050-FriendsofSCR_082509

Friends of the Santa Clara River
660 Randy Drive
Newbury Park,
California 91320 (805) 498 –4323
August 25, 2009
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Ventura Field Office
Attn: Aaron O. Allen
2151 Alessandro Drive Suite 110
Ventura, Ca 93001
Re:

Newhall Ranch Resource Management and Development Plan and Spineflower
Conservation Plan, DEIS/DEIR

Dear Mr. Allen,
Friends of the Santa Clara River is a 501 © (3) public interest organization dedicated to
the preservation and enhancement of the cultural and natural resources of the Santa
Clara River watershed.
Friends wish to once again emphasize our concern that mitigation is overly relied on in
the DEIS/DEIR to reduce most impacts to less than significant for nearly all alternatives.
The conclusion that a particular impact is mitigated to less than significant is a judgment,
not an established fact. Thus, actions or permits utilizing such conclusions must be
based on a conservative approach, with the realization that such conclusions could be
wrong or the impacts underestimated. We suggest a very skeptical attitude regarding
mitigation, which has not worked out well for the NRMP and in many cases has proven
to be quite inadequate in practice, particularly for wetlands mitigation (See Ambrose, et
al, An Evaluation of Compensatory Mitigation Projects Permitted Under the Clean Water
Act Section 404 by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 1991-2002.
Department of Environmental Health Sciences , UCLA, 2004; and Wetlands Protection Corps of Engineers Does Not Have an Effective Oversight Approach to Ensure That
Compensatory Mitigation is Occurring, United States Government Accounting Office
GAO-05-898, September, 2005).
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We note that only Alternatives 6 and 7 provide less impact to biological resources (1525%) than the proposed project. Therefore, in Table 5.0-8, we strongly question the
conclusion that Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, which provide only slightly less impact than the
proposed project, would have “Impacts less than significant after incorporation of
EIS/EIR mitigation”.
Friends favor an avoidance alternative over any other type. However, both Alternatives
6 and 7 involve elements that render them unsatisfactory. Alternative 6 incorporates the
Potrero Canyon Road Bridge that is part of the Proposed Project (Alternative 2) with its
many negative impacts to sensitive resources in Potrero Canyon, which renders this
alternative highly undesirable. Alternative 7 fails to conform to public safety
requirements, involves zoning inconsistencies, requires a major amendment to the
Newhall Ranch Specific Plan, and thus has a very low probability of being adopted in the
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final approval process. Another alternative should be prepared and circulated for
comment which has the following elements: (1) most of the floodplain avoidance
elements of Alternative 7; (2) elimination of the Potrero Canyon Road Bridge; (3)
adequate circulation that is in accordance with public safety requirements; (4) neutral
grading, i.e. the project footprint is reduced to provide a balance of cut and fill materials,
avoiding offsite impacts for disposal of cut material.
We strongly urge that the recommendations in Chapter III of the California Floodplain
Management Task Force (December, 2002) be evaluated and adopted in this EIS/EIR.
In particular, the recommendations relating to Multi-Objective Management of Section 15
and the ecosystem protection approaches, including non-structural approaches, of
Sections 16 and 17 should be incorporated as part of overall project floodplain
management objectives. Section 17 ends with this language: "In planning new or
upgraded floodwater management programs and projects, including structural projects,
local and State agencies should, where appropriate, encourage nonstructural
approaches and conservation of the beneficial uses and functions of floodplains."
The upper Santa Clara River has long had a severe problem with excessive chloride
levels in discharge water from the Saugus and Valencia treatment plants. A summary of
the chloride issue as it affects Ventura County Agriculture is presented in Reference 1
(attached). A new plan to deal with this issue is the Alternative Water Resources
Management Plan prepared under the Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Collaborative
Process, which encompasses the site specific objectives for the Saugus and Valencia
treatment plants that were adopted in December, 2008 by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. This plan assumes a zero level of chlorides in outflows from Newhall
Ranch. However, a portion of the Newhall Ranch water supply, known as Nickel Water,
is to be imported. Imported water is typically high in chlorides (see attached chart).
Although Newhall plans a treatment plant that will eventually have low chloride output
levels, this facility will not be constructed until after the first phases of the project are
built, and thus the project will exacerbate the already excessive chloride levels in the
Santa Clara River.
Friends have, in past hearings on Newhall Ranch, stressed the fact that existing studies
of the effects of urbanization on riparian corridors and riparian species fall well short of
what would be desired in reaching firm and reliable conclusions on impacts to these
resources. Given that fact, we have strongly urged that conservative approaches be
adopted in permitting decisions for projects impacting the Santa Clara River. Two
studies on the impacts of urbanization on nature reserves and riparian species are listed
in References 2 and 3. Reference 3 shows that impacts of urbanization on riparian bird
communities can extend up to 500 meters (1500 feet) from built sites. This
demonstrates the complete inadequacy of the typical riparian setback of 100 feet, or
even 200 feet. (Note: Friends submitted extensive written comments on this buffer zone
issue at the 2000 Notice of Preparation public hearing, but these are not included in the
proceedings of this hearing as listed in the DEIS/DEIR Appendix 1).
Additional comments on behalf of our organization will be provided by David Magney
Consulting. We are also providing, via a separate letter, comments on jurisdictional and
procedural matters relating to the prospective 404 permit.

