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O35. Letter from Jason Weiner, Wishtoyo Foundation & Ventura Coastkeeper, dated  
February 13, 2017 

Comment No. O35-1: 

Please accept and confirm receipt of Wishtoyo Foundation's Comments on the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA. 
This is email 1 of 2. 

Response No. O35-1: 

CDFW confirms receipt of Wishtoyo’s supplemental email comments. 

Comment No. O35-2: 

Please note that Wishtoyo's full comments, with all attachments included that were too large to email, were 
mailed today via the US Postal Service. 

Response No. O35-2: 

CDFW acknowledges that attachments were sent by mail. No further response is required because the 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft AEA. 

Comment No. O35-3: 

If you could confirm receipt of the two attachments in this email it would be much appreciated. 

Response No. O35-3: 

CDFW acknowledges receipt of the two attachments, but notes that the attachments often are not 
connected to any Wishtoyo comment, therefore, making it extremely difficult for CDFW to meaningfully 
respond. However, in those cases where a direct connection to a specific attachment can be made, the 
content of the attachment was addressed in the response to the comment that references the attachment. 

Comment No. O35-4: 

Please accept and confirm receipt of Wishtoyo Foundation's Comments on the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA. 
This is email 2 of 2, and contains only attachments for Wishtoyo's cultural resources comments. 

Response No. O35-4: 

CDFW confirms receipt of Wishtoyo’s comments; however, the attachments provided by Wishtoyo are 
comprised of an array of documents that often are not connected to any particular Wishtoyo comment, 
therefore, making it extremely difficult for CDFW to meaningfully respond with regard to the attachments. 
However, in those cases where a direct connection to a specific attachment can be made, the content of the 
attachment was addressed in the response the comment that references the attachment. 

Comment No. O35-5: 

Please note that Wishtoyo's full comments, with all attachments included that were too large to email, were 
mailed today via the US Postal Service. 

Response No. O35-5: 

CDFW acknowledges that attachments were sent by mail. No further response is required because the 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft AEA. 
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Comment No. O35-6: 

If you could confirm receipt of the two attachments in this email it would be much appreciated. 

Response No. O35-6: 

CDFW acknowledges receipt of two attachments, but notes that the attachments often are not connected to 
any Wishtoyo comment, therefore, making it extremely difficult for CDFW to meaningfully respond. However, 
in those cases where a direct connection to a specific attachment can be made, the content of the 
attachment was addressed in the response the comment that references the attachment. 

Comment No. O35-7: 

Please accept and confirm receipt of Wishtoyo Foundation's Comments on the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA. 
This is email 1 of 2. 

Response No. O35-7: 

CDFW confirms receipt of Wishtoyo’s supplemental email comments. 

Comment No. O35-8: 

Please note that Wishtoyo's full comments, with all attachments included that were too large to email, were 
mailed today via the US Postal Service. 

Response No. O35-8: 

CDFW acknowledges that attachments were sent by mail. No further response is required because the 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft AEA. 

Comment No. O35-9: 

If you could confirm receipt of the two attachments in this email it would be much appreciated. 

Response No. O35-9: 

CDFW acknowledges receipt of the two attachments, but notes that the attachments often are not 
connected to any Wishtoyo comment, therefore, making it extremely difficult for CDFW to meaningfully 
respond. However, in those cases where a direct connection to a specific attachment can be made, the 
content of the attachment was addressed in the response the comment that references the attachment. 

Comment No. O35-10: 

Thank you for confirming. Upon receipt, if there is a way to confirm receipt of the CD we mailed, plus the 
attachments in the CD, it would be more than great. 

Response No. O35-10: 

CDFW received the CD; however, the above comment does not raise any environmental issues with regard to 
the adequacy of the Draft AEA. Thus, no further response is required. 

Comment No. O35-11: 

Please accept and confirm receipt of Wishtoyo Foundation's Comments on the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA. 
This is email 1 of 2. 

Response No. O35-11: 

CDFW confirms receipt of Wishtoyo’s supplemental email comments. 
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Comment No. O35-12: 

Please note that Wishtoyo's full comments, with all attachments included that were too large to email, were 
mailed today via the US Postal Service. 

Response No. O35-12: 

CDFW acknowledges that attachments were sent by mail. No further response is required because the 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft AEA. 

Comment No. O35-13: 

If you could confirm receipt of the two attachments in this email it would be much appreciated. 

Response No. O35-13: 

CDFW acknowledges receipt of two attachments to Wishtoyo’s supplemental email, but notes that the 
attachments often are not connected to any Wishtoyo comment, therefore, making it extremely difficult for 
CDFW to meaningfully respond. However, in those cases where a direct connection to a specific attachment 
can be made, the content of the attachment was addressed in the response the comment that references 
the attachment. 

Comment No. O35-14: 

Thank you for providing Wishtoyo Foundation (“Wishtoyo”) with the opportunity to submit comments on the 
Newhall Ranch Draft AEA. Wishtoyo is a Chumash Native American non-profit organization that protects 
Chumash cultural, and the natural resources all Peoples depend upon. These comments are specifically in 
regards to the native, endangered, fully protected, and rapidly disappearing Unarmored Threespine 
Stickleback important to the Chumash Peoples, Wishtoyo’s members, and the general public concerned with 
loss of the planet’s and region’s native wildlife. 

Response No. O35-14: 

The comment describes the Wishtoyo Foundation as a “Chumash Native American non-profit organization 
that protects Chumash cultural [sic], and the natural resources all Peoples depend upon.” The comment 
states that comments to follow will be “in regard to the native, endangered, and fully protected, and rapidly 
disappearing Unarmored Threespine Stickleback,” which, according to the comment, is “important to the 
Chumash Peoples, Wishtoyo’s members, and the general public concerned with the loss of the planet’s and 
the region’s native wildlife.”1 

As explained in the Draft AEA, Section 3, Unarmored Threespine Stickleback, the previously certified 2010 
Final EIR identified potentially significant impacts to the unarmored threespine stickleback, a fully-protected 
fish species under Fish and Game Code section 5515, and included biota Mitigation Measures BIO-44 and 
BIO-46 to allow for USFWS to divert the stream, and to collect and relocate fish, during construction of 
bridges and bank stabilization in or near the Santa Clara River. CDFW adopted those two mitigation 
measures as part of its approval of the project in December 2010.  

The California Supreme Court held that the construction-related collection and relocation mitigation 
measures (BIO-44 and BIO-46) violated the Fish and Game Code section 5515 prohibition against 
authorizing the take or possession of unarmored threespine stickleback. No other aspects of the biological 
analysis or evaluation of unarmored threespine stickleback were overturned by the Supreme Court. As a 
result of the Supreme Court decision, the project applicant has modified bridge design and construction 
methods that do not require stream diversion or the collection and relocation of fish under Mitigation 
Measures BIO-44 and BIO-46.  

                                                      
1  The comment does not identify which Chumash band(s) or People(s) the Wishtoyo represents, nor explain in what manner the Chumash, or any of 

its bands, places special significance on the UTS.  
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Because the comment does not raise any issues within the Draft AEA or relate to a change in the project 
bridge design or construction method from what was previously considered in the 2010 Final EIR, no 
response is required. Nevertheless, the following response is included for information purposes.  

CDFW also does not concur with the comment’s statement that the unarmored threespine stickleback is 
“rapidly disappearing.” While recent drought years may have stressed known populations, CDFW is unaware 
of any study or data that would support a conclusion that the species is rapidly disappearing. Since 1988, 
focused fish surveys have been conducted by state and federal wildlife agencies, various independent 
biologists, and several consulting firms to document the presence or absence of special-status fish species, 
including unarmored threespine stickleback, within the project area and upstream of the project area within 
the Santa Clara River (2010 Final EIR, Section 4.5, Biological Resources, pp. 4.5-680-681.) Those surveys 
indicate that unarmored threespine stickleback presence is “quite variable (ranging from rare or absent in 
certain reaches of the River to locally abundant in any given year) in the project reach in sections of the 
Santa Clara River[.]” (2010 Final EIR, Section 4.5, Biological Resources, p. 4.5-681; and see pp. 4.5-59-60 
[description of completed unarmored threespine stickleback surveys], p. 4.5-240 [observations during 
surveys].)  

Because the comment does not raise issues as to the adequacy of the Draft AEA, no further response is 
required.  

Comment No. O35-15: 

As you know, the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback (“UTS”), a fully protected species under California law, 
is rapidly disappearing along with the degradation of its habitat that must be protected and restored. Its 
habitat exists in two locations in the Upper Santa Clara River mainstem (Newhall Ranch project area in a 
stretch of the Santa Clara River upstream of the Dry Gap to about and around the Old Road Bridge; and a 
stretch of the Santa Clara River near Soledad Canyon around the Stickleback Movie Ranch), a stretch of 
Bouquet Creek, a stretch of Soledad Canyon Creek, and a stretch of San Francisquito Creek. The California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife website as updated in June of 2015 (see attached) provides that the 
occurrence of Unarmored Threespine Stickleback as of June 2015 in these habitats is as follows: Upper 
Santa Clara River (extremely limited), Bouquet Creek (extremely limited), Soledad Canyon Creek (possibly 
extirpated), San Francisquito Creek (recently translocated to this location after extirpation in 2005 at this 
location). 

Response No. O35-15: 

The comment reiterates the protected status of the unarmored threespine stickleback under California law, 
and states that the species is “rapidly disappearing along with the degradation of its habitat that must be 
protected and restored [sic].” The comment states that unarmored threespine stickleback habitat exists at 
“two locations” in the Upper Santa Clara River main stem – the “Newhall Ranch project area in a stretch of 
the Santa Clara River upstream of the Dry Gap to about and around the Old Road Bridge; and a stretch of 
the Santa Clara River near Soledad Canyon around the Stickleback Movie Ranch).” The comment identifies 
three other locations where Wishtoyo believes unarmored threespine stickleback are present: “a stretch of 
Bouquet Creek, a stretch of Soledad Canyon Creek, and a stretch of San Francisquito Creek. The comment 
states that, according to CDFW’s website, as updated in June 2015, the occurrence of unarmored 
threespine stickleback in these habitats is as follows: “Upper Santa Clara River (extremely limited), Bouquet 
Creek (extremely limited), Soledad Canyon Creek (possibly extirpated), San Francisquito Creek (recently 
translocated to this location after extirpation in 2005 at this location).” 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. O35-14, because this comment does not raise any issues as to 
the adequacy of the Draft AEA or relate to a change in the project bridge design or construction method from 
what was previously considered in the 2010 Final EIR, no response is required. Nevertheless, the following 
response is included for information purposes.  

