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1. Introduction

1.

Introduction

This document is the Draft Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Sand Canyon Plaza MixedUse Project. This document, together with the Draft EIR and its technical appendices, comprise the
Draft Final EIR. The document has been prepared by the City of Santa Clarita in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The Draft Final EIR is required under §15132 of the CEQA Guidelines to include the Draft EIR,
comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, the responses of the lead agency to
significant environmental issues raised by those comments in the review and consultation process, and
any other relevant information added by the lead agency (including minor changes to the Draft EIR). A
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is also required; it can be a separate document, or, as in
this case, included in the Draft Final EIR.
The evaluation and responses to comments is an important part of the CEQA process, because it allows
the following: 1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within
the Draft EIR; 2) the ability to detect any omissions that may have occurred during preparation of the
Draft EIR; 3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; 4) the
ability to share expertise; and 5) the ability to discover public concerns.
This document provides revisions to the Draft EIR made in response to comments and/or changes to
the proposed project. These revisions also correct, clarify, and amplify the text of the Draft EIR, as
appropriate, and do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

1.1

Process

In accordance with §15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Santa Clarita is the lead agency that
prepared both the Draft EIR and the Draft Final EIR for the Project. The Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use
Project Draft EIR was prepared and circulated for a period of 45 days, extending from March 3, 2017 to
April 17, 2017. The Draft EIR was available for review at the City Hall/Community Development
Department at 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302, Santa Clarita, CA 91355; Canyon Country – JoAnne
Darcy Library, 18601 Soledad Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, CA 91351; Old Town Newhall Library, 24500
Main Street, Santa Clarita, CA 91321; and Valencia Library, 23743 W. Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita
CA 91355. An electronic copy of the Draft EIR was posted on the City of Santa Clarita website. A Notice
of Availability of the Draft EIR was transmitted to regulatory agencies and others to request comments
on the Draft EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15086. A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held by
the Planning Commission on March 21, 2017 at the City Council Chambers, Santa Clarita City Hall –
First Floor, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita, CA 91355. Comments on the Draft EIR were
received during the comment period, and those comments are responded to in the Draft Final EIR. The
Planning Commission will consider the Project and the Draft Final EIR at a regularly scheduled
Planning Commission meeting on June 6, 2017. The Planning Commission will then make a
recommendation to the City Council. The Draft Final EIR, together with the proposed Project, will be
recommended for certification and approval to the City Council (Master Case No. 14-077, Sand Canyon
Plaza Mixed-Use Project).
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1. Introduction

1.2

Content of the Draft Final EIR

As discussed above, the primary intent of the Draft Final EIR is to provide a forum to air and address
comments pertaining to the analysis contained within the Draft EIR. Pursuant to §15088 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the City has reviewed and addressed all comments received on the Draft EIR by the
comment period deadline. Included within the Draft Final EIR are the written comments that were
submitted during the public comment period, as well as oral and written comments (relevant to the
EIR) received at the public hearings conducted before the Planning Commission.
To adequately address the comments provided by interested agencies and the public in an organized
manner, the Draft Final EIR includes the following chapters and appendices:
Section 1: Introduction. This chapter provides a brief introduction to the Draft Final EIR and its
contents.
Section 2: Corrections and Additions. This chapter provides a list of corrections and additions to
the Draft EIR. None of the changes significantly impact the conclusions presented in the Draft
EIR.
Section 3: Responses to Comments. This chapter provides a list of commenting agencies,
organizations, and individuals. Responses to all comments on the Draft EIR are also included in
this chapter.
Section 4: Project Revisions. This chapter outlines the changes made to the project description.
Section 5: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter includes the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared in compliance with the requirements of
§21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code and §15091(d) and §15097 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The Draft Final EIR also includes the previously circulated Draft EIR, herein incorporated by reference.
The Draft EIR was circulated from March 3, 2017 to April 17, 2017.

1.3

Review and Recommended Certification of the Draft Final EIR

Consistent with CEQA (California Public Resource Code §21092.5), responses to agency comments are
being forwarded to each commenting agency in advance of the Planning Commission’s June 6, 2017
meeting where they will consider recommending certification of the Draft Final EIR and recommending
approval of the Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project to the City Council. Final responses, including
the responses within this Draft Final EIR, will be forwarded to each commenting agency 10 days prior
to certification of the Final EIR by the City Council. In addition, responses are also being distributed to
all commenters who provided an address. The Draft Final EIR is available for public review at:
•
•
•
•

City of Santa Clarita, Community Development Department, 23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite
302, Santa Clarita, California, 91355: Attn: Patrick LeClair, Senior Planner
Canyon Country—Joanne Darcy Library, 18601 Soledad Canyon Road, Santa Clarita,
California, 91351
Old Town Newhall Library, 24500 Main Street, Santa Clarita, California, 91321
Valencia Library (Main Office), 23743 W. Valencia Blvd., Santa Clarita, California, 91355
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2. Corrections and Additions

The Draft Final EIR is also located on the City’s website at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/departments/community-development/planning/environmental-impact-reports-under-review.

2.

Corrections and Additions

The following corrections and additions are set forth to update the Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use
Project Draft EIR in response to the comments received during and after the public review period.
Changes to the Draft EIR are listed by section and page number, and new text is noted in underline
with strikeout of deleted text.
The following additions and corrections have been reviewed in relation to the standards in §15088.5(a)
and (b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines on when recirculation of a
Draft EIR is required prior to certification. The additions and corrections to the Revised Draft
Subsequent EIR document do not constitute new significant information requiring recirculation of the
Draft Subsequent EIR.
Sections 15088.5(a) and (b) of the CEQA Guidelines state:

(a)

A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for
public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the
term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well
as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of
the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible
project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure
showing that:
(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(b)

A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a
new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.
A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from
other previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental
impacts of the project, but the project’s proponent decline to adopt it.
The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.
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Changes to the Draft EIR are identified below by the corresponding Draft EIR section and subsection, if
applicable, and the page number. Additions are in underline and deletions are shown in strikethrough
format. Changes to the Draft EIR may be made until action taken by the City Council.
The following pages from the Draft EIR have been revised as a result of comments received during the
public review process. Only those pages that have been revised are included in this section.
Changed Pages
2-6 through 2-49
3-6
3-9
3-12
3-13
3-18
3-26
3-28
3-29
3-30

3-35
4.3-31
4.4-1
4.4-2
4.4-7
4.4-8
4.4-11
4.4-13
4.4-27
4.4-28
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4.4-29
4.4-30
4.4-32
4.7-1
4.13-2
4.13-10
4.15-1
4.15-2
4.15-3
4.15-4

4.15-11
4.15-12
4.15-13
4.15-32
4.21-1
4.21-3
4.21-4
4.21-5
4.21-8
4.22-20
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3.
3.1

Responses to Comments

State/Governmental Agencies

Comment Letter 1
Comment Letter 2
Comment Letter 3
Comment Letter 4
Comment Letter 5
Comment Letter 6
Comment Letter 7
Comment Letter 8
Comment Letter 9
Comment Letter 10
Comment Letter 11
Comment Letter 12
Comment Letter 13

California Department of Fish and Wildlife ............. April 20, 2017............... 88
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research ........... April 18, 2017............. 104
SoCalGas ........................................................................ March 22, 2017 .......... 110
Fire Department, County of Los Angeles ................. March 30, 2017........... 112
Department of Regional Planning ............................. April 5, 2017............... 126
County of Los Angeles Public Health ...................... April 13, 2017............. 144
SCAQMD....................................................................... April 14, 2017............. 152
Department of Animal Care and Control ................. April 17, 2017............. 164
County of Los Angeles Public Health ...................... April 17, 2017............. 166
California Department of Transportation ................. April 17, 2017............. 170
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County .............. April 17, 2017............. 176
County of Los Angeles Public Library ...................... April 17, 2017............. 186
Office of the Sheriff, County of Los Angeles ............ May 5, 2017 ................ 188
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Comment Letter 1
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
April 20, 2017
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

Response to Comment Letter 1
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
April 20, 2017
1-1

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

1-2

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

1-3

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

1-4

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, specifically information relating
to the Project Description, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of
CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does
not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
89

3. Responses to Comments

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
90

3. Responses to Comments
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1-5

The DEIR correctly states that no special status plants, animals, or plant communities have been
reported previously for this subject property in the CNDDB. The report continues by stating
that none were found during focused rare plant surveys. The DEIR has been revised to indicate
that the site’s current use as a mobile home park and that surrounding uses include residential
and commercial uses.

1-6

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR, specifically information relating
to the Project Description, and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of
CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does
not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

1-7

The DEIR discusses each special status species and analyzes its occurrence potential on the
subject property, based on existing conditions and known habitat requirements for each species.
By definition, the literature search is a desktop predictive tool, the findings of which are verified
during on-site field surveys. The findings reported in the DEIR result from the field
investigations – not from the literature search.

1-8

The DEIR has been revised to clarify that systematic field techniques were used to thoroughly
survey all habitats. “Transects of opportunity” is a term intended to indicate that all areas of the
site were thoroughly investigated by field biologists. The entire site was walked, with the
exception of the very steep areas in the eastern portion of the property; those areas were studied
with binoculars. It should be noted that the survey protocols referenced in the CDFW letter do
not speak to a requirement for replicable surveys.
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

1-9

The DEIR provides species survey data in the form of compendiums for all flora and fauna
identified during all field surveys, and provides a vegetation map. Further, the DEIR
quantifies impacts to each vegetation covertype, and provides mitigation measures. This
information meets the standards for adequacy for EIRs under CEQA.

1-10

The DEIR specifically discusses the degraded conditions of the subject property, apparently
resulting from a combination of ongoing drought, heavy use by off-road vehicles (motorcycles),
and previous fires. The actual text of the DEIR – “…habitat quality for rare plants is generally
poor” – is supported previously in the document where existing conditions are described in
detail. Finally, at the request of CDFW, sensitive plant surveys are being conducted again in
spring and early summer of 2017, and the results will be submitted to CDFW.

1-11

The DEIR discusses the potential impact of non-native ants, and includes mitigation measures
that would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. See Response to Comment 1-10 above
as it relates to updated surveys.
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

1-12

At the request of CDFW, floristic and focused rare plant surveys will be conducted again in the
spring and early summer of 2017. A report describing the methodology and findings will be
prepared and submitted to CDFW.

1-13

The DEIR has been revised to clarify the distinction between the holly leaf cherry chaparral
(0.35 acre) and the holly leaf cherry–buckwheat scrub (1.31 acres) alliances on the subject
property. Only the holly leaf cherry chaparral is ranked G3 S3, and thus considered rare under
CEQA.

1-14

The regional distribution of holly leaf cherry vegetation was not found mapped nor discussed
in published literature, and was not discussed or included in the list of “Sensitive
Communities” in the June 2011 City General Plan, Conservations and Open Space Element
(page CO-27). No changes were made to the DEIR, because this information does not appear to
be available.
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

1-15

The DEIR has been revised to clarify that the holly leaf cherry restoration plan shall include an
appropriate matrix of native plant species typical of that vegetation alliance at a ratio of 5:1.

1-16

The DEIR provides species survey data in the form of compendiums for all flora and fauna
identified during all field surveys, and provides a vegetation map. Further, the DEIR quantifies
impacts to each vegetation covertype, and provides mitigation measures. This information
meets the standards for adequacy for EIRs under CEQA. Furthermore, the biological mitigation
measures will be required by the City of Santa Clarita as a condition of approval. With the
exception of the holly leaf cherry restoration plan, all other biological mitigations must be
conducted immediately prior to ground-disturbing activities.

1-17

At the request of CDFW, bat surveys will be conducted during the spring of 2017 by qualified
biologists. The results of these surveys will be provided to the City and CDFW. Additionally,
Mitigation Measure Bio-4 will be expanded to include the preparation of a relocation and
monitoring plan in coordination with the City and the CDFW.
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

The DEIR discusses the current conditions of the Project site and surrounding land uses relative
to wildlife movement corridors. As described in the DEIR, the site is an island surrounded by
residential and commercial development and busy roadways. Wildlife movement from the
Project site to the south is currently restricted. Soledad Canyon Road, which parallels the south
side of the subject property, is a designated major highway in the City’s General Plan with a
posted speed limit of 50 mph. Directly south of Soledad Canyon Road is State Route 14, a six- to
eight-lane freeway. Although wildlife may attempt to cross to the river, this street is a barrier to
wildlife movement and a mortality sink. There is a vehicle underpass of SR 14 at Oak Spring
Canyon Road, east of the Project site, which is located in a developed residential neighborhood.
To use this undercrossing, wildlife would need to cross Soledad Canyon Road in a residential
neighborhood to reach this underpass.
Sand Canyon Road along the west side of the property is secondary highway in the City’s
General Plan with a speed limit of 45 mph. Residential uses are located directly west of Sand
Canyon Road.
The drainage course along the western side of the property flows into an underground storm
drain at the southern perimeter of the site; therefore, this tributary does not provide a wildlife
movement corridor connecting the Santa Clara River. Based upon the above identified
constraints, the City respectfully disagrees with CDFW’s assertion that the site could potentially
be used as a wildlife corridor.
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

Two years of field surveys were conducted and did not discover special status species of flora
or fauna on the Project site. As previously stated, floristic and focused rare plant surveys will be
conducted again in the spring of 2017 at the request of CDFW, as will bat surveys.
Given the typically lengthy timeframe between DEIR preparation, Project approval, and initial
construction, it was deemed appropriate to require survey capture, and relocation work to be
conducted immediately prior to ground-disturbing activities. These biological mitigations will
be required by the City of Santa Clarita as conditions of approval. To further clarify this
requirement the following mitigation measure MM Bio-1A has been added to the Draft Final
EIR.
MM Bio-1A

1-20

The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction biological survey for special-status species determined to
have potential to occur in suitable habitat within the Project site prior to
the start of construction activities. If special-status species are detected
during pre-construction surveys, appropriate mitigation plans will be
prepared by a qualified biologist and submitted to the City of Santa
Clarita for review and approval. Additionally, a biological monitor will
be present periodically during construction to ensure that impacts to
special-status species are minimized or do not occur.

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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1-21

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

1-22

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 2
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
April 18, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 2
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
April 18, 2017
2-1

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 3
SoCalGas
March 22, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 3
SoCalGas
March 22, 2017
3-1

This comment reiterates information contained within the Draft EIR. The comment is
informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of
CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does
not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

3-2

This comment reiterates information contained within the Draft EIR. The comment is informational

in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue, no further response is required.
3-3

The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter and does not raise an environmental issue;
no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 4
Fire Department, County of Los Angeles
March 30, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 4
Fire Department, County of Los Angeles
March 30, 2017
4-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow and notes that the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was reviewed by the Planning Division, the Land
Development Unit, the Forestry Division, and the Health Hazardous Materials Divisions of the
County of Los Angeles Fire Department. No further response is required.

4-2 to
4-6
The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.15, pages 4.15-1 through 4.15-3 by the Los Angeles
County Fire Department will be incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR). The text on DEIR pages 4.15-1 through 4.15-3 will be revised as shown in the FEIR.
DEIR page 4.15-1 (first paragraph, second sentence)
Fire protection and emergency medical response services for the Project site and the
surrounding area are provided by the Los Angeles County Fire Department. Specifically,
16 13 fire stations with 15 11 engine companies, 1 assessment engine company, 5 paramedic
squads, 1 hazardous materials squad, and 2 ladder trucks serve the Santa Clarita Valley.
DEIR Page 4.15-2 (first paragraph under Urban Fire Protection Services heading)
As part of the Los Angeles County Consolidated Fire Protection District (a special district
of Los Angeles County), the City of Santa Clarita receives urban and wildland fire
suppression service from the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD). Mutual aid
or assistance pacts are maintained with several local, state, and federal agencies. As of
2017, the City’s Planning Area is served by 16 fire stations with 15 engine companies, 5
paramedic squads, 1 hazardous materials squad, and 2 ladder trucks. As of 2009, there
were 13 fire stations with 11 engine companies, one assessment engine, five paramedic
squads, one hazardous materials squad, and two ladder trucks serving the City’s
Planning Area. A nine-person hazardous materials squad operates out of Fire Station 150.
Station 76. Approximately 75 64 firefighters are on duty every day, 24 hours a day (not
including chief officers and fire prevention staff). In 2007, two temporary fire stations with
Los Angeles County were moving ahead to build an additional two fire stations within
the City’s Planning Area. It is expected that 15 stations will be operational by 2016/2017.
Since 2008, LACoFD has completed construction of Station 108, and had established
temporary Stations 156, 132, and 104. The LACoFD has indicated there are no planned
improvements in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. However, the LACoFD’s 2016
5-year Developer Fee Detailed Fire Station Plan indicates one replacement station for
temporary Station 104 and eight additional stations in the Santa Clarita Valley; of those
eight additional stations, Fire Station 143 became operational in October 2016. and nine
additional stations in the Santa Clarita Valley.98
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3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.15, Table 4.15-1, page 4.15-3 by the Los Angeles
County Fire Department will be incorporated into the Draft FEIR.
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4-8

The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.15, page 4.15-3 (last paragraph, first sentence
following Table 4.15-1) by the Los Angeles County Fire Department will be incorporated into
the Draft Final EIR.