4

5

6

7

8

050

Friends incorporate by reference the comments of the Santa Clarita Organization for
Planning and the Environment, Ventura Coastkeeper, Environment Now, the Los
Angeles Audubon Society, and those of all other groups and individuals.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Ron Bottorff, Chair
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-----Original Message----From: Ron Bottorff [mailto:bottorffm@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2009 4:47 PM
To: Allen, Aaron O SPL; newhallranch@dfg.ca.gov
Subject: DEIS/DEIR Comments
Please accept the attached comments on the Newhall Ranch DEIS/DEIR.
Thank you.
Ron Bottorff
Friends of the Santa Clara River

file:///X|/Carpenter/EIS-EIR%20RTC/Comments%20to%20Corps/AOA%20082509/FriendsofSCR_082509_Emailcover.txt [8/28/2009 9:13:24 AM]
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CHLORIDE in the PIRU BASIN

Photo: Piru groundwater basin, looking downstream from Newhall Bridge

Steven Bachman, PhD, Groundwater Resources Manager
Daniel Detmer, C.Hg, Senior Hydrogeologist
United Water Conservation District
April, 2006
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Introduction
Chloride concentrations in groundwater have been increasing since 1999 in the eastern portion
of the Piru groundwater basin. This investigation examines both groundwater data and surface water
data to determine water quality trends and potential causes for those trends. This investigation provides
a technical basis for policy on wastewater discharges in upstream Los Angeles County, the most
significant documented source of chloride loading to the Piru basin. The cause of increasing chloride
concentration in groundwater has been attributed by some to increases in chloride loading to the Santa
Clara River, while others assert recent impacts fall within the normal fluctuations due to wet and dry
climatic cycles. Of particular interest is the linkage between surface water quality and groundwater
quality in various parts of the basin, and the historic variations in chloride concentrations throughout
the basin.
Overview of Chloride Occurrence in the Piru Basin
Chloride in the majority of the Piru basin has historically ranged from approximately 30 to 65
mg/l (e.g., Map 4 and Map 5). However, the eastern portion of the basin, east of the confluence of Piru
Creek, has historically recorded groundwater chloride concentrations exceeding 150 mg/l between the
years 1957 and 1966 (Map 4 and Figure 1). The high chloride in the eastern portion of the basin in the
1950s and 1960s is attributed to the discharge of oilfield brines into tributaries to the Santa Clara River
prior to the enactment of the federal Clean Water Act. West of Piru Creek, chloride concentrations
remained well below 100 mg/l during that same time period, and reflect historic chloride concentrations
in the basin. Following the prohibition of the improper disposal of oilfield brines in Ventura and Los
Angeles counties, chloride concentrations remained below 100 mg/l for many years (Map 5 and Map
6).
The historical range of groundwater chloride concentrations in the Piru basin prompted the Los
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board to set a water quality objective of 100 mg/l west of Piru
Creek and 200 mg/l east of Piru Creek. This standard for the eastern portion of the basin remains at 200
mg/l even as water quality improved in the basin once oilfield brines were no longer discharged into
the river, and is inconsistent with the surface water objective of 100 mg/l for the Santa Clara River in
this vicinity. Recent and historic studies indicate the 100 mg/l chloride is the appropriate water quality
objective for all waters of the Piru basin, being protective of chloride-sensitive agricultural uses common
to the basin, and all other recognized beneficial uses (CH2M Hill, 2005, and LA RWQCB, 1994).
Since 1999, chloride in the eastern portion of the Piru basin has steadily increased from the
post-Clean Water Act ambient level of approximately 80-100 mg/l to levels as high as 176 mg/l (Figure
1). This new occurrence of high chloride concentrations is clearly observable in the area east of Piru
Creek (Maps 9-11). During and following the drought of the late 1980s, and for the past several years,
chloride concentrations in wells located just west of Piru Creek have also exceeded 100 mg/l (Map 7).
The occurrence, sources areas and fate of chloride in the Piru basin is examined in this report.
Hydrogeology of the Piru Basin, Groundwater Flow System
The Piru groundwater basin is an elongate alluvial basin located along the Santa Clara River
Valley in eastern Ventura County. The basin is approximately ten miles long and less than two miles
across at it widest point, covering an area of approximately 7,000 acres. Some investigators include
the alluvium of lower Piru Canyon as part of the basin, resulting in a larger area of approximately 8,900
acres (CA DWR, 2003). The eastern boundary of the Piru basin is defined by the near-surface presence
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of the non water-bearing rocks of the Pico Formation, where alluvial deposits are thin and subsurface
flow is believed to be minor. The upstream basin boundary is commonly drawn near the former USGS
gauging station at Blue Cut where the river channel is narrow and the river makes a distinct bend
around exposed rocks of the Pico Formation. The downstream boundary of the Piru basin is located in
the vicinity of the Fillmore Fish Hatchery, approximately two miles upstream of the A Street Bridge in
the City of Fillmore. The downstream boundary is drawn at the bottom of the topographic narrows that
extend more than two miles upstream from this location. These narrows restrict groundwater discharge
from the basin, often resulting in rising groundwater that discharges to surface flow in the Santa Clara
River (Map 1).
The basin fill (aquifers) of the Piru groundwater basin consists of recent and older alluvium,
underlain by deposits of the San Pedro (Saugus) Formation (Mann, 1959). The recent and older alluvium
is made up of highly-permeable coarse sand and gravel that exist basin-wide to a depth of approximately
60 - 80 feet. The San Pedro Formation consists of permeable sand and gravel and extends to a depth
several thousand feet below land surface. The basin is generally bounded on the north by the San
Cayetano fault and on the south by the Oak Ridge fault. Both faults are significant regional faults
accommodating the north-south compressive regime of the Transverse Ranges, and the narrow plan
shape and thick sediments of the Piru basin result from this compression. The Piru basin is considered
an unconfined groundwater basin. Low-permeability units have been observed in specific locations,
most commonly in the older alluvium, but nowhere are they so extensive or continuous that confined
groundwater conditions are suggested (Mann, 1959).
Recharge to the Piru Basin
Major surface water inputs to the Piru basin include the Santa Clara River, Piru Creek, and
Hopper Creek, all of which are gauged continuously for flow rates. Additional lesser inputs include
inflow from minor side canyons, the direct percolation of rainfall, and direct recharge to outcrop on the
basin margins beyond the extent of the basin fill. The near-surface sediments in the Piru basin have a
tremendous percolation capacity, allowing the rapid infiltration of large volumes of surface water through
the bottom of the river channel. The capacity of the basin to accept surface water as groundwater