In regard to the “rapidly disappearing” status of unarmored threespine stickleback, the comment repeats 
the issues and questions set forth previously in Comment O35-14. Accordingly, please refer to Response to 
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Comment No. O35-14, above. Furthermore, the comment does not present new information with regard to 
unarmored threespine stickleback.  

In addition, CDFW’s website information does not present new or different data from what was previously 
reported in the 2010 Final EIR. As reported by CDFW (website and 2010 Final EIR), unarmored threespine 
stickleback is a state and federal listed endangered species and a fully protected species under the Fish and 
Game Code. As previously reported, unarmored threespine stickleback have a very limited distribution, with 
the southern California population represented in only three drainages in the Santa Clara River watershed: 
Upper Santa Clara River (extremely limited), Bouquet Creek (extremely limited), and Soledad Canyon 
(possibly extirpated) (CDFW’s website, https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Drought /Projects/Stickleback and 2010 
Final EIR, Section 4.5, Biological Resources, p. 4.5-606 [unarmored threespine stickleback legal status], pp. 
4.5-679-681 [life history].) Their naturally limited distribution, declining populations within the species 
complete historic range that included the Los Angeles, Santa Ana and San Gabriel Rivers (USFWS 2009), as 
well as known threats to the species, led to the federal listing of unarmored threespine stickleback as an 
endangered species in October 1970 (35 Federal Register 16047), the state listing in California in June 
1971 (Richmond et al. 2014), and the revised recovery plan in 1985 (2010 Final EIR, Section 4.5, Biological 
Resources, p. 4.5-680.) A long-term standardized unarmored threespine stickleback population assessment 
within the Upper Santa Clara River, focused on population trends, has never been performed; thus, it is not 
possible to ascertain whether that population is declining, increasing, or remaining essentially stable. 
Generally speaking, however, the numbers of unarmored threespine stickleback observed during any single 
survey effort have been variable, most likely due to the average one-year unarmored threespine stickleback 
life span and natural annual population variability, stochastic weather patterns (random, high weather 
variation) and dynamic habitat conditions in the Santa Clara River. The commenter is directed to the 2009 5-
Year Review Report on Unarmored Threespine Stickleback for a more complete description of the species 
range: 

“Currently, the UTS are restricted to the upper Santa Clara River and its tributaries in Los Angeles 
County, San Antonio Creek on Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB) in Santa Barbara County, and the 
Shay Creek vicinity in San Bernardino County (Moyle 2002). A small, transplanted population of the 
UTS may exist outside the native range in upper San Felipe Creek, a tributary to the Salton Sea, San 
Diego County (Moyle 2002). The UTS were transplanted to San Felipe Creek from Soledad Canyon in 
1972, 1973, and again in 1981(Swift et al. 1993, Service in litt. 2008a); however, the current status 
of this population or whether it still exists is unknown at this time (Service in litt. 2008a).” 

Because the comment does not raise issues as to the adequacy of the Draft AEA, no further response is 
required. 

Comment No. O35-16: 

Just recently it was found by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, and Los Angeles County that the population of Unarmored Threespine Stickleback in the Bouquet 
Canyon reach has been lost, as this population has been hybridized with another Stickleback species. (See 
attachments provided on CD and County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Notice of Intent to 
Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for Bouquet Canyon Creek Restoration Project also provided on the 
CD attached to this letter.) In addition, the habitat of one of the few remaining locations where Unarmored 
Threespine Stickleback exists – an upstream reach of the Santa Clara River around Stickleback Movie 
Ranch located at 9777 Soledad Canyon Rd, Santa Clarita, CA 91390, was just devastated by the July 24, 
2016 Santa Clara River “Sand Fire” that burnt over 52 square mile of the Upper Santa Clara River 
watershed. (See attachments on CD.) During this fire, the Stickleback Movie Ranch and the banks of the 
Santa Clara River that contain Unarmored Threespine Stickleback were burnt to the ground. It is unknown 
whether this population has been wiped out by the ash and toxins from the Sand Fire and firefighting effort 
that have been flushed into the Santa Clara River during rain events in late 2016 and early 2017. 
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Response No. O35-16: 

The comment states that USFWS, CDFW, and the County of Los Angeles have recently determined that the 
unarmored threespine stickleback population in the Bouquet Canyon reach “has been lost” due to 
hybridizing with another stickleback species. The comment then describes the Sand Fire that occurred on 
July 24, 2016, and states that the fire destroyed the unarmored threespine stickleback habitat near the 
Stickleback Movie Ranch. According to the comment, it is unknown whether the unarmored threespine 
stickleback population at this location “has been wiped out by the ash and toxins from the San Fire and 
firefighting effort that have been flushed into the Santa Clara River during the rain events in late 2016 and 
early 2017.” 

The 2016 Sand Fire and its potential impacts on the unarmored threespine stickleback habitat and 
population near the Stickleback Ranch is not related to the project under review and, therefore, is beyond 
the scope of the Draft AEA. Unarmored threespine stickleback in Bouquet Canyon Creek is also not related to 
the project under review and, therefore, is beyond the scope of the Draft AEA. CDFW will consider the 
comment for the context it provides regarding unarmored threespine stickleback populations within the 
Santa Clara River as a whole. However, the referenced fire does not pertain to any aspect of the project’s 
modifications evaluated in the Draft AEA.  

In addition, because this comment does not raise any issues within the scope of the Draft AEA or relate to a 
change in the bridge design and construction methods from what was previously considered in the 2010 
Final EIR, no further substantive response is required. For further responsive information, please refer to 
Topical Response 1: Scope of the Additional Environmental Analysis.  

Comment No. O35-17: 

All of the aforementioned facts are important and relevant to the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA because, for the 
first time, the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA indicates that surveys for Unarmored Threespine Stickleback 
conducted between 2014 – 20151 on in the Upper Santa Clara River in the Newhall Ranch Project site from 
the upstream edge of the Dry Gap to the Old Road found that: 

“During the 2014 and 2015 surveys, no unarmored threespine stickleback or other species native to 
the Santa Clara River were observed in the project area. During the habitat surveys, CDFW observed 
unarmored threespine stickleback between the Old Road Bridge and the Valencia WRP discharge, 
upstream of the project area in August 2015.” 

1 The Newhall Ranch Draft AEA indicates these surveys were conducted on: 1.) August 2015 (CDFW 
surveyed for unarmored threespine stickleback habitat at a reconnaissance level in the Santa Clara 
River, from the Old Road downstream to just below the Valencia WRP discharge. This survey was 
upstream of the project area); and 2.) “August 19, September 4, and September 5, 2014 and other 
aquatic surveys were conducted on multiple dates from June 27 to September 1, 2015 (ICF 
International 2016a)” 

Response No. O35-17: 

The comment states that “the aforementioned facts are important and relevant to the Newhall Ranch Draft 
AEA because, for the first time, the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA indicates that surveys for Unarmored 
Threespine Stickleback conducted between 2014-2015 on the Upper Santa Clara River in the Newhall 
Ranch Project site from the upstream edge of the Dry Gap to The Old Road found that . . . no unarmored 
threespine stickleback or other species native to the Santa Clara River were observed in the project area.” 
The comment acknowledges that, according to the Draft AEA, surveys “observed unarmored threespine 
stickleback between the Old Road Bridge and the Valencia WRP discharge, upstream of the project area in 
August 2015.” 

This comment does not raise significant new information. While CDFW recognizes that the 2014 and 2015 
reconnaissance fish surveys detected no unarmored threespine stickleback in the project reach of the Santa 
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Clara River, these surveys are not inconsistent with the analysis in the 2010 Final EIR. Prior surveys also 
showed that, during certain years, unarmored threespine stickleback were not detected in one or more 
sections of the Santa Clara River within the project area, only to be found in those same areas during 
surveys conducted in subsequent years. As indicated above, and as discussed in the 2010 Final EIR, 
unarmored threespine stickleback presence is variable and appears to fluctuate according to changes in 
environmental conditions (e.g., storm events) (see discussion of unarmored threespine stickleback 
population assessment in Response to Comment O9-98). CDFW assumes presence of unarmored 
threespine stickleback in the project area. 

In addition, the 2014 and 2015 unarmored threespine stickleback surveys represent only two data points 
and thus are insufficient to support any determination that the species no longer inhabits the project reach 
of the Santa Clara River. A long-term standardized unarmored threespine stickleback population assessment 
within the Upper Santa Clara River, focused on population trends, has never been performed. For this 
reason, the Draft AEA – like the 2010 Final EIR before it – assumes unarmored threespine stickleback 
presence throughout the project reach of the Santa Clara River; and, as a result, the 2010 Final EIR 
incorporated, and CDFW adopted, a mitigation strategy that avoids or substantially lessens impacts to 
unarmored threespine stickleback. (See 2010 Final EIR, Section 4.5, Biological Resources, pp. 4.5-693-
through 4.5-702.) To assume otherwise (i.e., to assume unarmored threespine stickleback no longer exist 
within the project reach of the river) would mean that the project would not be capable of affecting the 
species, even if bridge construction and other work were performed within the wetted channel of the Santa 
Clara River where unarmored threespine stickleback have been documented in the past. In such case, there 
would be no need to study the project’s impacts on unarmored threespine stickleback. In order to be 
conservative, CDFW did not make that assumption and, in fact, assumed the opposite. The entire Draft AEA 
analysis of potential bridge and bank stabilization impacts conservatively presumes, for purposes of the 
analysis, that unarmored threespine stickleback are in the river at locations near proposed construction 
sites. Said differently, the Draft AEA presumes unarmored threespine stickleback are present within the 
wetted channel of the Santa Clara River for the entire reach of the river within the project site where RMDP 
construction will occur in areas proximate to, but outside of, the wetted channel. The Draft AEA adopts a 
comprehensive “no water contact” approach to constructing the bridges and bank stabilization, combined 
with an array of additional protective mitigation measures, to specify that the construction of bridges and 
bank stabilization within the project is performed consistent with Fish and Game Code section 5515. The 
Draft AEA concludes that impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback will be less than significant. 