4-9

The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.15, page 4.15-4 (last full paragraph, fourth
sentence) by the Los Angeles County Fire Department will be incorporated into the Draft Final
EIR.

4-10

The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.15, page 4.15-11 (top of the page, first full
sentence) by the Los Angeles County Fire Department will be incorporated into the Draft Final
EIR.

4-11 &
4-12
The City does not concur with the suggested text change that the Level of Significance Before
Mitigation be changed to “Impacts count be potentially significant” from the DEIR statement
that “Impacts would be less than significant” for the reasons noted below.
1.

The comments provided by the Land Development Unit will be made Conditions of
Approval on the Project’s Tentative Tract Map and/or site plans for each planning area.
The City acknowledges the Land Development Unit’s input and comment. The comments
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

2.

Given that development projects are already required to participate in the LACoFD
Developer Fees Program, it is not necessary to revise the text as requested. Instead, the
text on DEIR Section 4.15, page 4.15-12 (first paragraph, first sentence) will be revised
as shown below in the Draft Final EIR.
Future development within the City and surrounding unincorporated areas
associated with the Project and related projects would be required to pay fees in
accordance with the for LACoFD Developer Fees program, and to the satisfaction of
LACoFD and/or the City. as deemed appropriate by the LACoFD, The fees which
would The fees provide the tax revenues for the operation and staffing of local fire
service facilities.

4-12

The comments provided by the Land Development Unit will be made Conditions of Approval
on the Project’s Tentative Tract Map and/or site plans for each of the planning areas. The City
acknowledges the Land Development Unit’s input and comment. The comments will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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4-13

The comment notes the statutory responsibilities of the Forestry Division. Erosion control
impacts are addressed in DEIR Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. Rare and endangered
species and vegetation impacts are addressed in DEIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources. Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone impacts are addressed in DEIR Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials. Archaeological and cultural resources impacts are addressed in DEIR
Section 4.5, Cultural Resources. Oak tree impacts are addressed in Section 4.4, Biological
Resources.

4-14

DEIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources reviews impacts to oak trees and the Project’s
compliance with the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance. As concluded in DEIR Section 4.4, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-8, impacts to oaks trees would be less than
significant.

4-15

DEIR Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, reviews impacts relative to the Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone, while DEIR Section 4.15, Fire Protection, reviews impacts relative to
the provision of fire protection services to the Project site. As concluded in DEIR Section 4.8,
with implementation of Mitigation Measures PS-4 through PS-6, impacts would be less than
significant.

4-16

The comment notes that the Health Hazardous Division has no comments or requirements for
the project. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter 5
Department of Regional Planning, County of Los Angeles
April 5, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 5
Department of Regional Planning
April 5, 2017
5-1

The comment notes that the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning is
providing comments on the Project, which is located within the City of Santa Clarita and
borders property within unincorporated Los Angeles County. The comment goes on to note
that the Project site is in close proximity to a small housing tract in unincorporated Los Angeles
County. The housing tract is the Canyon Collection gated community. The comments are
introductory and informational. No further response is required.

5-2

The comment provides the Los Angeles County General Plan 2035 land use designations for
properties within the unincorporated areas adjacent to and within one-half mile of the Project
site. The text below also provides the corresponding zoning designation.
These General Plan land use/zoning designations include:
•
•
•

H5 (Residential 5 – maximum 5 dwelling units per acre)/R-1 (minimum 5,000 square
foot lot)
RL5 (Rural Land 5 – maximum 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres)/A-2-2 (Heavy Agricultural)
OS-C (Open Space Conservation)/O-S (Open Space)

No further response is required.
5-3

The comment provides statements as to what uses and/or residential densities the H5, RL5, and
OS-C designations permit. No further response is required.

5-4

The comment notes that the Project is consistent with the One Valley One Vision Plan’s goals
and policies. No further response is required.
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The comment notes that the Project site is bordered by RL5 zoning to the north, and the Project
should consider the urban-rural interface and the inclusion of additional landscaping and
buffering techniques along the northern boundary of the Project site.
County of Los Angeles and City of Santa Clarita General Plans
The Santa Clarita City Council and the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors initiated
a joint planning effort, called One Valley One Vision, in recognition of a mutual need to
coordinate land uses and the pace of development with provision of adequate
infrastructure, conservation of natural resources, and common objectives for the Valley.
The One Valley One Vision planning process reflects the City’s and the County’s mutual
decision to coordinate land uses and the pace of development with provision of adequate
infrastructure, conservation of natural resources, and common objectives for the Santa
Clarita Valley. Major goals of the One Valley One Vision joint planning effort were to
achieve greater cooperation between the County and the City, coordinated planning for
roadways, infrastructure, and resource management, and enhanced quality of life for all
who live and work in the Santa Clarita Valley.
The One Valley One Vision public outreach efforts resulted in the development of a
Vision and Guiding Principles that are the framework of consistent General Plans for the
Santa Clarita Valley by the City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles. The
Guiding Principles were incorporated into various elements of the General Plans as part
of the policies. In addition, City and County staff compiled growth statistics and
projections for the Santa Clarita Valley and collaborated when preparing the Land Use
Map and land use designation for the 2012 Area Plan and 2011 General Plan.
Implementation of the common One Valley One Vision goals and policies will be
managed by the County of Los Angeles through the 2012 Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan
for unincorporated portions of the Santa Clarita Valley and by the City of Santa Clarita
through the 2011 General Plan.
2012 Area Plan Land Use Designations Adjacent to Project Site
The existing land use designations in the immediate vicinity of the Project site include
RL5, H5, H2, and OS-C. The RL5, H5, and H2 designations provide a transition between
higher density, urban development in the City of Santa Clarita.
2012 Area Plan
Land Use Designation
RL5
H5
H2
OS-C

Land Use Description
Rural Land 5 (Maximum 1 dwelling per 5 acres)
Residential 5 (Maximum 5 dwelling units per acre)
Residential 2 (Maximum 2 dwelling units per acre)
Open Space Conservation

Existing On-Site and Surrounding Land Uses
It is important to provide a context of the character of the Project site and surrounding
uses. At stated Draft EIR (DEIR) page 4.10-1 “Residential uses are located to the north,

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
128

3. Responses to Comments

3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

east, and west, including Stetson Ranch and the Pinetree residential community.
Commercial uses are located to the south and west along Sand Canyon Road.”
Additional language on DEIR page 4.10-12 further explains the existing character of the
site and surrounding uses, “A portion of the Project site is currently developed with
mobile home units. Remaining portions of the site are undeveloped. Surrounding uses
include single-family residential to the west and north; single-family and multi-family
residential to the east; and commercial uses to the south and west along Sand Canyon
Road, north of SR 14.”
This is further exemplified with the following aerial photograph, which illustrates that
urban uses surround the project site in all directions.

The four parcels north of the Project site are zoned RL5 (Assessor Parcel Number [APN]
2839-005-021, -025, -026, -027). The northernmost parcel (APN 2839-005-025,
approximately 7.57 acres) is occupied by Los Angeles County Fire Station No. 132, which
is north of Thompson Road. The parcel immediately to the north (approximately 3.75
acres) is a Los Angeles County Flood Control easement (APN 2839-005-021). The two
intermediate parcels (APN 2839-005-027, approximately 9.15 acres; APN 2839-005-026,
approximately 3.64 acres) are under private ownership. The Canyon Collection gated
residential community, zoned RL5, is located west of these four parcels in unincorporated
Los Angeles County, as is the open space zoned O-S that surrounds this residential
community. The Canyon Collection gated community includes 75 single-family detached
homes that were constructed in 2005.
Given that the four parcels north of the Project site include single-family residences and
the Los Angeles County Fire Station, and parcels to the northwest include the Canyon
Collection gated residential community, an urban-rural interface is not necessary. The
Project site is located within an urban area.
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It is worth noting that there is a proposed development for the two parcels immediately
north of the Project site to develop a single-family residential detached condominium
subdivision with 41 units on APNs 2839-005-021 and 2839-005-027. The Los Angeles
County Case Project Number is 03-251, and includes the following requested entitlements:
•
•
•
•

Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 54372 (pending)
Zone Change No. ZC03-251 (Zone change from A-2-2 to RPD-5,000-3.9U)
Conditional Use Permit No. CP03-251 (Hillside management area, grading
exceeding 100,000 cubic yards)
Environmental Assessment No. IS03-251

A Los Angeles County Subdivision Committee Meeting report was prepared on
December 29, 2016 with a status report to reschedule with the Subdivision Committee
pending the requests outlined in the report.
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5-6

Please see Response to Comment 5-5 (page 128 above).

5-7

The comment states that the Department of Regional Planning’s opinion that the Alternative 3:
Ridgeline Preservation lessens aesthetics and other impacts in the urban-rural interface and that
Alternative 3 should be adopted for the Project. As noted in Response to Comment 5-5
(page 128 above), an urban-rural interface is not needed. Also, the Draft EIR concluded that
Alternative 3 is considered to be the “Environmentally Superior Alternative” for purposes of
CEQA. The City acknowledges the Department of Regional Planning’s input and comment. It
should be noted that one of the Project modifications required by the Planning Commission
eliminated grading on the northern portion of the ridgeline. This modification is very similar to
DEIR Alternative 3. 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.

5-8

The Project site includes a Significant Ridgeline identified by the City of Santa Clarita General
Plan. As noted on DEIR page 4.1-32, the Project site has been previously disturbed for the
development of the existing mobile home park and adjacent roadways, including impacts to the
existing ridgeline and hillsides on the site.
The Project as proposed includes the alteration of the ridgeline, and as such, is subject to a
Ridgeline Alteration Permit. In addition, the Applicant is requesting approval of a Hillside
Development Review Permit to allow development on slopes over 10%. DEIR Section 4.1,
Aesthetics, provides a detailed justification of how the Project complies with Hillside Ordinance
and Ridgeline Preservation Overlay Zone requirements, which included but are not limited to
grading, buffers, setbacks, landscaping, and onsite placement of structures. As detailed on DEIR
pages 4.1-23 through 4.1-33, the Project is consistent Hillside Development Ordinance. Also, as
stated in the Ridgeline Preservation findings, the Project would be consistent with the overlay
zone requirements with the approval of a ridgeline alteration permit.
Mitigation Measures MM Aes-1 through MM Aes-3 ensure that previously disturbed portions
of the ridgelines are blended into the neighboring topography and replanted. These mitigation
measures supplement the Project’s requirements and compliance with the Hillside Ordinance
and Ridgeline Preservation Overlay Zone, and reduce potentially significant impacts to less
than significant.
The City acknowledges the Department of Regional Planning’s comment regarding the Project’s
proposal to alter the on-site ridgeline. 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.

5-9

The Project site is located within the City of Santa Clarita, and thus, hillside development is
regulated through the Santa Clarita Unified Development Code Chapter 17.51, not the Los
Angeles County Hillside Management Ordinance. Unified Development Code Section
17.51.020.C identifies the City’s standards for hillside review and average slopes, and is restated
below for your reference.
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Development Standards for Hillside Development Review. The development
standards shall apply to any use, development or alteration of land included in these
regulations.
1.

Hillside Classifications. Hillside categories have been identified by percentage
of average slope in the following categories:
a.

Average slopes under ten percent (10%) are considered relatively flat and
would not cause any conditions necessary for the implementation of this
section.

b.

Projects with slopes which average ten percent (10%) or greater qualify for
hillside plan review and shall be reviewed under the provisions of this
section.

Within the DEIR, the Project has been reviewed for its consistency with the City of Santa
Clarita’s Hillside Development Ordinance. Thus, the Project is not subject to Los Angeles
County Hillside Management Ordinance, nor is it necessary to review the Project for its
consistency with County Hillside Management Ordinance as the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning is not the Lead Agency, nor it is responsible or trustee agency
under CEQA.
5-10

The analysis on page 4.1-31 is consistent with the requirements of the Ridgeline Preservation
Overlay Zone. Also, please see Response to Comment 5-11 below.

5-11

The Project is altering a significant ridgeline in the City of Santa Clarita. The ridgeline alteration
is subject to requirements in the City of Santa Clarita’s Ridgeline Preservation Overlay Zone, as
well as approval of a Ridgeline Alteration Permit. The Project does propose 2.2 million cubic
yards of cut and fill on-site to create the five planning areas and open space, along with 850,000
cubic yards associated with remedial grading. DEIR Section 4.1 provides analysis showing the
Project’s consistency with the Hillside Development Ordinance (DEIR pages 4.1-23 through
4.1-28) and the Ridgeline Preservation Overlay Zone (DEIR pages 4.1-28 through 4.1-32).
The analysis within the DEIR provides a review of each of the requirements listed above, and
concludes the Project is consistent with and complies with both the Hillside Development
Ordinance and Ridgeline Preservation Overlay Zone. Mitigation Measures MM Aes-1 through
MM Aes-3 provided additional assurances relative to on-site grading and continued compliance
with Hillside Development Ordinance and Ridgeline Preservation Overlay Zone requirements,
and do reduce potentially significant aesthetics impacts to less than significant.

5-12

From both a land use and visual context, it is important to understand surrounding uses. As
stated on DEIR page 4.10-12, “A portion of the Project site is currently developed with mobile
home units. Remaining portions of the site are undeveloped. Surrounding uses include singlefamily residential to the west and north; single-family and multi-family residential to the east;
and commercial uses to the south and west along Sand Canyon Road, north of SR 14.”
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It is also important to understand a site’s zoning. As stated on DEIR, page 4.10-17:
The Project site is currently zoned MXN (Mixed Use Neighborhood) and UR-3 (Urban
Residential 3). No residential or commercial land uses are proposed in the UR-3 zone. The
MXN zone is intended for mixed-use development, which is encouraged to create
neighborhoods that integrate residential uses with complementary commercial services,
including retail and office uses. Mixed-use neighborhoods should be designed in
consideration of surrounding development patterns, proximity to public transit,
providing roadway and trail linkages to adjacent development where appropriate.”
The Project is consistent with the MXN (Mixed Use Neighborhood) zoning designations, and
proposes 2-story/35-foot single-family detached and multi-family detached townhomes,
3-story/50-foot maximum multi-family detached apartments. The heights for the proposed
residential uses are at or below the maximum 50 feet. The proposed commercial uses would not
exceed 35 feet, which is below the maximum 50 feet.
The analysis on DEIR pages 4.1-15 through 4.1-23 focuses on Project impacts of scenic vistas.
The text below is restated from DEIR pages 4.1-15 and 4.1-16.
•

•

•

•

Viewing Location 1, which is within the Sierra Hills community west of the Project
site, would be altered. Middle-ground views would include the multi-family
apartment buildings in Planning Area 2, single-family detached homes in Planning
Areas 4 and 5, and open space areas in Planning Area 5. Background views of the
mountains would remain. Refer to Figure 4.1-2, Viewing Location 1, Existing and
Proposed Views.
Viewing Location 2, which is from the service station on the southwest corner of the
Sand Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road, would be altered. Middle-ground
views would include the commercial uses in Planning Area 1 and the multi-family
apartment buildings in Planning Area 2. The background view would only be of the
commercial uses in Planning Area 1, as the manufactured slope along Soledad
Canyon Road would be regraded and laid back. Refer to Figure 4.1-3, Viewing
Location 2, Existing and Proposed Views.
Viewing Location 3, which is from vacant land immediately west of the SR-14 Sand
Canyon Road westbound off-ramp, would be altered. The foreground and middleground view from Soledad Canyon Road would include the commercial uses and
assisted living facility in Planning Area 1 and single-family detached homes in
Planning Area 5. Refer to Figure 4.1-4, Viewing Location 3, Existing and Proposed
Views.
Viewing Location 4, which is from the Santa Clara River and Oak Springs, just north
of Lost Canyon Road and south of SR-14, would be altered. The foreground view of
the Santa Clara River would not be altered. The middle-ground view would be
altered to show the single-family residential homes and open space area in Planning
Area 5, the multi-family apartment buildings in Planning Area 2, and the commercial
uses and assisted living facility in Planning Area 1. The existing manufactured slope
along Soledad Canyon Road would be regraded and laid back to allow for
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landscaping. The background view consists of residential development west of the
Project site and other prominent ridgelines in the City would remain. Refer to Figure
4.1-5, Viewing Location 4, Existing and Proposed Views.
Viewing Location 5 is from westbound SR-14, slightly west of the Oak Springs
Canyon Road overpass. The foreground view of the highway and the sound wall
would not be altered. The middle-ground view would be altered to show the
commercial uses and assisted living facility in Planning Area 1 and the multi-family
apartment buildings in Planning Area 2. The background view consists of the Santa
Susana Mountains west of the City would remain. Refer to Figure 4.1-6, Viewing
Location 5, Existing and Proposed Views.
Viewing Location 6, which is from Oak Spring Canyon Park east of the Project site,
would be partially altered. The foreground view consists of the park and homes along
the west side of Oak Canyon Springs Road would not be altered. The background
view of the ridgeline would be partially altered to show open space areas and singlefamily detached homes in Planning Area 5. However, there are no scenic vistas in the
foreground view.

