should be feasible with respect to the Ventura County portion as welil.
Since impacts to upland biological commutities are considered significant and unavoidable (page
4.6-151), CEQA requires that every effort be made to adopt feasible mitigation measures.
Toward this end, the County of Ventura requests that the above measures be evaluated for
application in Ventura County. If they are not considered feasible, the EIR should provide

substantial evideoce in the record supporting that conclusion.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 3

The EIR inappropriately relies on future projects to define a mitigation measure required by this
project

COMMENT
On page 4.6-133, the EIR states:

“Future land use decisions will be required 1o define the corridor’s final
configuration in areas that occur outside the County of Los Angeles.”

The EIR inappropriately delays the determination of the geographic extent of the wildlife corridor
until unspecified future projects are undertaken by public and private entities in Ventura County.
CEQA does not permit mitigation measures to be defined or implemented by other projects, or to
be put off to the indefinite future. The geographic extent of the wildlife corridor must be defined, |
and protected, as part of this EIR, or else the mitigation mezasure is inadequate,

Although the EIR makes no attempt to define the boundaries or acceptable land uses for this
corridor in Ventura County, it assumes that the specifications of the corridor are clearly defined.
As noted above in Biological Resources Issue 2, page 4.6-49 recommends that any future
discretionary permits issued by the County of Ventura within the wildlife corridor should
"strongly consider this important ecological feature”. Such a proposal can only be implemented if
the County of Ventura and the future property owner know where the limits of the corridor are.
Without such information a project could be implemented either through a discretionary permit
approved by the County of Ventura, or through a use allowed by right (see Biological Resources
Issue 2) which would encroach into the cornidor simply because: (1) the Emits of the corridor are
"assumed” not to include the project location when in fact the project is inside the comidor, or; (2)
the knowledge of the corridor is simply forgotten over time as the staff’ at the County of Ventura
and the property owner change, and no written notice of the corridor is included on any planning

documents or permanent records regarding the property.

Section 4.6
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_ but does address how those questions are to answered.

162

‘Clara River may result in extended dry season flows, thus encouraging strictly hydric species at
- the expense of species which rely on ephemeral flow conditions. Well established mature

The County of Ventura recommends that the Newhall Ranch EIR discuss the geographic extent of
the Salt Creek wildlife corridor in Ventura County, specify the land use protections the corridor
will require to function effectively, and propose mitigation measures 1o implement said

protections (see also Biological Resources Issue 11).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 4

The EIR inappropriately fails to consider downstream impacts due to altered hvdrolooy.

COMMENT

Page 4.6-47 indicates that the project will increase the low flow condition of the Santa Clara
River. The EIR compares the increase in water flow caused by the water reclamation plant and
increased urban runoff to the total average volume in the Santa Clara River. The result of this
analysis is that the increased flow is determined to be a small percentage increase of the river
volume, and thus the EIR dismisses the increased water flow as less than significant. The
reference to average annual river flows, as well as comparing the impact to a 50-Year Capital
Flood on the same page seems to imply that the EIR is using a flood control type methodology to
assess biological resource significance. This type of methodology would greatly underestimate
the level of biological resource impacts. The precise methodology used is not given in the EIR,
since Section 4.6.4(z) (Significance Threshold Criteria) simply lists the questions to be answered,

Neither yardstick discussed on page 4.6-47 is relevant to the assessment of biological resource
impacts, because biological resources are generally more sensitive to low flow conditions than to
average flows (i.e. annual river flows) or maximum flows (Le., 50-Year Capital Floods). The -
increase in water flow should be compared to an average low flow condition, as well as conditions
during multi-year droughts. Even when such comparisons are performed, a percentage change by
itself is not an appropriate standard of significance without substantiation (Xings. County Farm
Bureau et al v. Ciry of Hanford ((1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692). Per Hanford, the EIR needs to
use a significance criteria which is tailored to the specific impact under study, rather than simply
select an arbitrary percentage change as being significant or not significant. Even if a given
percentage change is the appropriate threshold of significance, an EIR that simply states that
conclusion without providing supporting facts and analysis is inadequate (Santiage County Water
District v. County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d.818, 831}

Comparing the additional surface flow to average or maximum flows ignores the actual impact of
increasing year-round surface water flows. For example an increase in surface flow in the Santa

vegetation resulting from artificially induced inflows during drought periods becomes very
resistant to being dislodged by higher flood flows, resulting in restricted capacity and meandering

flows with associated flooding and beach erosion. As a result, this additional vegetation may

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
Page 7

37

38



require additional flood channel! maintenance, resﬁitl:ng in ongoing disturbed conditions within the
Santa Clara River channel. ~

The County of Ventura recommends that the EIR be revised to use a significance criteria more
appropriate for assessing impacts to downstream biological resources and that this criteria be
based on low flow and drought conditions.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 5

The EJR. is inconsistent reparding the water guantity impact of the protect on the Santa Clara

River. This inconsistency makes it impossible to determine the prolect impacts on downstream
biological communities.

COMMENT

As noted in Biological Resources Issue 2, page 4.6-47 concludes that the project will slightly
increase the volume of water during low flow conditions in the Santa Clara River. However,
Section 4.11 (Water Resources) seems to indicate that the project will increase groundwater
pumping under any water supply scenario considered in the EIR; such pumping in turn will result
~ in water volume decreases in both the Saugus and Alluvial Aquifers, and by extension the volume
of surface water in the Santa Clara River (see our comments regarding Section 4.11).

The most complete analysis of the impacts to quantities of surface water and the‘imderiying
Alluvial Aquifer from the project are addressed in the discussion regarding the Aquifer Storage
and Recovery (ASR) alternative. Page 4.11-45 of that discussion states under "the ASR
Alternative maximum pumping scenario, essentially all of the portion of the Alluvial Aquifer that
extends approximately 1.5 Miles upstream and 2 miles downstream of Castaic Junction may
experience drawdowns up to approximately 10 feet". While the EIR concludes that the 10 foot
figure overestimates the impact (page 4.11-46), it does not provide a more accurate estimate for
this scenario or any other pumping scenario considered i the EIR.. The EIR uses this 10 feet
drawdown figure as the impact to the Alluvial Aquifer throughout Section 4.11.

In Section 4.6 the EIR concludes that surface water volumes (and by extension the underlying
Alluvial Aquifer) will increase as a result of the project, while Section 4.11 provides an estimate
that the water jevel of the Altuvial Aquifer could drop as much as 10 fest. Although water
quantity impacts at the location of the wastewater treatment plant due to increased groundwater
pumping would be less than 10 feet, any decrease would conflict with the conclusion drawn on
-page 4.6-47. Since the roots of most riparian and wetland plants only extend a few feet into the
ground, they are much more sensitive to changes in groundwater levels than are 50-Year Capital

Floods or water wells drilled into aquifers hundreds (i.e., the Alluvial Aquifer) or even thousands

of feet deep (i.e., the Saugus Aquifer). As such, an accurate determination of the likely changes
in water elevations in the Santa Clara River and the Alluvial Aquifer water elevations is critical in
assessing downstream biclogical impacts. As currently written the EIR does not provide etther a

Section 1.6
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consistent-answer to that question, or an answer with enough detail to assess the project impacts
to biological communities,

The County of Ventura recommends that the EIR be amended to: (1) clearly determine the net
change in water elevations in thé Santa Clara River and the Alluvial Aquifer due to the project; (2)
use a methodology with enough accuracy to assess the impacts of these changes on downstream
communities given the limited depth of the root zones of most plants; and (3) implement
mitigation measures which fully mitigates those impacts. Without such changes, the current EIR
does not contain encugh information to draw the conclusion on page 4.6-119 that the project has
no significant impacts to downstream riparian areas.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 6

The EIR inappropriately fiils to document the effectiveness of measures to mitioate do;-wnstream

biclogical impacts due to potentially degraded water guality
COMMENT

Page 4.6-77 indicates that downstream biological commumities could be impacted due to water
quality degradation from a large number of urban sources created by the project. The EIR then
proposes 63 mitigation measures to reduce biological impacts {pages 4.6-134 through 4.6-147),
and concludes that these measures are adequate to reduce impacts to "riparian, wetland and

" aguatic resources (located along the Santa Clara River Corridor) to below CEQA. thresholds of

164

significance” (page 4.6-119).