Comment No. O35-18: 

This new information, not available during EIR Certification in 2010, is consistent with the following 
information Wishtoyo Foundation heard in 2014-2016 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service officials whom 
were informed of these 2014 – 2015 survey results: That Unarmored Threespine Stickleback are present 
upstream of the confluence of the Valencia Wastewater Treatment Plant’s (“Valencia WTP”) discharge to 
around the Old Road, but it appears likely that Unarmored Threespine Stickleback are no longer present in 
the Newhall Ranch project area from the Dry Gap to the confluence of the Valencia WTP effluent discharge. 
Based on the scientific literature regarding Unarmored Threespine Stickleback habitat requirements, 
Valencia WTP monitoring data of its effluent discharge and the Santa Clara River upstream and downstream 
of its discharge, and Wishtoyo Foundation monitoring data of the Santa Clara River upstream and 
downstream of the Valencia WTP effluent discharge, it is apparent that the Valencia WTP effluent discharge 
is impairing Unarmored Threespine Stickleback habitat and causing adverse survival and reproductive 
impacts to the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback from the confluence of the Valencia WTP effluent 
discharge to the Dry Gap due to: 

1.) the severe increases in temperature (the Valencia WTP is much hotter than the Santa Clara River and 
levels that are tolerable for UTS survival and reproduction); and 

2.) increases in the velocity of the River’s flow (the millions of gallons per day of Valencia WTP effluent 
discharge causes the River to move too fast for UTS survival, presence, and reproduction, and eliminates the 
slow moving water the species needs to be present, survive, and reproduce). 
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(See data, studies, reports, and information in Attached in CD and discussed below to support all of these 
assertions.) 

Response No. O35-18: 

The comment states that the 2014-2015 unarmored threespine stickleback survey results represents “new 
information…not available during EIR certification in 2010.” The comment also contends that these data are 
consistent with statements Wishtoyo claims to have received USFWS to the effect that “Unarmored 
Threespine Stickleback are present upstream of the confluence of the Valencia Wastewater Treatment 
Plant’s (‘Valencia WTP’) discharge to around the Old Road, but it appears likely that the Unarmored 
Stickleback are no longer present in the Newhall Ranch project area from the Dry Gap to the confluence of 
the Valencia WTP effluent discharge.” The comment claims that these data, when assessed in conjunction 
with the scientific literature regarding the habitat needs of the unarmored threespine stickleback, 
demonstrate that the Valencia WTP effluent discharge is impairing unarmored threespine stickleback habitat 
and causing adverse impacts on unarmored threespine stickleback survival and reproduction. The comment 
identifies two causes for this impact: (i) increases in the river’s water temperature due to discharges from 
the Valencia WTP into the wetted channel of the river; and (2) increases in flow velocity due to discharges 
from the Valencia WTP into the river. According to the comment, the WTP effluent raises the river’s water 
temperature to levels that unarmored threespine stickleback cannot tolerate and “causes the River to move 
too fast for unarmored threespine stickleback survival, presence, and reproduction, and eliminates the slow 
moving water the species needs to be present, survive, and reproduce.” The comment states that the data, 
studies, reports, and information on which it is relies are included on the CD attached to the comment letter.  

First, CDFW recognizes that unarmored threespine stickleback presence is variable and the population 
fluctuates, and therefore, CDFW assumes presence of unarmored threespine stickleback in the project area. 
CDFW works closely with USFWS on matters concerning the unarmored threespine stickleback. CDFW 
provided a copy of the Draft AEA to USFWS. At no time during its various communications with CDFW did 
USFWS indicate that, in its opinion, unarmored threespine stickleback “are no longer present in the Newhall 
Ranch project area from the Dry Gap to the confluence of the Valencia WTP effluent discharge.” Please refer 
to Response to Comment No. O35-15 above for information related to the latest available 5-Year Review 
Report on unarmored threespine stickleback by USFWS. In any case, as noted above, the Draft AEA assumes 
unarmored threespine stickleback are present within the wetted channel of the Santa Clara River for the 
entire reach of the river within the project site where RMDP construction will occur in areas proximate to, but 
outside of, the wetted channel.  

Second, the Valencia WTP (also known as the Valencia WRP) is an existing, fully-operative and permitted 
facility operated by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (formerly, Sanitation District Nos. 26 and 32). 
The Valencia WRP’s impacts on the unarmored threespine stickleback, if any, are beyond the scope of the 
Draft AEA, which limits its evaluation to (i) the project’s GHG emissions, and (ii) the project’s modified bridge 
design and construction approach which avoids contact with the wetted channel of the Santa Clara River. 
Nothing in the comment shows any connection between the project’s modified bridge design and 
construction methods for the bridges and bank stabilization features and the effluent from the upstream 
Valencia WRP.2 The comment raises an issue that is not related to the change in bridge design or 
construction methods analyzed in the Draft AEA. Said differently, the discharges from the Valencia WRP 
(including flow velocity and water temperatures) are not generated by any aspect of the proposed project’s 
modifications evaluated in the Draft AEA. Specifically, the Valencia WRP discharges are not generated by the 
project’s modified design and construction approach with bridges and bank stabilization, which approach is 
required by, and in response to, the corrective action required by the Supreme Court’s decision with regard 
to unarmored threespine stickleback. In addition, the discharges are not generated by the project’s GHG 
analysis, nor the new mitigation measures reducing the project’s GHG impacts to net zero in response to the 
Supreme Court’s decision. Thus, the issues concerning the WRP discharges are issues that were raised or 
could have been raised in response to the 2010 Final EIR and no further response is required. Nonetheless, 
for further responsive information, please refer to Topical Response 1: Scope of the Additional 

                                                      
2  Nor does the comment draw any connection between the project’s GHG emissions and the Valencia WRP effluent, and there is no connection.  
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Environmental Analysis. Therefore, the comment is beyond the scope of the AEA and need not be addressed. 
In any instance, the revised bridge design would likely reduce concerns related to this issue because the 
project’s modified construction approach contemplates construction of the bridges and bank stabilization 
outside the wetted channel of the Santa Clara River (i.e., outside the receiving water of the WRP discharges), 
and incorporates numerous other protective measures to require no impact to unarmored threespine 
stickleback.  

Third, the Valencia WRP, an existing facility, operates pursuant to: (i) the 1980 Upper Santa Clara River 
Basin Facilities Plan, the associated certified EIR, and the 1987 Addendum, and (ii) the 2015 Santa Clarita 
Valley Joint Sewerage System Facilities Plan and EIR. The time to challenge these previously certified 
environmental documents has long since passed.  

Fourth, the Valencia WRP and its effluent are subject to Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Order R4-2015-0071; NPDES No. 
CA0054216; “NPDES permit”), effective May 3, 2015. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWCB) adopted the NPDES permit pursuant to the California Water Code (commencing with section 
13260) and section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act. The Valencia WRP WDRs identify several designated 
beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River that protect aquatic species, such as unarmored threespine 
stickleback. The designated beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River in the vicinity of the Valencia WRP that 
are protective of unarmored threespine stickleback are as follows: rare, threatened, or endangered species 
(RARE); warm freshwater habitat (WARM), wildlife habitat (WILD), and wetland habitat (WET). The discharge 
permit reflects a consideration of the protection of those beneficial uses that are applicable to aquatic 
species in the river, such as the unarmored threespine stickleback, with specific prohibition on any 
discharge that causes impairment of any of these designated beneficial uses. Thus, the time to challenge 
the NPDES permit itself has long passed.  

Fifth, in the 2010 Final EIR, CDFW assessed the project’s cumulative impacts on the Santa Clara River and 
the wildlife species that rely on it. This analysis took into account the current and ongoing effluent 
discharges from the Valencia WRP, treating them as a component of existing conditions. The 2010 Final EIR 
determined that the project’s cumulative impacts on the hydrology of the river would be less than significant. 
Likewise, the 2010 Final EIR determined that the project’s cumulative impacts on unarmored threespine 
stickleback habitat would be less than significant. Neither Wishtoyo nor any other party challenged these 
determinations during the EIR review process or during the subsequent litigation. Thus, the issue cannot be 
raised now, as it does not relate to the limited set of issues covered in the current Draft AEA. Therefore, the 
comment is beyond the scope of the AEA and need not be addressed. For further responsive information 
regarding the scope of the Draft AEA, please refer to Topical Response 1: Scope of the Additional 
Environmental Analysis.  

Comment No. O35-19: 

Considering the information about the rapidly disappearing limited habitat for the Unarmored Threespine 
Stickleback and its fragile and declining populations that have come to light after CDFW certification of the 
project EIR in 2010 (see above and the documents in the attached CD); the new information in the Newhall 
Ranch Draft AEA discovered in 2014 and 2015 regarding the lack of presence of the Unarmored Threespine 
Stickleback downstream of the Valencia WTP; the fact that the Proposed Newhall Ranch Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (“Proposed Newhall POTW2”) part of this project will constantly discharge millions of gallons 
of effluent during the wet season that will increase the velocity of the Santa Clara River thereby further 
degrading Unarmored Threespine Stickleback habitat; and the fact that the Newhall Ranch Wastewater 
Treatment Plant will discharge millions of gallons of effluent baking in the hot Santa Clarita Valley at levels 
that are much hotter than the Santa Clara River’s natural temperature (and hotter than suitable for the 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback) thereby further degrading Unarmored Threespine Stickleback habitat, it 
is essential that CDFW: 
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2 The EIR identifies this as the “Newhall Ranch WRP” or Newhall Ranch Water Reclamation Plant. The 
Newhall Ranch WRP is the “Proposed Newhall POTW” or Proposed Newhall Publically Owned Treatment 
Works. 

1.) prepare a revised or supplemental EIR that fully examines and analyzes the impacts of the Proposed 
Newhall POTW on the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback and its habitat from the water temperature and 
flow velocity increases in the Santa Clara River caused by the Proposed Newhall POTW; and 

2.) approves a revised or supplemental EIR that contains velocity and temperature protections from the 
Proposed Newhall POTW consistent with California’s Fully Protected Species statute that protects and allows 
for the restoration of Unarmored Threespine Stickleback from the discharge point of the Proposed Newhall 
POTW downstream to the Dry Gap. 

Response No. O35-19: 

The comment states that, in light of (i) the information about the “rapidly disappearing limited habitat for the 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback and its fragile and declining populations that have come to light after 
prior CDFW certification of the project EIR;” (ii) the “new information in the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA 
discovered in 2014 and 2015” regarding the absence of stickleback downstream of the Valencia WRP; (iii) 
the fact that “the Proposed Newhall Ranch Wastewater Treatment Plant . . . part of this project will 
constantly discharge millions of gallons of effluent during the wet season that will increase the velocity of the 
Santa Clara River thereby further degrading Unarmored Threespine Stickleback habitat”; and (iv) “the fact 
that the Newhall Ranch Wastewater Treatment Plant will discharge millions of gallons of effluent baking in 
the hot Santa Clarita Valley at levels that are much hotter than the Santa Clara River’s natural temperature 
(and hotter than suitable for the unarmored threespine stickleback) thereby further degrading Unarmored 
Threespine Stickleback habitat,” CDFW must: 

1. “prepare a revised or supplemental EIR that fully examines and analyzes the impacts of the Proposed 
Newhall POTW on the Unarmored Threespine Stickleback and its habitat from the water temperature 
and flow velocity increases in the Santa Clara River caused by the Proposed Newhall POTW;” and  

2. “approve a revised or supplemental EIR that contains velocity and temperature protections from the 
Proposed Newhall POTW consistent with California’s Fully Protected Species statute that protects and 
allows for the restoration of Unarmored Threespine Stickleback from the discharge point of the Proposed 
Newhall POTW downstream to the Dry Gap.” 