The DEIR acknowledges that there is a change in the short-range view from current conditions,
and describes what off-site uses would see from the six viewing locations. While the Project
would redevelop the site with a mix of single-family, multi-family, and commercial uses, these
uses are consistent with the underlying zoning and are compatible with surrounding residential
and commercial uses.
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5-13

3.1 – State/Governmental Agencies

Table 4.10-1, General Plan Consistency Analysis, in DEIR Section 4.10, provides an analysis of
the Project’s consistency with the relevant General Plan Land Use Element policies, inclusive of
Policies LU 1.3.2, LU 1.3.3, and 6.1.3 identified in the comment. The consistency analysis for the
three policies has been excerpted from Table 4.10-1 and provided below.
Policy LU 1.3.2: Substantially retain the integrity and natural
grade elevations of significant natural ridgelines and
prominent landforms that form the Valley's skyline backdrop.

Policy LU 1.3.3: Discourage development on ridgelines and
lands containing 50% slopes so that these areas are
maintained as natural open space.

Policy LU 6.1.3: Ensure that new development in hillside
areas is designed to protect the scenic backdrop of foothills
and canyons enjoyed by Santa Clarita Valley communities,
through requiring compatible hillside management
techniques that may include but are not limited to clustering
of development; contouring and landform grading;
revegetation with native plants; limited site disturbance;
avoidance of tall retaining and build-up walls; use of stepped
pads; and other techniques as deemed appropriate.

Consistent. The Project’s design substantially retains
the integrity and natural grade elevations of the site’s
significant natural ridgelines to the extent feasible.
Development of the Project site would not impact
prominent landforms in the Valley’s skyline backdrop.
Consistent. Project development is focused on areas of
the site with slopes less than 50%. The Project would
impact a small portion of the site containing a
manufactured slope previously graded as part of the
Soledad Canyon Road widening. This area has an
average slope of 73%. As indicated above, the Project
would “lay back” this existing slope to soften its
appearance to Soledad Canyon Road and SR-14.
Consistent. As concluded in Section 4.1, Aesthetics,
the Project has been designed to preserve long-range
views of scenic resources. In addition, the Project is
seeking a Hillside Development Review Permit, which
would address hillside management techniques.

The analysis in Table 4.10-1 concludes the Project is consistent with the policies.
5-14

Please see Response to Comment 5-11 (page 134 above).

5-15

Please see Response to Comment 5-11 (page 134 above).

5-16

The comment suggests the City consider a smaller project footprint, leaving more land as open
space on areas with slopes greater than 25%, and not altering the ridgeline. It should be noted
that one of the Project modifications made by the Planning Commission included the
elimination of grading on the northern portion of this ridgeline, similar to DEIR Alternative 3 in
the DEIR. However, the City acknowledges the Department of Regional Planning’s input and
comment. 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.
Also, please see Response to Comment 5-7 (page 133 above).

5-17

Please see Response to Comment 5-9 (page 133 above).

5-18

Please see Response to Comment 5-11 (page 134 above).

5-19

The comment identifies three roadways designated on the Master Plan of Highways. No further
response is required.
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5-20

The comment notes that the Project provides for bikeways and pedestrian walkways. The
comment does not raise an environmental issue; therefore, no further response is required.

5-21

The City appreciates the comment for the Project to “include such amenities as ample bicycle
parking.” As site plans for each of individual planning areas submitted to the City for review,
the plans will be required to comply with and provide on-site bicycle parking spaces per Santa
Clarita Unified Development Code Section 17.51.060.I.

5-22

The City is responsible for the assessment and mitigation of air emissions resulting from its land
use decisions, and as such has identified goals, objectives and policies in the General Plan
Conservation and Open Space Element. The Project’s consistency with applicable goals are
discussed on DEIR page 4.3-33, Table 4.3-9, Project Consistency with Applicable Air Quality
Policies of the General Plan. Excerpts from Table 4.3-9 are provided below.
Policy CO 7.1.1: Through the mixed land use patterns
and multi-modal circulation policies set forth in the Land
Use and Circulation Elements, limit air pollution from
transportation sources.
Policy CO 7.1.2: Support the use of alternative fuel
vehicles.

Consistent. The Project’s mixed-use nature and urban
location would serve to reduce trips by approximately 9%
compared to a project without those features. This reduction in
trips would serve to reduce vehicles mile traveled (VMT),
congestion and associated air quality emissions.
Consistent. The Project would provide on-site electric vehicle
(EV) charging stations, supporting and promoting the use of
electric vehicles.

In addition, DEIR pages 4.7-27 and 4.7-28 discuss the Project’s primary GHG reduction
measures and design features, which include, but are not limited to: Land Use Transportation,
Pedestrian Network Improvements, Low‐Flow Water Fixtures, Vegetation and Landscape
Irrigation Systems, Energy Reduction, and Alternative Fuel Vehicles.
Thus, the Project would both reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions, as well as provide on-site electric vehicle charging stations.
5-23

The DEIR has been corrected.

5-24

The DEIR has been clarified to indicate that the CNDDB was used to understand the potential
occurrence of special status species. The report discusses the findings of the field surveys,
independent of the results of the literature search. The DEIR continues by discussing each
special status species and analyzing its occurrence potential on the subject property, based on
existing conditions and known habitat requirements for each species. By definition, the
literature search is a desktop predictive tool, the findings of which are verified during on-site
field surveys. The findings reported in the DEIR result from the field investigations – not from
the literature search.

5-25

The language used in the Summary Section 2.0 reflects the Thresholds of Significance defined in
Appendix G of the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. The DEIR has been revised to clarify that all
wildlife were considered in the discussion of regional and local wildlife movement.

5-26

Seed pods were present during the field surveys, which allowed the lilies to be identified as a
species of the genus Calochortus. However, flowers are necessary to identify these lilies to the
level of species and variety.

5-27

The DEIR has been revised to reflect this comment.
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5-28

DEIR Section 4.4, Biological Resources, discusses potential impacts to bats and includes
Mitigation Measure MM Bio-4, which addresses the potential impacts to bats. The Draft EIR
concludes that impacts would be less than significant. Also, at the request of the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, bat surveys are being conducted om spring/summer 2017.

5-29

The comment provides contact information for staff at County of Los Angeles Department of
Regional Planning Department. No further response is required.
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County of Los Angeles Public Health
April 13, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 6
County of Los Angeles Public Health
April 13, 2017
6-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

6-2

The comment states that the EIR should discuss and disclose Valley Fever and potential effects.
The comment appears to misstate the Project location by noting that the Antelope Valley and
many parts of California are “known geographical areas where the fungus is ubiquitous.” The
Project Site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Santa Clarita. While some areas of the
Project site have not been previously developed, the site has historically been occupied by
mobile homes on the southwest portion of the site. The site is also bordered by developed land
to the west, south, and east, and the Project is considered infill development. The Los Angeles
County General Plan Update Draft EIR provides the following summary of Valley Fever and
standard control measures to address the issue:
Valley Fever is an infectious disease caused by the fungus Coccidioides immitis and
Coccidioides psadasii. According to the County Department of Public Health (2014), this
fungus is a major cause of community-acquired pneumonia in the southwestern United
States. Valley Fever fungus is most prevalent in the San Joaquin Valley and the Central
Valley where land is arid to semi-arid and receives moderate rainfall (5 to 20 inches per
year). Several factors indicate a project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to Valley
Fever: disturbance of the top soil of undeveloped land, dust storms, strong winds,
earthquakes, archaeological digs, agricultural activities, and construction activities. There
is the potential that construction activities could result in exposure of sensitive receptors
to Valley Fever in the arid, desert portions of the unincorporated areas. Individual
projects developed under the Proposed Project would be required to reduce potential risk
of exposing sensitive receptors to Valley Fever through implementation of AVAPCD1 and
SCAQMD fugitive dust control measures. SCAQMD and AVAQMD2 dust control rules
would reduce fugitive dust emissions as well as exposure to on-site workers. Proposed
General Plan Update policies, including Policy AQ 1.3, would further reduce the impacts
from fugitive dust during construction, as described further below. Implementation of
SCAQMD and AVAQMD measures and Proposed Project policies would limit exposure
of sensitive receptors to Valley Fever.
Policy AQ 1.3: Reduce particulate inorganic and biological emissions from construction,
grading, excavation, and demolition to the maximum extent feasible.

1
2

Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control District
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
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Response to Comment 6-2 (continued)
The Project’s Draft EIR concluded that regional and localized air quality emissions would be
less than significant, including impacts with respect to fugitive dust emissions. In addition, the
Draft EIR included the following project design feature to ensure that all required and
recommended dust control measures are implemented:
PDF-12

The Applicant shall implement all control measures required and/or
recommended by the SCAQMD (i.e., Rules 403, 1108, and 1113), including but
not limited to the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or
break-up of pavement;
Water active grading areas and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily;
Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders;
Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour;
Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and
staging areas;
Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the
Project site;
Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts
exceed 15 miles per hour over a 30-minute period or more; and
An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to the construction site
that identifies the permitted construction hours and provides a telephone
number to call and receive information about the construction project or to
report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust generation. Any
reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt.

See also Response to Comment 7-8 (page 157 below) regarding further information
demonstrating compliance with required fugitive dust control measures outlined in SCAQMD
Rule 403(e) – Additional Requirements for Large Operations. No further response is required.
6-3

This comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR (see DEIR pages 3-25, 4.3-1, 4.3-2,
4.3-12, 4.10-17, 4.10-20, and 4.10-21) regarding placement of sensitive receptors near freeways,
including a recommended buffer distance of 500 feet from freeways. The comment also
suggests the application of best-practice mitigation measures to reduce exposure for all land
uses within 1,500 feet of the freeway, with a reference to a County of Los Angeles document
that was not attached to the comment letter. This comment does not specify any feasible bestpractice mitigation measures for the Project.
It should be noted that California Supreme Court case law3 has determined that agencies subject
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) generally are not required to analyze or
mitigate the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s future users or residents.

3

Supreme Court of California, California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015), S213478, Ct.App. 1/5, A135335, A136212, Alameda County, Super. Ct. No. RG10548693.
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As such, the Project Draft EIR included a Freeway Adjacent Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
(Appendix 2-3 to the Draft EIR) for informational purposes, and as outlined by the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) and the City’s Unified Development Code, Title 17, Sections
17.53.020.L and 17.57.020.I. As suggested in the comment, the Draft EIR includes several project
design features (PDFs) to minimize exposure to existing conditions (see PDF-7 through PDF-11
on pages 3-25 and 4.10-21 of the Draft EIR). No further response is required.
6-4

This comment acknowledges the Draft EIR’s inclusion of project design features to reduce
exposure to existing air quality conditions, and recommends that the project design features be
applied to all sensitive uses within 1,500 feet. As stated in Response to Comment 6-3 above,
California Supreme Court case law has determined that agencies subject to CEQA generally are
not required to analyze or mitigate the impact of existing environmental conditions on a
project’s future users or residents. As such, the Project’s inclusion of the current project design
features meets and exceeds environmental planning requirements related to existing conditions.
The City acknowledges the County’s input, and 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.

6-5

This comment suggests the Project should include MERV 13 filters instead of the MERV 11
filters identified in the Draft EIR. It should be noted that there is no state, regional, or local
requirement applicable to the Project for the inclusion of MERV 11 or MERV 13 filters for
residential or commercial development projects. See also Response to Comment 6-3 above
regarding the CEQA-applicability of this comment. The United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) identifies MERV 11 for superior residential uses and states it is effective at
filtering some auto emissions.4 In addition, the County of Los Angeles’ Air Quality
Recommendations for Local Jurisdictions (County of Los Angeles Public Health, January 2013)
cites the California EPA and CARB publication Status of Research on Potential Mitigation
Concepts To Reduce Exposure Nearby Traffic Pollution (CARB, August 2012). The CARB
publication states an estimated 80% reduction in outdoor fine mode particles with stand-alone
air cleaners using filters in the MERV 11 to 13 range, and the publication also includes that a
MERV rating chart identifying filters rated between MERV 9 and MERV 12 are typically
reserved for superior residential uses and are effective at filtering auto emissions. As such, the
Project Draft EIR’s inclusion of MERV 11 would serve to feasibly reduce exposure to existing
environmental conditions, and this design feature would meet and exceed all state, regional and
local requirements related to this issue. The City acknowledges the County’s input, and 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.

6-6

This comment restates the Draft EIR’s conclusion of significant and unavoidable operational air
quality emissions. The comment asks if there are any traffic management plans or other
measures to minimize air quality impacts. However, the comment does not provide any
suggested measures to reduce impacts. As concluded in the Project’s Draft EIR, air quality

4

https://www.epa.gov/indoor-air-quality-iaq/residential-air-cleaners-second-edition-summary-availableinformation#defining
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emissions are primarily due to motor vehicles and area source emissions associated with the
operation of a relatively high number of proposed residential uses. These emissions are typical
for a mixed-use commercial and residential project of this size, and there is no feasible
mitigation to reduce these emissions to a less than significant level. However, it should be noted
that the Project would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and CalGreen
Code, which require several project design features that would reduce air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions (see Draft EIR pages 4.7-27 and 4.7-28). These features include mixeduse design resulting in VMT reductions, pedestrian network improvements, low-flow water
fixtures, low impact vegetation and irrigation, energy reduction (e.g., high efficiency appliances,
lighting and solar panels), and on-site electric vehicle charging stations. As such, the Project
does include several features that would reduce air quality and GHG emissions. However, the
Draft EIR correctly stated that operational air quality impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable.
6-7

This comment recommends that the noise mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR be
included as conditions of the Project. The comment also states that additional measures may be
needed to minimize nuisance problems to neighbors, but the comment does not provide any
suggested additional measures to consider. All mitigation measures and project design features
identified in the Draft EIR and the Draft Final EIR will be included in the Project’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which the City will be required to adopt if the
Project is approved.
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This comment is a conclusion to the comment letter, provides contact information, and does not
raise an environmental issue. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter 7
SCAQMD
April 14, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 7
SCAQMD
April 14, 2017
7-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

7-2

This comment restates the project description, air quality analysis, and significant air quality
impact conclusion disclosed in the Draft EIR. The comment is informational in nature and does
not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no
further response is required.

7-3

This comment provides information regarding the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan and
notes that the reduction of nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions is the most significant challenge
facing the Basin. The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental
issue within the meaning of CEQA. 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.
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is
required.

7-4

This comment notes that SCAQMD staff has recommended mitigation measures to further
reduce air emissions, particularly from NOX. These recommendations are addressed in
Responses to Comments 7-13 through 7-20.

7-5

The comment requests written responses to all comments prior to certification of the Final EIR,
and requests that if the Lead Agency rejects the recommended mitigation measures, the Lead
Agency should describe the reasons for rejecting them in the Final EIR. Consistent with CEQA,
the City, as Lead Agency, will provide a written response to all public agencies on comments
made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report.
In this case, the responses have been provided to each commenting public agency in advance of
the Planning Commission’s final meeting to consider recommending certification of the Draft
FEIR. Responses will also be forwarded again to each public agency at least 10 days prior to the
City Council taking final action on the Draft Final EIR. With respect to the inclusion or rejection
of the comment’s suggested mitigation measures, Responses to Comments 7-13 through 7-20
provide a detailed response to each recommendation.
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This comment is a conclusion to the comment letter, provides contact information, references
attached information, and does not raise an environmental issue; no further response is
required.
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7-8

This comment states that the Project is subject to SCAQMD 403(e) requirements for large
operations. The Draft EIR stated that the Project will be required to comply with all applicable
SCAQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 403. See PDF-12 in the Draft EIR. Because Rule
403 is 23 pages long, and to ensure that the entire rule is captured herein, the rule as has been
added as an attachment to PDF-12 and will be included in the Project’s MMP contained in this
Draft Final EIR. The MMP will describe how the Project will comply with all applicable SCAQMD
rules and mitigation measures. In addition, as required by CEQA, the MMP will identify the
appropriate monitoring phase for each measure (e.g., project construction), the party responsible
for implementing the measure, the agency with the authority to enforce the measure, and the
agency responsible for monitoring compliance and implementation of the measure.

