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Dear Mr. Fierros: 
7 

David Magney Environmental Consulting(DMEC) is providing these comments on behalf of the Friepds 
ofthe Santa ClaiaRiver, a California nonprofit corporation, and the CaliforniaNative Plant Society, which I /;1 

Losdriinrk Vllnjic Filinl EIR 
Mnicli 2007 

is a metnberorganimtion of the Friends. -
DMEC herein provides comments on the DraR Environmental Impact Report (DELR) for Newkall Land 
and Farming Company's proposed Landmark Village projecL located along the Santa Clara River just 
upsheam of the Ventum Coi~ntyline. DMEC is focusing its review on the biological resources of the 
project site and how the proposed project will impact those resources. -
Issues raised in this letter: 

1. Natural Vegetation mischaiacterized (e.g. use of term "nonnative grassland") and Improper 
assffsment of impacts to natural vegetation; -

2. (Manylocally nre(rare in Los Anseles County) not considered; -
3. Mitigation for impacts to rare plants NOT fully mitigatable; -
4. Impacts to wetland functionsnot adequately assessed; and -
5. lmpacts of pesticide use in suburban arcas on biological resources. -

Numerous additional issues need to be raised; however, there is insufficienttime without a time extension 
to discuss them adequately in this letter. 

-
Lssue 1: Natural Vegetation Misfharacterizetl 

The DEIR and Biota Repon mischameterizes the natural vegetation present onsite and the subsequent 
impact assessment bxause it uses a seriously outdated classificationthat has not been used by the resource 
and regulatory agencies for years now. For example, the DEIR refers to grassland vegetation as "Non-
native Grassland", which is both inaccurate and misleading. Anyone not familiar with the nature and 
ecological importance of grasslands in California is easily misled by the use of the t e n  '%on-native 
Grassland". Why would anyone want to protect or think Non-native Grassland is imponant? The 
California Depamnent of Fish and Game currently use$ and has used for y w  the National Vegetation 
Classification system which is basically described in the California Native Plant Society's (CNPS's) 
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Mantu~lof Califmia Vegetation (Manual) (Sawyer & Keeler-Wolf 1995'). Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 
(1995) describes grasslands and herbaceous vegetation based on the dominant species, regardless of the 
nativity of the dominant species, as was done by in Robe~t IIolland's "Preliimniuy Description of the 
Terresuial Natural Communities of Califomia" (Hotland 1986'). The Mama1 follows the standards set 
forth by a coilahtion of federal international, and state governments and scientists to provide 
consistency worldwide and nationally as well asbe Inore accurate scicntifically. It is for these reasons that 
the use of the old "Holland" system should not be used, as it is both inaccurate and not consistent with 
statewide and national, and international, standards. The descriptions of plant communities in the DEIR 
should k revised and updated to follow the stwdards adopted by the CDFG and CNPS and the impact 
assessment revised accordingly. -
It is clear that the g a s l a n & ~ u s  plant communities present at the project are much more varied q ~ d  
complex than as described in the DEIR and supporting documents. However, thc DEIR takes the position 
that these habitats are not valuable and impacts to them are less than significant and no mitigation is 
required. This is untrue. Grassland habitah regardless of their dominant species composition, are quite 
valuable as habitat, particularly to buds and small mammals. Annual grassland ltabitats have been shown 
to k quite important to birds compared to other plant wmmunitiq including perennial grasslands 
according to Jones & Stokes Associates (1989'). In fact, that study found that bird use of aaq~al 
grasslands was almost equal to that of perennial gnsslands, and both grassland types had higher bird 
species use (just in numbers of species) than other plant wmmunities in California. This fact was ignored 
and not assessed in the DEER. 

-
Issue2: Loealky Rare Plants Not Considered 

A review of the list of plants observed at the project site finds several problems, some of which arc easily 
rectified. and others rwuirine simificnnt revisions. First a laree number of vascular ~lants - - . were not fullv . -
identitied to subspecies or variety, which is necessary to understand which taxon is present, and if that 

taxon is a rarespecies meeting the intent and definition of rare under CEQA.~Second, no consideration or 

discussion or assessment is given to species that are rare regionally or within Los Angeles County. 

DMEC's preliminary assessment of the species present found several plnnt taxa that should beconsidered 

as significant resources, and assessed accordingly. 


Below is a list of vascular plants that an:not fully identitied and may be rare in the region andlor ~os -  

Angeles County of which some subspecies or varieties are rare: 

Cl~aenacfisglabriurct~lawhich variety? 
-
Chtysothmnnus mureosm -which subspecies? 
Hererorheca sessilflora -which subspecies? 
ks.singia glandulijira -which variety? 
Slephanomeria exigua- which subspecies? 