CDFW does not concur with the above comments for the following reasons: 

First, the Newhall Ranch Wastewater Reclamation Plant – sometimes known as the Newhall Ranch publicly-
owned treatment works (POTW) or the Newhall Ranch WRP – was approved by the County of Los Angeles as 
part of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan pursuant to a project-level EIR certified by the County in 2003. Thus, 
no further review of the Newhall Ranch WRP is required; and any challenge to the Newhall Ranch WRP or its 
underlying certified EIR is time-barred.  

Second, because the County already approved the Newhall Ranch WRP, it is not part of the proposed project 
now under consideration and review by CDFW in the Draft AEA.  

Third, the Newhall Ranch WRP and its effluent – like the Valencia WRP – are subject to WDRs and a NPDES 
permit (Order R4-2013-0180; NPDES No. CA0064556; “NPDES permit”), effective February 1, 2014. The 
Los Angeles Regional Water adopted the NPDES permit pursuant to the California Water Code (commencing 
with section 13260) and section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act. The Newhall Ranch WRP WDRs identify 
several designated beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River that protect aquatic species, such as 
unarmored threespine stickleback. The designated beneficial uses for the Santa Clara River in the vicinity of 
the Newhall Ranch WRP protective of unarmored threespine stickleback are as follows: rare, threatened, or 
endangered species (RARE); warm freshwater habitat (WARM), wildlife habitat (WILD), and wetland habitat 
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(WET). The discharge permit reflects a consideration of the protection of those beneficial uses that are 
applicable to aquatic species in the river, such as the unarmored threespine stickleback, with specific 
prohibition on any discharge that causes impairment of any of these designated beneficial uses. Discharge 
limitations go so far as to require protection of the natural hydrologic conditions necessary to support the 
physical, chemical, and biological characteristics present in wetlands to prevent significant adverse effects 
on: (a) natural temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, and other natural physical and chemical conditions; (b) 
movement of aquatic fauna; (c) survival and reproduction of aquatic flora and fauna; and (d) water levels. 
The time to challenge the Newhall Ranch WRP NPDES permit is long-passed.  

Fourth, the Newhall Ranch WRP will discharge treated effluent to the Santa Clara River only during the wet 
season when discharges will be diluted by existing flow in the Santa Clara River. No discharge to the Santa 
Clara River will occur during the dry season. As described previously, the effects of the Newhall Ranch WRP 
were analyzed in the project-level EIR for the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, which was certified by the County 
in 2003. Further, the 2010 EIR analyzed potential effects of discharge by operation of the Newall WRP and 
concluded that no significant impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback would occur.  

Fifth, the Newhall Ranch WRP and the effect of its future effluent on unarmored threespine stickleback are 
beyond the scope of the Draft AEA, which is limited to (i) the proposed project’s GHG emissions, and (ii) 
impacts associated with the proposed “no water contact” approach to constructing bridges and installing 
bank stabilization. Neither of these two issues affects, or is implicated by, the Newhall Ranch WRP.  

Sixth, the 2010 Final EIR, when it evaluated the proposed project’s cumulative impacts on the hydrology and 
biology of the Santa Clara River, took into account the future effluent discharges from the Newhall Ranch 
WRP. The 2010 Final EIR determined that the proposed project’s contribution to such impacts, including 
those on unarmored threespine stickleback, would be less than cumulatively considerable. Neither Wishtoyo 
nor any other party challenged that determination during the 2010 EIR review process. Nor did any party 
challenge that determination during the subsequent litigation. Thus, the claim is barred from further 
consideration.  

For these reasons, CDFW declines Wishtoyo’s request for a “revised or supplemental EIR” that addresses 
the Newhall Ranch WRP’s water temperature and flow velocity impacts on the unarmored threespine 
stickleback. CDFW also declines Wishtoyo’s request to impose “velocity and temperature protections” on the 
Newhall Ranch WRP.  

Comment No. O35-20: 

Based on the increases in velocity from the Valencia WTP, it appears that a prohibition of any discharge from 
the Proposed Newhall POTW is consistent with California’s Fully Protected Species statute. However if 
science conclusively demonstrates some small discharge can occur from the Proposed Newhall POTW that 
will not impact the velocity of river flows downstream of the Proposed Newhall POTW so as to impact the 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback’s ability to survive, utilize, and be present downstream of the Proposed 
Newhall POTW’s discharge, the effluent discharge from the Proposed Newhall POTW must be cooled prior to 
discharge to a level equivalent to the naturally occurring temperatures of the River and that are suitable for 
Unarmored Threespine Stickleback. 

Response No. O35-20: 

The comment states that, “[b]ased on the increases in velocity from the Valencia WTP, it appears that a 
prohibition of any discharge from the Proposed Newhall POTW is consistent with California’s Fully Protected 
statute.” The comment then contends that even if “some small discharge can occur” from the Newhall 
Ranch WRP without affecting the velocity of the river flows or the unarmored threespine stickleback, the 
effluent from the WRP must nevertheless “be cooled prior to discharge to a level equivalent to the naturally 
occurring temperatures of the River and that are suitable for unarmored threespine stickleback.  
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As pointed out in Response to Comment Nos. O35-18 and O35-19, above, the Newhall Ranch WRP, 
including its effluent, is regulated under an existing and valid NPDES permit issued by the Los Angeles 
Regional Board.  

In addition, CDFW notes that the comment provides no evidence that the amount of effluent discharged 
from the Valencia WRP into the Santa Clara River is beyond its facility permitted flow of 21.6 mgd. The 
Newhall Ranch WRP, when it becomes operational, will discharge on average approximately 0.6 mgd during 
the wet season and will not release any discharge to the Santa Clara River during the dry season. The 
discharge amount to the Santa Clara River represents less than 1 percent of the river’s average wet season 
flow (2010 Final EIR Section 4.4, p. 4.4-114). Also, because the Newhall Ranch WRP will only discharge to 
the river when reclaimed water demand is low, which will be during wet conditions when flows are elevated 
above natural base flow conditions, any effects to the reproductive development, behavior, and success of 
unarmored threespine stickleback will be avoided. Unarmored threespine stickleback do not typically spawn 
under wet season conditions (i.e., elevated base flows and colder water temperatures). During dry, low flow 
years, the demand for reclaimed water is high, precluding the need to discharge water to the Santa Clara 
River during these conditions. 

The comment does not provide evidence of any connection between the Draft AEA’s GHG analysis or the 
modified bridge design and construction methods to avoid impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback, 
and the Valencia WRP’s discharges, flow rates, or discharge temperatures. As discussed in Response to 
Comment No. O35-14, because the comment does not raise issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft AEA, 
no further response is required.  

Comment No. O35-21: 

Below are comments that in addition to the studies, documents, and data on the CD attached to this letter, 
provide more information as to the temperature and flow velocity impacts from the Proposed Newhall POTW 
that must be studied and prevented. 

Response No. O35-21: 

The comment alerts CDFW that what follows is more information as to the temperature and flow velocity 
impacts from the proposed Newhall Ranch WRP.  

As the comment is an introduction to further comments to follow, and because it raises no substantive issue 
with regard to the adequacy of the Draft AEA, no further response is required.  

Comment No. O35-22: 

Additional Comments Providing More Information as to the Temperature and Flow Velocity Impacts to UTS 
from the Proposed Newhall POTW that must be Studied and Prevented 

1.) UTS Temperature Impacts (see all studies, information and data in the attached CD) 

The USFWS 5 Year Review provides that high rates of mortality are likely to occur in situations where water 
temperature is increasing rapidly or when temperatures exceed the critical thermal maximum, and that 
Feldmeth and Baskin (1976) and Baskin (1975) found that UTS have a moderate tolerance (critical thermal 
maximum of 30.5 degrees Celsius (86.9 degrees Fahrenheit)) when acclimated at 8 degrees Celsius (46.4 
degrees Fahrenheit) and a critical thermal maximum of 34.6 degrees Celsius (94.3 degrees Fahrenheit) 
when acclimated at 22.7 degrees Celsius (72.8 degrees Fahrenheit). 

Response No. O35-22: 

The comment introduces additional comments regarding the potential for the Newhall Ranch WRP to 
adversely affect unarmored threespine stickleback due to effluent-related increases in the temperature and 
velocity of the Santa Clara River. Specifically, the comment provides data from USFWS 5-Year Review of the 
unarmored threespine stickleback indicating that “high rates of mortality are likely to occur in situations 
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where water temperature is increasingly rapidly or when temperatures exceed the critical thermal 
maximum.” The comment then states that “Feldmeth and Baskin (1976) and Baskin (1975) found that 
unarmored threespine stickleback have a moderate tolerance (critical thermal maximum of 30.5 degrees 
Celsius (86.9 degrees Fahrenheit)) when acclimated at 8 degrees Celsius (46.4 degrees Fahrenheit) and a 
critical thermal maximum of 34.6 degrees Celsius (94.3 degrees Fahrenheit) when acclimated at 22.7 
degrees Celsius (72.8 degrees Fahrenheit).” 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. O35-14, because this comment does not raise any issues as to 
the adequacy of the Draft AEA or relate to a change in the project bridge design or construction method from 
what was previously considered in the 2010 Final EIR, no further response is required. Moreover, to the 
extent that this comment relates to Wishtoyo’s concerns expressed in Comment Nos. O35-18, O35-19, and 
O35-20 regarding effluent released from the Newhall Ranch WRP, Responses to Comment Nos. O35-18, 
O35-19, and O35-20 above, the Newhall Ranch WRP including its effluent is regulated under an existing and 
valid NPDES permit issued by the Los Angeles Regional Board and would be operated differently than the 
Valencia WRP (see Response to Comment No. O-35-20). Moreover, the issues concerning the Newhall Ranch 
WRP discharges are issues that were raised or could have been raised in response to the 2010 Final EIR; 
and, for further responsive information, please refer to Topical Response 1: Scope of the Additional 
Environmental Analysis. Nonetheless, the following response is included for information purposes:  

CDFW is aware of and has assessed the USFWS 5-Year Review for unarmored threespine stickleback, the 
Feldmeth and Baskin (1976) study, and the Baskin (1975) study. CDFW agrees that the comment accurately 
reproduces the critical thermal maximums described in Feldmeth and Baskin (1976) and in Baskin (1975). 
As these benchmarks show, the critical thermal maximum shifts according to the “acclimation” temperature 
used in the study. When the acclimation temperature is low (e.g., 46.4 degrees Fahrenheit3), the critical 
thermal maximum is 86.9 degrees; but when that acclimation temperature is higher (e.g., 72.8 degrees), the 
critical thermal maximum also goes up (e.g., to 94.3 degrees). 