7-9

This comment restates PDF-7 from the Project’s Draft EIR. The comment is informational in
nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue, no further response is required.

7-10

This comment provides information related to the potential effectiveness of MERV 11 filtration.
It should be noted that California Supreme Court case law5 has determined that agencies subject
to CEQA generally are not required to analyze or mitigate the impact of existing environmental
conditions on a project’s future users or residents. As such, the Project Draft EIR included a
Freeway Adjacent HRA (Appendix 2-3 to the Draft EIR) for informational purposes, and as
outlined by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the City’s Unified Development
Code, Title 17, §17.53.020.L and §17.57.020.I. Thus, the inclusion of this PDF is intended as a
best-management practice.
It should also be noted there is no state, regional, or local requirement applicable to the Project
for the inclusion of MERV 11 filters for residential or commercial development projects. The
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) identifies MERV 11 for superior
residential uses and states that MERV 11 it is effective at filtering some auto emissions.6 In
addition, a CARB publication Status of Research on Potential Mitigation Concepts To Reduce
Exposure Nearby Traffic Pollution (CARB, August 2012), states an estimated 80% reduction in
outdoor fine mode particles with stand-alone air cleaners using filters in the MERV 11 to 13
range, and the publication also includes a MERV rating chart identifying that filters rated
between MERV 9 and MERV 12 are typically reserved for superior residential uses and are
effective at filtering auto emissions. As such, the Project Draft EIR’s inclusion of MERV 11 would
serve to feasibly reduce exposure to existing environmental conditions, and this design feature
would meet and exceed all state, regional, and local requirements related to this issue. The City
acknowledges the SCAQMD’s input, and 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.

5
6

Supreme Court of California, California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(2015), S213478, Ct.App. 1/5, A135335, A136212, Alameda County, Super. Ct. No. RG10548693.
https://www.epa.gov/indoor-air-quality-iaq/residential-air-cleaners-second-edition-summary-availableinformation#defining
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This comment restates PDF-9 from the Project’s Draft EIR. The comment is informational in
nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue, no further response is required.
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7-12

This comment requests information related to the Project’s landscape plan to assess potential
effectiveness of the proposed PDF. As stated in Response to Comment 7-10, California Supreme
Court case law has determined that agencies subject to CEQA generally are not required to
analyze or mitigate the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s future users
or residents. Thus, the inclusion of this PDF is intended as a best-management practice. The
Project’s Landscape Plan is discussed in detail in Section 3. Project Description of the Draft EIR,
and the Conceptual Landscape Plan is illustrated on Figure 3-16 therein. The City acknowledges
the SCAQMD’s input, and 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.

7-13

This comment states that the SCAQMD has recommended the incorporation of additional
mitigation measures in the Final EIR to further reduce operational air quality emissions. Each
recommendation has been responded to below.

7-14

This comment suggests “improve walkability design and pedestrian network.” However, this
comment provides no direction on how best to improve these features, and the comment fails to
recognize the existing walkability design and pedestrian network already identified in the
Project’s Draft EIR. Consistent with goals of the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP), the Project
would include pedestrian network improvements (see Draft EIR page 4.7-27). As stated therein,
the Project would create and enhance opportunities for non-vehicular travel and encourage
pedestrian mobility by providing an internal pedestrian circulation system that links residential
neighborhoods to on-site recreation areas, regional trail systems, and neighborhood
retail/commercial areas. The City acknowledges the SCAQMD’s input, and 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.

7-15

This comment suggests to “increase transit accessibility and frequency by incorporating Bus
Rapid Transit lines with permanent operational funding stream.” A Bus Rapid Transit program
is initiated and administered by public transportation authority agencies and is outside the
scope of authority for an individual development project. The Project Site is currently served by
existing public transportation. As stated on page 4.19-11 of the Draft EIR, the Project site is
currently serviced by City of Santa Clarita Transit (SCT) Route 5, with the nearest stop at the
intersection of Kenroy Avenue and Soledad Canyon Road. SCT Route 5 travels along Soledad
Canyon Road and provides services between the east side of the City and Stevenson Ranch with
stops at the Santa Clarita and Newhall Metrolink stations, as well as at the McBean Regional
Transit Center. Additional routes, accessible from this route, provide service to the greater
Santa Clarita Valley area. SCT Commuter Express offers express commuter bus travel to Los
Angeles, Warner Center, Van Nuys, Century City, and the Antelope Valley. Three Metrolink
stations exist within the City of Santa Clarita, which serve the Antelope Valley line. This line
travels between Lancaster and Union Station, Los Angeles. The City acknowledges the
SCAQMD’s input, and 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.
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7-16

This comment suggests to “limit parking supply, unbundle parking costs, lower parking supply
below ITE rates, and separate parking costs from property costs.” The Project’s parking supply
is based on the City’s zoning requirements for a Mixed Use Neighborhood (MXN) and Urban
Residential 3 (UR-3). As such, the comment’s suggestion to reduce parking spaces would be
infeasible and inconsistent with the City’s planning and zoning code. The City acknowledges
the SCAQMD’s input, and 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.

7-17

This comment suggests to “require the use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.” A large
portion of the Project is private residential uses, and the enforcement of electric lawn mowers
and leaf blowers would be infeasible on the private residents associated with the Project.
However, the Project Applicant is committed to implementing this suggestion as feasible for the
commercial components of the Project, and the following mitigation measure will be included
in the Project’s MMP contained in the Final EIR:
MM AQ-1:

7-18

The Project Applicant, or designee, shall require that all commercial-related
landscaping activities utilize electric lawn mowers and electric leaf blowers to
the extent feasible.

This comment suggests to “require that 240-Volt electrical outlets or Level 2 chargers be
installed in residential garages on-site that would enable charging of NEVs and/or battery
powered vehicles.” The Project would be consistent with residential mandatory measures of the
CalGreen Code Sections 4.106.4.1 and 4.106.4.2 to facilitate future installation and use of Electric
Vehicle (EV) chargers. Relevant and applicable components of the code include the following:
•

4.106.4.1 New one- and two-family dwellings and townhouses with attached private
garages. For each dwelling unit, install a listed raceway to accommodate a dedicated
208/240-volt branch circuit.

•

4.106.4.2 New multifamily dwellings. Where 17 or more multifamily dwelling units are
constructed on a building site, 3 percent of the total number of parking spaces provided
for all types of parking facilities, but in no case less than one, shall be electric vehicle
charging spaces (EV spaces) capable of supporting future EVSE.

No additional mitigation measures are warranted. The City acknowledges the SCAQMD’s
input, and 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.
7-19

This comment suggests to “require at least 5% of all commercial vehicle parking spaces include
EV charging stations, and, at a minimum, electrical panels should appropriately sized to allow
for future expanded use.” The Project would be consistent with non-residential mandatory
measures of the CalGreen Code §5.106.5.3 Electric vehicle (EV) charging. [N] Construction shall
comply with §5.106.5.3.1 or §5.106.5.3.2 to facilitate future installation of electric vehicle supply
equipment (EVSE). As stated in the Project Draft EIR, up to 278 parking spaces would be
provided for the commercial component of the Project contingent upon final uses and square
footages. Based on this estimate and per CalGreen Code §5.106.5.3.2, up to 6% of the total
commercial spaces would be required to support EVSE. The code also stipulates that the service
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panel or subpanel(s) shall have sufficient capacity to accommodate the required number of
dedicated branch circuit(s) for the future installation of the EVSE. No additional mitigation
measures are warranted. The City acknowledges the SCAQMD’s input, and 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.
7-20

This comment restates the recommendations in Responses to Comments 7-18 and 7-19
associated with EV charging and necessary infrastructure. See those responses above.
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Comment Letter 8
Department of Animal Care and Control, County of Los Angeles
April 17, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 8
Department of Animal Care and Control
April 17, 2017
8-1

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

8-2

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

8-3

The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter and does not raise an environmental issue;
no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 9
County of Los Angeles Public Health
April 17, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 9
County of Los Angeles Public Health
April 17, 2017
9-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

9-2

Consistent with California law, Santa Clarita Water Division will be required to provide the
City with a water verification letter prior to the City approving a final map for the Project.
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9-3

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

9-4

The Project Applicant will contact the County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Health,
regarding the design phase of the storm water capture system as described on page 1330 of the Draft
EIR Appendices.

9-5

The comment states that the “Program also requests to be involved with industrial and
irrigation use of potable water use throughout the Project.” The Project does not include any
industrial uses. Additionally, the City does not understand the comment related to potable use
of water for irrigation and what involvement the County Department of Health Services has in
the potable water distribution on-site. Regardless, 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.

9-6

Recycled water is not available in this area of the City of Santa Clarita and therefore will not be
incorporated into the Project design. 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.

9-7

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 10
California Department of Transportation
April 17, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 10
California Department of Transportation
April 17, 2017
10-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

10-2

In Appendix 11 of the DEIR – Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), Intersection #15 of Figure 2-3 on
page 2.4, the label “SR-115 On-Ramp” is changed to “SR-14 On-Ramp.”

10-3

In Appendix 11 of the DEIR – Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), Intersection Count Worksheets
pages A.11 and A.39, the Caltrans intersections were counted for 8 hours based on discussions
with Caltrans staff. City intersections were counted for the time periods used by the City. The
time periods counted are 6:00 to 9:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m., and 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. The 15minute period with the highest volume of traffic occurs at 5:15 p.m. for each ramp intersection.
Therefore, counting page 6:00 p.m. is not necessary.
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10-4

The comment acknowledges the proposed mitigation but recommends the use of protected leftturn phasing instead of protected/permissive left-turn phasing, which the City traffic engineers
are in agreement with. Accordingly, Mitigation Measures T-2 and T-6 have been modified to
require the use of protected left-turn phasing at this intersection.

10-5

An operational analysis of the ramp intersection has been completed as requested by Caltrans,
and ramp modifications are not necessary to mitigate impacts due to the proposed Project (see
Appendix 11, TIA Chapter 5.0 – Supplemental Analysis). Separately from this project, the City
has been coordinating with Caltrans to implement dual left-turn lanes for the WB to SB Ramp
movement.

10-6

The comment acknowledges review of the Draft EIR and concurs with Mitigation Measures
MM T-3 and MM T-7 as they relate to impacts to intersections. 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.

10-7

The City acknowledges Caltrans’ input and comment. 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. However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further
response is required.

10-8

The City acknowledges Caltrans’ input and comment. 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.

10-9

The comment acknowledges the Project goals and policies related to pedestrian, biking, and
circulation improvements. The comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their
consideration prior to taking any action on the Project.

10-10

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

10-11

The City acknowledges Caltrans’ input and comment. 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.
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10-12

The City acknowledges Caltrans’ input and comment. 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.

10-13

The City acknowledges Caltrans’ input and comment. 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.

10-14

The City acknowledges Caltrans’ input and comment. 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.

10-15

The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter and does not raise an environmental issue;
no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 11
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
April 17, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 11
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
April 17, 2017
11-1

In this introductory paragraph, the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
acknowledges receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). In addition, the
correspondence provided by the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County to the
environmental consultant remains applicable with the comments and updates identified in the
remainder of the letter. No further response is required.

11-2

The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.21, page 4.21-1 (first paragraph, second sentence)
by the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County will be incorporated into the Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The text on page 4.21-1 will be revised as shown in the
Draft FEIR.
Construction related impacts to wastewater disposal would not be significant, because
portable, on-site sanitation facilities would be utilized during construction. The Project, at
buildout (based on the project characteristics provided in Section 3), would generate a
worst-case average total of 124,304 139.942 gallons per day of wastewater that would be
treated by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District (the Saugus and Valencia Water
Reclamation Plants).

11-3

The text change for DEIR Section 4.21-3, page 4.21-1 requested by the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County will be incorporated into the Draft FEIR.

11-4

The text changes requested for DEIR Section 4.21-3, page 4.21-3 to 4.21-4 starting with the
heading Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for
the Brine Concentration and Limited Trucking will be incorporated into the Draft FEIR.
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The text changes for DEIR Section 4.21-6, page 4.21-8 (second paragraph) requested by the
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County will be incorporated into the Draft FEIR. The
text on DEIR page 4.21-8 will be revised as shown in the Draft FEIR.
The CSDLAC anticipates the Project would generate an average wastewater flow of
124,304 138,942 gallons per day based on the project characteristics provided in Section
3.0.124 The wastewater generated by the Project would be approximately 0.44% 0.497% of
the SCVJSS’ treatment capacity of 28.1 mgd for average day flows.

11-6

The text changes for DEIR Section 4.22-3, page 4.22-20 requested by the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County will be incorporated into the Draft FEIR.

11-7

The comment notes that all other information concerning the County Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County’s facilities and sewerage service in the DEIR is current. No further response is
required.

11-8

The comment provides contact information for staff at the County Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County. No further response is required.
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Comment Letter 12
County of Los Angeles Public Library
April 17, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 12
County of Los Angeles Public Library
April 17, 2017
12-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

12-2

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

12-3

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.

12-4

The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter and does not raise an environmental issue;
no further response is required.
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Comment Letter 13
Office of the Sheriff, County of Los Angeles
May 5, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 13
Office of the Sheriff, County of Los Angeles
May 5, 2017
13-1

Staff has received this comment, but did not receive the referenced attachment. Staff has
contacted the Sheriff Department but has not received a copy of the attachment.
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Comment Letter 14
Sherilyn Koss
March 27, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 14
Sherilyn Koss
March 27, 2017
14-1 through
14-6
The commenter is requesting that the City and Project applicant make changes to the building
configuration in PA-2 to address potential noise and lighting issues. The commenter lives
directly to the west of the Project site across Sand Canyon Road. The Project Applicant has
agreed to make the change suggested by the commenter and said the change will be
incorporated into the Project design prior to approval. Furthermore, the City has added a
condition of approval requiring enhanced landscaping along Sand Canyon Road to further
reduce potential noise and lighting impacts.
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Comment Letter 15
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
April 8, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 14
Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance
April 8, 2017
15-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). No response is required.
The Project applicant notes that the commenter did not contact City staff or attend any Project
hearings before submitting the April 8, 2017 comment letter on the Draft EIR. Many of the
issues raised in the comment letter could have been addressed and resolved by communications
with City Staff or by presenting questions during the Project processing effort over the last three
years since the Project application was filed.
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15-2

This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.
No response is required.

15-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.
No response is required.

15-4

This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR.
No response is required.

15-5

A Project Site Development Plan with the applicable MXN and UR-3 General Plan designations
and zoning classifications overlay is attached (page 227). The General Plan designations and
zoning classifications are based on the November 2016 updated City General Plan and Zoning
maps found at http://www.santa-clarita.com/home/showdocument?id=6975 (General Plan Map)
and http://www.santa-clarita.com/home/showdocument?id=6970 (Zoning Map). The Project site
has MXN and UR-3 General Plan designations and zoning classifications as accurately stated in
the Draft EIR. A UR-3 designation and zoning covers only a 2.7-acre area on the southeast edge
of the Project site, which area will not be developed with any buildings or structures as
explained in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-13. No UR-2 General Plan designation exists on
the Project site. No revision to the Draft EIR is required.

15-6

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-18, the 2-story assisted living facility within
Planning Area 1 will be 40 feet in height, which is below the maximum 50-foot height limit for
the MXN designation and zone. The statement at Draft EIR Section 3.13, page 3-12, that the
assisted living facility would be 55 feet high is in error.
No building heights in the Project development will be above 50 feet in height. All building
heights in the Project development comply with General Plan designations and zoning
regulations.
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15-7

The comment accurately states that Project Areas 2 through 5 propose a total of 580 attached
and detached residential units, and that no development will occur in the UR-3 designation and
zone located in the southeast portion of the Project site. (See the attached Project Site
Development Plan (page 227) with the applicable MXN and UR-3 General Plan designations
and zoning classifications overlay.) Accordingly, all Project parking in Planning Areas 1
through 5 will comply with the parking requirements of the MXN zone pursuant to Section
17.55.050 of the City’s Unified Development Code. The statement at Draft EIR Section 3.13,
page 3-18, that any Project parking will conform to the UR-3 zone requirements is in error.