However, of the 63 mitigation measures, only one measure, Mitigation Measure 4.6-58, relates
directly to mitigating water quality irpacts. This impact states as follows: "

"To Limit impacts to water qualiéy the Specific Plan shall conform with all provisions of the
required NPDES permit and water guality permits that would be required by the State of
Califorma Regional Water Quality Control Board."

The NPDES permits and permits issued by the RWQCB can, and do, allow pollutant discharges
nto surface and groundwater. The EIR does not provide any documentation that this mitigation
~easure, or any combination of proposed mitigation measures, will reduce water pollutants from
e project to such an extent that downstream biological communities will not be significantly
effected. Without an understanding of the residual pollution coming off the project site after
1mpiementatson of Mitigation Measure 4.6-58 and other measures, 2 conclusion of no sxguﬁcance
cannct be drawn,

The County of Ventura recommends that the EIR be amended tor (1) provide documentation of
the likely types and magnitudes of residual discharges from the project after implementation of the
mitigation measures, and; (2) perform an assessment of the significance of those residual

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
Page 9
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discharges on downstream biological communities. Only then can a finding of significance or no
significance be found (page 4.6-119). ‘

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 7

The ETR does not have an adeguate basis for concinding that changes in sediment loading and

scouring will have no impact on downstream fish populations.
COMMENT

On page 4.6-47 the EIR states:

“...because the Specific Plan would not have significant sedimentation or scouring
impacts on the Santa Clara River, impiementation of the Specific Plan is not
expected to affect fish movement anywhere along the River.”

This conclusion is not supported by adequate data in the EIR (see Flood Issues 2 and 3). As
noted i Flood Issues 2 and 3, it is likely that the project will in fact have an impact on
downstream sedimentation loads and scour. As currently written the project does not provide
éncugh information to draw the conclusion that it will not impact downstream fish populations.
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The County of Ventura recommends that realistic sediment and scour studies be undertaken, theni
the impact to downstream fish commuhities reassessed. - - .

BIOLOGICAT, RESOURCES ISSUE 8 r

The EIR fails to address impacts g_gsc-).cizited with introduction of non-native ornamental plants.
COMMENT

Construction of 2 project of the magnitude proposed on the Newhall Ranch site will result in the
addniion of many species of ornamental landscape plants. Some species are very aggressive, and
may overwhelm native plants both on-site and off-site (including Venmura County). The
introduction of aggressive non-native species would be most serious along the urban interface
with the two proposed Special Management Areas. This impact should be addressed and
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mitigated. See also Biological Resources Issue 11 regarding a proposed mitigation measure for
this impact. .

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 9

EIR fails to analvze the regional context of sensitive species found on the Newhall Ranch site.
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COMMENT

The EIR discusses a number of sensitive species which may potentially be found on the project
site. However, the EIR treats these impacts as stand-alone populations. The EIR fails to consider
these sensitive species in their regional context as members of larger populations which extend
beyond the boundaries of the project and Los Angeles County. These sensitive species currently
move freely between the Newhall Ranch and adjacent habitats. The EIR should disclose each
species range and indicate how significant the habitat on the Newhall Ranch is in the regional
context. The EIR should indicate how the loss of habitat on the Newhall Ranch will affect
populations off-site (e.g., in Ventura County).

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 10

The proposed mitigation measures are inadequate.
COMMENT

The EIR indicates the project will result in the loss of up to 648 oak trees and disturbance of 129
acres of ripartan community. The EIR requires compliance with the County’s Oak Tree

. Ordinance and replacement of niparian resources on an acre for acre basis. However, no-assurance
is provided that the restoration/enhancement areas will be maintained over the long run, once the
developer has completed his individual subdivision. Once the developer has completed his initial

planting, there does not appear to be any requiretnent to require remedial planting in the event of -

poor survival. We suggest that the EIR and/or Specific Plan be revised to include a long-termn
mitigation monitoring program which would include the development of success criteria,
remediation, as necessary, and periodic reporting.

The EIR fails to acknowledge that it will be many decades, if ever, before the restored oak tree
and riparian woodland resources attain the habitat value of the resources which have been

destroyed.

In addition to loss of oak trees and rparian community, the EIR indicates that 1,921 acres of
Coastal Sage Scrub, Great Basin Scrub, Elderberry Scrub and Alluvial Scrub comnmunity, 202 -
acres of chaparral community, 1,480 acres of non-native grassland, and 64 acres of oak savanna
and oak woodland community, 11 acres of cherry forest and 7 acres of cottonwood oak woodland
will be destroyed. There are no mitigation measures identified for these resources. The EIR fails
to disclose that the loss of these resources is a residual impact which will not be mitigated.

Most importantly, from Ventura County’s perspective, the mitigation measures in the EIR fail to |

address off-site biological resource issues in Ventura County. Thus we request that the Final EIR

Secuon 4.6
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be revised to include. at least in substance, the rmt:gation measures identified in Biological
Resources Issue 11 below.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ISSUE 11

Consideration should be civen to additional mitieation measures. -
COMMENT

In addition to mitigation measures discussed previously, the County of Ventura recommends that
the EfR consider the following mitigation measures:

1. The Newhall Ranch developer should be required to fund a comprehensive Urban Runoff-
Management Program to control and manage runoff during construction and after
buildout. At minimum this program should include the following:

a.

C.

be diverted to dry wells or grass swales.

An Erosion Control Plan should be prepared by a certified erosion and sediment
control professional and designed to reduce erosion and trap sediments to achieve pre-
development levels. The Plan should include structural and source controls for the
construction phase (including re-vegetation, sandbagging, de-silting basins, filter
fabrics, and soil stabilization treatments) and post development controls. The
permanent structural controls (including permanent desilting basins and sedimentation
traps) shouid be constructed by the developer and maintained in perpetuity by a
responsible public entity. Parking lots should be constructed with lot perimeter
infiltration trenches and roads should utilize median strip trenches. Roof drains should

A Golf Course Management Plan should be required to be submitted by the golf
course operator. The Golf Course Management Plan should be designed to minimize
off-site contaminates. This plan should require application of fertilizer by use of slow-
release forms or in light, frequent applications of soluble forms, to limit excess
nutrients that could leach into groundwater or surface runoff. Pesticides should be
applied to cure a positively identified pre-emergent situation, not as a preventative
measure. The Golf Course Management Plan should reguire golf course tee boxes,
landing areas and greens to be designed to collect and slowly drain irrigation and
storm water runoff. The golf course operator should be required to incorporate
testing of soil and turf conditions at regular intervals to allow for minimizing

application rates of fertilizer and pesticide applications and for determining excess
buildup of salt .

A Water Quality Monitoring Plan as specified on Flood Issue 4.

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
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- b. The wildlife biologist should prepare an enhancement plan for each corridor to ensure

"Each wildlife corridor should be dedicated to an appropriate public aéency to be

Invasive exortic species identified by the California Native Plant Society should be
prohibited within the Newhall Ranch project area (see Exhibit 1 to these comments). The
Newhall Ranch developer or his successor should be required to distribute the list of
invasive exotics to all individual owners and tenants. In addition, the CC&Rs should
prohibit the use of these invasive exotics.

The Newhal! Ranch developer should be required to fund the development of 2 Wildlife
Management Program. This program should be prepared by a qualified independent
wildlife biologist and should include the following, elements:

a. The wildlife biologist should survey and recominend the geographical limits of the Salt

Creek and Santa Clara River corridors. Addidonally, the biologist should survey and
recomunend the preservation of at least one additional north/south wildlife corridor
through the Newhall Ranch project to augment the applicant proposed Salt Creek and
Santa Clara River wildife corridors. Each corridor should be sufficiently wideto
accommodate wildlife needs as recommended by the biologist. The corridors should
remain undeveloped except for footpaths and any necessary road crossings and
infrastructure which should be designed to avoid creating any barriers to wildlife
movement. Any road which must cross a designated wildlife corridior shall be
designed with oversized under-crossings to enhance wildlife movement.

that any existing barriers are removed, appropriate cover vegetation is provided, and
wildlife guzzlers mstalled at 1,000 foot intervals.

c. The Newhall Ranch developer should be required to fund construction of a wildlife
underpass or overpass across Highway 126 for each north/south wildlife corridor. The
location and design should be approved by the wildlife bIOlOgIST., in addition to
Caltrans.

maintained in perpetuity for the benefit of wildlife. The Salt Creek Comridor dedication
arez should extend to its confluence with the Santa Clara River in Ventura County. The

Newhall Ranch developer should be required to provide suﬁ"xc:ent surety to guarantee the
implementation of the wildlife corridor enhancement requirements and to assure perpetual
maintenance of the wildlife corridors.