' Sawyer, J.O., and I.Keler-Wolf: 1995. Mmd cfcdromin V'gelNiiun. Cdihia  Naive Plmt Society, Sacramento, 
Califmia 
I4oiland, R.T. 1986. helimiltvy Desfripbion ofthe Tmmial Naaval Communities of Citlifornia Califmia Depmmqt of 

Fish dCamsSamnmto,Wifomia 

'Joner & Stokm Associate$ Inc. 1989. Sliding Towards Extinction: Rcawmbling the Pi-. Sacramto, California. 
Commissionedby The Naturc Cawruancy,SanFmcisco, California 
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Pectocaryl~ lineurir -which subspecies? 
~ l u g i ~ h , ; t h ~  II hich variety? cr,ilimr -
I~uidirrnr vrminicr~m -*hich variav'! -
Lonicera srrbspicata- which variety? 

Symphoricup)~-which species? 

Atriplex cunescens- which subspecies? 

Dudleyr cymosa- which subspecies? 

Astrugallls nichopdus -which variety? uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007) 

Lathynu' vestinu -which subspecies? 

Trifliunr albuprpztre~rtrr -which variety? 

Tr~oliunr gracilcnfutn -which variety? 

Ribes auretnn -which variety? 

Ilrbc~.~nndr,uceu~w-which bariery'? 

.Verru,d~ilu ,~rzmie.sii -*hich varicn? 

~huclliucicuturia- which veery?  are in Ventm County ( M a g e y  2007) 

Phocelia rummL~sim -which variety? 

Stuchys ajugoides -which variety'? 

Camissonia boothii- which subspecies? 

Clarkinpr~rprrrea-which subqwcies? 

Oenofheraclara-which subspecies? 

/~~ptodot~t)/o,r I ~ , Z 
L~I/$~I~III(. \I hich sub>pecics? 
Krtn~u.r solrci1011r1.s- which vuiet!? 
CalypflicIiu~~~-which species? 
CIayioniapr~ifloru- which subspecies? 
Ceunothus tornenro.sus -which variety? 
(ialium ungtrslifolium -which subspecies? 
Aniirrhinunr coulferiunu~n -which subspecies? 
Clu'tilleja (Ienriflora- which subspecies? 
CordyI~mtIrus rigidus -which subspecies? 
Linaria canruleusis -which subspecies? 
./um.ru' buIticus- which variety? 
Emgrostis mexicum -which variety? 
Scirpus aczrtus -which variety? Rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007) 

If any of these taxa have ten or fewer populations in Los Angeles County, they should be evaluated as 
potentially locally rare, and losses to one or more populations should be considered significant, grid 
appropriately mitigated. 

Below is a list of 55 vascular piants listed in the DEIR or supporting documents that are rare in the region 
andor Los Angeles County but where not evaluated as sensitive biological nsources pursuant to CEQA: 
./unipem~ calr@rnica - While this species is relatively common in the desen portions of Los Angeles 
County and southern California, this occurrence on Newhall Ranch represents the southwestern-most 
occurrence of this species. The limits of a species range, and a disjunct population such as on Newhall 
Ranch, represents a significant botanical resource that should be assessed. 

Int2d8nnrk !Alinxc Firinl EIR 
Mnrcl~2007 
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A f m d h ~ ~ s p a l ~ t i e r i- uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007); there nre only 1 I vouched recqrds 
for this species in lms Angeles County (Consortium of Califomia Herbaria 2007'), representing 8 
populations of which only 2 are extant, plus the Newhall Ranch populations, meaning that this taxon 
should be considered rare in Los Angeles County. 
AfnarantI1uspmve/lii- uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007); rare in Los Angeles County with 7 
vouched populations, all but one of which where made over 80 years ago (Consortium of California 
Herbnria 2007) and most are likely extirpated. The Newhall Ranch population is possibly the only extant 
population and should betreated as rare in Lm: Angels County. 
Sunict,la b ip i~a ra  - m in Ventura County (Magney 2007); there m only about 8 extant occurrences of 
this species in Los Angeles County, with many o f f  e voucher collected found in the Consortium of 
California Herbaria (2007) from collections made over 60 years ago and are likely exii~ated. This w i e s  
should be treated at a locally rare species in Los Angels County. 
Achyruchaena mo1li.s - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); rare in Los Angeles County since there are 
less than 20 historic occurrences in the county with some historical and almost certainly extirpated and 
recent collection siteslpopulations are at devciopment sites (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007). 
This species should be treated as a rare species. 
Amb~nsiaconfenifora-rare in Ventum County (Magney 2007); of the 8 population historically known in 
Los Angels County, the population at the project site is one of only 4 known occurrence in Los Angeles 
County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should betreated as a rare species. 
Bacchmis smthroides -not in Ventura County; the only known population in I.QS Angeles County is on 
the project site (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); therefore, it should be treated asa rare species. 
C o w  cotmlteri - rare in Ventum County (Magney 2007); only 8 collections have been made of this 
species in Los Angeles County, representing 6 extant populations (ConsoRium of Califomia llerbaria 
2007). This species should be trented as rare in Los Angeles County. 
Gnaphalizdm leucocephulumispecies nova - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); rare in Los Angeles 
Counw based onlv 6 historic mnulations (Consortium of California Herbaria 20071. of which some have ~~ ~, ~~~.~ ~ ~\ 

been extirpated, Based on ~udeck 's  research on this taxon, G. leucocephalum should be W e d  as an 
undescribed species, and assessed as a rare species. 