It is important to note, however, that the table on page five of the Wishtoyo comment letter includes point 
temperature data from above and below the Valencia WRP. It is unknown if these were collected at a single 
time during the day, as collection times were not provided. A natural fluctuation in river temperature would 
be expected throughout the day, with maximum temperatures typically occurring in the afternoon. 
Furthermore, these data were also collected above and below the Valencia WRP, representing temperatures 
at those locations only, and may not represent water temperatures downstream at the proposed Newhall 
Ranch WRP, especially since the discharge rate and timing of discharge are vastly different than that of the 
Valencia WTP. See Response to Comment No. O9-98 for discussion of the Newhall Ranch WRP discharge. 

It should also be noted that the critical thermal maximums were determined in laboratory conditions. Baskin 
(1975) conducted a study on the upper Santa Clara River that was partially focused on thermal and oxygen 
tolerances of unarmored threespine stickleback in the laboratory. The study authors found that water 
temperatures in study pools ranged between 64.7 and 84.9 degrees and were well within the tolerance 
limits determined in the laboratory of 86 degree maximum. Feldmeth and Baskin conducted a similar study 
and developed Critical Thermal Maxima’s (CTM) between 86.9 degrees when acclimated to 46.4 degrees 
and a CTM of 94.3 degrees when acclimated to 72.8 degrees. Critical Thermal Maximum (CTM) studies like 
Baskin (1975) and Feldmeth and Baskin (1976) are important in evaluating and understanding what effects 
upper and lower thermal tolerances can have on fish and what those thermal endpoints are. However, these 
studies do have limitations and do not account for the reactive behavior fish will take when they encounter 
adverse conditions. Fish in the wild will seek refuge, when available, from adverse conditions when they 
occur. Animals used in these studies do not have the advantage to escape these adverse conditions. One 
disadvantage of CTM procedures is that they cannot account for exposure time and potentially un-realistic 
rates of temperature increase (Shultz and Bertrand 2011).  

Irrespective of the applicability of these Critical Thermal Maxima to the Newhall Ranch WRP discharge, when 
CTMs are applied to the water temperatures measured by Wishtoyo at the Valencia WRP, as summarized in 

                                                      
3  All temperatures from this point forward will be presented in Fahrenheit. 
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the table on page 5 of the Wishtoyo letter, it can be demonstrated that the water temperature of the Santa 
Clara River downstream of the Valencia WRP effluent discharge is below the critical thermal maximum for 
unarmored threespine stickleback at both the 46.4 degree acclimation benchmark and the 72.8 degree 
acclimation benchmark.  

This can be shown using Wishtoyo’s data (which has not been verified). The table on page 5 of the comment 
letter indicates that Wishtoyo’s temperature measurements of the Santa Clara River, upstream of the 
Valencia WRP discharge, range between 61.5 degrees and 72.3 degrees, which means unarmored 
threespine stickleback would be “acclimated” at temperatures slightly below the 72.8-degree acclimation 
baseline discussed in Feldmeth and Baskin (1976) and Baskin (1975). This baseline generates a critical 
thermal maximum for unarmored threespine stickleback of 94.3 degrees. As shown in Wishtoyo’s table, 
Wishtoyo’s water temperature measurements of the River downstream of the WRP discharge range from 
74.3 to 84 degrees, well below the critical thermal maximum.  

Even if one were to assume the much lower acclimation temperature baseline of 46.4 degrees – i.e., an in-
river water temperature more than 14 degrees below the lowest in-river temperature actually recorded by 
Wishtoyo (61.5 degrees) – the post-Valencia WRP discharge water temperature in the Santa Clara River, as 
recorded by Wishtoyo, would still be below the critical thermal maximum described in Feldmeth and Baskin 
(1976) and Baskin (1975). Specifically, with an assumed acclimation temperature of 46.4 degrees, the 
critical thermal maximum, according to Feldmeth and Baskin, is 86.9 degrees Fahrenheit. However, the 
highest in-river temperature recorded by Wishtoyo downstream of the Valencia WRP was 84 degrees 
Fahrenheit, nearly 3 degrees below the critical thermal maximum. Thus, the analysis of Wishtoyo’s water 
temperature readings shows that Wishtoyo’s data do not support their conclusion that effluent from the 
Valencia WRP is causing the water temperature in the Santa Clara River to reach critical thermal maximums 
for unarmored threespine stickleback.  

Comment No. O35-23: 

In addition Baskin 2000 (see attached CD) and Page 3 of October 19, 2016 letter from CDFW’s Tim E. Hovey 
to Betty Courtney provides: 

Aquatic vegetation is required by unarmored threespine stickleback to build nests. Nest building and 
breeding begins as soon as the water warms in April and continues through July. Once the eggs are laid, the 
embryos hatch in 6 to 8 days at 18 - 20 degrees Celsius (64.4 – 68 degrees Fahrenheit). CDFW evaluation 
of the species life history determined instream flows, habitat, water quality and velocity are important factors 
to the subsistence of unarmored threespine stickleback. 

Response No. O35-23: 

The comment reproduces an excerpt from a letter, dated October 19, 2016, from Tim E. Hovey (of CDFW) to 
Betty Courtney (also of CDFW), which describes the habitat conditions that unarmored threespine 
stickleback require to build nests and hatch eggs. The letter excerpt indicates that environmental conditions 
such as instream flows, habitat, water quality, and velocity should be evaluated as they are “important 
factors to the subsistence of unarmored threespine stickleback.” 

CDFW has reviewed and considered Mr. Hovey’s letter. The excerpt set forth in the comment accurately 
reproduces a portion of that letter. As neither the comment nor the excerpt raises issues as to the adequacy 
of the Draft AEA, no further response is required. 

Comment No. O35-24: 

Wishtoyo Foundation and its Ventura Coastkeeper Program’s Watershed Monitoring Program Temperature 
Field Results3 investigating the impacts of the Valencia WTP effluent discharge on Santa Clara River water 
temperature are as follows: 
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3 Wishtoyo Foundation and its Ventura Coastkeeper Program monitor in accordance with a Quality Assurance 
Quality Control Plan approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (see attached CD), and calibrated 
its thermometers used to collect this data with a NIST Traceable Calibrated Thermometer calibrated to the 
following 5 calibration points 0, 15, 25, 30, 40 Degrees Celsius. 

Date Location Degrees C Degrees F Location Degrees C Degrees F Change Degrees C Change Degrees F 
3/20/14 RU1 17.9 64.2 RD1 23.5 74.3 5.6 10.1 
5/27/14 RU1 21.5 70.7 RD1 26.8 80.2 5.3 9.5 
6/2/14 RU1 21.9 71.4 RD1 26.5 79.7 4.6 8.3 

6/23/14 RU1 21.0 69.8 RD1 27.5 81.5 6.5 11.7 
8/22/14 RU1 22.4 72.3 RD1 28.9 84.0 6.5 11.7 

11/22/14 RU1 16.4 61.5 RD1 25.5 77.9 9.1 16.4 
5/26/15 RU1 19.0 66.3 RD1 25.6 78.1 6.6 11.8 

RU1 is located 300 feet Upstream of the Confluence of the Santa Clara River with the Valencia WTP Effluent Discharge 
RD1 is located 300 feet Downstream of the Confluence of the Santa Clara River with the Valencia WTP Effluent Discharge 

 

The monitoring data collected by Wishtoyo Foundation, the monitoring data collected by the Valencia WTP 
from 2010 – 2014 (see attached CD), the monitoring data collected by the Valencia WTP from 2014 to the 
present available from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and Los Angeles County (the 
Valencia WTP owner and operator), the scientific literature in the attached CD, the findings in the Newhall 
Ranch Draft AEA, the analysis of the Proposed Newhall POTW in the 2010 EIR, indicate that: 

a.) By drastically increasing the temperature the Santa Clara River downstream of the confluence of the 
Valencia WTP discharge and the Santa Clara River, the Valencia WTP discharge is creating a temperature 
barrier to UTS migration thereby precluding the UTS from repopulating the Santa Clara River downstream of 
the Valencia WTP and proposed Newhall POTW. The Proposed Newhall POTW will have the same effects 
downstream of its confluence with the Santa Clara River to the Dry Gap. 

b.) By drastically increasing the temperature the Santa Clara River downstream of the confluence of the 
Valencia WTP discharge and the Santa Clara River, the Valencia WTP discharge is altering the temperature in 
the Santa Clara River in a manner that results in the Santa Clara River approaching the critical thermal 
maximum temperature for UTS that may result in mortality or other adverse effects to the UTS. The Proposed 
Newhall POTW will have the same effects downstream of its confluence with the Santa Clara River to the Dry 
Gap. 

c.) By drastically increasing the of temperature the Santa Clara River downstream of the confluence of the 
Valencia WTP discharge and the Santa Clara River, the Valencia WTP discharge is altering the temperature in 
the Santa Clara River in a manner that results in changes in the normal embryo hatch rate that may be 
detrimental to the species’ reproductive efforts and abilities. The Proposed Newhall POTW will have the 
same effects downstream of its confluence with the Santa Clara River to the Dry Gap. 