Section 4.6
Biological Resources
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California Native Plant Society

November 23, 13996 ;;‘xh""~5-;n;:z

© County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

Att: Mr. Lee Stark

Dear Mr. Stark:

. Attached are the comments of the Channel Islands Chapter of the

520

california Native Plant Society (CNPS) relative to the Draft EIR
on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan and Water Reclamation Plant.

As you may be aware, CNPS is a State-wide organization comprised
of professional botanists and laymen brought tegether by a commen
interest in the preservation of the flora and vegetation which
make California such a wonderful place in which to live. 0©n a
local level, CNPS is organized into regional chapters which
represent specific localities. The Channel Islands Chapter
encompasses Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties,

Before discussing specific sections of the EIR, I would like to
make some general statements regarding growth inducing impacts of
the proposed project.

Growth Inducing Tmpacts

The Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, upon buildout, would result in a
City the size of Camarillo being constructed in a non—urban,
primarily agricultural valley. The project straddles the Santa
Clara River which has been called Southern California’s last
major wild river and will significantly affect a number of rare
plant communities and sensitive species.

The fact that approval of the proposal would require major
modifications to the Los Angeles County General Plan, the Santa
Clarita Valley Area Plan, and the Los Angeles County Zoning
Ordinance indicates that the project will generate a great deal
of growth which was unanticipated by any of the planning
documents which guide development within the County. The
expansion of State Highway 126 to six lanes, the construction of
a 7.7 million gallon per day water reclamation plant and the
infrastructure necessary to support such a large mixed use
development will be heavily growth inducing. This represents a
significant adverse impact that cannot be reduced to a level of

EXHIBIT 3
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APPENDEL A, NOM-NATIVE INVASIVE PLANTS IN THE SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS

SCIENTIFIC NAME
Acacdia cyciapis
Acaca fongifolia
Acacia melanoxyton
Abznthus aftrssimg

Chenopodum murale
Chrysanthemum coranarium
Cirsiury vuigars

Conium macuatum
Cortaderia atacamansts
Cynara cardunculus
Cynoden dactylon
Descuramia sophia

Erodfum chrevtanum

Eupatorium (Agerating) adenophorum

Evealyptus globulus
Foenfculum vuigare -
Hirsehfelds incana
Hordeum leporinun
Lactvca serrola
Lobularia maritima
Malva parviflora
Marrubivim vulgare
Masemoryanthemum crystaliinum
Myoporum fzetum
MNicatiana glavca
Oryzopsis mifidacea
Chafis pes-caprae
Pennisetum clandestinum
FPannisetum selacewm
Phalaris aquatica
Fiorig echioides
Aaphanus sativus
Ricinus communis
Rumex conglemeratus
Rumex crispus
Satsala australis
Schinus molle
Schins teresinthifolius
Seanecio mkaniortes
Sifyburm mar@oum
Sisymbrium iric
Sisymbrium officingle
Seymbdum oriemale
Sonchus clgraceus
Somhum halepense
Spantium juncetim
Taraxacum officinale
Trbulus terrasts
Tropaglolum majus
Vinea major
Xanthium spinosus

CNPS

COMMON NAME

Acach .

Skdnay Golkden Watlle
Blackwood Acacia

Tree of Heaven N
Red Appio -

Glant Heed or Artmdo Grass
Wad Qats

Silendar Cat

- Black Mustard

Fald Mustard

Ripgut Grass

Broma Grass, Sott Chess
Foxtail Chess

ftafian Thistle

Hottentot Fig ]
Yelow Star-Thistle, Tecolote
Barmaby's Thistle
Pigrwoed, Larnb's Quarters
Goosefoot

Annual chrysanthemum
Bufl Thistie

Potson Hemlock

Pampas Grass

Artichoke Thistle or Cardoon
Bermuda Grass
Fuxweed

Filaree

Eupatory

Eucalypius

Fernal

Perennial Mustardf
Foxtail Barley, Mouse Barley
Prickly Letnsce

Sweet Allysum
Cheesewesd

Havehotnd

Common leag Flant
Mycperum

Tree Tobacco

Senilo Grass

Benmuda Buttarcup
Kkuyu Grass

Fountzin Grass

Harding Grass

Bristly Ox-longue

wid Radish

Castor Bean

Creek Dock

Curly Doek

PRussian Thistle
Calttommia Pepper Trea
Florida Pepper Tree
Gorman bvy

Milk Thiste

L orxdon Rocket

Hedge Mustard

Eastém Rocket

Sow Thistle

Johasor Grass

Spantsh Broom
Dandalion

Punctre Vine
KNgsturtivm

Pesiwinkla

Cockiebur

February 5. 1996
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Ventura County as a result of project approval. Significant

insignificance and will lead ultimately to the urbanization of
much of the Santa Clara Valley. In addition, the .type of "leap-
frog® development proposed by the applicant represents bad
planning.

Effects on Ventura County

Throughout our review of the EIR, we were surprised by the lack
of analysis of the many significant impacts that will occur in

density-dependent impacts to Ventura County resulting from
project construction will include Flood Comtrol issues, biotic
impacts, increased traffic, degradation of scenic resources, .
increased noise, increased air pellution (particularly czone and '}
PM10), degradation of water resources, wastewater disposal, :
increased recreation impacts on Ventura County beaches, increased |
need for police and fire services. All of these impacts will have §
a direct effect on Ventura County resources. In addition, growth- §
inducing impacts mentiomed above will result in greatly increased §
development pressure in Ventura County. Land prices will g
skyrocket as they always do in proximity te urban development,
resulting in the eventual elimination of agriculture in the Santa
Clara Valley; an impact that would be devastating to Ventura '
County. In short, all of the significant impacts identified in
the EIR for Los Angeles County will affect Ventura County, yvet
the EIR is totally inadeguate in addressing significant impacts
to Ventura County. The only way to remedy this serious omission
is to require that the EIR be withdrawn, expanded to 1nclude
these impacts and recirculated for publlc review.

Effects on_ ¥Endgngexed Rare or Sensitive Elgnt Sgegigg (EIR PR
3

4,6-50 thro 4.6-7

-

Information on sensitive plants should include the overall range
of the taxon and the closest known population teo the subject
property. This would serve to curtail the pages of boiler plate
discussion found in this section of the EIR and make it easier
for the reviewer to understand the reason for including the
plant. Many of these species occur in very close proximity to
the study area examples include late-flowered marlposa 1ily
(Calochortus weedii var. vestus) which occurs in adjacent
portions of the Los Padres National Forest and Lyon’s pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta lyonii) which occurs on the south side of the Santa 4
Susana Mountains.

Latin names should be included for each sensitive plant species.
Common names are not standardized for plants and the use of them
without reference to the scientific name can be misleading.

Sensitive plant species which should be added to the list based

on proximity of known populations or suitable habitat include the
following:

521



late flowered mariposa 1lily (Calochortus weedii var. vestus) CNPS
List 1B.
Ojai fritillary (Fritillarid ojaiensis) CNPS List 1B.

Southern California black walnut (Juglans californica var.
californica)} CNPS List 4

" Fish’s milkwort (Polygala cornuta var. fishiae) CNPS List 4

salt spring checkerbleoom (Sidalcea neomexicana) CNPS List 2

Some of the information included within the individual sensitive
plant species descriptions is erronecus or misleading and should
be corrected. Specific examples are cited below:

Braunton‘’s milk vetch (Astragalus brauntonii). For
clarification, it should be stated that Braunton’s milk vetch is
a short-lived perennial which requires environmental disturbance,
often in the form of a wildfire or landslide, to cause it to
germinate and begin growth. Consequently, the plant may be
present in seed form even when it cannot be detected on the soil
surface. However, the species is a substrate endemic and I
concur that the geclogy is not appropriate for it on site.