IIeIionIh~~scalifornim~r- rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); rare in Los Angelcs County with only 3 

known populations (Consonium of Califomia Herbaria 2007). This species should be mated as a rare 

species. 

Pl~chea odorafa -rn in Ventura County (Magney 2007); rare in Los Angeles County represented by 

only about 6 e m  occurrences (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); this species should be treated 

as a rare species. 

Pl~~chea rare in Ventwa County (Magney 2007); represented by only 5 exlant populations in Cossericea-
Angeles County (Consortium of Califomia Herbaria 2007) and should be trealed a3 a rare species. 
FVyethia ovatu - could this be misidentified? - Balsmnorhiza deltoidea occun in Ventum County and 
lwks similar to Wyethirr ovma. Balsm~orhizais uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007) hut W. 
ovata is not known From Venlura County. This population represents an extralimilal population well 
below its known elevational range and should be treated as a rare species. 

' Consortiurnof Califomia Herbaria. 2W7. Diuabase search of California public herbaria22 January 2W7. Jepsw Herbarium, 
University ofCalifornia, Betkelcy. finpJ/ucje~.ber*eIcy.edu,eonrwriUmn 
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Descttruinia pinnula ssp. holicromm - rare in Venhlra County (Magney 2007); represented in Los 
Angeles County by only 5 known extant populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should 
be treated asa rarespecies. 
Optintia bnrilarh var. ramo.su - not found in Ventl~ra County: only known occurrence in Los Angeles 
County; this taxon sliould be treated as arare species. 
Oprnlia califomico var. pwkeri - not found in Ventura County; Newhall Ranch site it the only other 
known occurrence in Los Angelcs County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated 
asa rare species. 
Optintia Xvmyi- rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); there are only 2 other known populations of 
this taxon in Los Angeles County (Consonium of California Herbaria 2007) and it should be treated as a 
rare species. 
Atriplex serenana var. semttm - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represcnted by only 7 
populations in Los Angeles County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be considered as 
a rare species. 
Atriplex rriangztlaris -uncommon in Ventura County (Mabmey 2007); represented in Los Angeles County 
by about only 7 extant populations at most (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be trelted 
asa n r e  species. 
Cuscura pentagono - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); repmented in Los hgeles  County by 
about only 8 extant populations at most (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as 
a rare species. 
Sfillin& 1ineaMolia -m in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles County by 
about only 9 extant populations at most (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as 
a rare species. 
Lupintr.~excttbittrs - uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles County 
by about only 9 c x h t  populations at most (ConsortiurnofCalifornia Herbaria2007) and should be treated 
asa rare species. 
Lupintis mn~tcrocarptls var. demt@onLs [L. demiflonrs] - rare in Venlura County (Magney 2007); 
represented in Los Angeles County by about only 8 extant populations at most (Consortium of California 
Herbaria 2007) and should be treated asa rare species. 
Vicia /tas.sei- rare in Ventum County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles County by about only 8 
extant populations at most (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a rare 
species. 
Nemophilupow~oruvar. querc$olia -Onky known occurrence in 10s higeles County (Consortiy of 
California Herbaria 2007);not known b m  Ventura County. 
Slachys njugoides var. rigids - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angoles 
County by about 5 populations, all of which are based on vouchers over 60 years old, except I 
(Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); this taxon should be treated as a rare species. 
MulacothmnmLs fnsciculanl~ ssp. Imiflonu -rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los 
hgeles  County by only 6 populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); this taxon should be 
Rnted asa rare species. 