recharge is somewhat dependent on channel morphology and depth of the underlying groundwater, but
recharge is rarely limited in the upstream portions of the basin where a broad, flat, braided sandy
channel is normally located. Between the present location of the USGS gauging station at the Newhall
bridge and the area upstream of the confluence of Piru Creek and the Santa Clara River, both the
floodplain and the basin itself widens and surface water readily percolates into the ground, recharging
the upstream end of the basin’s groundwater flow system. The high percolation rates in this upstream
end of the Piru basin cause the entire flow of the Santa Clara River to infiltrate during much of the year,
creating a “dry gap” which typically extends some five miles downstream to the vicinity of Cavin Road
east of the Fillmore Fish Hatchery (Map 1). The constriction of the Piru basin in this area coincides
with a stable groundwater gradient that often intersects the bottom of the river channel, resulting in a
gaining reach of the river where groundwater discharges to the river channel, re-establishing surface
flow in the river system.
United Water has conducted various investigations of the percolation of surface water in the
Piru basin over the past 75 years. While a principle study objective has been the optimization of the
conveyance of water released from Lake Piru across the permeable midsection of the Piru basin, recharge
estimates have also been calibrated for the reach of the Santa Clara River between the USGS flow
gauge at Blue Cut and the confluence of Piru Creek. Recent studies by United Water confirm that this
reach readily percolates large volumes of water: typical dry weather flows of approximately 25-30
cubic feet per second (cfs) percolate entirely in this reach, approximately 85 percent of flows as high as
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100 cfs percolate here, and percolation as high as 1000 cfs has been estimated during flood flows. The
width of the river channel exceeds 1000 feet throughout most of the basin, and high percolation rates
are also commonly observed in the reach extending from Torrey Road to the area of rising water near
the western downstream end of the basin. The Santa Clara River is the largest source of recharge to the
Piru basin, and during typical base flow conditions (non-stormflow conditions), all of the river flow
percolates to groundwater in the eastern third of the basin.
Piru Creek is the largest tributary to the basin, entering the basin from the north. The sediments
of the Piru Creek fan are also highly-permeable, and significant recharge occurs at times along this
channel. Additional recharge is possible in this vicinity via United Water’s Piru spreading grounds, a
44-acre facility near the west bank of Piru Creek, which is supplied water by a diversion structure near
the town of Piru. Artificial recharge totals at the Piru grounds are low in recent years, as the facility is
used less than it was historically because of the importance of bypassing the maximum amount of
water to the facilities in the Oxnard Plain to combat seawater intrusion. United Water commonly
releases three to five cfs from Lake Piru during most of the year, which flows down Piru Creek before
percolating to groundwater along Piru Creek where it meets the main groundwater basin.
Groundwater Flow in the Piru Basin
Groundwater flow paths in Piru basin appear to vary little from year to year, with the dominant
flow moving westerly down the axis of the basin. Recharge sourcing from Piru Creek and Hopper
Creek result in groundwater flow with a more southerly component in the north-central portion of the
basin. This effect is most apparent during wet years when recharge from the tributaries is greater. In
the eastern and western portions of the basin, where there is no significant recharge from sources along
the edges of the basin, groundwater flow is consistently interpreted to be straight down the basin,
parallel with the Santa Clara River channel. United Water’s interpretation of available groundwater
elevation data reveal that flow paths vary little between years, largely due to high permeability of the
aquifers, the relatively even distribution of pumping for irrigated agriculture throughout the basin, and
the lateral constraints on the flow system.
While the direction of groundwater flow varies little through time, groundwater gradients tend
to vary with climatic conditions. United Water has contoured fifty years of spring and fall water level
records, allowing the following observations. In the wettest years, the high percolation capacity of the
basin allows it to rapidly fill to capacity, and the slope of the water table becomes fairly consistent
across the entire basin (Map 2). This consistency in slope is also fairly persistent under all climatic
conditions in the two-mile reach between Cavin Road and the downstream end of the basin, where the
sides of the basin are nearly parallel and the aquifers of the basin discharge rising groundwater to the
river. This groundwater discharge to the river maintains a fairly steady flux of groundwater exiting the
basin.
Steep groundwater gradients are common in the eastern portion of the basin where the basin is
narrow, basin fill is believed to be thinner, and the upstream portions of the alluvial and San Pedro
aquifers remain saturated by the constant recharge of Santa Clara River water sourcing from Los Angeles
County. As the basin becomes wider in the area just east of Piru Creek, flowpaths diverge, and the
groundwater gradient becomes less steep. Where Piru Creek enters the basin from the north, the basin
is at its widest, depths to groundwater are greater, and groundwater flow fields are more variable and
dynamic due to the intermittent inputs from Piru Creek. The central third of the basin between Piru
Creek and Hopper Creek is where much of the variable storage in the basin occurs. Water levels in this
area are observed to decline during dry periods, and groundwater gradients become less steep (Map 3).
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Chloride in the Santa Clara River
An extensive water quality record exists for the Santa Clara River near the Los Angeles-Ventura
County line, allowing an evaluation of long-term trends. Sample collection points have historically
included Blue Cut, the surface water diversion point for Rancho Camulos, and more recently the new
gauging location at the Newhall bridge (and possibly the county line proper). These sampling locations
are all located near the Blue Cut constriction where alluvium is thin, and it is reasonable to combine
these records. Much of the older data were collected by the California Department of Water Resources,
and much of the recent data by United Water Conservation District. Figure 1 displays recorded chloride
concentrations from the past 55 years, and three distinct periods are apparent. Between 1951 and 1968,
high and variable chloride concentrations were recorded in the river, with the source of the high chloride
attributed to the surface discharge of oilfield brines. The Del Valle, Newhall-Potrero and Castaic
Junction oil fields exist near the Santa Clara River between Interstate 5 and the county line. The Los
Angeles Regional Water Pollution Control Board recognized this serious threat to water resources of
the region, commissioned a study of local practices, and then took prompt action to stop surface water
and groundwater pollution associated with this improper discharge of brines (e.g., CA DWR, 1959).