15-8

This comment questions some of the assumptions utilized in the Draft EIR’s construction air
quality analysis, including the hours per construction day and number of construction days per
week.
Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in
the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among
the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness,
and a good faith effort at full disclosure.
Section 15003 of the CEQA Guidelines states:
CEQA does not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness,
and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass upon the correctness of an
EIR’s environmental conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an
informational document. (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692)
Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states:
A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting
public service facilities.
With these factors in mind, the Draft EIR presented and analyzed a realistic and conservative
(i.e., worst-case) construction schedule, and applied a set of daily construction assumptions
consistent with survey data from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
With respect to the comment’s assertion that the number of daily construction hours could vary
from the assumptions utilized, the Draft EIR assumed the use of heavy equipment that generate
air quality emissions in a manner consistent with SCAQMD survey data for projects of this size,
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type and location.7 The Draft EIR also applied SCAQMD data related to the equipment’s usage
hours, horsepower, and load factor8 for each piece of equipment. As such, the Project assumed
heavy equipment in a manner consistent with published SCAQMD survey data and applied
SCAQMD data for use and operations of such equipment. It is also important to note that
construction hours do not directly translate to the number of hours per day that heavy
equipment would operate on a given day. The air quality analysis is intended to identify the
daily air quality emissions associated with the operation of heavy equipment, fugitive dust
generated by use of equipment and vehicles, worker, vendor, and haul trips, and off-gas from
coatings. As such, many other construction activities such as the use of hammers, nail guns,
framing work, and use of other electric tools would have no direct impact on the generation of
air quality emissions. It should also be noted that if construction was to occur more days per
week as suggested by the comment, the daily emissions would decrease. This is due to the fact
that the model averages various emissions over the course of the construction period. These
factors would include but not be limited to: 1) more hauling days would result in fewer daily
hauling trips, 2) a longer construction period would result in decreased vendor trips associated
with bringing building materials to the site, and 3) likely a reduction in daily worker trips due
to a longer and slower build-out process. These factors would all lead to lower daily emissions,
and the thresholds of significance are based on daily maximums.
In conclusion, the Draft EIR includes a schedule of construction equipment that operates
8 hours per day, 5 day per week, which is built into the CalEEMod programs (Version 2016.3.1
and Version 2013.2.2) used to calculate construction emissions, and the schedule is based on
detailed survey data collected by SCAQMD about construction projects comparable in size and
scope to the Project. The CalEEMod programs (Version 2016.3.1 and Version 2013.2.2) are the
industry standard programs used to model construction emissions. The 8-hour-per-day, 5-dayper-week construction equipment operating schedule is therefore reasonable and recognizes
that construction equipment is often not operating even when other daily construction activities
are occurring on a site.
15-9

7
8

As discussed at Draft EIR Table 4.3-9 (page 4.3-33) and Table 4.10-1 (page 4.10-17), the Project’s
mixed-use nature and urban location will reduce project-related traffic trips by approximately
9% compared to a project without those features. This reduction in trips would reduce vehicle
miles traveled (VMT), congestion, and associated air quality emissions. In addition, it should be
noted that the Project would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and
CalGreen Code, which require several project design features that would reduce air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions as discussed at Draft EIR pages 4.7-27 and 4.7-28. These features
include: mixed-use design resulting in VMT reductions, pedestrian network improvements,
low-flow water fixtures, low impact vegetation and irrigation, energy reduction (e.g., high
efficiency appliances and lighting, and solar panels), and on-site electric vehicle charging

Based on construction activity surveys performed by the SCAQMD (see Appendix E to the CalEEMod
2013.2 User’s Guide, July 2017).
The load factor is the ratio of the actual output to the maximum output of a piece of equipment.
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stations. As such, the Project does include several features that would serve to reduce air
quality and GHG emissions.
Further, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, page 4.19-21, the Project would generate nearly
40% less traffic than what was analyzed for the site in the General Plan. The General Plan
estimated that a future development of the site with commercial and residential uses would
generate approximately 13,400 ADT. The Project would generate 8,163 ADT.9.
In addition, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, pages 4.19-29 and 4.19-32, MM T-1 and
MM T-2 modify and coordinate traffic signal timing to reduce traffic queues and congestion on
nearby road segments and improve transportation systems, which reduces air quality impacts
from mobile vehicle sources.
Furthermore, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.14-6, pages 4.14-16 to 4.14-17, the Project would
provide a Class II bike lane along the Project’s frontage on Soledad Canyon Road. A Class I trail
would be provided along the east side of Sand Canyon Road along the Project’s frontage.
Internal trails would connect to each of these facilities allowing for access to regional trail
systems such as the Stetson Ranch trails, the Sand Canyon Trail, and the Santa Clara River Trail.
All on-site trails would be accessible to homeowners, as well as to the public.
Additionally, as discussed at Draft EIR Table 4.3-9 (page 4.3-33), the Project will provide on-site
electric vehicle (EV) charging stations, supporting and promoting the use of electric vehicles.
This Project Design Features will be included by the City as Project elements in the entitlement
approvals for the Project and will be enforceable.
Moreover, consistent with goals of the City’s CAP, the Project would include walkability design
and pedestrian network improvements (see Draft EIR page 4.7-27). As stated therein, the Project
would create and enhance opportunities for non-vehicular travel and encourage pedestrian
mobility by providing an internal pedestrian circulation system that links residential
neighborhoods to on-site recreation areas, regional trail systems, and neighborhood
retail/commercial areas.
As discussed at Draft EIR Sections 4.3-6.3 (page 4.3-29) and 4.3-6.4 (page 4.3-31), localized
operational air quality emissions would not exceed the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (“SCAQMD”) thresholds of significance, and these impacts would be considered less
than significant. Further, as concluded at Draft EIR Sections 4.3-6.3 (pages 4.3-28 to 4.3-29) and
4.3-6.4 (page 4.3-30), the Project has a net increase in regional operational emissions that would
exceed the regional thresholds of significance set by the SCAQMD for ROG and NOX during
the summertime and the wintertime. These emissions are primarily due to motor vehicles and
area source emissions associated with the operation of a relatively high number of proposed
residential uses. These emissions are typical for a mixed-use commercial and residential project
of this size, and there is no feasible mitigation to reduce these emissions to a less-than-

9

As determined in Stantec’s May 19, 2017 Traffic Study Supplemental Memorandum for the Project, the
Project modifications discussed in footnote 4 would generate a net increase of only 176 daily traffic trips,
for a total of 8,136 ADT.
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significant level. There is currently no approved regional plan or program in place into which
the project applicant could pay its fair share toward reduction of regional operational
emissions that would exceed the regional thresholds of significance set by the SCAQMD for
ROG and NOX during the summertime and the wintertime. Therefore, mitigation is infeasible.
An EIR is not required to identify and discuss infeasible mitigation measures. Clover Valley
Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, 245 (“Nothing in CEQA requires an
EIR to explain why certain mitigation measures are infeasible.”); see Cherry Valley Pass Acres &
Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316, 351. Regional operational air quality
impacts will remain regionally significant and unavoidable.
Also as discussed at Draft EIR 4.3-6.4 (pages 4.3-31 to 4.3-32), while the Project would exceed
regional thresholds of significance primarily related to motor vehicle travel, the Project would
not exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) and would not have the potential to impair implementation of the AQMP. However,
the thresholds of significance developed by the SCAQMD are not sensitive to property or
project size, or the type of use proposed by a project. As discussed in more detail below,
projects, land uses, and activities that are consistent with the applicable assumptions used in the
development of the AQMP would not necessarily jeopardize attainment of the air quality levels
identified in the AQMP if they exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily emissions
thresholds. The AQMP was prepared to achieve national and state air pollution standards
within the region. A project that is considered to be consistent with the AQMP would not
interfere with attainment of AQMP goals, because the growth from the Project is included in the
regional projections used to formulate the AQMP. Therefore, projects, land uses, and activities
that are consistent with the applicable assumptions used in the development of the AQMP (i.e.,
the RTP/SCS) would not jeopardize attainment of the air quality levels identified in the AQMP,
even if they exceed the SCAQMD’s project-level daily emissions thresholds.
The Project is a mixed-use commercial and residential development that would increase the
City’s population, housing, and employment. However, the Project is consistent with City’s
2011 General Plan and the zoning designations of MXN (Mixed Use Neighborhood) and Urban
Residential 3 (UR-3), and the Project would be consistent with the site’s maximum allowable
density of 18 dwelling units per acre planned for the site. Because the Project would be
consistent with the planned build out of the City’s 2011 General Plan, the Project’s population,
housing, and employment increases would not have the potential to conflict with regional
growth projections identified in SCAG’s RTP/SCS and the AQMP. Furthermore, the Project
would be consistent with primary goals of the RTP/SCS including, but not limited to, mixed-use
design and the promotion of active transportation (i.e., non-motorized transportation such as
walking and bicycling). Specifically, the Project’s traffic analysis indicates the Project’s mixeduse nature reduces motor vehicle trips by approximately 9% due to internal capture. As
presented in more detail in the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report, this
design feature would result in a reduction of approximately 2,378,560 vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) compared to a project without similar design features. Therefore, the Project’s design
would be consistent with the regional VMT reduction strategies identified in the RTP/SCS and
AQMP. Based on the information presented above, the Project would not exceed the
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assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP and would not have the potential to impair
implementation of the AQMP. Therefore, impacts with respect to regional plans and AQMP
consistency would be less than significant. Accordingly, the Project is consistent with City
General Plan objectives and policies regarding limiting mobile source air pollution.
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The comment addresses the potential impact of the existing environment on the proposed
Project. CEQA does not require the City to analyze the impact of existing environmental
conditions on the Project’s future users or residents. California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area Air
Quality Mgmnt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377.
Notwithstanding, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-17, a Freeway Adjacent
Health Risk Assessment (HRA), Draft EIR Appendix 2-3, was prepared for the Project in
January 2016, which addressed the potential exposure and health risks associated with locating
sensitive land uses within 500 feet of the SR-14 Freeway. The HRA identified elevated ambient
air quality and health conditions for locations on the Project site within 500 feet of the SR-14
Freeway. As discussed in Draft EIR Sections 3.14 and 4.10-6 (page 4.10-21), the Project includes
5 specific Project Design Features intended to minimize the effects of exposure to elevated
ambient air quality conditions for sensitive uses. These Project Design Features will be included
by the City as Project elements in the entitlement approvals for the Project and will be
enforceable. Also, Project Design Feature PDF-11 (identified at Draft EIR Section 3.14, p. 3-25)
will be changed from “consider options for mechanical and ventilation systems …” to “utilize
options for mechanical and ventilation systems .…”
Further, the Project Design Features are consistent with the recommendations of the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) Technical Advisory, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure
Near High-Volume Roadways (April 2017) as discussed at pages 32 through 39 of the CARB
Technical Advisory. Accordingly, substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance
with City General Plan Objective CO 7.2 and Policy CO 7.2.1 regarding applying guidelines
developed by CARB to protect sensitive receptors from sources of air pollution.

15-11

A Project Site Development Plan with the applicable MXN and UR-3 General Plan designations
and Zoning classifications overlay is attached (page 227).

15-12

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-18, the commercial portion of the Project
includes up to 60,000 square feet10 in Planning Area 1, resulting in a floor area ratio (FAR) of
0.17, which is below the maximum of 0.5, but is also below the minimum of 0.2. Thus, the
Project requires a Minor Use Permit for the commercial uses. All commercial development
complies with City Unified Development Code standards for maximum floor area ratio.
The Project applicant is processing minor modifications to the Project Site Development Plan in
Planning Area 1. The minor modifications include an addition of 1) 4,400 square feet of
commercial, retail and restaurant space up to 60,000 total square feet -- an approximately eight
percent (8%) increase in this land use type, and 2) 10,000 square feet for the assisted living

10 The Project Applicant is processing minor modifications to the Site Development Plan, which
modifications include (1) a reduction in grading and the development footprint at and along the ridgeline
in Planning Area 5, (2) the transfer of 27 detached dwelling units from Planning Area 5 to Planning
Area 3, (3) an increase of up to 4,400 square feet of commercial retail or restaurant land uses in Planning
Area 1, (4) the addition of about 10,000 square feet and 20 beds in the assisted living facility in Planning
Area 1, and (5) construction of a three (3) level parking structure with a total of 264 parking spaces in
Planning Area 1. No increase in any Project development footprint will occur, but will substantially
decrease in Planning Area 5. Total residential dwelling units will remain at 580.
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facility (20 additional beds). The Project FAR is still well below the maximum .5 FAR even with
this additional commercial and assisted living square footage. The development footprint of
Planning Area 1 will not increase with these minor modifications. The modifications to the
Project Site Development Plan are being considered by the City Planning Commission at its
June 6, 2017 Regular Meeting.
Additionally, as stated in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-18, all building heights in the
Project development will be at 50 feet in height or below, which complies with all applicable
General Plan designations and zoning regulations. Refer to response to comment 15-6 (page 201
above).
15-13

As discussed in Draft EIR Table 4.10-1, page 4.10-13, although alteration of a significant
ridgeline is proposed, the Project will still maintain natural boundaries between developed
areas to the east. This is demonstrated on the Project’s revised tentative tract map. As shown on
the revised tentative tract map, open space lots would be located between developed areas on
the project site and the existing residential development to the east maintaining natural features
between developed areas.
The Project applicant is also processing minor modifications to the Project Site Development
Plan in Planning Area 5. The minor modifications include the transfer of 27 detached residential
dwelling units from Planning Area 5 to Planning Area 3, which would reduce the development
footprint of Planning Area 5 and reduce related impacts to the ridgeline. Approximately 700
linear feet of the ridgeline proposed for development under the original plan would now be
preserved under the minor modifications to the Project Site Development Plan. The
modifications to the Project Site Development Plan are being considered by the City Planning
Commission at its June 6, 2017 Regular Meeting.

15-14

As discussed in Draft EIR Table 4.10-1, page 4.10-13, portions of the ridgeline on the Property
were previously altered for the widening of Soledad Canyon Road. One benefit of the Project
includes the “laying back” of the existing manufactured cut slope to soften its appearance along
SR-14 and Soledad Canyon Road. As discussed in the Draft EIR Finding No. 7, page 4.1-28, the
visual character of most of the Project site would be altered from its current condition; however,
the impact would not be considered significant, because the project site is located immediately
adjacent to urban areas and is of similar scale and intensity; approximately 40% of the site would
be retained as landscaped and open areas; portions of the ridgeline that extend into the site have
been disturbed by previous development and adjacent roadways; and the Project would “lay
back” the existing manufactured slope along Soledad Canyon Road, which would allow for this
slope to be landscaped, further softening its appearance from SR-14, Soledad Canyon Road and
areas to the south.
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Furthermore, as discussed in the Draft EIR, condition a. on page 4.1-25, the Project has been
designed consistent with the Hillside Development Ordinance, because nearly all of the
commercial development and one-half of the residential development proposed with the Project
has been concentrated within disturbed portions of the site. The Project would also utilize
building setbacks, building heights, compatible structures, and building forms throughout the
site to blend buildings and structures with the terrain and surrounding development as much as
possible.
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15-15

The Project applicant is processing minor modifications to the Project Site Development Plan in
Planning Area 1. The minor modifications include construction of a 3-level parking structure
with a total of 264 parking spaces. The development footprint of Planning Area 1 will not
increase with these minor modifications. The modifications to the Project Site Development
Plan are being considered by the City Planning Commission at its June 6, 2017 Regular Meeting.
With the addition of the multi-level parking structure, the Project continues to be consistent
with General Plan Policy LU 2.3.6.

15-16

The comment addresses the potential impact of the existing environment on the proposed
Project. CEQA does not require the City to analyze the impact of existing environmental
conditions on the Project’s future users or residents. California Bldg. Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area Air
Quality Mgmnt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377.
Notwithstanding, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-17, a Freeway Adjacent
Health Risk Assessment (HRA), Draft EIR Appendix 2-3, was prepared for the Project in
January 2016, which addressed the potential exposure and health risks associated with locating
sensitive land uses within 500 feet of the SR-14 Freeway. The HRA identified elevated ambient
air quality and health conditions for locations on the Project site within 500 feet of the SR-14
Freeway. As discussed in Draft EIR Sections 3.14 and 4.10-6 (page 4.10-21), the Project includes
five specific Project Design Features intended to minimize the effects of exposure to elevated
ambient air quality conditions for sensitive uses. These Project Design Features will be included
by the City as Project elements in the entitlement approvals for the Project and will be
enforceable. Also, Project Design Feature PDF-11 (identified at Draft EIR Section 3.14, p. 3-25)
will be changed from “consider options for mechanical and ventilation systems …” to “utilize
options for mechanical and ventilation systems .…”
Further, the Project Design Features are consistent with the recommendations of the CARB
Technical Advisory, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume Roadways
(April 2017) as discussed at pages 32 through 39 of the CARB Technical Advisory. Accordingly,
substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with City General Plan Objective
CO 7.2 and Policy CO 7.2.1 regarding applying guidelines developed by CARB to protect
sensitive receptors from sources of air pollution.