lnlabanll Viiin~eFbmi EIR 
Morrli 2007 
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C l d i a  speciosa -not in Ventura County; Newhall Ranch collection represent the only known population 
in Los Angeles County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); this species is rare in Los Angeles 
County and should be treated as such. 
Epilohium bracllycmprrm -uncommon in Venhtm County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles 
County by about 10 extant populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be 
considered rare. 
Orobanche ynrishii ssp. iari,~hii- rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented by up to 4 
populations in Los Angels County. 2 of which are on Newhall Ranch (Consottium of California Herbaria 
2007) and should be considered a rare species. 
Eriafmm rlemifolium ssp. m o h z m e  - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los 
Angeles County by only 3 populations (Consortium of California Herbaria) and should be treated asa rare 
species. 
PWox gmcilis - uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angela County by 
about 10 populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a rare species. 
Chorizantkf?mhrida -only record for Los Angeles County is on Newhall Ranch with no other known 
population in Los Angels County (Conso~tium of California Herbaria 2007); not in adjacent Ventura 
C011nty. 
Eriogonr~m viridescens - uncommon in Venhlra County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles 
County by about 8 populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a ran. 
species. 
Lastarriioeo coriacea- rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles County by no 
more than 10 extant populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a rare 
species. 
Polygona~~punctu~ur~l- uncommon in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles 
County by no more than 8 extant populations (Consortium of California Herbmia 2007) and should be 
treated asa rare species. 
Rtfme* mmiIim -rare in Ventum County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles County by no 
more than 8 extant populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a rare 
species. 
Galirm n~rttallii ssp. nwallii- CNPS List 4, uncommon in Ventura County (Megney 2007); represented 
in Los Angeles County by no more than 8 c m t  populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) 
and should be treated asa rare species. 
Parlhemcisms vilacea - Rare in California and in Los Angeles County, not found in adjacent Ventwa 
County; represented in Los Angeles County by no more than 3 extant populations (Consortiutu of 
California ilerbaria 2007), all on Newhall Ranch, and sho~rld be treated as a rare species. 
Cyperus odoram - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); repwsented in 1 ~ sAngeles County by no 
more than 8 extant populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a rare 
species. 
Eleocharis msfellala - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angela County by no 
more than 7 extant populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be heated as a rare 
species. 

C")\IKV&>fnmbi ~ l n W ~ ~ l . l r n ~ Y i I ~ ~ L I K . m K C M ( r C m C  
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Scirpris mrrericanur -uncommon in V e n m  County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angels County 
by no more than 2 extnnt populations (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and should be treated as a 
rarespxies. 
Scirpfis robusft,s - rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented in Los Angeles County by only 
m e  other extant population in the Liebrc Mountains (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007) and shquld 
be treated asa rare species. 
Jlinclrs aatttrr ssp. Ieopoldri - CNPS List 4; represented by about 10 extant populations in Los Angeles 
County with about half those on Santa Catalima Island (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); loss of 
one or more populations of this taxon should be wnsidered a significant impact. 
.htnm longisrylis -not found in Ventura County; only 2 populations in Los Angeles County other than 
Newhall Ranch (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); loss of one or more populations of this taxon 
should he considered a significant impact. 
.Jurrr-us rom3i - rare in Ventum County (Vagncy 2007); rrpresentd by alnlut 7 cstant ppulntions in (.us 
Anuelcc Countv. includinr Nc~hall Kmch l(:onsortium of California I lerbaria 2007): loss of one or more - , -, ,, 
populations of this taxon should he considered a significant impact. 
Jrtnczts fr#ionnis -rare in Los Angeles County; not found in Venhlra County; represented by only 1 extant 
populations in Los Angeles County on Newhall Ranch (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); 10% of 
this one Los Angeles County population or individuals of this laxon should be considered a significant 
imuact. 
I.cnrrtu rninirsad~f --ran in Ventun Count) (Magncy 2007); reprcwnted hy only 6 hiYoric populaionc in 
1.0s Anzcles Cuuntv tC'dnsonium of C'alifirrni~ Hcrbaria 20071: loss of one or more wpulations uf this . . 
Dxoa should be coniidercd a significant impact. 

h n a  i~aldiviana - in Ventura County Naymey 2003; r e p m t e d  by only 8 historic
uncommon . . 
populations in Los Angeles County (Consortium df califomia ~erbaria.2007); loss of one or more 

populations of this taxon should be wnsidered a signiticant impact. 

Bmdaea rerrestri,s ssp. kernemis -min Ventura County (Magney 2007); represented by only 5 historic 

populations in Los Angels County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); loss of one or more 

populations of this taxon sliould be considered a significant impact. 

Yucca schidigera - rare in Los Angeles County; not found in Ventura County; represented by only I 

extant population in Los Angeles County on Newhall Ranch (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); 

loss of this one Los Angeles County population or individuals of this taxon should be considered a 

significant impact Is this planted onsite and not native on the ranch? 

Parzirntn capillatz -w e  in Ventura County (Magney 2007); repffsented by only 9 historic population$ in 

Los Angeles County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); loss of one or more populations of this 

taxon should be considered a significant impact. 

Paspalwn distichurn - rare in Venturd County (Magney 2007); represented by only 7 historic populations 

in Los Angeles County (Consortium of California Herbaria 2007); loss of one or more populations of this 

taxon should be wnsidered a significant impact. 

Spro1n)lto uimide.s - tab. in Ventura Cuw~ty (Mawe) 2007): reprerental h! onl) ')hibtoric poplarions 

i n  Los Anc~.lcs Count) ~C'onmrtiom oFCalifomia Hcrtwri~ 2007): b ~ s is>fonc or m r n  m~ulations of Illis 
- . > 

taxon should be considered a significant impact. 