Response No. O35-24: 

The comment provides a table reflecting the seven sets of water temperature readings taken by Wishtoyo 
between March 20, 2014 and May 26, 2015. The water temperature readings were taken at one location 
upstream of the Valencia WRP discharge point (RU1) and at one location downstream of the WRP discharge 
point (RD1). According to the comment, these water temperature data, along with: (i) data maintained by the 
Los Angeles RWQCB and the County of Los Angeles, (ii) the technical literature provided in Wishtoyo’s CD, 
and (iii) the 2010 Final EIR’s analysis of the Newhall Ranch WRP indicate that the Valencia WRP is 
“drastically increasing the temperature” of the Santa Clara River downstream of the WRP effluent discharge 
point, thereby creating a “temperature barrier to UTS migration” and “precluding the UTS from repopulating 
the Santa Clara River downstream of the Valencia WTP and the proposed Newhall POTW.”  
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The comment states that the Newhall Ranch WRP “will have the same effects downstream of its confluence 
with the Santa Clara River to the Dry Gap.” The comment also indicates that the Valencia WRP discharges 
are “altering the temperature in the Santa Clara River in a manner that results in the Santa Clara River 
approaching the critical maximum temperature for UTS,” which may lead to mortality and other adverse 
effects on the species. The comment claims that the proposed Newhall Ranch WRP will have the same 
impacts. Finally, the comment contends that the Valencia WRP effluent discharges increase the water 
temperature “in a manner that results in changes in the normal embryo hatch rate” for unarmored 
threespine stickleback, which “may be detrimental to the species’ reproductive efforts and abilities. The 
comment claims the Newhall Ranch WRP will have the same impact on unarmored threespine stickleback 
“downstream of its confluence with the Santa Clara River to the Dry Gap.” 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. O35-14, this comment raises issues beyond the scope of the 
Draft AEA, which scope is limited to GHG emissions and modified bridge design and construction methods to 
protect unarmored threespine stickleback. Said differently, the comment raises issues unrelated to the 
project’s GHG emissions and/or the proposed “no water contact” methodology to bridge and bank 
stabilization construction. Instead, the comment focuses on the Valencia WRP, the Newhall Ranch WRP, and 
the potential for plant discharges to alter the temperature of the Santa Clara River, thereby affecting 
unarmored threespine stickleback. As such, no further response is required. Nevertheless, the following 
response is included for informational purposes: 

As stated above in Response to Comment No. O35-18, the Valencia WRP is an existing, operating plant with 
its own NPDES permit issued by the LARWQCB. It is not a part of the proposed project currently under review.  

To the extent that the comment claims the as-yet-unbuilt Newhall Ranch WRP will have similar adverse 
effects on water temperature and unarmored threespine stickleback viability, CDFW provides the same 
response it provided above with respect to the Valencia WRP. Impacts from the Newhall Ranch WRP are 
beyond the scope of the AEA. The Newhall Ranch WRP is not part of the proposed project. The Newhall 
Ranch WRP was approved by the County in 2003 pursuant to a project-specific EIR, which the County 
certified in 2003. Neither the Newhall Ranch WRP nor its EIR may be challenged at this point in time. Like 
the Valencia WRP, the Newhall Ranch WRP is also regulated by its own NPDES permit issued by the 
LARWQCB. That permit has been in place since February 2014; and it, too, is no longer subject to challenge. 
The discharge rate and timing of discharge at the proposed Newhall Ranch WRP are vastly different than 
that of the Valencia WRP. See Response to Comment No. O9-98for discussion of the Newhall Ranch WRP 
discharge. 

With respect to the comment’s substantive claims, the evidence does not support Wishtoyo’s position that 
the Valencia WRP’s effluent discharge is (i) creating a “temperature barrier” to unarmored threespine 
stickleback migration, (ii) causing the Santa Clara River to approach a critical thermal maximum for 
unarmored threespine stickleback, and/or (iii) altering the temperature of the Santa Clara River in a manner 
that adversely affects unarmored threespine stickleback embryo hatch rates or other aspects of the species’ 
breeding behavior. 

Wishtoyo’s water temperature data do not provide a sufficient technical basis for any of these three claims. 
In fact, none of the data presented in Wishtoyo’s table provides a reliable basis for determining whether the 
Valencia WRP is causing substantial changes in the water temperature of the river. 

First, Wishtoyo’s water temperature table data do not show that in-river water temperatures downstream of 
the Valencia WRP discharge point are creating a “temperature barrier” or causing the Santa Clara River to 
approach the critical maximum temperature for unarmored threespine stickleback.  

Second, the sample size – 7 sets of temperature readings over the span of 14 months – is very small, given 
that the Permittee – the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District – is required under its NPDES permit to take 
and report temperature readings on a weekly basis.  
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Third, water temperature readings, to be biologically relevant, must be provided in context as to the time of 
day, as ambient air temperatures influence the water temperature readings; Wishtoyo’s comment letter does 
not discuss the time of day when measurements were collected. 

Fourth, as shown in Response to Comment No. O35-22, above, Wishtoyo’s data do not establish that the 
Santa Clara River, downstream of the Valencia WRP discharge points, is reaching the critical thermal 
maximum for unarmored threespine stickleback. To the contrary, they show that the river’s water 
temperature downstream of the discharge point is below the lowest critical thermal maximum of 86.9 
degrees (Feldmeth and Baskin [1976] and Baskin [1975]). Furthermore, the Valencia WRP has a discharge 
limit of 86 degrees, except as a result of external ambient temperatures. To CDFW’s knowledge, the Valencia 
WRP has been and still is in compliance with this discharge limitation. 

For these reasons, Wishtoyo’s data are insufficient to support its claim that the Valencia WRP is altering the 
temperature of the Santa Clara River in a manner that precludes unarmored threespine stickleback from 
completing key stages of its life history. For these same reasons, and because the Newhall Ranch WRP will 
operate differently than the Valencia WRP, Wishtoyo’s data are insufficient to support its claim that the 
Newhall Ranch WRP, when constructed and made operational, will alter the temperature of the Santa Clara 
River in a manner that will preclude unarmored threespine stickleback from completing key stages of its life 
history or prevent unarmored threespine stickleback from dispersing downstream. 

Comment No. O35-25: 

2.) UTS Velocity Impacts 

The USFWS Recovery Plan provides that UTS builds its nests only in microhabitat with slow or negligible 
water flow and within pools containing well established vegetation and a gentle current. (see attached CD). 

Baskin 2000 (see attached CD) provides: 

Two features of the stickleback's habitat appear to be essential for the survival of the young. First a 
slow flow of clear water is necessary for the proper development of the eggs. Any form of pollution or 
even small amounts of turbidity may interfere with normal development. Second, once the fry 
emerge, aquatic vegetation must be present along the shoreline to supply cover and abundant 
microscopic food organisms. 

Page 3 of October 19, 2016 letter from CDFW’s Tim E. Hovey to Betty Courtney provides: 

“[Unarmored threespine stickleback] require specific habitat conditions to support a healthy and 
reproductive population. Unarmored threespine stickleback prefer shallow, quiet water with weedy 
pools, water behind obstructions, and backwaters surrounded by emergent vegetation at stream 
edges over bottoms of gravel, sand and mud. The water quality [turbidity] should be sufficiently clear 
for aquatic vegetation to grow. Aquatic vegetation is required by unarmored threespine stickleback to 
build nests. Nest building and breeding begins as soon as the water warms in April and continues 
through July….. CDFW evaluation of the species life history determined instream flows, habitat, water 
quality and velocity are important factors to the subsistence of unarmored threespine stickleback. 

Pages 3-6 to 3-7 of the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA provides: 

Unarmored threespine stickleback prefers slow-moving and standing water, usually shaded by dense 
and abundant vegetation. In more open reaches, algal mats or instream structures such as boulders 
or large woody debris provide refuge for the species. Similar to other threespine stickleback species, 
male unarmored threespine sticklebacks build a nest in slow-moving water, by gluing together bits of 
vegetation, such as grass and sticks, using a kidney-secreted protein, and will vigorously defend the 
established nest territory. Unarmored threespine stickleback may breed throughout the year, with 
less breeding occurring from October to January (USFWS 2009). Typically, unarmored threespine 
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stickleback breed in spring to early summer and they are not likely to have eggs in August and 
September (Tim Hovey, pers. comm., 2016). Unarmored threespine stickleback are not distributed 
uniformly throughout the rivers in which they occur and breeding habitat is patchily distributed 
(USFWS 2009). The amount of suitable breeding habitat may be a limiting factor in the population of 
the unarmored threespine stickleback (USFWS 2009). 

And that: 

A study in a laboratory setting indicated that threespine stickleback can withstand flow velocities of 
less than or equal to 60 centimeters per second (cm/s), which equates to 2 feet per second (fps), 
provided a coarse substrate is present (Whoriskey and Wooton 1987.). 

Response No. O35-25: 

The comment provides information from the USFWS’s Recovery Plan for Unarmored Threespine Stickleback 
and other technical documents, including the Draft AEA, which indicates that unarmored threespine 
stickleback, for nesting and other life history stages, require a habitat with clear, slow moving water (i.e., less 
than 2 fps), often within pools or behind obstructions, that is shaded by abundant vegetation. These same 
technical documents indicate that unarmored threespine stickleback are not distributed uniformly 
throughout the river and that breeding habitat is “patchily distributed.” 

CDFW is aware of the information provided in the comment and used this information in its Draft AEA and 
prior 2010 Final EIR. Because the comment does not raise any issue as to the adequacy of the Draft AEA, no 
further response is required.  

Comment No. O35-26: 

As demonstrated in the photos taken, flow measurements recorded, and velocity measurements recorded by 
Wishtoyo Foundation and its Ventura Coastkeeper Program’s Watershed Monitoring Program, all of which 
are provided in Appendix A to this letter4, and as demonstrated by the monitoring data recorded by the 
Valencia WTP5, the discharge of up to 21.6 million gallons per day of effluent from the Valencia WTP 
drastically increases the velocity of the Santa Clara River downstream of the confluence of the Valencia WTP 
effluent discharge and the Santa Clara River, thereby degrading unarmored threespine stickleback habitat 
by eliminating slow gentle moving water, standing water, and pools all the way to the Dry Gap. 

4 Wishtoyo Foundation and its Ventura Coastkeeper Program monitor in accordance with a Quality Assurance 
Quality Control Plan approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (see attached CD), use the 
Ventura Coastkeeper - River Flow Measurement Method to record and determine flow and velocity (see VCK 
Flow Method in attached CD). 

5 See attached CD for 2010 – 2014 flow data for the discharge and for the Santa Clara River upstream and 
downstream of the confluence of the Valencia WTP and the Santa Clara River; The Los Angeles Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and Los Angeles County have this information readily available for 2014 to the 
present.) 