Qune larkspur (Delphinium parryi ssp blochmaniae) It states in
the EIR that "these plants have been assigned a low probability
of occurrence on the Newhall Ranch site because the taxon is -
generally associated with maritime chaparral and dune habitat
that is not present on the site.®™ It should be noted, however,
that the species has been collected in coastal sage scrub in the
City of Thousand Qaks which is approximately 16 miles inland.
Consequently, it does not require ®maritime chaparral and dune
habitat® and could potentially occur on site.

Blochman’s dudleya (budleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae) It
states in the EIR that "this plant has been assigned a low
probability of occurrence on the Newhall Ranch site because it
requires rock outcrops that are not common on the site, and
because it is generally associated with coastal bluffs and
coastal chaparral." This species does not "require™ rock
outcrops. Although it often occurs on rock outcrops, it is also
found on thin gently sloping soils. Again, the species occurs in
arid ecotonal grassland on the Seventh Day Adventist property in

. the City of Thousand Qaks.
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ocellated Humboldt 1lily (Liliumw bumboldtii ssp ocellatum) The
habitat information for this species is taken directly from the
Jepson Manual. While the Jepson Manuazl is the accepted reference
for the plants of California, 1ts habitat-information is too
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general for use in this context. In this part of Califormia,
Ocellated Humboldt lily occurs in riparian or ocak woodland along
narrow stream drainages. Since such habitat does occur on the
subject property, the presence of the plant.on site cannot be 5
ruled out. It is not associated with openings in yellow plne

forests or ocak canyons as stated in the EIR unless there is a .

riparian component present.

ects on dangered Rare _or Sensitive Wildli Species {(EIR
4.6-73 through 4.6=114)

As noted in the EIR, the proposed development will result in
significant impacts to twenty-nine sensitive wildlife species and
eight declining butterfly species. When combined with all of the
cother significant impacts associated with this project, the
regional damage that the project will result in is clearly
unacceptable.,

This section of the EIR includes many of the same problems noted
above, except that here the use of cookie-cutter boiler-plate
information results in some serious mistakes. For example in the
sections dealing with both the wvermilion flycatcher and the
summer tanager it states that "Observations indicate that this
species may be common on the Newhall Ranch site ..." This is the
same boiler-plate that occurs in all of the descriptions, yet thef 6
biotic appendix indicates, as any birder knows, that these
species are extremely rare in the region. What other mistakes
and erronecus comments occur because of the use of "pre-packaged®
information?

Again, throughout the EIR, sensitive speciles are listed as if
they are static occurrences on the Newhall Ranch, rather than
members of larger populations which extend beyond the boundaries
of the ranch and Los Angeles County. Species nove between the
Newhall Ranch and adjacent habitats. How will project impacts
affect populations in Ventura County and further down the Santa
Clara River drainage? How significant is the habitat on the
Newhall Ranch? For example, does it represent the only regional
nesting site for a rare species of bird, £ish, ete.? Information
on adjacent populations must be included.

Several sensitive species were omitted in the.EIR but should be
added to the discussion. These are listed below, together with
the rationale for discussing them.

California gnatcatcher - The California gnatcatcher is a small
inhabitant of coastal sage scrub which until last year was not vi
known to occur in Ventura County. Surprisingly, last year a :
population of this species was found in Moorpark in arid coastal
sage scrub, a habitat of which there are 5,183 acres on =ite.

The fact that the species is not mentioned in the EIR indicates

that it was not locked for by project blologists. It is very

4
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difficult to identify in the field and could easily be overlooked
by biologists not expecting to find it. Because there is

.suitable habitat on site and the species has been found ln

Ventura County, it should be discussed.

Steelhead trout -~ This anadramous relative of the. rainbow trout
is found in Sespe Creek and lower portions of the Santa Clara
River. The species is in serious decline and will soon be added
to the endangered species list. The effects that water quality
impacts will have on the remnant steelhead run in the Santa Clara
River need to be discussed, particularly since development is
planned within the Santa Clara River flood plain.

Effects on Sensitive Habitats (ETR pp. 4.6-114 through 4.6-126)

The EIR notes that the project will have negative impacts to at
least seven sensitive habitats considered by the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to be threatened. While such
technigques as restoration and revegetation are laudable and
worthwhile mitigation measures, they do not replace natural
habitat, which is, after all, what the CDFG is"concerned about.
Comments on sensitive habitats are as follows:

To the list of sensitive habitats, I would add Great Basin Scrub
which the EIR admits is "regionally important because it is at
the extreme edge of its distribution®.

Southern Oak Woodland should also be added to the list. The EIR
states that project implementation will involve impacts to 553
coast live oaks of which 1092 are heritage ocaks. This is clearly
a sensitive habitat that needs to be discussed as such.

Southe Oak Wo a and Valley Oak Woo d Savannah

The EIR states that the project will result in impacts to 648 oak

524

trees (553 coast live oak and 95 valley oak) or four percent of
the trees on site. This is an unacceptable impact that cannot be
mitigated. What is the percentage of impacted ocaks when only
those covered by the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance are
used tc derive the percentage?

Planting of replacement trees cannot mitigate destruction of
these large majestic trees, many of which are designated as
heritage trees. The planting of a 36" boxed specimen cak does
not begin to mitigate the removal of a 300 year old heritage oak.
In addition, cak tree replacement programs merely replace
individual trees. The community of plants and animals that make
up the habitat are destroyed. The project should be redesigned
to eliminate all impacts to oak trees.



Ri ijan Scrub i ian Woodland, Valle eshwate arsh
Cottonwood/Cak Woo d Vegetati uvia c Vegetatio

Mesic Meadow Vegetation

The EIR indicates that significant losses to all of these
wetland/riparian communities will result from project
construction. As noted in the EIR, these wetland plant
communities provide critical habitat for a host of endangered or
sensitive gpecies. This represents a significant impact to the
endemic vegetation of the Santa Clara River system which will
extend far beyond the boundaries of the project. Development
should be pulled entirely out of the flood plain, which would
.result in the elimination of many of . these impacts.

This concludes cur comments on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan
EIR. As you can see, the CNP5 has a number of serious concerns
about this proposed development and we feel that it is the wrong
project in the wrong area.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on this
important development. We look forward to reviewing your
response to our comments.

Sincerely,

K ocdund & (3“525_@4
Richard A. Burge

Rare Plant Chairperson
Channel Islands Chapter
221 Juneau Place
Oxnard, Ca. 83030

A INEWHALL.EIR

10

525



i Jarm C. Scow CHFE LMA SolCalif PHCME MO. @ 213 259 7S . Mar-. 01 1297

California Native Plant Society
1722 J Street, Suite 17, Sacramento, CA 95814 )
(916) 447-2677 . FAX{916) 447-2727

3/31/97
‘Lee Stark

County of Los Angeles
Dept. of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Ref.: Newhall Ranch Draft EIR, Draft Specific Flan
Project # 04087
SCH #95011015

Dear Mr. Stark:

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a statewide conservation
organization with over 10,000 members. CNPS is represented in the area
affected by the proposed Newhall Ranch project by 3 local chapters. The
mission of the California Native Plant Society is to increase understanding
and appreciation of California’s native viants and o preserve them in their
naturai habitat through scientifie activities, education, and conscrvation.

‘We appreciate that the comment pericd has once again been extended. This
final extension has allowed CNPS to acquire additional documents,
further review the documents, and 1o provide additional comments, On a
project of this size and importance we believe that sveryone benefils from
the oppoitunity to examine the proposal as thoroughly as possibie, and to
provide substantial input to the decision makers.

There have been 3 previous comment letters from CNFPS, two from local
Chapters and one from the CNPS state office in Sacramento. Those jemers
will be incorporated by reference into this letter, and o brief summery
listing of those comments will be included below. Foilowing that, several
additional comments Dot previously addressed will be orfercd including
comments addressing the Biota Report, just recently acquired by CN’PS‘.
The final portion of this letter will discuss why the California Natve Plant
Socicty can only support the “No Project” alterirative «t present and what
CNPS might consider to be an acceptable alternative o the project, if
failings in the Biota Repoit were corrected.