C'KXILWPnmdr Sm&->wVnluli Ls&Vvfke l l lR  mnnnis-WMCdns 
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Ydpiamiaostac&s var. micm~ac&s - rare in Venhua County (Mngoey 2007); repraenrwl by about 7 
historic populations in Los Angela County ( C o d u m  of California Herbaria 2007); loss of one or more 
populations of this taxon should be considered a significant impact. 
Potomgelon f o l ~- rare in Ventura County (Magney 2007); repmented by about 10 histaic 
populatims in Los An@ Cow@ (Conmtium of Cali- Herbaria 2007); loss of one or qore 
populations of this taxon shpuld be considered a s i g n i f i  impad 

The loss of any of these 55 plant taxa should be analyzed for significance. There is no doubt as to their 
rarity in Los Angeles County, the only area in Califomie in which the County has any jurisdiction, but 
these plants that are rare in Los Angeles County were not considered in the DEIR as significant biolugieal 
resouras. As is practiced in otherjurisdictions such asV- County, the loss of a population of any of 
these taxa would be considfmd a significant impact, and appmpriate mitigation propod, if feasible. This 
was not done in theDEIR, renderingit inadequate in thisarea. 

-
h e 3 :  Mitigadion for Impafb to Rare Plants Not PuUy Mitigatable 

Below are specifto and general comments about the adequacy of the proposed mitigation for rare plants in 
the DEIR. 

Page 4.4-2, lad paragraph L i e  9: "Implementation ofmeasures contained in Specific plan RMP. ..would-
reduce some, but not all, Specific Plan impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species,...". This 
basically states that after mitigation measures, impacts to at least some speoial-stalus plants will still 
remain significant. -
Page 4.4-3, Table 4.4-1, Row 4: Tabk states "It is acknowledged that any loss o f p h l  species List@as 
Rare, Threakned, or Endangered is consided a significant impnct!' This contradicts their 'hot 
significant" "~onclusion after mitigation" f a  several plant species in Table 4.4-1. The "conclusion a l b  
mitigationononfor most of these Rare, Threatened, or Endangered species should at least be potentially 
significant since the plants are known onsite even though they were supposedly never o h e d  during the 
Newhall surveys reported on in this EIR.1 Furthermore, Table 4.4-1 does not include a slgnltlcance 
summary for all "observed'' speciai-status plant species discussed in Section7a(l) beginning on Page 4.4-
29. Table 4.4-1 also does not include a significance summary (i.c. potentially significant) for all "special-
stam olant s~ecies known in the uroieot area" d i d in Section 7a.(2) and included in Table 4.44 on. " 
Page 4.4-33.' 

Page 4.4-33, Pacagrsph 1, Lies 14: When refkring to Table 4.44, Special-status Plant s p e c i e s  
Documented in the Project Area bm Not Observed on or Adjaoent to the Project Site, the D E ~states, 
"Given the thmughness of the survey cffons, it is unlikely that any of the species identified below are 
present on the project site, though the potential of some of these species to occur on the site in 'tm 
seasons cannotbe entily led out" Table 4.4-4 provides very general habitat requirements, no elevation 
~equirements, and no s+xcies-specitic likelihod ofoccurrence based on whether suitable habitat is present 
onsite or other known and qorted OCC- nearby. To say "it is unlikely that any of the y w c k  
identiiied are ~lesenton the pmiect site" does not aaommodate the potential for any plant speoies 
(special-stalus& otherwise) to inhabit the p m j a  site W on specific envimnmental &nditi&s or 
reouiremen*l or micmhabi changes. The DEIR needs to mvide a soecific likelihood of occunence,at 
thk very l& based on (he or absence ofmquired kionsite, not on the assumptionthattheir 

C w a L w m m % ~ V - ~ ~ * h 
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surveys are thorough enough. Any spial-status plant species with a likely potential of occurring onsite, 
which should have been the vase for species such as Nevin's Barbeny, Plummer's Mariposa Lily. Late- 
flowering Mariposa Lily, Southem Tarplant, Slender-homed Spineflower, Dlrd1e.w spp., Davidson's 
Bushmallow, etc. A separate impact analysis should have been wnducted for each species to assess the 
potential for significant impacts, to these and similar species, resulting From the proposed project. -
Page 4.4-64, Section 9b.(L)(t), Paragraph I: Again, 36 special-status plant species with potential of 
occurring onsite (known or reported nearby) are completely disregded solely on the basis of the DEIR's 
assumption that the floristic surveys conducted onsite are adequate enough to account for every living 
plant existing onsite or that may exist in the future onsite, and for all propagules that exist dormant in the 
soil. Again a separate impact analysis should have been wnducted for each species to assess the potential 
for significant impacts to these species resulting from the proposed project. -
Section 9b.(lXf) @ginning on Page 4.4-64): 
Everlasting (undescribcd): The level of significance changes from potentially significant to less than 
significant solely based on the Mitigation Measure JV 4.4-20, which suggests that conducting seasonal 
surveys prior to canstnction and, if found, collecting and planting seeds in a receiver site in the preserved 
open space is adequate enough to reduce the level of significance to a less-than-significant level. This 
assumption is flawed because: 

(I) 	Seasonal surveys are not adequate mitigation. This activity simply locates individuals and 
populations; however, this activity does not compensate for the potential loss of individuals andlor 
oouulations of this smies. . . -

(2) An analysis of the residual impacts to this and other special-status plant specits needs to be 
included in the impact analysis section. 