Flow at Blue Cut during this period was considerably less than flow recorded in recent decades.
Between 1969 and 1975 chloride concentrations exceeding 100 mg/l were not recorded in the
Santa Clara River at Blue Cut. Between 1975 and 1999 measured chloride concentration generally
ranged from 70 to120 mg/l, with the average chloride concentration of this period of record being 93
mg/l. Data is unavailable for the dry years 1989 through 1991, except for one sample in 1990. The
time period from the mid-1970s to the late-1990s was also a period of increasing flow in the Santa
Clara River, corresponding to population growth in the Santa Clarita area and increased imports of
water from the State Water Project.
The third distinct period apparent in Figure 1 is the period from 1999 to present, characterized
by steadily increasing chloride concentrations in the Santa Clara River at Blue Cut. Beginning in the
summer of 1999 chloride concentrations routinely exceed 120 mg/l, and chloride values of 150 mg/l
were recorded in the winter, spring and fall of 2004. The year 2005 was the second-wettest on record
for a number of gauges in the Santa Clara River Valley, and the increased runoff and groundwater
discharge from the upper watershed has served to temporarily dilute chloride concentrations at Blue
Cut. Additional flow was provided by sustained released from Castaic Lake, which continued into July
2005. However, the dilution benefits of this exceptionally wet year were short-lived, and chloride
concentrations of 125 and 134 mg/l were recorded in August and November 2005, respectively.
Chloride in Piru Creek
Santa Felicia Dam was constructed by United Water Conservation District in 1955 in order to
capture winter runoff from the Piru Creek watershed. Stored water is typically held through the summer
and released in the fall for downstream beneficial uses. As the released water flows down Piru Creek
and then the Santa Clara River, some of the water percolates to groundwater, providing recharge to the
Piru, Fillmore and Santa Paula basins. However, releases are carefully managed to optimize the
conveyance of water past these basins to the Freeman Diversion, where the water is diverted for
groundwater recharge to the Oxnard Forebay basin and direct irrigation delivery on the Oxnard Plain.
These activities directly support one of United Water’s primary groundwater management objectives,
the abatement and reversal of saline intrusion in coastal areas of the Oxnard Plain and Pleasant Valley
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groundwater basins. Continuous releases of three to five cfs are maintained throughout the year to
sustain fish and riparian habitat in Piru Creek below Santa Felicia Dam.
Pyramid Lake was completed in the upper Piru Creek watershed in 1973 by the California
Department of Water Resources, as part of State Water Project (SWP). The reservoir receives larges
volumes of SWP water sourcing from the Sacramento River in northern California, and provides regulated
storage for hydroelectric power generation at Castaic Lake. United Water holds the rights to surface
water yielded by the Piru Creek watershed, and DWR routinely releases water volumes down Piru
Creek equaling that of measured inflow to Pyramid Lake. As a result, the water released downstream
to Lake Piru often reflects the chemical character of SWP water. SWP water is prone to elevated
chloride concentrations in certain years, most notably when northern California is experiencing dry
climatic conditions. United Water also has an allocation to purchase as much as 3750 acre-feet of State
Water to release down Piru Creek for storage in Lake Piru.
Historic water quality records from Piru Creek below Santa Felicia Dam are displayed in Figure
2. Water quality trends generally follow climatic cycles, with chloride increasing during drier conditions.
The water quality record shows a pronounced peak in chloride concentration during and following the
drought of the late 1980s-early 1990s, when local inflow to the lake was low and chloride concentrations
in the SWP were high. A trend of increasing chloride was also observed in the years following the
record wet year of 1998, reaching a maximum-recorded concentration of 77 mg/l in 2004. Chloride
concentrations in Lake Piru dropped to 30 mg/l following the significant rains of 2005.
Chloride Concentrations in Groundwater
As detailed in the hydrogeology section above, the Piru basin readily accepts great volumes of
recharge water from the channel of the Santa Clara River. One major source of recharge to the basin is
the continuous percolation of surface water discharge from Los Angeles County, with daily average
flows commonly ranging from 20 to 30 cfs since the early 1980s. A second major source of recharge is
the downward percolation runoff during significant winter storms, which inundate broad areas of the
Santa Clara River floodplain with floodwaters of low chloride concentration. These large storms tend
to occur infrequently, and the timing of their occurrence is not predictable.
Figure 1 plots chloride concentrations from five Rancho Camulos wells along with chloride
records collected at Blue Cut, located a short distance upstream (Map 1). All of these wells are located
in the eastern third of the Piru basin where the only significant source of recharge is water flowing past
Blue Cut. Chloride data from these wells are also shown on Maps 4 through 11. The strong correlation
of chloride concentrations in these wells in the eastern third of the basin to chloride records from Blue
Cut provides compelling evidence of the influence surface water quality has on groundwater in this
portion of the basin, and confirms our understanding of the recharge and flow system of the basin.
Figure 3 plots all available surface water and groundwater chloride data for the discharge portion
of the Piru basin west of Cavin Road. Prior to the mid-1970s, groundwater chloride concentrations
were variable in this vicinity, but many records show chloride concentrations ranging from 20 to 45
mg/l. In later years chloride concentrations less than 40 mg/l become less common, and many records
fall within a range of 45 to 70 mg/l. Surface water quality data are unavailable prior to 1992. Chloride
in surface water samples collected near the Fillmore Fish Hatchery typically fall within the range of
groundwater records in this area, reflecting the common condition of groundwater discharge to surface
water near the downstream boundary of the Piru basin.
Annual maps showing the maximum-recorded chloride concentration were generated for the
years 1955 through 2005, allowing a spatial display of historical chloride records for the Piru basin.
The number of data points varies from year to year, but these water quality maps are valuable tools for
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assessing changes in water quality in the basin. The following maps were selected to portray recent
and historical water quality conditions in the basin, with consideration given to the quality of the
annual data set and the hydrologic conditions of the year being displayed. In many cases, only a single
chloride record exists for a given well in a single year, but when more than one record exists, the
maximum-recorded value is plotted. Maximum and average chloride concentrations are also labeled at
surface water monitoring locations. The following notes and comments are meant to accompany the
annual maps selected for inclusion in this report.