: 1
53 Dedicated o the preservation of California narive fleva

1

4.
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Review of previous comment letters

1,08 _Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter comments
1.0l and gas operations:
' = potential to continue after plan implementation not clear,
« potential to move into additional sensitive habitats not clear.
2. Potential for development leading to river channelization, increased flow
downstream, sconring of wetlands and adverse mpacts % beach and marsh
vegetation..
3. Comupimity lake Impacts:
= no discussion of habitat displacement:
» no discussion of potential use for drinking water, irrigation.
« no discussion of effect of luke evaporation and seepage on
surrounding vegetation and wildlife,
« fails to address the costs of water lost from lake due 0 evaporation.
4. Master Trails Plam
* no apparent connection to public trails system {including regional
trafl system 1o the south of site).
* no apparent regional recreation element. E
« will parking and trail use be allowed for public visitors?
» parking ar uaii head not adequately discussed.
5. Need for landscaping constraints:
» on trail system where adjacent to river or natural {ands.
= on lots developed wdjacent to sensitve habitats.
* against using non-natives in Trail Plan or Resource Mgmt. Plan.
6. Failure to include CalEPPC list of non-native invasive plants in Sgpecific
Plan (supplied by CNPS on several cccasions).
7. Convergence of 2 or 3 major drainage outlets int one area may cause
severe erosion of river banks and vegetation duning storm runoff.
8. Potential for Chaquita Canyon leachate to be funneled into river from
underground drain north of nver.
9. Porential for destruction of water tanks in seismic disturbance and
associated impacts not addressed.
10. Plan fails to require use of reclaimed water for residendal landscape
irmigation.
11. Plan fails to require use of drought tolerant sative plants for golf
course landscaping, ,
12. Plap fails to address use of native vegetation as far superior to irmgated
exotics on major slopes and open areas as a waler saving measure.
13. Choice of wildlife corrider path not suitable (better alternative
dismissed).

14. Grading plan shows destruction of arsas which Specific Plan claims to
preserve.
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15. Revegetation Plan fails to adequately discuss removal of invasive exotic
p]ants and does not give adequate priority to removaj of highly invasive
species such as Arundo donax.

16. Ambrosia psilostachye should not be inciuded in restoration plant list
for nver carridor for public health reasons.

17. Plan fails to adequately address negative impacts of grazing animals on
natural plant communities (spread of invasive exotics, destructdon of pative -
plants. efc.)

18. Residential units planned immediately adjacent to wildiife corridor will
Himit its effectiveness.

19. Use of specific native species in inappropriate locations within
Enhancement Arcas of High Country SMA questioned.

20, Inadequate detail on choice of mitigation arcas within open country:

+ shouid specify “in-kind” mitigation, to be carried out only in areas
which are in need of restoration.

* cak tree replacements should not be planted in existing healthy oak
woodlands.

* restoration/mitigation requirements need © be much more detailed
and specific to ensure that mitigadon is effective and scientifically valid.
21. Impacts of transmission towers, wildlife rehabilitation station,
tclcphone repeater towers permitied in ITigh Country SMA excessive, not
adequately addressed.

Channel Islands Chapter comments
1.Growth inducing impacts of project will {ead to urbanization of Santa
Clara Vailey:
+» expansion of State Route 126.
« construction of water reclamation plant.
» other infrastructure needed at buildout
2. Impacts on Ventura County not adequately discussed.
3. Information on sensitive plant species is not adequate. Should include:
+ overall range of the taxon.
« closest known population to the project site.
4 T atin aames shonld he nsed foc all species Use of common names is
unprofcsswnal and not scientifically defensible.
5. Sensitive plant species which could occur on site and should be discussed:
« Qjai frivillary (Fritillaria ojaiensisj
* So. Calif. black walnut (Juglans californica var. californica)
« Fish’s milkwort {Polygaia cornuta var. fishiae)
» salt spring checkerbloom (Sidalcea neomexicana)
6. Information on specific sensitive plant species is misleading or
erroneous:
= Braunton's mitk vetch (Astragalus brauntonii)

« dune larkspor (Delphinium parryi ssp. blochmaniae)

4
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» Blochman’s dudleya {Dudleva blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae)

« ocellated Humboldt tily (Lilium humboldfii ssp. ocellatum)
7. Use of “boilerplate” inforration on wildlife species results in some
serious misizakes which may be indicative of overall inaccuracies; cailing
into guestion the scientific Vahchty of the entire biological section of the
DEIR. :
8. Additional wildlife species which could occur on site aed should be
discussed include the California gnatcatcher and steethead wout.
9, Failure 10 adeguately address linpacts to 2 sensitive habitats:

« Great Basin Scrub

* Southern Oak Woodland
10, Impacts to caks on the site are unacceptablc and unmitigable. Project .
should be redesigned to ehminate all tmpacts to oaks.,
11. Impacts to Wcﬂand/npanan communities are excessive. Development
should be pulled entirely from the flood plain.

CNPS state office comments

1. Mesic meadow is nat adequately described, and should be included iu
Sepsitive Habitars secton. 100% loss Is unacceptable.

2. The plan fails to discuss the implications which future development in
Ventura County would have on the proposed Salt Creek wildlife corridor.
3. The condition of the underground aquifers is not adequasely addressed,
not is thete adequate discussion of the Aquifer Storage and Recovery
Alternative. '

4. Conflicting data is preseated about the existing w ater supply aveilable to
the proposed project.

5. Inadequate discussion of effects of tncreased cica.r runoff downstream.
6. Inadequate discussion of beach saod starvation cumulauve effect.

7. No impact analvsis of debris basin cleaning.

8. Inadequate discussion of effects of reduced sediment load downstrear.
9. No discussion of potential indirect impacts associated with accidental
introduction and dispersal of invasive eSotics into area surrounding project
sHe.

10. No discussion of indirect impacts associated with introduction or
spreading of pionesr (opportimistic) species by construction activities.

11. No discussion of indirect impacts to neighboring Ventura County of
proposed wildlife corridor “funncling”™ saimals into County, privale
property, or the state highway.

12. No discussion of impacts associated with butlding estate homes in the
High Country SMA.

153. DEIR fails to address potential impacts associated with Aquifer Storage
and Recovery Alternative on native piant communities.

14. Loss of prime agrcultural lands not adequately mitigated.

! Jan C. Scow CMPS LMA SoCatiif PHOME MO, | 213 259 37SE Mar., 91 1997 12:1z8PM Fg
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13. Mitigation value 1s claimed for the Salt Creek wildlife corridor without
any provisions for its completion or protection across the county Lne.

16. Language for mitigation of riparian habitats and oak woodlands is
unacceptably wcakcned by not reqmnng assurances for proper native plant
materials and sources.

17. Plant palettes are too “species poor” for high quality restoration.

18. Language for restoration materiul 1© be used in “supplemental 1
plantings” Is too weak, and would allow non-locally-native genetic plant 1
materials to be used.

19. Non-native plant speeics should not be included in the Fucl |

Modification Plant List, especially highly flammiable spem es.
20. Specific Plan fails to guard agamst the use of invasive exotic landscape
plantings.

{Note: Responses nesd not be given to the 2bove comments, but may be
limited to responding to the original 3 letters submitted, and 10 the
remainder of this letter). l

Additional comments

SMA couservation easements contingent on total buildout
CNPS is uncomfortable with language (e. g. Specific Plan pp. 2-100 and 2-
108 : “Long-Tenm Management Plans” ) which seems to premise
respensible conservation acts on the allowance and compietion of total
project buildout. This implies that if for any reason the entize project is not
completed, there will be no copservation easements for the High Country
SMA or the River Corridor SMA, :

Project approval should be condirional on a formal commitment 1
conservation by Newhell Land and Farming Company, so that the two
SEAs on the property are given conservation easements prior to start of
construction. Other mitigation and restoraticn activities should be linked to
specific phases of construetion, so that these activities keep abreast of
damage to the natural environment resulting from construction acuvites.

Mitigation should not disturh nndisturbed habitat

It is inappropriate to direct mitigation efforts to habitat areas which are
being conscrved and which are not in need of any restoration and
enhancement. For example, mitigation for losses to oak resources (Specific
Plan pp. 2-112, sec. 3.b.) should NOT incinde planting new oak trees in 3
existing undisturbed ozk woodland in the High Country. Nor should any
m'ztigation be directed at “enhancing” areas not in need of enhancement.
Mitigaticn should be “in-kind”, and should be directed to target areas on
site which are 1.) disturbed. 2.) have good restoration potential, and

6
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3.) will be actively managed, preserved, and/or monttored. It no
appropriate areas exist on-site, then mitigation shonld he divected off-site.