Specifically, as can be demonstrated simply by looking at the photos in Appendix A, but also by examining 
the velocity and flow measurements in Appendix A, the high velocity flows in the Santa Clara River created by 
the Valencia WTP discharge, and the Proposed Newhall POTW discharge of millions of gallons per day of 
effluent during the wet season that will contribute to and increase the velocity of flows, will: 

1.) substantially reduce and or eliminate slow flow of water necessary for UTS breeding and nest building 
downstream of the Proposed Newhall POTW discharge, thereby degrading UTS breeding and nesting habitat; 

2.) substantially reduce and or eliminate slow flow of clear water necessary for the proper development of 
UTS eggs downstream of the Proposed Newhall POTW discharge; 
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3.) substantially reduce and or eliminate slow-moving and standing water the UTS desire to reside and 
reproduce in within the Santa Clara River downstream of the Proposed Newhall POTW discharge; and 

4.) create River migration barriers downstream of the Proposed Newhall POTW discharge precluding the UTS 
from repopulating and accessing their habitat and maintaining their gene pools. 

Response No. O35-26: 

The comment states that photos taken by Wishtoyo (and attached to the comment letter), along with velocity 
flow measurements made by Wishtoyo and its Ventura Coast Keeper’s Watershed Monitoring Program, show 
that discharges from the Valencia WRP “drastically increase[d] the velocity of the Santa Clara River” 
downstream, “thereby degrading UTS habitat by eliminating slow gentle moving water, standing water, and 
pools all the way to the Dry Gap.” 

As an initial matter, as stated above, the comment raises issues beyond the scope of the Draft AEA and 
addresses WRP discharges that are regulated by existing NPDES. In short, the comment relates to ongoing 
activities of an existing, fully permitted water treatment facility that is not part of the proposed project. 
Consequently, no further response is required.  

Nevertheless, CDFW notes that the photographs attached to the comment letter do not support the claims 
made in the comment. For example, the photographs are limited to only three of the seven recording events; 
and from the photographs, it appears that these three flow velocity measurements were taken only in the 
center of the channel. It is unknown if velocity measurements were taken along the edges or margins of the 
stream flow.  

As to future flows from the Newhall Ranch WRP, it should be noted that the Santa Clara River is “flashy,” 
with highly-variable flows in response to winter storm events. The amount of water within the river during 
these periods, and the velocity of the flows, can increase rapidly and overwhelm existing unarmored 
threespine stickleback habitat, forcing the species to move to provisional areas of protection, known as 
“refugia.” When the flood flows recede, the unarmored threespine stickleback habitat that existed prior to 
the storm may be gone; however, new habitat areas may have formed. In other words, the morphology of the 
river – and thus the location of unarmored threespine stickleback habitat – can change substantially in 
response to natural weather events that have nothing to do with WRP discharges. In fact, the future Newhall 
Ranch WRP winter season discharges are marginal when compared to the overall volume of water in the 
river during the wet season and/or during storm events. The Newhall Ranch WRP discharge rate and timing 
of discharge are vastly different than that of the Valencia WTP. See Response to Comment No. O9-98 for 
discussion of the Newhall Ranch WRP discharge. 

For these reasons, the data provided by Wishtoyo do not indicate that the Newhall Ranch WRP will increase 
the flows of the Santa Clara River in such a manner or to such an extent as to substantially affect unarmored 
threespine stickleback habitat. 

Comment No. O35-27: 

Impacts to UTS From Bridge Construction 

In addition, Wishtoyo has these three concerns about the movement of the bridge columns as provided in 
the Newhall Ranch Draft AEA that will result in harm, death, and other forms of take to the UTS: 

Response No. O35-27: 

The comment indicates that Wishtoyo has “three concerns about the movement of the bridge columns” as 
provided in the Draft AEA that “will result in harm, death, and other forms of take to the UTS.” 

First, the comment itself does not identify the specific concerns mentioned, making it impossible for CDFW 
to respond to this comment with any specificity. Second, CDFW notes that the bridge columns have not been 
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moved. The bridges themselves will be constructed in the same location identified previously in the 2010 
Final EIR. However, the number and position of some of the bridge piers has changed to allow for wider 
spans, thus enabling all bridge construction to take place outside the wetted channel of the Santa Clara 
River. This revision to the construction method results in the number of bridge piers being reduced by 20 
versus the 2010 Final EIR bridges. 

Comment No. O35-28: 

A.) The Newhall Ranch Draft AEA underestimates the width of the portion of the Santa Clara River at the 
bridge locations that contains flows. Rivers also run just below the surface, and thus, the bridge 
columns/piers must be placed outside of the portions of the Santa Clara River with flows just below the 
surface. If this does not occur, upon excavation for and insertion of the bridge columns/piers, surface flows 
could be drawn to these locations when the river gradient shifts to the location of pier/column installation. 
This could potentially harm, kill or attract UTS, and then also result in UTS stranding in pools by the 
piers/columns that are disconnected from the River’s surface flows. In the areas of proposed bridge 
construction, the EIR must determine how far away from the River’s surface flows the Santa Clara River 
flows just under the surface, and the EIR must redesign the bridge construction accordingly - outside of the 
portions of the Santa Clara River with flows just beneath the surface - to address the impacts in this 
subparagraph. 

Response No. O35-28: 

The comment states that the Draft AEA “underestimates the width at the bridge locations that contains 
flows.” In response, please refer to Response to Comment No. O35-30, below. As explained, the Draft AEA 
does not assume a fixed or “given” location and width of the Santa Clara River’s wetted channel. The AEA 
describes the wetted channel as variable and prone to fluctuation in response to seasonal changes in 
precipitation. Flow data were used to estimate the maximum historical width of the wetted channel 
(sometimes referred to as the inundation zone) at the two permanent bridge locations during the dry season 
(i.e., when bridge construction is proposed to occur). This analysis was performed to demonstrate the 
feasibility of installing the bridge piers pursuant to the “no water contact” construction approach. It was not, 
however, intended to determine the precise location of the bridge piers. That determination will take place at 
the time of construction when the exact width and alignment of the wetted channel is known. Importantly, 
CDFW has conditioned the project so that under no circumstances may bridge construction activity, including 
pier installation, take place in the wetted channel or result in contact with the wetted channel.  

The comment also states that rivers “run just below the surface, and thus, the bridge columns/piers must be 
placed outside of the portions of the Santa Clara River with flows just below the surface.” According to the 
comment, if this is not done, “upon excavation for and insertion of bridge columns/piers, surface flows could 
be drawn to these locations when the river gradient shifts to the location of pier/column location,” resulting 
in harm to unarmored threespine stickleback. The comment contends that unarmored threespine 
stickleback could become attracted to and stranded within pools near the piers that are disconnected from 
the river’s surface flows. The comment states that the AEA must determine “how far away from the River’s 
surface flows the Santa Clara River flows just under the surface,” and must “redesign the bridge 
construction accordingly…” 

CDFW is aware that the Santa Clara River, like most rivers, rests upon groundwater aquifers, which have 
their own flow gradients, and that there are certain points in the bed of the river – known as hyporheic zones 
– where groundwater from these large aquifers may enter and mix with surface water or surface water can 
be lost to groundwater. The hyporheic zone is defined as a subsurface volume of sediment and porous 
space adjacent to a stream through which stream water readily exchanges.  

The pile supports and bridge columns would be installed outside of the wetted channel using a Cast-in-
Drilled Hole (CIDH) method (see Draft AEA, p. 3-16 for more details). Under the CIDH method, the bridge pile 
holes would be fitted with a steel casing that isolates the bore hole from the immediately adjacent 
groundwater table, and would prevent the ground water table from seeping laterally into the bore hole. This 
would also prevent any surface water from seeping into the bore hole if it were in a hyporheic zone where 
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groundwater and surface water interact. The casing will remain in place while the rebar and concrete for the 
bridge pier are inserted. No dewatering of the groundwater will occur and no drawn-down of adjacent surface 
water would occur. The steel casing provides a stable bore hole, precluding any surface depression at the 
pile location during construction. For this reason, no pools of water will develop at the bridge pier locations 
during installation. Nor will the pier holes hydraulically pull unarmored threespine stickleback into areas 
where they could become stranded. Simply put, no evidence supports such a theory.  

Comment No. O35-29: 

B.) Clearing riparian vegetation close to the wetted boundary will harm UTS and UTS refuge habitat. The EIR 
must provide sufficient riparian buffers between the flowing Santa Clara River and the places where 
excavation will occur for bridge pier/column construction and insertion. The EIR must demonstrate that this 
buffer is sufficient to protect the UTS from harm, habitat degradation, or any type of temporary or permanent 
take. 

Response No. O35-29: 

The comments indicate that “[c]learing riparian vegetation close to the wetted channel will harm UTS and 
UTS refuge habitat,” and requests that CDFW require “sufficient riparian buffers between the flowing Santa 
Clara River and the places where excavation will occur for bridge/column construction and insertion.” The 
comment states that the AEA “must demonstrate that this buffer is sufficient to protect the UTS from harm, 
habitat degradation, or any type of temporary or permanent take.” 

The comment does not explain how the clearing of riparian vegetation outside the wetted channel will harm 
unarmored threespine stickleback or unarmored threespine stickleback refuge habitat. Nor does the 
comment provide any evidence that such harm would occur. To gain access to the bridge construction area, 
the applicant or its agent will have to clear vegetation within the entirety of the bridge construction work 
zone defined in the 2010 Final EIR. However, vegetative clearing will not take place in the wetted channel. 
Vegetation that could impede the completion of the overhead bridge decks would be trimmed or removed as 
necessary to provide a safe work zone. Further, as described in the Draft AEA, the bridge construction areas 
will be separated from the wetted channel by k-rail barriers, thus ensuring that no equipment, debris, or 
personnel make contact with the surface water where unarmored threespine stickleback may be located.  

Comment No. O35-30: 

C.) The EIR assumes a given location and width of the portion of the Santa Clara River that contains surface 
flows. However, it appears this assumption underestimates the potential width of the River after and during 
a wet year with above average precipitation, and does not account for either a braided river or a river that 
changes course after a wet year with above average precipitation. Thus, the EIR provides an insufficient 
guarantee to ensure the bridge columns / piers are placed outside of UTS habitat and far enough away from 
the flowing portion of the Santa Clara River. 

Thank you for considering our comments. Please feel free to contact Wishtoyo with any questions. 

Response No. O35-30: 

The comment contends that the Draft AEA “assumes a given location and width of the portion of the Santa 
Clara River that contains surface flows.” The comment claims that “this assumption underestimates the 
potential width of the River after and during a wet year with above average precipitation, and does not 
account for either a braided river or a river that changes course after a wet year with above average 
precipitation.” According to the comment, the Draft AEA “provides an insufficient guarantee to ensure the 
bridge columns/piers are placed outside the UTS habitat and far enough away from the flowing portions of 
the Santa Clara River.” 