Map 4, 1962 - A wet year following two dry years, but basin storage is still fairly low as this year
falls within the long-term dryer period ranging from 1945 to 1977. Chloride impacts associated
with oilfield brines are seen in surface water concentrations at Blue Cut and in groundwater east of
Piru Creek. Good chloride records from this year show annual maximum chloride concentrations
averaging 48 mg/l between Piru Creek and Cavin Road. West of Cavin Road, in the area where
older waters are exiting the basin, chloride concentrations average 34 mg/l.
Map 5, 1972 - A dry year following several average and wet years, basin storage is similar to recent
years (1999-2004). Chloride concentrations throughout the basin range from 26 to 90 mg/l. Limited
records show the eastern portion of the basin has recovered from brine impacts. Data is lacking in
the area immediately west of Piru Creek. Chloride records from all wells in the basin are recorded
below 100 mg/l chloride for the next fifteen years (except for several records from a single well
drilled adjacent the northern basin boundary).
Map 6, 1987 - A dry year following wet years in 1983 and 1986 and dry years in 1984 and 1985. A
good annual data set shows groundwater chloride ranging from 35-98 mg/l.
Map 7, 1990 - Peak of the last drought. Groundwater chloride concentrations of 110 mg/l recorded
near Piru Creek and United Water’s Piru spreading grounds. Chloride concentrations as high as
100-110 mg/l are seen for the next three years in the area of the Piru Creek fan, sourcing from
reservoir releases from Lake Piru. High-chloride water is imported to the Piru Creek watershed as
an unintended consequence of the transfer of SWP water to southern California, but the actual
purchase and import of SWP water to the lower Santa Clara River is minor. Chloride records are
not available for Blue Cut or groundwater in the eastern Piru basin in this year (the one chloride
record at Blue Cut appears to be erroneous).
Map 8, 1993 - Second consecutive wet year. The Piru basin is considered to be essentially full,
with a fairly uniform groundwater gradient across the basin. These conditions saturate the uppermost
aquifer in the basin, the highly-permeable deposits of younger alluvium. Following occurrences
such as this, groundwater concentrations are often more variable throughout the basin, making it is
more difficult to recognize chloride movement away from specific source areas. The downward
flushing of salts accumulated in soils also occurs in the wettest years, and the relative importance
of these two salt transfer mechanisms is not well understood. By this time chloride concentrations
at Blue Cut and in groundwater in the eastern Piru basin regularly exceed 100 mg/l, conditions
which continue to present times.
Map 9, 2001 - Wet year following a dry and average year, also a wet year at the end of the wettest
decade on record (Santa Paula gauge #245). Lake Piru has low chloride concentrations and the
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upper Piru Creek fan has apparently been flushed of high chloride by the multiple wet years following
the last drought. Chloride at Blue Cut has increased steadily since 1999 (Figure 1), and impacts to
groundwater in the eastern Piru basin match the surface water records. Chloride of 100 mg/l or
more is recorded in wells west of Piru Creek for the second time in as many years, and this increase
cannot be accounted for by sourcing from Piru Creek.
Map 10, 2004 - Dry year following average. Basin depletion greatest since the drought, steep
groundwater gradients observed in the eastern portion of the basin. Surface water and groundwater
chloride in eastern Piru basin recorded in excess of 150 mg/l. Record-high chloride of 138 mg/l
recorded in Camulos well west of Piru Creek, with the only apparent source being water moving
from the eastern Piru basin. Chloride concentrations in Piru Creek remain relatively low.
Map 11, 2005 - Very wet year, Piru basin fills to capacity again. High chloride is still very pronounced
in groundwater in the eastern basin, and one well west of Piru Creek. The only apparent source of
high chloride in the well west of Piru Creek is from the eastern Piru basin. As in 1993 when a good
data set exists for similar hydrologic conditions, groundwater chloride concentrations are variable
throughout the basin.
The chloride concentration maps presented here do not answer all questions related to the movement
of chloride in the Piru groundwater basin, but they are very useful observational tools in a basin such as
this where the sources of recharge and the groundwater flow system are well understood. Sufficient
data are available to show the occurrence of chloride over time, and the periodic expansion of chloride
pollution from well-defined inputs such as the Santa Clara River and Piru Creek. However, specific
“packages” or “plumes” of historic high chloride inputs are often not traceable over long distances or
many years. Most existing data are from production wells with large screened intervals, and various
processes exist that promote the mixing or waters within the basin. Although the exact fate and migration
pathways of chloride in the Piru basin are not completely understood, the chloride data presented here
show the effect of long-term chloride loading in the basin, evidenced by the increasing chloride
concentrations in groundwater and in surface flows at the discharge point of the basin (Figure 3). In the
early 1960s chloride concentrations ranging from 20 to 40 mg/l were common in this locality. In recent
years chloride concentrations ranging from 45 to 70 are the norm. This is the only significant avenue
for chloride to exit the basin, and the tremendous ongoing mass of chloride being loaded at the upstream
portions of the basin will continue to move downgradient, increasing chloride concentrations at this
point, and points beyond.
Summary and Conclusions
The increase in chloride concentrations in the eastern Piru basin since 1999 directly correlates
in time and concentration with the increase in chloride in the Santa Clara River at the county line.
There is little doubt that the chloride in the river is causing the increase in chloride in the eastern basin
– not only is there a direct correlation between the two, but the river is the sole significant recharge
source to the eastern basin. In fact, the entire flow of the river infiltrates into the basin during most of
the year, leaving a dry riverbed for a distance across the eastern portion of the Piru basin.
The connection between high chloride in the river and in the eastern Piru basin was previously
demonstrated in the 1950s and 1960s when brine that was high in chloride was discharged into the
Santa Clara River from oilfields along the river drainage. The Los Angeles Regional Water Pollution
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Control Board took action to stop this discharge of high chloride into the river, which subsequently
improved the water quality of both the river and the eastern Piru basin.
However, this oilfield discharge was actually less of a threat to the Piru basin than the current
chloride pollution because flows in the river were much smaller in those days. Today, the importation,
use, and discharge of State Water into the Santa Clara River has increased flows at the county line, and
high chloride concentrations are consistently documented in wastewater discharges. This higher loading
(a larger volume of high chloride water) allows chloride pollution to migrate farther downgradient
within the Piru basin. In fact, higher chloride concentrations have occurred in wells just west of Piru
Creek over the past several years, at the same time that recharge water percolating from Piru Creek had
much lower chloride concentrations. An imminent threat to the basin is that these higher chlorides just
west of Piru Creek are the beginning of degradation of the remainder of the Piru basin, caused by the
high salt loading in the eastern Piru basin.
The salt loading in the Piru basin caused by higher salts in the Santa Clara River cannot be
easily dismissed as an artifact of climatic conditions along the river. The period since 1999 has been
wetter than normal, including the second wettest year on record (2005). Only in 2005 did chloride
concentrations dip, and this was a temporary condition caused by the very high flows in the river that
diluted salts being discharged into the river in Los Angeles County.
Water quality degradation of the Piru basin is clear during the past several years. The eastern
basin continues to degrade as Santa Clara River water increases in chloride concentration. Degradation
of the western portion of the basin may have commenced just west of Piru Creek, and the degraded
water in the eastern Piru basin has no place to flow except into the western basin, creating the conditions
for further degradation of the reminder of the Piru basin. It is clearly time for regulatory action to
prevent further degradation of the Piru basin.
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Map 1. Base mapof the Piru groundwater basin
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Map 2. Typical wet-year groundwater elevation contours, fall 1993.
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Map 3. Typical dry-year groundwater elevation contours, fall 2004
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Map 4. Maximum-recorded chloride in wells and surface water, 1962.
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Map 6. Maximum-recorded chloride in wells and surface water, 1987
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Map 7. Maximum-recorded chloride in wells and surface water, 1990
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Map 8. Maximum-recorded chloride in wells and surface water, 1993
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Map 9. Maximum-recorded chloride in wells and surface water, 2001
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Map 10. Maximum-recorded chloride in wells and surface water, 2004
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Responses to Comments
050.