{(Note: CNPS does not support restoration as a means of Jusufying habirar
losses. Avoidance and minimization should be the tools of choice for
preserving habitat.)

Discrepancies in_the Vegetation Commgpnity Analvsis

There are several problems with how the vegetarion commmunities are dealt
with in the DEIR. Referring (o page 4.6-38, the statement that
“,..vegetative corpmunities with the highest percentage of area impacted are
of relatively Iow habitat value...” is false. The following examples of
“Vegetation Community Types”, which bave high hahitat value (or are
sensitive in their own right) and a high “percentage of arez impacted”,
show how inaccurate this statement is:

Non-Native Grassland (Davis 1995) 78% impacted
Mainland Cherry Forest (Davis 1995) 61%

Arrow Weed Scrub (Reed 1988) o 209%
*Aluvial Scrut (Davis 1993) 54%
Scalebroom Scrub (Magney 1662) 85%

*Mesic Meadow (CDFG 1996) 100%

* It is uocertain what reference bas been vsed in naming vegetation
communities in the DEIR. Some nomenclamnire seems o fit within the
Holland system of classification, but not all. Aluyial Scrub is assumed 1o
equate to Holland's Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub, while Mesic
Meadow is synonymous to Cismontane Alkali Marsh. Both are ranked $1.1
by NDDB, which is the highest priority for conservation (CDFG 199G).
The problems associated with evervone using a different classification
system for plant communities could be overcoms if consultants and
agencies would begin to utilize the recenty published “A Manual of
California Vegetation” {Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf 1995) for classification of
Califormia’s plant communitics. -

Thoe foituro to includs the [Southern] California Walnut Woodland
vommugpily in the vegstalion community analysis is 4 major oversight, It is
acknowledged to be on the site and has been cbserved and photographed by
the author (on a Newhall guided field tdp) on the property. This is
unacceptable and must be remedied. This community is listed by NDDB as
a 32.1 in rarity (CDTFG 1996) and is also a threatened community
according to Davis’ gap analysis (1995).

P Jarn C. Scow COMFS IMA ScCalir PHCNE NG, @ 213 299 3755 Mar. 31 1557 11:279 PR
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Adeguacy of plant survey technigues
: CNPS never received a copy of the Biota Report from the appropriate

agency, in spite of numerous requests to the Los Angeles County Dept. of

Regional Planning. We were, however, able 1o acquire a copy from a third
v recently and have done an analysis of it. We believe that there are 2

number of specific shortcomings which we will address below. In general,

CNPS would tike the Finat EIR 1o verify that the surveys were conducted

in accordance with the following guidelines {ONPS 1991).

1. Botanical surveys that are conducted 10 determine the environmental
effects of a proposed development should be directed to all rare and
endangered plants and plant commuinities. Rare and endangered plants are
not necessarily limited to those species which have been “listed” by statc
and federal agencies but should include any species that, based on al}
available data, can be shown to be rare and/or endangersd.

Rare plagt communities are those communities that are of highly limited
distribution. These communifies may or may not contain m@re or
endangered species. The most current version of the California Natural
Diversity Data Base's Quine of Terrestrial Comrnunities in California
may be used as a guide to the names of communities.

2. Field surveys should be conducted in 2 manner that will lecate any rare
or cndangered specics that may be present. This includes:

» conducting surveys at the appropriate ime of year. _

« adequate identification of every species noted in the field w determine
whether it 1s rare or endangered.

» collecting voucher specimens and depositing them at public herbaria for
futare reference whenever that will not jeopardize the continved existenee
of a sensitive species.

* taking photoygraphs to document plant identification and habimat whenever
possible, espacially when voucher samples are not practical.

» conducing field surveys using systematic field techniques in all habitats
of the stic to cosure a reasonably thorough coverage of potential impact
areas.

3. The following information should also be made available to the publje:
» a detailed descripion of the survey methodologies utilized.
¢ dates of all surveys conducted,

« results of surveys, including detailed maps of all survey paths.
* a list of all specics identified.

3
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= copies of ajl California Native Species Field Survey Forms or ! Natural
Community FMeld Survey Forms (samples attached).

» references cited, persons contacted, herbaria visited, and disposition of all
voucher specimens.

Specific_shortcomings in the Biota Revert

Qak survevs are inadequate- Although there were 2 ozk surveys conductad
on the property (Appendix I), they do not adequately address the vast oak
resources on the property. The tesults indicate that the swrveys may have
overlapped. included trees not on the property, and relied on distant visual
images and estimates instead of a direct count of trees. Trecs apparently
were not fagged, as is customary in oak survevs, and only. a few were
roeasured. Indeed, the report states the survey crews were unable even to
reach GROVES of trees, much less all of the individual trees for counting,
measuring, etc. Much of the count relied on aeral pholcs as 2 result

Misrepresentation of resources- There is discussion in the Oak Survey of
the possibility of vuafusing varous other vegetation types with oaks, as
well as the difficulty of perfonmnc counts when stands are 1¢0 dense 10
discern individual trees in the aerial photos. This calls imo quesnon the
accuracy of the osk surveys.

Qzk Forests. Stands this dense beg the guestion of why thers are no
Ozk Forests identified in the DEIR. Henrickson has stated that coast live
oaks form dense {100%?] canopies in some locations on the property, and
although he did not specifically address the issue, it is our opinion that
some of these must gualify as Ozk Forest. Qak Forest is a very limitad
resource in LA County according to CDF’s “Forest and Rangeland
Reosuurces Assessinent Propram™, and these forests should be identified and
recognized as such in the DEIR.

California Walnut. The oak surveys also mention that “The region
with Valley Oaks also contained scatiered California walnut (Juglans
californica)...”, and further stated that these locations were “noted on the
field maps”. There is no evidence of this in the Biota Report that we could
find. This is an omission of some imponance, since both Valley Oak
Woodland and California Walnut Woodland are considered sensitive
habitats (Davis 1995). The maps depicting California walnut should be
made available to the public and there should be specific discussion of this
as a scnsiive habitat type. (Valley Oak Woodland and California Walpat
Weodland are both ranked S2.1 by CDFG’s Natural Hertage Division.)

Mixed Vallev/Coast Live Ozk Woodlands. Ozak woodlands which
contain both valley oaks and coast live ozks were labeled as Coast Live Oak

9
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Woodlands unless the valley oaks are the only or most domipant oak in the
stand. This is misleading and should be corrected so that these mixed

. woodlands are accuratelv portrayed as such, especially since Valley Oak
Woodiand is considered more seusitive than Coast Live QOak Woodland
_both in. Davis’ Gap Analysis (1993) and by CDFG’s Natural Heritage
Division (ranked S2.1 vs. 54 respecavely).

Mamland | Cherry Forest. In addition, Mainland Cherry Forest should 10
be identified separately in the habitat vegetation maps, rather than being
ideatificd cnly as part of Coast Live Oak Woodlands, since Mainland
Cherry Forest is also 2 very important and rare vegetation type. As above,
listing this vegetation type ‘With one of lesser rarity / tends to diminish the
importance of the more sensitive habitat in the impact analysis. (Mainland
Cherry Forest is ranked $1.1 and Coast Live Oak Woodland S4 by CDFG’s
Natural Heritage Division.)

Failore to provide survev maps- As stated previously, field survevs should
be done in a systematic way to ensire adequate coverage of the area being
surveyed. The Biota Repoit should contain field maps whick indicate
survey routes taken. The most intensive surveys, performed by Recon in
1993, do not includc such maps. The only map which thoy included is the 11
Photo Key Map (Appendix B). Looking at this map would lead one 1o
believe that they did not survey (or at jeast took no photographs) in
Portrero Canyon and signiﬂcant aress in the northeast portion of the
property.