CDFW does not concur that the Draft AEA assumes a fixed or “given” location and width of the Santa Clara 
River’s wetted channel. The AEA describes the wetted channel as variable and prone to fluctuation in 
response to seasonal changes in precipitation. As explained in the Draft AEA, flow data were used to 
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estimate the maximum historical width of the wetted channel (sometimes referred to as the inundation 
zone) at the two permanent bridge locations during the summer dry season (i.e., when bridge construction is 
proposed to occur). See Response to Comment No. O9-145, which also discusses issues related to this 
comment. This analysis was performed to demonstrate the feasibility of installing the bridge piers pursuant 
to the “no water contact” construction approach. It was not, however, intended to determine the precise 
location of the bridge piers. That determination will take place at the time of construction when the exact 
width and alignment of the wetted channel is known. Importantly, CDFW has conditioned the project so that 
under no circumstances may bridge construction activity, including pier installation, take place in the wetted 
channel or result in contact with the wetted channel. Thus, regardless of the actual width and/or alignment 
of the wetted channel, the project applicant must avoid it or defer construction until such time that the 
bridge work can be conducted in compliance with this fundamental avoidance condition. CDFW specifies 
that the project construction will not intrude upon, encroach into, or otherwise damage unarmored 
threespine stickleback habitat.  

Comment No. O35-31: 
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Response No. O35-31: 

These comments consist of various dated photographs which, according to Wishtoyo, depict individuals 
taking flow velocity readings at various locations in the Santa Clara River. CDFW has reviewed the 
photographs and matched them to those portions of the comment letter that refer to them. The photographs 
themselves do not raise any issue as to the adequacy of the Draft AEA. Therefore, no further response is 
required. 
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Comment No. O35-32: 

 

Response No. O35-32: 

This comment provides a table titled, “Flow and Velocity Data Collected by Wishtoyo Foundation and its 
Ventura Coastkeeper Program’s Watershed Monitoring Program.” The table provides flow and velocity data 
for the Santa Clara River, gathered on seven different days from one location upstream of the Valencia WRP 
and one location downstream of the Valencia WRP. The data table itself does not raise issues as to the 
adequacy of the Draft AEA and thus requires no substantive response. CDFW, however, has reviewed the 
data in the table as it relates to comments made elsewhere in Wishtoyo’s letter.  

As to the data themselves, the key factor is velocity. And the velocity ranges Wishtoyo recorded at the 
upstream location (RU1) are not substantially different from those recorded at the downstream locations 
(RD1). More importantly, the velocity ranges recorded at RD1 (i.e., downstream of the WRP) are largely 
within the 2 feet per second (fps) threshold necessary to support unarmored threespine stickleback. For 
example:  

 The RD1 velocities for May 27, 2014 ranged from 0.5 fps to 2.95 fps, 
 The RD1 velocities for June 2, 2014 ranged from 0.4 fps to 2.76 fps, 
 The RD1 velocities for June 23, 2014 ranged from 1.09 fps to 2.5 fps, 
 The RD1 velocities for August 22, 2014 ranged from 1 to 3.5 fps, 
 The RD1 velocities for November 22, 2014 ranged from 0.7 to 1.42 fps, and 
 The RD1 velocities for May 26, 2015 ranged from 0.63 to 2.85. 

Thus, Wishtoyo’s data indicate that downstream of the Valencia WRP discharge point, the river’s velocity was 
low enough in parts of the RD1 cross-section to support unarmored threespine stickleback; and even the 
velocities at the upper end of the recorded ranges were not substantially higher than 2 fps. Given that 
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unarmored threespine stickleback typically reside in the slow-moving water at the river’s edges and not in 
the middle of the wetted channel where velocities tend to be highest, the ranges that Wishtoyo recorded at 
RD1 suggest that the WRP’s discharges are not causing river velocities to increase in a manner or to an 
extent that would harm unarmored threespine stickleback or eliminate large areas of unarmored threespine 
stickleback habitat.  

Comment No. O35-33: 

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 1 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-33: 

The commenter cited these photographs to support statements regarding water flow velocities and 
measurements. Please see Response to Comment No. O35-24, above, for relevant information that 
responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-34: 

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 2 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-34: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-35: 

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 3 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-35: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-36: 

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 4 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-36: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WPR. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-37:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 5 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-37: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-38:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 6 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-38: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-39:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 7 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-39: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-40:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 8 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-40: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 
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Comment No. O35-41:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 9 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is available 
on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-41: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-393 

Comment No. O35-42:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 10 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-42: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-394 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-43:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 11 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-43: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-395 

Comment No. O35-44:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 12 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-44: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-396 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-45:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 13 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-45: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-397 

Comment No. O35-46:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 14 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-46: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-398 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-47:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 15 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-47: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-399 

Comment No. O35-48:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 16 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-48: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-400 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-49:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 17 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-49: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-401 

Comment No. O35-50:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 18 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-50: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-402 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-51:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 19 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-51: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-403 

Comment No. O35-52:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 20 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-52: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-404 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-53:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 21 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-53: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-405 

Comment No. O35-54:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 22 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-54: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-406 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-55:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 23 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-55: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-407 

Comment No. O35-56:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 24 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-56: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-408 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-57:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 25 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-57: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-409 

Comment No. O35-58:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 26 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-58: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-410 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-59:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 27 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-59: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-411 

Comment No. O35-60:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 28 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-60: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-412 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-61:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 29 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-61: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-413 

Comment No. O35-62:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 30 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-62: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-414 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-63:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 31 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-63: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-415 

Comment No. O35-64:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 32 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-64: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-416 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-65:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 33 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-65: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-417 

Comment No. O35-66:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 34 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-66: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-418 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-67:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 35 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-67: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-419 

Comment No. O35-68:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 36 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-68: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-420 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-69:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 37 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-69: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-421 

Comment No. O35-70:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 38 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-70: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-422 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-71:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 39 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-71: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-423 

Comment No. O35-72:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 40 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-72: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-424 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-73:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 41 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA.

 
Response No. O35-73: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-425 

Comment No. O35-74:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 42 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-74: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-426 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-75:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 43 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-75: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-427 

Comment No. O35-76:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 44 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-76: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-428 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-77:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 45 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-77: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-429 

Comment No. O35-78:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 46 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-78: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-430 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-79:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 47 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-79: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-431 

Comment No. O35-80:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 48 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-80: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-432 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-81:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 49 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-81: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-433 

Comment No. O35-82:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 50 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-82: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-434 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-83:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 51 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-83: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-22 
and O35-24, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue.  

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-435 

Comment No. O35-84:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 52 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-84: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the status of the unarmored 
threespine stickleback population in Bouquet Canyon. Please see Response to Comment No. O35-14, 
above, for relevant information that responds to this issue.” 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-436 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-85:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 53 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-85: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the status of unarmored threespine 
stickleback populations in the Upper Santa Clara River, Bouquet Creek, Soledad Canyon Creek, and San 
Francisquito Creek. Please see Response to Comment No. O35-13, above, for relevant information that 
responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-437 

Comment No. O35-86:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 54 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-86: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the 2016 Sand Fire in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed. Please see Response to Comment No. O35-13, above, for relevant information 
that responds to this issue.  

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-438 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-87:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 55 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-87: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the 2016 Sand Fire in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed. Please see Response to Comment No. O35-13, above, for relevant information 
that responds to this issue.  

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-439 

Comment No. O35-88:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 56 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-88: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the 2016 Sand Fire in the Upper 
Santa Clara River watershed. Please see Response to Comment No. O35-13, above, for relevant information 
that responds to this issue.  

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-440 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-89:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 57 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-89: 

The commenter included this document among the attachments to its comment letter, but did not cite to the 
document or indicate which comment the document supported. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-441 

Comment No. O35-90:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 58 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-90: 

The commenter included this document among the attachments to its comment letter, but did not cite to the 
document or indicate which comment the document supported. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-442 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-91:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 59 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-91: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the nesting behavior of unarmored 
threespine stickleback. Please see Response to Comment Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for 
relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-443 

Comment No. O35-92:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 60 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-92: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see Response to Comment Nos. 
O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-444 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-93:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 61 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-93: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-445 

Comment No. O35-94:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 62 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-94: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-446 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-95:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 63 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-95: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-447 

Comment No. O35-96:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 64 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-96: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-448 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-97:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 65 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-97: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-449 

Comment No. O35-98:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 66 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-98: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-450 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-99:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 67 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-99: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-451 

Comment No. O35-100:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 68 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-100: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-452 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-101:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 69 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-101: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-453 

Comment No. O35-102:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 70 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-102: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-454 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-103:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 71 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-103: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-455 

Comment No. O35-104:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 72 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-104: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-456 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-105:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 73 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-105: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-457 

Comment No. O35-106:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 74 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-106: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding the adverse effects of high water 
temperatures and high water velocities on unarmored threespine stickleback population. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-22, O35-23, and O35-25, above, for relevant information that responds 
to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-458 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-107:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 75 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-107: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper 
Program and its monitoring of water temperature and velocity in the Santa Clara River. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-24 and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this 
issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-459 

Comment No. O35-108:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 76 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-108: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper 
Program and its monitoring of water temperature and velocity in the Santa Clara River. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-24 and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this 
issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-460 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-109:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 77 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-109: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper 
Program and its monitoring of water velocity in the Santa Clara River. Please see Responses to Comments 
O35-24 and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-461 

Comment No. O35-110:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 78 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-110: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper 
Program and its monitoring of water temperature and velocity in the Santa Clara River. Please see 
Responses to Comments Nos. O35-24 and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this 
issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-462 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-111:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 79 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-111: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper 
Program and its monitoring of water temperature in the Santa Clara River. Please see Responses to 
Comments Nos. O35-22 and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



  3.1.6 Organizations 

Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis 3.1.6-463 

Comment No. O35-112:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 80 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-112: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding Wishtoyo’s Ventura Coastkeeper 
Program and its monitoring of water temperature in the Santa Clara River. Please see Responses to 
Comments Nos. O35-24 and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 

  



3.1.6 Organizations   

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Newhall Ranch RMDP/SCP Project 
3.1.6-464 Final Additional Environmental Analysis 

Comment No. O35-113:  

Provided below is the first page of Attachment 81 to Letter No. O35. A full copy of the attachment is 
available on the CD located on the inside cover of Volume 1 of the Final AEA. 

 

Response No. O35-113: 

The commenter cited this publication to support statements regarding water temperature and water flow 
velocities upstream and downstream of the Valencia WRP. Please see Responses to Comment Nos. O35-24 
and O35-26, above, for relevant information that responds to this issue. 