Letter from Friends of the Santa Clara River (Ron Bottorff), dated August 25, 2009

Response 1
It is the responsibility of lead agencies (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)) to determine the significance of project impacts based on the
substantial evidence in the record. The agencies have met their legal obligations and have exercised their
independent judgment based on this evidence. The Corps and CDFG appreciate your comments and they
will be made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project. Because
these comments do not address the content or adequacy of the information or impact analysis provided in
the Draft EIS/EIR, no additional response can be provided.
Response 2
The commentor states that the Natural River Management Plan (NRMP) mitigation has not been
successful and is skeptical that mitigation, particularly wetlands mitigation, is effective, citing Ambrose et
al. (2004). The Corps and CDFG are satisfied that the NRMP mitigation program (also known as the
MMRP) is functioning and progressing as intended. Please see Topical Response 3: Natural River
Management Plan Projects and Mitigation regarding mitigation compliance. Please note that the 2004
study by Ambrose, et al. reviewed 55 section 401 permits within the Los Angeles region during the
period from 1991 to 2002 and included only one project authorized under the NRMP permit (Avenue
Scott), which was in the second year of a five-year implementation and monitoring program. Subsequent
to the Ambrose, et al. study, the Avenue Scott project received confirmation of mitigation completion by
the Corps and CDFG.
The Draft EIS/EIR evaluated potential impacts to wetlands in Section 4.6, Jurisdictional Water, and
concluded that impacts would be less than significant with mitigation for Alternatives 2-7. Mitigation
Measures SW-2, SW-3, SW-4, SW-5 and BIO-2 would ensure the preservation and/or restoration of
wetlands functions and services. Further, using the "HARC" model described in Section 4.6, the Corps
evaluated the relative functional quality of existing jurisdictional waters, and would repeat this evaluation
following project implementation. Additionally, the proposed RMDP mitigation plan is subject to
approval by the Corps and CDFG. Mitigation requirements will be satisfied through the creation,
restoration, and enhancement of native vegetation communities pursuant to Mitigation Measures BIO-1
and BIO-3 through BIO-18, which establish standards for restoration of riparian habitat, and revised
Mitigation Measure BIO-2, which establishes standards for the expansion of riparian habitat to
compensate for temporal loss of habitat functions and values. Please also see revised Sections 4.5 and 4.6
of the Final EIS/EIR.
Please also see the Corps' draft 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, included in Appendix F1.0 of the Final
EIS/EIR.
Response 3
The comment states that only Alternatives 6 and 7 result in less impacts to biological resources than the
proposed Project and questions the conclusion that Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would have a less-thansignificant impact after incorporation of the identified mitigation measures. The comment addresses
general subject areas, which received analysis in Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR.
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The conclusion that impacts would be "less than significant after incorporation of EIS/EIR mitigation" is
based on the analysis in that section, which evaluated impacts using specific thresholds. Where the
analysis found that a particular impact did not trigger the threshold, the EIS/EIR concluded that the
impact was less than significant. Comparing the impacts to biological resources from Alternative 2
(proposed Project) to Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, the analysis demonstrated that the impacts of Alternative 2
would trigger the significance threshold for three species and that mitigation could not reduce the level of
significance below the threshold. Therefore, the evaluation of impacts to biological resources provided in
the Draft EIS/EIR determined that the proposed Project (Alternative 2) would result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to southwestern pond turtle habitat, Sam Emigdio blue butterfly and habitat, and San
Fernando Valley spineflower. By contrast, under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 (as well as Alternatives 6 and 7)
each of the significant unavoidable impacts that would result with the implementation of the proposed
Project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of proposed mitigation
measures. As a result, Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would not result in any significant and unavoidable
impacts to biological resources. Please also see revised Section 4.5 of the Final EIS/EIR. The Corps and
CDFG appreciate the commentor's opinion regarding Alternatives 6 and 7, which will be made available
to decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed Project.
Response 4
The Draft EIS/EIR analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or avoid the significant effects
of the proposed Project, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The alternative suggested in the comment is within the range of
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR. For example, floodplain avoidance was evaluated as part of
Alternative 7, which substantially minimizes the placement of structures in the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA)-designated 100-year floodplain; the elimination of the Potrero Canyon
bridge was considered as part of Alternatives 3, 4 and 7; an on-site circulation system that did not result in
significant emergency access impacts was included in Alternatives 2-6; and the grading plan for
Alternatives 2-7 would be balanced (see Section 3.0, Description of Alternatives and Section 5.0,
Comparison of Alternatives of the Draft EIS/EIR). Therefore, it is not required that the suggested
alternative be evaluated and recirculated. (See State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6; 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.)
Please also see the Corps' draft 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis found in Appendix F1.0 of the Final
EIS/EIR.
Response 5
The comment urges the proposed Project to incorporate several recommendations contained in Chapter III
of the California Floodplain Management Task Force's Final Recommendations Report (Report,
December 2002). Although not specifically stated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed Project is largely
consistent with the recommendations of Sections 15, 16, and 17 of Chapter III of the Report, as
recommended by the comment. The proposed Project would generally comply with Section 15, which
recommends a flood management as part of multi-objective watershed management. Where feasible,
projects should provide adequate protection for natural, recreational, residential, business, economic
agricultural and cultural resources and protect water quality and supply.
The proposed Project would be consistent with this recommended management strategy because the
proposed Project would implement a multi-disciplinary approach to designing RMDP infrastructure,
including consideration of factors such as biology, land use, geology, topography, hydrology, soils, and