Failure o perform focused rare plant survevs- Rased an information in
Appendix N of the Biota Report, it appears that Recon did not do any

focused rare plant surveys. Most of the scusitive species vn their st are not
sasily spotted unless survey techmiques are specifically dezigned to focus on
the species in question (e. g. they ars not casily spotted from ridge tops).
There is no evidence to suggest that appropriate focused rare plant survey
methodologies were utilized. There also was no apparent effort o focus on
analyzing or surveying rare plant habitats. Surveys of a general nature, 12
such as might he described by “General Rotany/Wildlife” and “General
Botany/Wildiife/Butterfly” are not considered adequate to rule out the
eaistence of sensitive plant species on the site. Thorough surveys which are
focused on each specific rare plant species and its associated habitat
requirements must be performed before the “existing biclogical conditions™
criterion for this EIR cag be met.

Failure to describe criteria for Habitat Valne Analysis- The Biota Report
congistently describes various portions of specific habitats as being of 13
“lowest” habitat value, ctc. based on a four level habitat value system. This
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would appear to be a description of the relative health or condiuon of a
given pordon of the habitat. There does not appear to be any objective
basis for the assignment of these values, howevar. If habitats such as
Coastal Sage Scrub are 0 be severely impacted on the basis of their
“value”, or lack thereof, the criteria for these decisions must be clearly
spelled out, preferably in the EIR itself. If such objective criteria do exist,
please inform us where they cun be found, and inctude them in the EIR.

We were also troubled by one type of cotument which could easily be
misinterpreted. On page 130 of the Biota Report, for exampic, in the
Project Impacts section, under Mainland Cherry Forest it says that ¥,..the
large majority of vegezation 1o be lost was assigned to the lowest habitat
value rank, with small amounts being assigned to [the two next jowest
ranks]”, This type of staternent is comunon, and seems to imply that the
losses o habitat were already decided, and then needed to be “justified” by
the field analysis.

Biota Report conciusions- Tt is possible that constrainls were placed on the
consultants who did the biological surveys by the project proponent, for
financial or other reasons. We believe that a project of this immense size

- and scope should support detailed and thorough biologcal ficld Surveys,

and should be required to produce a top quahtv Biota Report which is
thorough, complctc, and based on better than average field studies.

There are concerns about the quality of the biological surveys as weli as
thetr extent. One exampie of failure to udlize accepted scientific
methodoiogy can be seen in the small mammal trapping surveys, where the
standard protocol of 3 consscutive nights” of trapping in a single trap
location was viclated by wwoving the traps each nivht to cover mors
ground. This defeats the purpose of the protocol by disrecarding the
stanidard scientific methodology.

This failure to follow accepted scientific methods and practices may be
pervasive throughout the biological studies, and is cause for concern,
(Clertawnly, it is not acceptable to request a Gencrai Plan amendment which
would redefine the boundaries of SEA #23 based on this level of field
survey work.

Conclusions and Alternatives

No_Proiect Alternative

At the present timne, because of what is perceived by CNPS to be serious
inadequacies in the Biota Report, and indeed in the very scientific
foundaticn of the DEIR, we strongly support the “No Projoct” alternative.
It is the lead agency’s responsibility to cusure that the DEIR is based on
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scientific data which can withstand the rigors of peer review. This clearly
can ool

An Accepteble Alternative
As stated previously, we believe that this project is f00 b:g, in the wrong
place, at the wrong time. We do not believe that a project of this size is
needed Or can be Justiﬂcd in the Samz Clarita area at present. CNFS would
like to offer guidelines for what we consider to be an acceptable alternative
1o the proposed project. We offer the following suggestions as the basis for
- designing en environmentally sensitive project which would fit within the
‘project area, allow the applicants a financial return on their investment,
and reduce the impacts to the patural features of the area significantly.

Reduce size and acreage of development-CNPS would recommend that
development be restnicted to the number of dwelling umnits altowed by the
current zoning, (2070 dwelling units, and 47,372 sq. fu of
commercial/industrial space) with the caveat that the development acreage
be reduced and restricied to less sensitive, already disturbed areas as
autlined below. We believe that it would be far prcfcrable tc Lbave higher
density housing with greatly reduced acreage.

15

Place no development within the 500 vear floodplain-Many of the problems
associated with the present proposal are the resuit of infringing on the

river and/or confining it. Many sensitive species 2nd habitats would benefit
by the river being allowed to remain a dypamgie entity. Allowing a wider
corrider for a Iargcly unrestrained river and its associated fiuvia.{ and
hydrological processes makes sense.

Limit lgsses to sensitive huabituts-The project site coniains very imporant
fand from a biclogical perspective and losses to rare and sensitive habitat
types should be limited. CEQA seeks to *...preserve for futere generations
examples of all plant and animal communitics™(PRC sce. 21001[c]). CNT'S
would recommend that disturbance to certain sensitive communites be
Lmited to no more than 10%, and that those losses be mitigated at a ratio of
2:1 iu kind, cither on or off site. Other habitat types are sufficientdy rare
that no losses to them are acceptable.

Communities where losses should be limited to no more than 10%:
Coastal Sage Scrub
Mixed Chaparral
Great Basin Scrub
Non-Native Grassiand
Southern Willow Serub
Southern Willow Ripanan Woodland

Z
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Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest
Arrow Weed Scrub

Valley Freshwater Marsh and Ponds
Cottonwood/Cak Woodland '

_ Cornmunities where NO losses should be allowed:
Ceast Live Oak Woodland
Valley Oak Wocdland
Valley Oak Savaona
Mainiend Cherry Forest
Alluvial Scrub
Scalebroom Scrub
Mesic Meadow
*Califormia Walnut Woodland ¥ not discussed in DEIR

All of the above habitat types in both categories shouid he actively managed

and protected from encroachment by invasive exotic plant and animal

species @5 well as frum excessive human gaffic, inappropriate uses. e,

According to the information provided in Table 4.6-6 (DEIR pg. 4.6-38)
this would stll allow for development which weuld impact or disturb over
2900 zcres in the habitats discussed {2051 acres in habirats which are less
sensitive and 8§72 acres in Habitats where no more than 10% dishirbance
would be allowed. Development in this alternative would be restricted to 1)
areas of less sensitive habitat, 2) areas which are already distirbed and 3)
areas asway from the river’s floodplain. We believe that this is a sensible
alternative which should be d:scusscd.

Limit losses to seasitive plaut specics-Losvey 10 sensitive plant species or
their habitat as a result of this project should be avoided. Sensidve plant
species includes all State and Federally listed species, species proposed for
listing, Federal Candidate species, Federal *Specics of Concern”, and
species on CNPS lists 1 and 2 {Skinner, Pavlik 1994), Losses to other
species, mcluding CNFPS lists 3 and 4 species (Skinner, Pavlik 1994),
species which are exwralimital (i. e. at or near the edge of their range),
representative of disjunct populatiens, or representative of sensitive
habitars (e. ¢ Maintand Cherry Forest, Southern California Waiout
Woodland) shouid be minimized to whatever extent possible, and mitigated
when avoidance and minimization are impaessible.

Closing Comments ‘

As stated in this and previous letters and public comments, CNFS is
oppesed to this project as it is proposed. We feel that it adds to urban
sprawl and destroys too much vatuable and rapidly diminishing nateral
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land. Further study has also revealed subsrtantive errors and omissions in
the hialogical studies and in the Biota Report. At this time we support the
No Project Alternative, and based on the need for additional biological
dara, it is the QONLY alternative which can be supporied. If the biclogical
data can be amplified. and the Biota Report amended as suggested, we
might support a much smaller and more environmentally sensidve project,
as described above.

‘We do not believe that any of the proposed Project Alternatives can be
justified under CEQA. Regardless, it is imperarive that the issues raised 17
above and in our previous letters be adequately addressed in order for the
EIR to satisfy the legal standard. it is possible that new information added
to make the Biota Report complete will be substantial enough to warrant
the recirculation of the EIR for additional commentary and consultation
prior to is final certification, pursvant to PRC 21092.1. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review and make additional comment if the
EIR is recirculated, and look forward to seeing 2l of our concerns
addressed In a rovised final LIR. We also request to be informed amd
supplied with the necessary documents for a full review:if the EIR is
recirculated, including any revisions to the Biota Report.