(3) All mitigation sites for each impacted or potentially impacted special-status plant species needs to- 
be indicated on a man. and needs to be desimatcd on a soecies-swific basis: therefore, simply 
seedimg the ephemeral' drainages of the ~ i &  Country chapaml habitats to be preserved onsite 
with salvaged seeds of this Gnaphalium will not ensure the success of this species that requires 
flwdnlain habitats, -

(4) 	Since no attempt at avoidance has been made, avoidance measures should be implemented to the 
maximum extent possible. 

--
(5) Ihe  mitigation ratio for impacts to special-status plant species should be raised to a 103 ratio to 

ensure survival and to belter accommodate any residtlal impacts resulting 'om the proposed 
project. -

(6) Seed collection and propagation methods, final mitigation site determination, and a mitigation plan 
and monitoring program preparation should all be defined in the mitigation measurn pmvided for 
thisand all special-status plant species impacted by the project. 

Slender Mariposa Lily: Since no attempt at avoiding this species onsite has been made, at least 887- 
aboveground individuals will be lost asa result of the project. Avoidance should be analyzed to a greater 
extent to minimize impacts to this species to the maximum extent possible. A discussion ofNumbers 2,3. 
5, and 6 finm the discussion above for Everlr~~ting should be included in the analysis for Slender Mariposa 
Idly. Mitigation Measure 4.4-19 proposes to plant these 887 bulbs within the "high sustainability" areas of 
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the High Country preserve onsite. NO mitigation should be conducted with already pristine or highquality 
habitats preserved onsite to ensure no additional hnpacts occur to these areas. Mitigation should only 
occur in areas that are already somewhat disturbed in an effon to enhance these areas concurrently with 
special-status plant species mitigation. -
Peimn's Morning-glory: No indication as to the number of individuals to be impacted onsite is provided. 
No impact analysis can even be made without determining this impact number (or at least an estimate). 
Once the amount of individuals impacted is determined, in order to fi~lly understand the impacts to this 
species, a Los Angeles County regional distribution analysis needs to be conducted. Stating that this 
species is common throughout the Newhall Ranch S p i f i c  Plan area does not begin to demonstrate the 
rmgc of this w i e s  luwll) or regionall), pxticularly since therc ~ p p q r s  lo bL. nu attempt to avoid an} 
impuctb to his qxxics.[I:urthcrnlon. O jw rhit the CNPS List Iswu~sis no1 considrrerl m in tllc 
statewide perspective d o n  not automatically preclude that no filrther population studies are wartanted, end 
that this project can impact this species as much as needed with no consequence or mitigation 
requirements. l~ecommended Mitigation Measures 4.6-27, 4.6-34,4.6-35, and 4.6-53 generally state that 
impacts to this species wn be mitigated by (I) reducing grazing in the High Country areas, (2) fencing in 
impact area$ (3) having biologist to ensure no impacts outside of fenced areas, and (4) conducting 
smwnal surveys ifa subdivision map is proposed respectively. While potentially reducing the impacts to 
additional individuals, these mitigation heilstres do nothing to mitigate for the actual loss of the many 
individuals and the residual imoacts of this s~ecies as a result of this oroiect. An analysis ofthe residual . . . 
impacts to this and other special-status plant species needs to be included in the impact analysis section. 
Since no attempt at avoidance has been made. avoidance lneastlres should be itnplcmented to the 
maximum extent possible. -
%>uthcm C5lifomia Black Wdnul: Walnut is trcscd 3s thc &inon's \lcrming-gloq is Wcd b ~ c don 
its s ~ ~ u s  or'(:i\PS I ist 4. 'rhcrerorc much of the di~ussiun obovc ti>r I'eirx~n'.; hldrning-glog applie to 
this spxies a?, well.1 I hc ~ n l vmitigation musure rccommtndd ior ilnpa~ls lu I U  l h ~ soi\\3111ut is 4.6-
48, Gldch is the Oak ~ e s o u i e s  ~e~lacementProgram, stating that repiacement trees shall be planted in 
conformance with the oak tree ordinance in effect at that time. This mitieation measure simolv includes ~ ~~~ ~. . ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  .. 
walnut trees in the mitigation of onk trees. Walnut-spccific mitigation requirements need to be presented 
as mitigation for the loss of the 10walnut am. The mitigation ratio should be lo:], specifically, and the 
mitigation mensure should include, at a minimum, seed collection methods and timing, planting nwhods. 
the need for a mitigation plan and monitoring p r o m ,  and a map indicating appropriate mitigation sites. 
An analysis of thc residual impacts to this and other special-status plant species needs to be included in the 
impact analysis section. Simply becausc this species is common locally does not mean that impacts to this 
species will not have any adverse impacts to the continuing existence of this species in the region. 