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infrastructure. By incorporating design considerations and resource preservation methods, the proposed
Project would result in a conservation strategy to allow for development of the Specific Plan in a way that
avoids or minimizes significant impacts on waters, jurisdictional streams and drainages, and sensitive
biological resources.
Consistent with the multi-objective management approach, the proposed Project would implement
resource conservation, mitigation, and long-term management of sensitive biological resources on the
proposed Project site throughout build-out of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan. The RMDP component of
the proposed Project is intended to build on the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan's previously adopted
Resource Management Plan, which provided the initial framework for resource management within the
Specific Plan area. The previously adopted Resource Management Plan set forth mitigation and
monitoring standards for sensitive biological resources located within the Specific Plan area and
established standards governing public access, recreational use, management, and ownership of the River
Corridor Special Management Area (SMA)/Significant Ecological Area (SEA) 23, the High Country
SMA/SEA 20, and the Open Area portions of the Specific Plan area. The Salt Creek area, adjacent to the
westerly boundary of the Specific Plan site, also would be managed in conjunction with and in the same
manner as the High Country SMA/SEA 20. With the exception of maximizing opportunities for
agricultural conservation, the RMDP component of the proposed Project is also consistent with Section
16 of Chapter III of the Report. The recommendations of Section 16 along with the measures
incorporated into the proposed Project are outlined below:
 Recommendation: Conserve productive agricultural land and natural habitat: The proposed
Project would result in a significant impact related to the conversion of agricultural soils that have
been designated prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. (See Draft
EIS/EIR, Section 4.12, Agricultural Resources.) The conversion of agricultural lands to
nonagricultural uses to implement the Specific Plan was previously approved by Los Angeles
County, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for the significant agricultural
soil conversion impact. The feasibility of implementing additional mitigation measures for this
significant impact is evaluated in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIS/EIR.
The design of the proposed Project considered factors such as biology, land use, geology,
topography, hydrology, soils, and infrastructure. By incorporating design considerations and
resource preservation methods, the RMDP would provide a conservation strategy to allow for
development of the Specific Plan in a way that avoids or reduces the Specific Plan's significant
impacts on waters, jurisdictional streams and drainages, and sensitive biological resources. The
RMDP would establish a system of open space preserves through a dedication process that would set
aside and preserve land in the High Country SMA/SEA 20, River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and Salt
Creek area. The RMDP also proposes mitigation and management activities to address the
significant impacts on jurisdictional waters/drainages and sensitive biological resources resulting
from the Specific Plan. The impacts and mitigation and management measures identified in the
RMDP are discussed in both Section 7.0 of the RMDP and Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the
Draft EIS/EIR.
 Promote the recovery and stability of agriculture: See response above
 Promote the recovery and stability of native species populations, and overall biotic community
diversity: The RMDP proposes mitigation and management activities to address the impacts on
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jurisdictional waters/drainages and sensitive biological resources resulting from the Specific Plan.
The impacts and mitigation and management measures identified in the RMDP are discussed in both
Section 7.0 of the RMDP and Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR. Similarly,
the SCP seeks to further the long-term persistence and enhancement of the San Fernando Valley
spineflower.
 Provide for natural, dynamic hydrologic, and geomorphic processes: Sections 4.1, Surface
Water Hydrology and Flood Control, and 4.2, Geomorphology and Riparian Resources, of the Draft
EIS/EIR include an analysis of the existing and proposed changes to hydrology and geomorphology
of the Santa Clara River and its tributaries, and the associated riparian resources within and outside
of the Project site, that may be impacted as a result of the proposed Project and alternatives. The
analyses conclude that impacts to hydrologic processes would be less than significant as a result of
the proposed Project and impacts to geomorphic processes would be less than significant with
mitigation.
 Increase and improve the quantity, diversity, and connectivity of native habitat: The RMDP
proposes mitigation and management activities to address the impacts on jurisdictional
waters/drainages and sensitive biological resources resulting from the Specific Plan. The impacts and
mitigation and management measures identified in the RMDP are discussed in both Section 7.0 of
the RMDP and Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR. Impacts to jurisdictional
streams and the waters of the United States within the Project area are also analyzed in Section 4.6,
Jurisdictional Waters and Streams, of the Draft EIS/EIR. The analysis concludes that due to a
combination of the proposed enhancement of existing riparian zones and creation of new
jurisdictional areas, all of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR would result in a net
improvement in the riparian condition, as measured by the HARC of on-site resources. This includes
improvements in the quantity, diversity, and connectivity of native habitat within the riparian
corridor. The RMDP would also establish a system of preserves that would establish conservation
lands in the High Country SMA/SEA 20, River Corridor SMA/SEA 23 and Salt Creek area.
Analysis in Section 4.5 also determined that impacts to wildlife movement and habitat connectivity
would be less than significant with mitigation. Please see Topical Response 12: Wildlife Habitat
Connectivity, Corridors and Crossings for additional discussion of wildlife movement.
 Eliminate or mitigate negative redirected impacts to neighboring landowners: The analyses
included in Section 4.1, Surface Water Hydrology and Flood Control, and Section 4.2,
Geomorphology and Riparian Resources, of the Draft EIS/EIR conclude that no downstream effects
would occur; as such, there would be no negative redirected impacts to neighboring landowners.
 Evaluate and address economic impacts to local communities and regions: Section 4.19,
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, of the Draft EIS/EIR analyzes the potential economic
impacts resulting from the proposed Project. The analysis concludes that no economic impacts would
occur as a result of the proposed Project.
Section 17 of Chapter III of the Report recommends that "in planning new or upgraded floodwater
management programs and projects, including structural projects, local and State agencies should, where