15-17

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.12-3.3 (page 4.12-6) and Table 4.12-10 (page 4.12-20), noise
measurements to model the noise impact analysis occurred at the closest property lines to the
Project boundaries. The noise monitoring locations shown on Figure 4.12-1 (page 4.12-7) did not
exactly replicate the actual location where noise monitoring equipment was placed, which
locations were often closer to the Project boundaries than shown in the Figure.
Further, the Noise Technical Report (Appendix 9 to the Draft EIR), at Appendix A, Noise
Monitoring Data, identifies the time of day when each measurement of noise levels at a
monitoring location occurred. The measurements and monitoring occurred during the day,
when construction activities would occur.
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City General Plan Noise Element Policy N 2.1.2 is listed at Draft EIR Section 4.12-4.3 (page
4.12-14). The comment incorrectly states that this Policy was not included in the Draft EIR.
Further, the Project complies with Noise Element Policy N 2.1.2. As discussed in Draft EIR Section
4.12-5, pages 4.12-20 through 4.12-21, construction noise levels are temporary and not
continuous. Also, as identified in Draft EIR Section 4.12-5, page 4.12-21, Mitigation Measures
MM N-4 through MM N-6 address barriers and physical sound control measures to be
implemented during construction activities. Accordingly, substantial evidence demonstrates the
Project’s compliance with City General Plan Noise Element Policy N 2.1.2 during construction.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.12-5 (page 4.12-24) and Table 4.12-12, the Project’s trafficrelated off-site noise level increases would be less than the 3 dBA and 5 dBA applicable CNEL
thresholds of significance. As such, the off-site traffic noise levels associated with the Project
would be less than significant. No use of noise-absorbing barriers would be appropriate, and
substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with City General Plan Noise Element
Policy N 2.1.2 as to traffic-related noise levels at off-site locations.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.12-5, pages 4.12-24 through 4.12-27, the impacts for Project
parking noise, stationary sources, and traffic noise on interior noise levels would be less than
significant. No use of noise absorbing barriers would be appropriate, and substantial evidence
demonstrates the Project’s compliance with City General Plan Noise Element Policy N 2.1.2 as to
Project parking noise, stationary sources, and traffic noise on interior noise levels.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.12-5, pages 4.12-27 through 4.12-28, MM N-9, MM N-11 and
MM N-12 address barriers and physical sound control measures to be implemented during
Project build out to address traffic noise on exterior noise levels. Accordingly, substantial
evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with City General Plan Noise Element Policy
N 2.1.2 for traffic noise on exterior noise levels.

15-19

The comment addresses a General Plan Policy that does not apply to the Project. The Project
does not propose to be a major employment center with significant commercial office or
industrial manufacturing uses. Rather, its commercial, retail, and restaurant use types are about
60,000 square feet in size. Accordingly, the use of van pools by employers is not feasible.
On the portion of the comment about reducing vehicle trip-generated noise, as discussed at Draft
EIR Table 4.3-9 (page 4.3-33) and Table 4.10-1 (page 4.10-17), the Project’s mixed-use nature and
urban location will reduce project-related traffic trips by approximately 9% compared to a
project without those features. This reduction in trips would reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). In addition, it should be noted that the Project would be consistent with the City’s
Climate Action Plan (CAP) and CalGreen Code, which require several project design features
that would reduce traffic trips and related noise impacts (see Draft EIR page 4.7-27 and 4.7-28).
Consistent with goals of the City’s CAP, the Project would include walkability design and
pedestrian network improvements The Project would therefore create and enhance
opportunities for non-vehicular travel and encourage pedestrian mobility by providing an
internal pedestrian circulation system that links residential neighborhoods to on-site recreation
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areas, regional trail systems, and neighborhood retail/commercial areas, such as mixed-use
design resulting in VMT reductions and pedestrian network improvements.
Further, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, page 4.19-21, the Project would generate nearly
40% less traffic than what was analyzed for the site in the General Plan. The General Plan
estimated that a future development of the site with commercial and residential uses would
generate approximately 13,400 ADT. The Project would generate 8,163 ADT.
Furthermore, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.14-6, pages 4.14-16 to 4.14-17, the Project would
provide a Class II bike lane along the Project’s frontage on Soledad Canyon Road. A Class I trail
would be provided along the east side of Sand Canyon Road along the Project’s frontage.
Internal trails would connect to each of these facilities allowing for access to regional trail
systems such as the Stetson Ranch trails, the Sand Canyon Trail, and the Santa Clara River Trail.
All on-site trails would be accessible to homeowners, as well as to the public.
15-20

As discussed at Draft EIR section 4.12-6, pages 4.12-27 to 4.12-28, MM N-10 provides mitigation
for possible spillover noise from the Project’s commercial uses by requiring the Project
Applicant to implement a notification program to inform prospective buyers and renters
adjacent to commercial uses that the commercial uses may generate noise in excess of levels
typically found in residential areas. Further, with respect to interior noise levels, consistent with
State and City standards, all habitable spaces associated with the Project would be required to
provide indoor noise levels of 45 dBA CNEL or less. This will occur based on mandatory
compliance with CCR Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential
and Nonresidential Buildings under MM N-11 (Draft EIR page 4.12-28), which requires
substantial building insulation, improving exterior-to-interior noise reductions as discussed at
Draft EIR page 4.12-26.

15-21

The comment addresses a General Plan Policy that does not apply to the Project. Enforcing City
noise control policies is outside of the capability and authority of the Project Applicant.
Regarding the Project’s overall compliance with the City’s General Plan Noise Element, refer to
Responses to Comments 15-18 (page 215 above) and 15-20 (page 216 above).

15-22

Refer to Response to Comment 15-20 above.

15-23

Information provided in responses to comments 18 through 22 above, and information contained in
Draft EIR Section 4.12-5, pages 4.12-18 through 4.12-28, discuss and demonstrate the Project’s
compliance with applicable provisions of the City General Plan Noise Element.
Further, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.12-5, pages 4.12-18 through 4.12-23, Mitigation
Measures N-1 through N-7 are required to reduce Project construction-related noise and
vibrations. Accordingly, substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with City
General Plan Noise Element Policy N 2.1.2 for construction-related noise and vibrations.

15-24

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19-6, page 4.19-25, based on the Los Angeles County
Congestion Management Plan (CMP) impact criteria (V/C increase greater than 0.02), the Project
would not create a significant impact on the SR-14 mainline. Notwithstanding this fact, the
Project Applicant and Caltrans are negotiating a traffic mitigation agreement (Mitigation
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Measure MM T-3) that would require the Applicant to pay an in-lieu fee to Caltrans for future
improvements to SR-14 based on the Project’s fair share. The agreement would be signed by
both parties prior to recordation of a final map for the Project. (Draft EIR p. 4.19-32). Caltrans
will not execute any agreement before possible Project entitlement approvals and certification of
the Final EIR by the City. The agreement is a coordination effort between Caltrans and the
Project Applicant to ensure that Project impacts to mainline SR-14 remain below a level of
significance. Further, no improvement plan has yet been finalized by Caltrans for the SR-14
improvements. Nonetheless, MM T-3 requires the subject improvements and related funding
amount to be developed in consultation and negotiation with Caltrans, and Caltrans is charged
with the duty to ensure that SR-14 improvements are designed and constructed to facilitate
continued acceptable operations and LOS on mainline SR-14. MM T-3 (although for a nonsignificant impact) is proper and enforceable under such circumstances. Rialto Citizens for
Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 945.
15-25

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.19-6, page 4.19-25, based on the Los Angeles County CMP
impact criteria (V/C increase greater than 0.02), the Project would not create a significant impact
on the SR-14 mainline. Notwithstanding this fact, the Project Applicant and Caltrans are
negotiating a traffic mitigation agreement (Mitigation Measure MM T-3) that would require the
Applicant to pay an in-lieu fee to Caltrans for future improvements to SR-14 based on the
Project’s fair share. The agreement would be signed by both parties prior to recordation of a
final map for the Project. (Draft EIR p. 4.19-32). Caltrans will not execute any agreement before
possible Project entitlement approvals and certification of the Final EIR by the City. The
agreement is a coordination effort between Caltrans and the Project Applicant to ensure that
Project impacts to mainline SR-14 remain below a level of significance. Further, no
improvement plan has yet been finalized by Caltrans for the SR-14 improvements. Nonetheless,
MM T-3 requires the subject improvements and related funding amount to be developed in
consultation and negotiation with Caltrans, and Caltrans is charged with the duty to ensure that
SR-14 improvements are designed and constructed to facilitate continued acceptable operations
and LOS on mainline SR-14. MM T-3 (although for a non-significant impact) is proper and
enforceable under such circumstances. Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto
(2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899, 945.
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As discussed at Draft EIR Tables 4.3-9 (page 4.3-33) and 4.10-1 (page 4.10-17), the Project’s
mixed-use nature and urban location will reduce project-related traffic trips by approximately
9% compared to a project without those features. This reduction in trips would reduce vehicles
mile traveled (VMT), congestion and associated air quality emissions. In addition, it should be
noted the Project would be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and CalGreen
Code, which require several project design features that would serve to reduce air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions as discussed at Draft EIR pages 4.7-27 and 4.7-28. These features
include: mixed-use design resulting in VMT reductions, pedestrian network improvements,
low-flow water fixtures, low impact vegetation and irrigation, energy reduction (e.g., high
efficiency appliances and lighting, solar panels), and on-site electric vehicle charging stations.
As such, the Project does include several features that would serve to reduce air quality and
GHG emissions.
Further, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, page 4.19-21, the Project would generate nearly
40% less traffic than what was analyzed for the site in the General Plan. The General Plan
estimated that a future development of the site with commercial and residential uses would
generate approximately 13,400 ADT. The Project would generate 8,163 ADT.
Moreover, the Project applicant is processing minor modifications to the Project Site
Development Plan in Planning Area 1. The minor modifications include construction of a
3-level parking structure with a total of 264 parking spaces. The modifications to the Project Site
Development Plan are being considered by the City Planning Commission at its June 6, 2017
Regular Meeting.
In addition, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, pages 4.19-29 and 4.19-32, MM T-1 and
MM T-2 modify and coordinate traffic signal timing to reduce traffic queues and congestion on
nearby road segments and improve transportation systems to reduce congestion.
Furthermore, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.14-6, pages 4.14-16 to 4.14-17, the Project would
provide a Class II bike lane along the Project’s frontage on Soledad Canyon Road. A Class I trail
would be provided along the east side of Sand Canyon Road along the Project’s frontage.
Internal trails would connect to each of these facilities allowing for access to regional trail
systems such as the Stetson Ranch trails, the Sand Canyon Trail, and the Santa Clara River Trail.
All on-site trails would be accessible to homeowners, as well as to the public.
Moreover, consistent with goals of the City’s CAP, the Project would include walkability design
and pedestrian network improvements (see Draft EIR page 4.7-27). As stated therein, the Project
would create and enhance opportunities for non-vehicular travel and encourage pedestrian
mobility by providing an internal pedestrian circulation system that links residential
neighborhoods to on-site recreation areas, regional trail systems, and neighborhood
retail/commercial areas.
For the reasons stated above, substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with
City General Plan Goal C.3.
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As discussed at Draft EIR Tables 4.3-9 (page 4.3-33) and 4.10-1 (page 4.10-17), the Project’s
mixed-use nature and urban location will serve to reduce project-related traffic trips by
approximately 9% compared to a project without those features. This reduction in trips would
serve to reduce vehicles mile traveled (VMT), congestion and associated air quality emissions.
Also, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.14-6, pages 4.14-16 to 4.14-17, the Project would provide
a Class II bike lane along the Project’s frontage on Soledad Canyon Road. A Class I trail would
be provided along the east side of Sand Canyon Road along the Project’s frontage. Internal trails
would connect to each of these facilities allowing for access to regional trail systems such as the
Stetson Ranch trails, the Sand Canyon Trail, and the Santa Clara River Trail. All on-site trails
would be accessible to homeowners, as well as to the public.
For the reasons stated above, substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with
City General Plan Objective C.3.1.

15-28

Refer to response to comment A-27. In addition, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, pages
4.19-29 and 4.19-32, MM T-1 and MM T-2 modify and coordinate traffic signal timing to reduce
traffic queues on nearby road segments and improve transportation systems to reduce
congestion.

15-29

The comment refers to a General Plan Policy directed toward the City and its land use strategies
and programs. The Project Applicant has no mechanism to promote home based businesses and
live to work units as a means to reduce home-to-work trips. Nonetheless, the Project does not
preclude residents from utilizing home office opportunities for home-based business uses that
are allowed under the City Code.

15-30

Refer to response to comment A-7. All Project parking in Planning Areas 1 through 5 will
comply with the efficient parking requirements of the MXN zone pursuant to Section 17.55.050
of the City’s Unified Development Code.
Further, the Project applicant is processing minor modifications to the Project Site Development
Plan in Planning Area 1. The minor modifications include construction of a 3-level parking
structure with a total of 264 parking spaces. The modifications to the Project Site Development
Plan are being considered by the City Planning Commission at its June 6, 2017 Regular Meeting.
For the reasons stated above, substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance with
City General Plan Policy C.3.3.

15-31

Refer to response to comment A-30. Substantial evidence demonstrates the Project’s compliance
with City General Plan Policy C.3.3.2.

15-32

Refer to Responses to Comments 15-26 through 15-30.

15-33

The Draft EIR discusses a reasonable range of alternatives consistent with Title 14 Cal Code Regs
(CEQA Guidelines) §15126.6(a) and §15126.6(c). Draft EIR Section 2.4 properly identifies Project
alternatives that: 1) achieve project objectives, 2) have the ability to reduce impacts, 3) are
feasible to implement, and 4) are reasonable. See CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a). There is no
ironclad rule as to the nature or scope of alternatives to be discussed in the Draft EIR. CEQA
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Guidelines §15126.6(a). The range of alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR is reasonable and
complies with CEQA. See Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234
Cal.App.4th 214, 256 (EIR upheld where only two environmentally superior alternatives were
identified).
15-34

“CEQA does not require that an agency consider specific alternatives that are proposed by
members of the public or other outside agencies.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish
& Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256.
Notwithstanding, as discussed at Draft EIR Section 4.4-6, pages 4.4-32 to 4.4-33, two nonheritage oak trees are proposed for removal due to required road improvements/widening of
Sand Canyon Road and on-site land development. A heritage oak tree (Tree #2) would be
preserved in place with minimal impacts. The proposed project alternative to avoid removal of
Tree #1 would interfere with improvements to Sand Canyon Road fronting the Project. This
would prevent achievement of Project Objective No. 11 (integrate a new community into the
City’s existing and planned circulation network) as discussed at Draft EIR Section 3.11. Further,
the proposed project alternative to avoid removal of Tree #3 would significantly interfere with
the development plan of Project Area 3, which would cause the elimination of dozens of
townhome units. This would prevent achievement of Project Economic Objectives No. 1
(enhance and augment the housing market by providing a variety of housing types and
densities) and No. 3 (provide a tax base to support public services and infrastructure) as
discussed at Draft EIR Section 3.11. Grading within the protected zone of Tree No. 2 would not
significantly impact the tree, as the City has added conditions of approval related to this Oak
Tree that includes requirements to mitigate the impact of this encroachment. Accordingly, this
proposed project alternative would not achieve project objectives, would not be feasible to
implement under the circumstances, and would not be reasonable as required under CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(a).
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“CEQA does not require that an agency consider specific alternatives that are proposed by
members of the public or other outside agencies.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish
& Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256.
The comment proposes an alternative to addresses the potential impact of the existing
environment on the proposed Project. CEQA does not require the City to analyze the impact of
existing environmental conditions on the Project’s future users or residents. California Bldg.
Indus. Ass’n v. Bay Area Air Quality Mgmnt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 377.
Notwithstanding, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10-6, page 4.10-21, impacts relating to
locating sensitive land uses within 500 feet of the SR-14 Freeway are less than significant and do
not require any mitigation. Notwithstanding, as discussed in Draft EIR Sections 3.14 and 4.10-6
(page 4.10-21), the Project includes 5 specific Project Design Features intended to minimize the
potential effects of exposure to elevated ambient air quality conditions for sensitive uses. These
Project Design Features will be included by the City as Project elements in the entitlement
approvals for the Project and will be enforceable. Also, Project Design Feature PDF-11
(identified at Draft EIR Section 3.14, p. 3-25) will be changed from “consider options for
mechanical and ventilation systems …” to “utilize options for mechanical and ventilation
systems .…” Relocating the assisted living facility as proposed with this suggested project
alternative would not substantially lessen a significant effect of the Project on the environment
and therefore would not be consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a).
Further, relocating the assisted living facility significantly to the north as proposed with this
suggested project alternative would displace a substantial number of multi-family units in
adjacent Planning Area 2 and would disrupt the internal street network of the Project. This would
prevent achievement of Project Economic Objectives No. 1 (enhance and augment the housing
market by providing a variety of housing types and densities) and No. 3 (provide a tax base to
support public services and infrastructure) as discussed at Draft EIR Section 3.11. Accordingly, this
proposed project alternative would not achieve project objectives, would not be feasible to implement
under the circumstances, and would not be reasonable as required by CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(a).