-
Issue J: Impacts to Wettand Function8 Not Adequately AsVfsYftl 

First, the DEIR states that URS's wetland delineation was verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) on 4 February 2004. .This means, thal unless there has been a reverification, that delineation is no 
longer valid as the Corps' verifications are only valid for a period of hvo (2) yean. I Furthermore, the 
floods of January 2005 caused significant changes in many streams and riven in southern California, 
which otlen resulted in expansion of areas under Corps jurisdicfion. I DMEC believes that the wetland 
delineation will need to be updated toshow current condition$ per Clean Water Act regulations and Corps 
policy before impacts to jurisdictional waters of the US., including wetlands can be made for this project.- 

hlplnif Sciences, iiic h88h?!nrkWlfn,v<, Fiiinf EIK 
32-92 Mnirl8 2007 
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-
The DEIR's "(c) Setbacks from Riparian Resources" section starting on page 4.4-60 provides a basic 
explanation of what the proposed project setbacks are fmm riparian wetlands along the Santa Clam River; 
however, there is no evidence that what is proposed is based on any real objective analyses. Rather, what 
is proposed is more speculation and justification than a true consideration of what and where buffers 
should be for this project to protect all the wetland functions and biological rewurces present onsite and 
downstream. -
Only an objective analysis, swing with bawline conditions, will provide an adequate determination of 
how wide the buffers need to be to protect wetland functions. The Corps' Hydrogeomorphic approach 
(HGM) (Smith et at. 1995') to determining and measuring wetland fixnctionality is probably the best, and 
most objective method available to provide an objective assessment of projcct-related impacts to wetland 
hnctions, which can also be very usehl in identifying specific actions that can be taken to develop 
appropriate mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for those significant impacts. DMEC 
bas used the HGM approach routinely on projects occurring within or adjacent to riparian wetland 
habitats, with the results acceptable to the Corps and other regulatory agencies. lTwo recent examples can 
be examined on DMEC's website (Reinke Wetland Assessment (DMEC 20W -
Ih!i~?:._!:\l\\~ipm$x c.r; !x.i, I<':nk.:: ,2.?'!!!(!.\!:0.2?l!(p._nd-fl. and Cm3rilld Kegionol IBrk WctlanJ 
,lsseamcnt (DMEC 2t104'j !!,;!,.I$~~~c!IAj?.Ll:>QLn_K.;;l.??!.AI 'The[ b ~ ! %  Ii i\!R : n~~r l - i i~ i . . I .~~ l ! .  
Iicihl approach ul is  r~cnr ty  uxd b! OMEC to deter~ninc uhjr~tivsly uhcrbcr 3 ,mall development 
\tithin Ventun County's 100-tist wctland butter ronc uuuld mult in si~nitiimt (10 percent) chang~x in 
no) of tile ii>unrmi%ctland functions identitid b? thc HGM rivcrine mdclc (l).MfC ?006'). T l ~ rrr~ultc 
of the 3~nlicatioa ot'the I1G.M mcdeloti that sm311 ~ruicct uos X W D ~ C . ~by the Vmturd (.'writ\ Pla~uiinr!. . . , -
Division because of its objectivity, satisFjing the County's General Plan policy. 

-
Issue5: Impacts ofPesticide Use in Suburban Arms on Biological Resources 

Pesticides are known to both bioaccumulate in sediments and animals and criuse significant adverse affects 
on organisms. The DEIR mentions oesticides as an imwrtant issue. but inadeauatelv identifies the " . . 
soum5, types, vectors, and sensitive receptors onsite and downstream. 

The DEIR addresses pesticide use in Chapter 4.4 Biota, Section b. Impact Analysis 2) Indirect impacts-
@) Landscaping Irrigation and Stormwater Runoff (page 4.4-87). It states that pesticides, fertilizers, and 
othcr contaminants in stonnwater runoff could adversely impact biological resources in aquatic habitats. 

-
' Smith, R.D., A. Ammann, C. Bartoldus, and MM. Brinron. 1995. An Appraneh for Asssing Wetland I'unclions Using 
Hydr~eonlarphie Clmification, Refmace Wetlands, and Functional Indim. (Wetlands Research Progmm Technical Report 
WRP DE.) W a t m y s  ExperimentSlotion, U.S. Army Cnpsof EII~~II-, Vicksbarg. Mississippi. 