appropriate, encourage nonstructural approaches and the conservation of the beneficial uses and functions
of floodplains. It is recognized that some structural approaches provide needed flood protection and
opportunities for agricultural conservation and ecosystem protection and restoration." Accordingly, the
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proposed Project utilizes innovative techniques to meet the requirements of flood control while
maintaining the natural resources within the Santa Clara River. Traditional flood control techniques in
use within Los Angeles County rely upon reinforced concrete or grouted rock rip-rap to minimize erosion
while maximizing the volume of flood flows carried by the drainage. In contrast, the Conceptual
Backbone Drainage Plan (Drainage Plan) of the Newhall Ranch Specific Plan provides drainage and flood
control protection to developed uses while preserving the Santa Clara River as a natural resource. The
Drainage Plan utilizes several generalized criteria that are to be implemented by projects that develop
within the Specific Plan Area. The primary criteria are as follows:
 Flood corridor must allow for the passage of Los Angeles County Capital Flood Flow without the
permanent removal of natural river vegetation (except at bridge crossings) (Draft EIS/EIR,
Mitigation Measure HY-3 (a);
 The banks of the Santa Clara River will generally be established outside of the "waters of the United
States" as defined by federal laws and regulations and as determined by the delineation completed by
the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in August 1993 (Draft EIS/EIR, Mitigation
Measure HY-3 (b);
 Where the Corps delineation width is insufficient to contain the Capital Flood flow, the flood
corridor will be widened by an amount sufficient to carry the Capital Flood flow without the
necessity of permanently removing vegetation or significantly increasing velocity (Draft EIS/EIR,
Mitigation Measure HY-3 (c); and,
Soil cement will occur only where necessary to protect against erosion adjacent to the proposed
development. Where existing bluffs are determined to be stable and there is no adjacent proposed
development, no bank protection will be built (Draft EIS/EIR, Mitigation Measure HY-3 (d). The
Drainage Plan includes the use of buried bank stabilization where necessary to protect against erosion,
except at specific locations discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIS/EIR. Buried
bank stabilization is a modern flood control technique used to protect against erosion while maintaining
natural vegetation and soft banks. Areas that would be disturbed to install buried bank stabilization
would be revegetated with native plant species to maintain natural habitat presently found along the
River.
As discussed above, the design of the proposed Project generally followed the approach recommended by
the California Floodplain Management Task Force in Chapter III, Sections 15 through 17. Analysis in the
Draft EIS/EIR concluded that the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to
hydrologic processes, and impacts to geomorphic processes would be less than significant with
mitigation; therefore, additional modifications to address floodwater management are not necessary. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the proposed Project.
Response 6
For information responsive to this comment, please refer to Responses 32 and 33 to the letter from Santa
Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment, dated August 24, 2009 (Letter 046).
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Response 7
The commentor states that scientific studies have not established reliable conclusions regarding the
effects of urbanization on riparian corridors and riparian species. The commentor indicates that
Rottenborn (1999) showed that urbanization effects on riparian bird communities can extend up to 500
meters (1,500 feet). The commentor suggests that this finding demonstrates the inadequacy of the typical
riparian setback of 100 feet, or even 200 feet.
The Draft EIS/EIR presented extensive analyses of the impacts of the proposed Project and alternatives
on riparian-dependent species, including riparian bird species, in Subsection 4.5.5.3, Impacts to SpecialStatus Species. These analyses included discussions of direct, indirect, and secondary effects, including,
but not limited to, habitat loss, human disturbance, and noise. The Draft EIS/EIR also considered how the
proximity of permanent project features (i.e., roads, housing, and other development) affect riparian
species that nest or forage in adjacent habitat. Based on the analysis presented in Subsection 4.5.5.3,
Impacts to Special-Status Species, the Draft EIS/EIR concluded that impacts of the proposed Project,
including edge effects, to riparian bird species, would be significant absent mitigation. The Draft EIS/EIR
also acknowledged that, even with high-quality habitat, a minimum 100-foot-wide buffer in the transition
area between the top of the river bank and development, for example, likely would not ameliorate all
adverse edge effects on nesting riparian birds, such as invasive plant species; nest parasitism by brownheaded cowbirds; predation by pet, stray, and feral cats; nighttime lighting; and noise. Therefore, the
Draft EIS/EIR presented mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
These measures include SP-4.6-1 through SP-4.6-26, SP-4.6-55, SP-4.6-56, SP-4.6-58, SP-4.6-63, BIO-1
through BIO-16, BIO-47, BIO-49, BIO-52, BIO-55, BIO-56, BIO-63, BIO-64, BIO-70, BIO-71, BIO-72,
BIO-73, BIO-78, BIO-85, and BIO-87. These mitigation measures address both short-term constructionrelated secondary impacts (e.g., noise and vibration, water quality, fugitive dust) and long-term
development-related secondary impacts, which require invasive species controls, public use of open space
only along designated trails, downcast nighttime illumination in areas adjacent to natural habitat areas,
and cowbird trapping.
Response 8
This comment indicates that Friends of the Santa Clara River will provide additional comments by David
Magney Consulting and regarding the 404 permit. In regard to comments submitted by David Magney
Consulting, please refer to Responses prepared to comments in letter from Friends of the Santa Clara
River and California Native Plant Society, dated August 25, 2009 (Letter 053). In regard to comments
regarding the 404 permit, please refer to Responses to comments in letter from Friends of the Santa Clara
River, Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the environment, and Ventura Coastkeeper, dated
August 25, 2009 (Letter 054).
Response 9
This comment is acknowledged. The Final EIS/EIR includes written responses to all comments received
on the Draft EIS/EIR during the public review period. Specifically, Responses to comments submitted
by the Santa Clarita Organization for Planning and the Environment are provided for Letters 035, 039,
045, 046, and 054; Responses to comments submitted by Ventura Coastkeeper are provided for Letters
048 and 049; and Responses to comments submitted by Environment Now are provided for Letter 030.
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Responses to Comments
A comment letter was not received from the Los Angeles Audubon Society. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR
for these responses.
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