15-36

“CEQA does not require that an agency consider specific alternatives that are proposed by
members of the public or other outside agencies.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish
& Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256.
The proposed project alternative is vague and does not identify any specific requested Project
modifications or changes as to development intensity and scope. Accordingly, the proposed
project alternative is not feasible to implement under the circumstances and is not reasonable as
required CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a).
Additionally, the Project already includes the general design and outcome objectives of this
proposed project alternative. As discussed at Draft EIR Tables 4.3-9 (page 4.3-33) and 4.10-1 (page
4.10-17), the Project’s mixed-use nature and urban location will reduce project-related traffic
trips by approximately 9% compared to a project without those features. This reduction in trips
would serve to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), congestion and associated air quality
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emissions. In addition, it should be noted the Project would be consistent with the City’s
Climate Action Plan (CAP) and CalGreen Code, which require several project design features
that would serve to reduce air quality and greenhouse gas emissions as discussed at Draft EIR
pages 4.7-27 and 4.7-28. These features include mixed-use design resulting in VMT reductions,
walkability design and pedestrian network improvements, low-flow water fixtures, low impact
vegetation and irrigation, energy reduction (high efficiency appliances and lighting, solar
panels, etc.), and on-site electric vehicle charging stations. The Project would create and
enhance opportunities for non-vehicular travel and encourage pedestrian mobility by providing
an internal pedestrian circulation system that links residential neighborhoods to on-site
recreation areas, regional trail systems, and neighborhood retail/commercial areas. As such, the
Project does include several features that would serve to reduce air quality and GHG emissions.
Further, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, page 4.19-21, the Project would generate nearly
40% less traffic than what was analyzed for the site in the General Plan. The General Plan
estimated that a future development of the site with commercial and residential uses would
generate approximately 13,400 ADT. The Project would generate 8,163 ADT.
Moreover, the Project applicant is processing minor modifications to the Project Site
Development Plan in Planning Area 1. The minor modifications include construction of a
3-level parking structure with a total of 264 parking spaces. The modifications to the Project Site
Development Plan are being considered by the City Planning Commission at its June 6, 2017
Regular Meeting.
In addition, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.19-6, pages 4.19-29 and 4.19-32, MM T-1 and
MM T-2 modify and coordinate traffic signal timing to reduce traffic queues and congestion on
nearby road segments and improve transportation systems.
Furthermore, as discussed at Draft EIR section 4.14-6, pages 4.14-16 to 4.14-17, the Project would
provide a Class II bike lane along the Project’s frontage on Soledad Canyon Road. A Class I trail
would be provided along the east side of Sand Canyon Road along the Project’s frontage.
Internal trails would connect to each of these facilities allowing for access to regional trail
systems such as the Stetson Ranch trails, the Sand Canyon Trail, and the Santa Clara River Trail.
All on-site trails would be accessible to homeowners, as well as to the public.
15-37

“CEQA does not require that an agency consider specific alternatives that are proposed by
members of the public or other outside agencies.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish
& Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256.
The proposed project alternative is vague and does not identify any specific requested Project
modifications or changes as to development intensity and scope. Accordingly, the proposed
project alternative is not feasible to implement under the circumstances and is not reasonable as
required CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a).
Refer to Response to Comment 15-18 (page 215 above) for discussion about the many less than
significant noise impacts resulting from the Project.
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“CEQA does not require that an agency consider specific alternatives that are proposed by
members of the public or other outside agencies.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of
Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256.
The proposed project alternative is vague and does not identify any specific requested Project
modifications or changes as to development intensity and scope. Accordingly, the proposed
project alternative is not feasible to implement under the circumstances and is not reasonable as
required by CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a).
Refer to Response to Comment 15-9 (page 204 above) for discussion about the many less than
significant air quality impacts resulting from the Project.

15-39

“CEQA does not require that an agency consider specific alternatives that are proposed by
members of the public or other outside agencies.” Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of
Fish & Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 256.
The proposed Project alternative is vague and does not identify any specific depth of setback or
type and scope of landscaping along Soledad Canyon Road and Sand Canyon Road. Significant
landscape setbacks along these roads fronting the Project (as suggested by the comment) would
substantially impact and reduce the land uses and residential densities proposed in Planning
Areas 1, 2 and 3. This would prevent achievement of Project Economic Objectives No. 1
(enhance and augment the housing market by providing a variety of housing types and
densities) and No. 3 (provide a tax base to support public services and infrastructure) as
discussed at Draft EIR Section 3.11. Accordingly, the proposed project alternative would not
achieve project objectives, would not be feasible to implement under the circumstances, and
would not be reasonable as required by CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a).

15-40

No recirculation of the Draft EIR is required. The Draft EIR is detailed, informative, wellresearched and documented, and supported by substantial evidence. No basis under CEQA
Guidelines §15088.5(a)(4) exists to require recirculation of the document.
Further, the minor modifications to the Project result in a reduced development footprint in
Planning Area 5 and reduced impacts to the ridgeline, no increase in the Project’s development
footprint, and no increase in any previously identified development footprint for the Project. As
discussed in Stantec’s Traffic Study Supplemental Memorandum dated May 19, 2017, which is
attached (pages 228-270), the minor modifications made during Planning Commission hearings
would not change the conclusions and mitigation measures identified in the Project’s Traffic
Study. The minor Project modifications would result in a net increase of only 176 ADT, which is
only about a 2.2% change in traffic generation. Further, as identified by Stantec, the minor
Project modifications would result in only 1 additional traffic trip in the AM Peak hour, and
only 12 additional traffic trips during the PM Peak hour. Based on a review of the Revised
Project Description and modifications: 1) The original impact conclusions and mitigation
measures addressed in the 2016 traffic study will not change; 2) No new significant traffic or
circulation impacts would result from the Revised Project Description and modifications; 3) No
new mitigation measures relating to any new significant traffic or circulation impacts are
proposed to be implemented or are required; and 4) The Revised Project Description and
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modifications will not result in a substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified
traffic or circulation impacts that would require mitigation measures to reduce any impact to a
level of insignificance.
Further, as determined in Pomeroy Environmental Services’ May 19, 2017 letter, which is
attached (page 271), the minor increase in daily traffic trips from the Project modifications do
not change any of the impact conclusions or identified mitigation measures for air quality,
GHG, and noise as discussed in detail in the Draft EIR.
No basis under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5(a)(4) therefore exists to require recirculation of the
Draft EIR.
15-41

Comment noted.
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Stantec Traffic Study Supplemental Memorandum dated May 19, 2017
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Response to Comment Letter 15
Castaic Lions Club
undated
16-1

The comment is informational in nature and does not raise an environmental issue within the
meaning of CEQA. 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. However, because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue, no further response is required.
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4.
4.1

Project Revisions

Revisions to Project Description

Beginning in February 2017, the Project was reviewed by the Planning Commission. As of May 31, 2017,
the Planning Commission held three public hearings: February 21, 2017; March 21, 2017; and May 16,
2017. In response to issues raised throughout the public hearing process with the Planning
Commission, the Applicant revised the Project as follows:
•
•
•

•
•

Increased the retail commercial use by 4,400 square feet in Planning Area 1 from 55,600
square feet to 60,000 square feet.
Increased the assisted living facility in Planning Area 1 from 120 beds (75,000 square feet) to
140 beds (85,000 square feet).
Transferred 27 residential units from Planning Area 5 to Planning Area 3 and eliminated
approximately 700 lineal feet of grading on the northern portions of the significant
ridgeline.
Created a 2-acre private park in Planning Area 5.
Included a three-level parking structure (one level partially below grade) for the
commercial uses in Planning Area 1.

4.1-1 Revised Project Components
As a result of direction by the Planning Commission, the Applicant revised the Site Plan to:
1) reduce impacts to the ridgeline on the Project site and 2) increase the amount of commercial uses
proposed.

1.

Ridgeline and Recreation/Open Space Components (Planning Areas 3 and 5)

To reduce impacts to the undisturbed portions of the northern portions of the significant ridgeline on
the Project site, the Project has been revised to eliminate grading on approximately 700 lineal feet of the
ridgeline. This modification results in the transfer of 27 of units from Planning Area 5 to Planning Area
3. This transfer would reduce impacts to the ridgeline and would shrink the development footprint of
Planning Area 5.
Some grading would still be necessary to blend the proposed grading into the hillsides on the Project
site. The Applicant would take advantage of this grading to create a 2-acre private park in Planning
Area 5.
The Applicant has incorporated the revisions for Planning Areas 3 and 5 as shown on the revised site
plan (refer to the DEIR Figure 3-4, page 3-13).
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Commercial Space Component (Planning Area 1)

To address the Planning Commission’s concern regarding the amount of commercial space provided
with the proposed Project, the Applicant increased the commercial space in Planning Area 1 as follows:
1) added 10,000 square feet (up to 20 additional beds) to the assisted living facility; and 2) added 4,400
square feet to the retail commercial component to increase the total square footage to 60,000 square feet.
In addition, a three-level parking structure has been included to provide required parking for the
commercial uses for the project.
The Applicant has incorporated the increase in commercial square footage for Planning Area 1 into the
revised site plan (refer to the DEIR Figure 3-4, page 3-13).

4.1-2 Environmental Conclusion Regarding Project Revisions
1.

Traffic Impacts

Stantec prepared a comprehensive traffic impact analysis (2016 Traffic Study) in December 2016, which
was included in the Project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Stantec prepared a
supplemental traffic analysis memorandum in May 2017 (2017 Supplemental Traffic Memorandum) to
address the Project changes made by the Planning Commission.
When taking into account the removal of the existing mobile homes and the internal capture trips, the
2016 Traffic Study estimated that the Project would generate approximately 393 new AM peak hour
trips, 695 new PM peak hour trips, and 7,986 new daily trips.
In comparison, the Revised Project Description would generate one additional trip in the AM peak
hour, an additional 12 trips in the PM peak hour, and an additional 176 ADT, as shown in Table 2 (2017
Supplemental Traffic Memorandum). This trip generation change is negligible, and because the volume
of Project traffic during the AM peak hour is effectively equal to the volume of traffic evaluated in the
2016 Traffic Study, and because the volume of additional Project traffic in the PM peak hour is only 12
trips, which when distributed throughout the area of potential impact results in fewer than 7 additional
project trips at any given study area intersection, it can be definitively concluded that the original
conclusions and mitigation measures addressed in the 2016 Traffic Study would not change.
Thus, based on a review of the DEIR sections discussing the Project’s traffic impacts, these minor traffic
trip modifications would not: 1) constitute “significant new information” defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15088.5; 2) result in a new significant traffic impact identified in the DEIR; 3) cause a substantial
increase in the severity of an identified traffic impact identified in the DEIR, or 4) require any new,
modified or increased mitigation measures for any traffic impacts identified in the DEIR.

2.

Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise Impacts

Pomeroy Environmental Services (PES) prepared the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas (GHG), and Noise
Technical Reports associated with the Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed‐Use Project (Project) Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), March 2017. The following discussion addresses the Project
changes made by the Planning Commission, as described above in Section 4.1, Revisions to Project
Description.
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Based on PES’s review of the Project Traffic Engineer’s memorandum, these changes would result in a
net increase of 176 daily trips compared to the previously estimated 7,986 daily trips. This represents an
approximate 2.2% increase in motor vehicle trips. As motor vehicle trips are the primary source of
Project impacts associated with air quality, GHG, and noise, this small increase would not increase the
impacts such that they exceed the identified thresholds, and thus would not alter the impact
conclusions in the DEIR.
Thus, based on a review of the DEIR sections discussing the Project’s air quality, GHG, and noise
impacts, these minor traffic trip modifications would not: 1) constitute “significant new information”
defined in CEQA Guidelines §15088.5; 2) result in a new significant air quality, GHG, or noise impact
identified in the DEIR; 3) cause a substantial increase in the severity of an identified air quality, GHG,
or noise impact identified in the DEIR, or 4) require any new, modified, or increased mitigation
measures for any air quality, GHG or noise impacts identified in the DEIR.

3.

Land Use Impacts

Consistency with Unified Development Code
The commercial portion of the Project originally included 55,600 square feet in Planning Area 1 (10.0
acres), which results in a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.17, which is below the maximum of 0.5, but is also
below the recommended minimum of 0.2. The Revised Project Description includes 60,000 square feet
in Planning Area 1 (9.6 acres), resulting in a FAR of 0.14, which is also below the maximum of 0.5, but is
also still below the recommended minimum of 0.2. The Revised Project Description still requires a
Minor Use Permit for commercial uses, as they are below the recommended minimum FAR of 0.2, as
did the original Project. For either the original Project or the Revised Project Description, the
commercial uses are anticipated to be one to two stories in height (35 feet), which is below the
maximum 50 feet allowed.
Thus, based on a review of the DEIR sections discussing the Project’s land use impacts, the minor land
use modifications would not: 1) constitute “significant new information” defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15088.5; 2) result in a new significant land use impact identified in the DEIR; 3) cause a substantial
increase in the severity of an identified land use impact identified in the DEIR, or 4) require any new,
modified or increased mitigation measures for any land use impacts identified in the DEIR.
Other Impact Areas
All other impacts identified in the DEIR remain unchanged.
In conclusion, the revisions to the Project Description, noted above, do not result in any new substantial
environmental impacts, and do not constitute significant new information requiring recirculation
pursuant to CEQA §21092.1 or CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.
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Revised Project Description for Final EIR

The following sections in Chapter 3 will be revised as follows in the Final EIR.

3.10 Requested Project Approvals
The Applicant is requesting the Project approvals described below, which would govern development
of the proposed Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project. Prior to issuing Project approvals, the City must
certify that this EIR: 1) has been reviewed and considered; 2) has adequately analyzed the potential
impacts of the Project; 3) has been completed in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and the
City’s Environmental Guidelines, and reflects the independent judgment of the City Council. The
requested Project approvals are described in further detail below.

1.

Tentative Tract Map No. 53074. The Applicant is proposing to subdivide the property
to facilitate construction of 580 residential units (119 detached condominium units, 149
attached townhomes/condominium units, 146 small-lot condominium units,
122 attached townhomes/condominium units, and 312 apartment units), up to 60,000
55,600 square feet of commercial uses (retail and restaurants), an 85,000-square-foot a
75,000-square-foot assisted living facility (up to 140 120 beds), other lots for
landscape/open space, private streets, and recreation areas.

2.

Conditional Use Permit No. 14-014. The Applicant is requesting approval of a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow for development within a Planned
Development (PD) Overlay Zone. Any new proposal for development in a PD Overlay
requires the submittal of a Conditional Use Permit, which is intended to provide for
additional discretion for previously vacant or underutilized parcels. Additionally, the
Applicant is requesting approval of an 85,000-square foot a 75,000-square-foot assisted
living facility with up to 140 120 beds. A Conditional Use Permit is required to permit
the assisted living facility within the MXN zone.

3.

Hillside Development Review No. 14-001. The Applicant is requesting approval of a
Hillside Development Review Permit to allow development on slopes over 10%.

4.

Ridgeline Alteration Permit No. 14-001. The Applicant is requesting approval of a
Ridgeline Alteration Permit to allow for development in a Ridgeline Preservation (RP)
Overlay Zone, more specifically to allow for development within 100 feet vertically and
horizontally of a significant ridgeline.

5.

Minor Use Permit No. 14-016. The Applicant is requesting approval of a Minor Use
Permit to allow for the commercial floor area ratio (FAR) to be less than the minimum
required by the MXN zone. Under the MXN zone requirements, the minimum floor
area ratio of commercial uses on the site would be 0.2:1 or 83,635 87,120 square feet of
commercial floor area. The Applicant is proposing to develop the site with up to 60,000
55,600 square feet of commercial uses, which is a floor area ratio of 0.14. 0.13.
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Oak Tree Permit No. 14-008. The Applicant is requesting approval of an Oak Tree
Permit to allow for removal of two non-heritage oak trees and to permit Project grading
to encroach within the protected zone of one heritage oak tree.

Permits and Approvals for the Project are highlighted in Table 4-1 below.

Table 4-1

Future Agency Actions

Agency
California Department of Transportation
Regional Water Quality Control Board
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
U.S. Department of Army Corps of Engineers
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Action Required
Encroachment Permit
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit; Section 401 permit
under the federal Clean Water Act
Streambed Alteration Agreement per Fish & Wildlife Code Section 1602
Section 404 Permit under the federal Clean Water Act
Various permits for air emissions regulation found in the Air Quality
Management Plan

This table is not intended to provide the complete and final list of future actions required to implement the Project. This is an attempt to identify
those actions that are known at this time to be required in the future.