David Magney Envimmtntal Consulting. ZOW. Wetland Functional A~sessment of iho Reinka Developmmt Mitigation 
P l q  Thwsand O a k  California Novmba 2MX). (T'N W-0131.) Ojai California Prepwed for Rudy Reinke, Thwsand 
Oaks, California 
'David Magmy Environmental Consulting. 2W4. Wetland Funnional Assessment of Uh. Cnmnrillo Regional Park Wetlands 
and Golf Coune ProjeN, Venlwa County, California June 2004. (PN 02-0121-2.) Ojai, California Prepared fw California 
Stafc Coastal Cow~vancy, W a n d ,  California 
%"id Magney Envimnmenral Consulting. 20%. Wetland Funcliatal Arscssmn~tofthe G m k o w  P r o m  Pmjecf Rnncho 
Matilija, California 15 June 2006. (PN OMM41.) Ojai, California Repared for VenNraCaunty Planning Divisim, Ventura, 
Califomiia,on behalfof Manin Gnmckow, Ojai, California 
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requirements. The DEIR mischamcterk and undestes the complexity and importameand sensitivity 
of several plant communities, including grassland habii .1 The DEIR doe8not adequatelyasses impacts 
to a large number of me plants. TheDElR daer not provide ad- feasiblemitigation for impacts to 
rare plants. I The DElR daes not assess impcts to wetland habitats andor functions adequately or 
objmively, and fails to adequately mitigate for impact%I ~ n d ,theDEIR fails to address, much less 
mitigate for, thecumulative impactsto nativeplant communitiesand locally nue plants. 

-
The DEIR refers to Project Design Feanues(PDFs) and Best hhagement Practices (BMPs) desrribed in 
the Landmark Village Water Quality Technical Report (LVWQTR)' thal are expected to minimize the 
presence of pesticides in r u d  Pmpoxd pesticide management pramices include source conml, 
removal with diments in infilhation basins, and advanced irrigation conbols. The pdential for legacy 
pesticides cunently existing onsite to move with sediments fmm emion in areas where they occur is 
expectedto be b e ddue to stabilizationofthe site by the project. -
Ammihg to the State ofCalifomiaz, pesticides, fatilizen,and soil fmm landscaping srt:among themost 
common pollutanls in wban runoff and stormwater. The LVWQTR presents a discussion of 
contamination of &an streams by the organophosphate i n d c i d e s  chlorpyrifos and diazinon (page 102), 
and poim out that their sale and use in urban arras is now prohib ' i  or severely restricted. 'Ihiscan 
certainly be expeded to minimize the potential for contamination fmm these materials, though it is 
possible that existiig docks could be used by uninfmed residentid users to a limited ex tea  
Chlorpyifos and diazinon have been replacedin large pit by pyrethroid insecticides for urban use. There 
is strong evidence3 that pyrethmids are persistent in the environment, I#uticularly in aquatic sediment$ 
and that they adversely impact aquatic organisms. Neither the DEIR nor the LVWQTR specifically 
addressthe potential for m i d  conlamination. -
The LVWQTR on Page 103states that "Source mtrol  measures such aseducation programs fw owners, 
occupants, and employees in the proper application, storage, and disposal of pesticides are the most 
promising strategies for controlling the pesiicides that will be used post-development. ....For common 
area landscapimg in cnnmeffiial area$ multi-family residential areas and park an Integrated Pest 
Uansgement(IPM) P r o w  will be inwpmted." DMEC could fmd no r e h c e  in the DEIR or in the 
LVWQTR to such edudonal and IPMpmgrsmsand thepartiesresponsible forimplementingthem 

Page 104 of the LVWQTR suppohng the DEIR refers to BMPs related to the SUSMP requirements; -
however, the DEN lacks any specifio mitigation measures that are to be implemented other than a 
reference to the SUSMP. TheDEIR needs to clearly identify the impact the sensitive mources at risk, 
and specific measures that will be implemented to avoid, minimize, or compawk for those adverse 
impacts. For example, there isnothing abouteducatinghomawnersorrentem aboutap& pesticide 
use orhow to prevent OW&contamination. This needs to be rectified. 

In conclusion. D m  belives that the DEIR is lackina in several areas and is sufficientto meet CEQA 

'aeoSy~ca~uhsrasSsplcmbrr2006. h h z m k  Yil@ Water~uafilyTwhdeoIlRepon [ m 1 ~ ~ p p m i i x 4 3 )  

El 

El 
- m  

C l l i h i a  Envimnmaa.lPm&m Agnry dRegbad Wata Qualrty Catad Bosrd 8. June 2001. U r h  W a n d  
W a w  Polhdm www.~h.ca,mvInvacb8
'U r b ~PCPtiCidC Poll& F~wentionRojsa. July 2006. Slmw Repor: Iloy Am? Municipa, Urban R U ~ M " o g e m ~  
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For these reasons, DMEC believes the DEB must be signitiwntly rewritten and put back out for public 
review before it can be considered adequate. In its current state, it understates project-related sipificant 
impacts and overstates proposed mitigation. 

Respectfully, 	 --I 

David L. Magney 
President 

Stephen Hoskinson 
Environmental Scientisi, I.icensed Agricultunl Pest Contml Adviser 

cc: 	Ron Bottorff- Friends of the Santa Clam River 
Amanda Jorgenson -California Native Plant Society 