Sigcerely,
; SNV

it C. Scow, Land Management Analyst

CC: Supervisor Michael Antonivich
Roa Bottorff, Friends of the Santa Clara River
CNPS Sacramento office .
CNPS San Gabriel Mouniains Chapter
CNPS Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mousntains Chapter
CNDS Channet Islands Chapter

Attachments: 1) Calif. Nadve Plant Species Field Survey Form {(NDDB)
2) Catifornia Natural Community Feld Survey Form (NDDB)
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July 14, 1958

Members, Board of Supervisors
¢/0 Ms. Joanne Sturges, Executive Officer
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Room 383, Kenneth Habn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Newhall Ranch Project, Hearing Date July 28, 1998
Dear Members, Board of Supervisors: )

The Veatura County Board of Supervisors requests that you condition the Newhall
Ranch Project as set forth below, These issues ars identifisble at this time and may be
supplemented as our analysis of project impacts on Venturs County continues. The
Venturs County Board of Supervisors considers these conditions very significant to 1
Ventara County and intends to pursoe all hitigation pecessary to require that these impacts
on Ventura County are properly addressed snd mitigated.

-Each of the proposed conditions is summarized below. A detailed statement of
each condition is attached as & separste exhibit.

1. Oroymdwater Resources: The project applicant agrees to make a public
disclosure whick will become a condition of the project that the project 85
proposed will rely on imported State water for the project water supply and
will not use amy groundwater suck that the emount of groundwater flowing
into Ventura County will not be reduced in any amount st say time, Any
changed conditions during the 20 to 25-year build out resulting in &
probable use of groundwater will require s subsequent EIR, sabject to

EXHIBIT 4
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County’s water supply.

2. Flood Control: Ancngimctingmlysisistobedomd:&miningthc
frequency of exceedance of the 2, 5, 10 and 25-year storms a8 compared
with predevelopment conditions. If such a study indicates s significant
tmpact on Ventura County, such as bank erosion snd releted impacts, then
sppropriste facilities are to be built in the project area to mitigate the

3, Tffc: The project shall be conditioned to provide for psyment in the
approximate amount of $850,000 as traffic mitigstion fees to the County of
Ventora.

4. Ajr Pollution: Pursue all mitigation measures proposed by the Ventura
County Air Poliution Control District &s set forth in the sttached exhibit.

5. Biclegy: Adoptaspcc:ﬁc mitigation planfoﬁthnlt Cresk Watsrghed
in Ventura County.

6. Housing: In order to reduce air and traffic impacts csused by the
project, mitigete the ol # inducing § s on neighbord
communities, and provide opportunities for future workers within the
Newhall Ranch community $o live in the community, the Newhall Land and
Ferming Comparnry and its successors shall be required to adopt an
sffordable housing plan mecting the housing needs for all income levels
generated by the Newhall Rench Project. :

7. Agricaltyrs] Buffer: The project shall be conditioned to maintain an
mmdbﬁadammmoflmofmbemtbcdcvﬂopmm
and the agricultire us¢ in Ventura County.,
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 Members, Board of Supervisors
Tuly 14, 1998
Page 3

Thank you for your consideration and cooperation.

DLS=1d
Enclosures

§-corpacn\darwtuisbadop I
cc: List Attached
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1. Prior to spproval of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, the Newhall Land and Farming
Company:hnﬂtgnemmnngtomUplmd Migration Mitigation Plan which corisists of

" NEWHALL RANCH BIOLOGICAL MITIGATION MEASURE

Veatura County Plamning Division 6498

the following:

A

Remove from the Salt Creek watershed located in Ventura County the

following:
1, Imigated agricultire.

2. Catﬂegmngandmyoth&rmn:sdemedbyﬂmUS

Department of Fish and Wildlife (USDFW) as detrimental to

wildlife or non-agricultural biological communities. This
may require fencing all or portions of the bomndary of the

watershed es determined necessary by the USDFW,. Exempt

from this requirement are existing oil field activities and
electrical transrmission facilities.

The requircments outlined in Parsgraph "1A* shall remain in effect
until such time as the County of Venturs approvals & discretionary -

action which includes allorpartoftthaltGeekwm:hcdm

Ventura County. Upon issuance of said discretionsry spproval, the

conditions of that approval shall supersede the requirements of

Paragraphs “1A" in those aress in which the spproval spplies. Areas
outside the ares subject to the discretionary spproval shall confinue

wbcmbjectthelﬁnitaﬁomomiincdianmﬂﬂlA'abom
A qualified consultant or other organization

(“monitoring
organization™), shall be appointed by the County of Ventura. This
monitoring orgmz:man shall make recommendstions to the County

of Venturs on the issues outlined in Paragraph *2* below. Said

mopitoring organization may be replaced as deemed sppropriste by
the County of Ventura. Tthoumyafme:haﬂhawthcﬁml
decisions regarding the following issues, subject to the limitations

outlinaed below.

EXHIBIT 8
Page | ofi .
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A

| 2. Prior to issuance of the first occupancy permit for this project the following thalt

A Mmagement of the Salt Creck watershed within Veutors County
shall be turned over to the same open space orgrnization which will
mansage the High Country portion of the Newhall Ranch project.
The Salt Creek watershed shall be modified, maintained, and
opcmwdforﬂzesc&epurposcofdewlopmghghqudnym
agricultural ecologics] communities such that non-egricultural
animals will be attracted to the area, and which can readily nee the
Salt Creck watershed to move between the Sants Clars River and the
High Country. This msnsgement shall not include catfle grazing
unless recommended by the USDFW,

B.  Moaneys to pay for the tasks described in paragraph *2C* below shail
be paid by the developer to the open space organization. The
amount of fonds transferred from the developer to the open space
organization shall not excesd a total of § (1998 dollars)

to implement paragraph "2C."

Except as noted below, all costs associated with this mitigation
measure shall be included within the above limitation. Costsnot -
included within this limitation include land and associated costs, and
mdnwdyormdzmcdymcmadhythedcvdm(i.c.,develom
staff costs, material costs, developer hired consultants, etc.)

C.. The msanagement of the Salt Creek watershed shall include moneys
paid by the developer to the open space arganization adequate to
meet the following purposes:

1.  Develop and implement & habitat enhuncement planto
increase the biological carrying capacity of the watershed.
This shall inchade removal of igvasive foreign (i.e.,
noonative) plants and animals ss eppropriste, planting of
plants as sppropriste for food and shelter for animals
mﬂedmocminﬂ:cmmodiﬁuﬁmoﬂmdfmms,md
~ estblishment of water sources, or other features (e.g., salt
_hcksctc)umybcdmednppmmmby&cmonﬁoﬁng
_ organization,

EXHIBIT §
Page_du of D
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licks efc.) as may be deemed gppropriste by the monitoring
organization,

2. Esmbiishm&tcfaMﬁmdﬁoqumtomﬁntaintbc
watcrshed and the habitat enhancement plan for its intended
purpose into perpetuity. These funds shall also be adequete to
monitor the effectivencss of the watershed in achicving its

D.  Development and monitoring of the habitat enhancement pian shall
be under the direction and approval of the County of Ventura.
Agency or organization staff, or consaltants hired by said agencies,
may be paid through the accounts established in Paragraph "2C" and
shall be subject tothe S_________Timitation outlined in paragraph
"2B" sbove.

Apgreement and implementation of this mitigation measure shall be considered by the
County of Ventura to be an adequate response to the concerns of the County of Ventura
regarding impacts to existing biologica! communities in and around the Newhall Ranch
project.

Foommondinnowailicisds-1 6.ex5

EXHIBIT S '
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Planning Division

untyofventura @ =

February 3, 2000

M. Wehtje
California Fish and Game 6

FAX #. 491-3571 {press start key after message)
Subject: - Newhall Ranch River Management Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject document.
Attached are the comments that we have received resulting from intra-county review of
the subject document.

Your proposed responses to these comments should be sent directly {o the
commentator, with a copy to Joseph Eisenhut, Ventura County Planning Division,
L#1740, 800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA 830089.

if you have any questions regarding any of the comments, please contact the
appropriate respondent. Overall guestions may be directed to Joseph Eisenhut at
(805) 654-2464.

Sincerely,

e

umer
County Pianning Director

fymawpetwinword\1a20-400
Attachment

Cbunty RMA Reference Number 00-002

800 South Victeria Avenue, L #1740, Ventura, CA 893009 (805) 654-2481 FAX (B05) 654-2509
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