3.13 Description of Project
The following discussion describes the types and amounts of new land uses proposed by the Applicant
and the infrastructure improvements necessary to construct the development. This description is
intended to provide a sufficient level of detail from which an evaluation and review of the
environmental impacts of the Project can be made.
Table 4-2 below summarizes the statistics associated with the Project.

Table 4-2

Sand Canyon Land Use Summary

Planning
Area No. Project Use
PA-1
Commercial/retail/restaurant/
assisted living
PA-2
PA-3
PA-4
PA-5

Open Space
Multi-family attached
Multi-family attached
Single-family detached condominiums
condos
Single-family detached condominiums
condos
Streets
Drainage basin
Open space/landscaped areas
Right of way dedication

Total

Residential
Dwelling
Units
n/a

Acreage
9.6 10.0

N/A
N/A
N/A

312
149 122
71

12.2
10.3 10.1
7.3

N/A

48 75

6.3 10.0

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
580

4.7 7.2
1.0
28.7 28.6
1.1 1.0
approx. 87

Commercial Square Footage
60,000-55,600-SF commercial retail/restaurant;
85,000-75,000-SF assisted living facility (140 beds)
120 rooms)

N//A
N/A
N/A
N/A
60,000-55,600-SF commercial retail/restaurant;
85,000-75,000-SF assisted living facility

Source: Tentative Tract Map No. 053074, April 2017 November 2016
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As provided in Table 3-2 above, the approximately 87-acre Project site would be developed with up to
60,000 55,600 square feet of commercial/retail/restaurant uses and 85,000 75,000 square feet of assisted
living facilities (up to 140 120 beds). Also proposed on the Project site are 580 residential units
comprising 461 434 multi-family units (including up to 312 apartment units and 149 attached
townhomes) and 119 single-family detached condominiums. 146 single-family condos. If approval of
the Project is granted, Project conditions of approval would permit modifications to building locations,
building footprints, and product types shown on Figure 3-4, Tentative Tract Map 53074.
The approximately 87-acre Project site is divided into five Planning Areas. Figure 3-5 depicts each
Planning Area in relationship to the entire Project site. Details further describing the Planning Areas are
provided below.
•

Planning Area 1 (PA-1), Commercial – Approximately 145,000 130,600 square feet of
commercial/residential floor including 60,000 55,600 square feet of commercial (retail and
restaurants) and an 85,000-square-foot a 75,000-square-foot assisted living facility (up to 140
beds) 120 rooms) on approximately 9.6 10 acres. Planning Area 1 is located at the northeast
intersection of Sand Canyon Road and Soledad Canyon Road and is depicted in Figure 3-6.
PA-1 also includes a water quality/water feature located at the southwest corner of the
Project site. Consistent with the requirements of the MXN zone, the maximum building
height in PA-1 would be 50 55 feet (assisted living facility). The remaining commercial
buildings in PA-1 would range in height from 20 to 35 feet.
Access to PA-1 would occur via Soledad Canyon Road and “A” Drive (left in/right in and
right out) and Sand Canyon Road and “A” Drive (left in/right in and right out). Up to 415
278 parking spaces would be provided for the retail commercial area contingent upon final
uses and square footage, which includes 151 surface spaces and 264 spaces in a parking
structure. Of the 415 parking spaces, up to 70 60 spaces would be provided for the assisted
living facility contingent upon the final bed count. Illustrative renderings are provided in
Figure 3-7 and Figure 3-8.

•

Planning Area 2 (Multi-Family Attached) – 312 multi-family units (intended to be rental
units) and required parking per the MXN and UR-3 zone requirements would be developed
on 12.2 acres. One private recreational area with a pool, internal drive aisles, water quality
improvements, and other open areas would be provided within PA-2. The maximum
building height in PA-2 is 50 55 feet. Access to PA-2 would be from Sand Canyon Road via
“A” and “B” Drives. Approximately 1 acre of the existing Sand Canyon Road right-of-way
would be vacated by the City and included in PA-2, as it would no longer be needed for
roadway purposes. Planning Area 2 is located directly north of PA-1 along Sand Canyon
Road and is depicted in Figure 3-9, Planning Area 2. An illustrative rendering is provided
in Figure 3-10.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
282

4. Project Revisions

4.2 – Revised Project Description for Final EIR

Source: Alliance Land Planning & Engineering Inc., Tentative Tract Map 053074, Site Development Plan, May 17, 2017 9/22/2016

Figure 3-4

Tentative Tract Map 53074
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Planning Area 3 (Multi-Family Attached Townhomes) – 149 122 townhomes with required
parking (per the MXN and UR-3 zone requirements) on approximately 10.3 10.1 acres. One
private recreational area, wWater quality improvements, internal drive aisles, trails and
other open areas would be provided within PA-3. The maximum building height in PA-3 is
40 feet. Access to PA-3 would be from Sand Canyon Road via “B”, “C” and “D” Drives.
Planning Area 3 is located north of Planning Area 2 along Sand Canyon Road and is
depicted in Figure 3-11, Planning Area 3.
Planning Area 4 (Single-Family Detached Condominiums) Multi-Family Detached or
Attached Condos) – 71 units with required parking (per MXN and UR-3 zone requirements)
on approximately 7.3 acres. Internal drive aisles, water quality improvements, trails, and
other open areas would be provided within PA-4. The 2.0-acre private recreational area
located in PA-5 would also service PA-4. Access to PA-4 would be from Sand Canyon Road
via “B,” “C,” and “D” Drives. Planning Area 4 is located in the central portion of the Project
site north and east of Planning Area 2 and is depicted in Figure 3-12, Planning Area 4.
Planning Area 5 (Single-Family Detached Condominiums) Multi-Family Detached or
Attached Condos) – 48 75 units with required parking (per MXN and UR-3 zone
requirements) on approximately 6.3 10.0 acres. A 2.0-acre One private recreational area,
internal drive aisles, water quality improvements, trails, and other open areas would be
provided within PA-5. Access to PA-5 would be from Sand Canyon Road via “B”, “C” and
“D” Drives. Planning Area 5 is located in the eastern and northern portions of the Project
site and is depicted in Figure 3-13 and Figure 3-14.

The Project includes a total of 580 residential units (replacing the existing 123 mobile homes), 60,000
55,600 square feet of retail commercial uses, and an 85,000-square-foot a 75,000-square-foot assisted
living facility.

3.15 Grading
Demolition/Site Clearing
The Project would require demolition of the remaining mobile home units and site clearing. In
addition to the removal of the mobile homes, demolition would include the removal of asphalt,
concrete, other ancillary structures to the existing mobile home park, trees, fences, and other
existing debris.

Grading/Foundation
The Project would include grading approximately 2.1 2.2 million cubic yards of cut and fill balanced onsite and is depicted on Figure 3-15, Cut and Fill Map. Additional remedial grading (approximately
850,000 cubic yards) would be necessary to accommodate site development.
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3.16 Mobility Plan
The Project provides for non-vehicular modes of transportation in a system of trails, sidewalks and
pedestrian pathways commonly known as the Mobility Plan). The Mobility Plan achieves Project
objectives by creating and enhancing opportunities for non-vehicular travel through encouraging
pedestrian mobility from the Project’s residential areas to the commercial uses. The Mobility Plan can
be found in Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found. (page Error!
Bookmark not defined.), and Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference source not found.
(page Error! Bookmark not defined.). Off-site access to surrounding uses and the future Vista Canyon
Metrolink Station are shown on 0, Figure 3.16 Off-Site Mobility Plan, and 0, Figure 3.17
Off-Site
Mobility Plan to Metrolink.
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Source: Alliance Land Planning & Engineering Inc., April 2017

Figure 3.16

Off-Site Mobility Plan
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Source: Alliance Land Planning & Engineering Inc., April 2017

Figure 3.17

Off-Site Mobility Plan to Metrolink

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
287

5. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

5.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

This section of the Draft FEIR identifies the mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce the
impacts associated with the Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed Use Project. The California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for
assessing and ensuring compliance with any required mitigation measures applied to proposed
development. As stated in California Public Resources Code §21081.6,
. . . the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the
project which it has adopted, or made a condition of project approval, in order to mitigate or
avoid significant effects on the environment.
Public Resources Code §21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring
programs and indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be enforced during
project implementation, shall be defined prior to certification of the Environmental Impact Report.
The mitigation monitoring table that follow lists those mitigation measures that may be included as
conditions of approval for the Project. These measures correspond to those outlined in the DEIR,
Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis. To ensure that the mitigation measures are properly
implemented, a monitoring program has been devised that identifies the timing and responsibility for
monitoring each measure. The City of Santa Clarita will have the responsibility for implementing the
measures, and the Project Applicant will have the primary responsibility for monitoring and reporting
the implementation of the mitigation measures.
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Environmental Impact Report
Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed Use Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Verification of Compliance
Mitigation Measure

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

Initials

Date

Remarks

Aesthetics
MM Aes-1

MM Aes-2

MM Aes-3

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant, or
responsible party, shall submit a grading plan for review and
approval by the City’s Director of Public Works and the Director of
Community Development. This grading plan shall utilize methods to
reduce grading impacts associated with the Project and, to the
extent feasible, blend in with the natural contours of the site. Said
grading methods shall include landform grading as well as the
blending of any manufactured slopes or required drainage benches
into the natural topography along with the use of curvilinear street
design.
The Project Applicant, or responsible party, shall submit a final site
plan for review and approval by the City’s Director of Community
Development. This site plan shall utilize building setbacks, building
heights, and building forms throughout the site to blend buildings
and structures with the terrain and surrounding development as
much as possible. Additionally, landscaping with natural vegetation
shall be used to minimize the visual effects of grading and
construction on hillside areas.
As part of any grading on the Project site, the Project Applicant, or
responsible party, shall be required to “lay back” and regrade the
manufactured slope along Soledad Canyon Road, which will allow
for this slope to be landscaped, further softening its appearance
from SR-14, Soledad Canyon Road, and areas to the south.
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Prior to Issuance of
Grading Permit

Final Site Plan
Submittal

Prior to Issuance of
Grading Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)
and
Public Works
Department
(Engineering
Services Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)
and
Public Works
Department
(Engineering
Services Division)
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

MM Aes-4

The Project Applicant, or responsible party, shall require that the
use of nighttime lighting during project construction be limited to
only those features on the construction site requiring illumination.

During Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

MM Aes-5

The Project Applicant, or designee, shall require that all security
lights be properly shielded and projected downwards during
construction, such that light is directed only onto the work site.

During Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

MM Aes-6

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the City of Santa Clarita
Planning Division shall ensure that the following elements are
included in project plans, as appropriate:
• All exterior lighting shall be designed and located as to avoid
intrusive effects on adjacent residential properties and
undeveloped areas adjacent to the Project site. Low-intensity
street lighting and low-intensity exterior lighting shall be used
throughout the development to the extent feasible. Lighting
fixtures shall use shielding, if necessary, to prevent spill lighting
on adjacent off-site uses.
• Design and placement of site lighting shall minimize glare
affecting adjacent properties, buildings, and roadways.
• Outdoor lighting along the Project site boundary shall consist of
low-intensity downlights, or be equipped with louvers, shields,
hoods or other screening devices.
• Fixtures and standards shall conform to state and local safety
and illumination requirements.
• Buildings shall use low-reflective glass and building materials
on building exteriors.
• Automatic timers on lighting shall be designed to maximize
personal safety during nighttime use while saving energy.

Prior to Issuance of
Building Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

Air Quality
MM AQ-1

The Project Applicant, or designee, shall require that all
commercial-related landscaping activities utilize electric lawn
mowers and electric leaf blowers to the extent feasible.
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Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

Initials

Date

Remarks

Department
(Planning Division)

Biological Resources
MM Bio-1

MM Bio 1A

If activities associated with construction or grading are planned
during the bird nesting/breeding season, generally February
through March for early nesting birds and from mid-March through
mid-September for most bird species, the Applicant shall have a
qualified biologist conduct surveys for active nests. To determine
the presence/absence of active nests, pre-construction nesting bird
surveys shall be conducted weekly beginning 30 days prior to
initiation of ground-disturbing activities, with the last survey
conducted no more than 3 days prior to the start of clearance/
construction work. If ground-disturbing activities are delayed,
additional pre- construction surveys shall be conducted so that no
more than 3 days have elapsed between the survey and grounddisturbing activities.
Protected bird nests that are found within the construction zone
shall be protected by a buffer deemed suitable by a qualified
biologist, and verified by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife. Typically, a 300-foot buffer is required for most species
and a 500-foot buffer for raptor and special-status species (CDFW
may reduce these buffers on a site-specific basis). Buffer areas
shall be delineated with orange construction fencing or other
exclusionary material that would inhibit access within the buffer
zone. Installation of the exclusionary material delineating the buffer
zone shall be verified by a qualified biologist prior to initiation of
construction activities. The buffer zone shall remain intact and
maintained while the nest is active (i.e., occupied or being
constructed by the adult bird(s)) and until young birds have fledged
and no continued use of the nest is observed, as determined by a
qualified biologist.
The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a
pre-construction biological survey for special-status species
determined to have potential to occur in suitable habitat within the
Project site prior to the start of construction activities. If specialstatus species are detected during pre-construction surveys,
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Prior to Issuance of
Grading and/or
Building Permit
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Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

Prior to Issuance of
Grading and/or
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Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

appropriate mitigation plans will be prepared by a qualified biologist
and submitted to the City of Santa Clarita for review and approval.
Additionally, a biological monitor will be present periodically during
construction to ensure that impacts to special-status species are
minimized or do not occur.
MM Bio-2

A qualified biologist, approved by the City and CDFW, shall
prepare a detailed capture and relocation plan for San Diego tiger
(coastal) whiptail and coast horned lizard that will include measures
to avoid or minimize take of these sensitive species and identify
appropriate relocation sites. The plan shall be submitted to CDFW
for approval prior to implementation. The plan shall specify the preconstruction time frame for the biologist to conduct surveys within
appropriate habitat areas to capture and relocate individual San
Diego tiger whiptail and coast horned lizard in accordance with the
approved relocation plan. Results of the surveys and relocation
efforts shall be provided to the City with a copy to CDFW.

Prior to Issuance of
Grading and/or
Building Permit

MM Bio-3

A qualified biologist, approved by the City and CDFW, shall
prepare a detailed capture and relocation plan for San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit and San Diego desert woodrat that will include
measures to avoid or minimize take of these sensitive species and
identify appropriate relocation sites. The plan shall be submitted to
the city and CDFW for approval prior to implementation. The plan
shall specify the pre-construction timeframe for the biologist to
conduct surveys within appropriate habitat areas to capture and
relocate individual San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit and San Diego
desert woodrat in accordance with the approved relocation plan.
Results of the surveys and relocation efforts shall be provided to
the City with a copy to CDFW.
The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist, approved by
the City, to conduct focused bat surveys utilizing visual and
electronic detection methods. The qualified biologist shall conduct
the surveys between late May and mid-July, the recognized
maternity season for most bats in southern California. If any
special-status bat species are determined to be roosting on-site,
bat boxes of a size and design suitable for the estimated number of
bats on-site shall be installed, under the supervision of a qualified

Prior to Issuance of
Grading and/or
Building Permit

MM Bio-4
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MM Bio-5

MM Bio-6

bat biologist, in the outer perimeter of the Project site, as close as
feasible to adjacent undeveloped land, and a suitable height and
solar aspect. Further, if any maternity sites are identified on site,
CDFW will be notified immediately. In addition to any other
direction by CDFW, no site disturbance shall occur within 300 feet
of the occupied roost until it is determined that the maternity
roost(s) is no longer active. Additional bat boxes designed to serve
as maternity roosts shall be placed as directed by the qualified bat
biologist and CDFW. The Project Applicant shall also include the
preparation of a relocation and monitoring plan in coordination with
the City and CDFW.
A qualified restoration specialist shall ensure that the proposed
landscape plants will not naturalize and cause maintenance or
vegetation community degradation in open-space areas of the
Project site. Container plants to be installed within public areas
shall be inspected by a qualified restoration specialist for the
presence of disease, weeds, and pests, including Argentine ants.
Plants with pests, weeds, or diseases shall be rejected. In addition,
landscape plants shall not be on the Cal-IPC California Invasive
Plant Inventory.
The Project Applicant, or the responsible party, shall prepare a
holly leaf cherry chaparral restoration plan that details planting
plans to mitigate the loss of 0.35 acres of holly leaf cherry
chaparral. This plan shall entail five-to-one restoration of the
removed holly leaf cherry alliances to equal 1.75 acres. The
planting palette shall include a range of native plant species typical
of this alliance. The plan shall include temporary irrigation and
monitoring for five years after the initial installation to assure
establishment of the installed shrubs. Quantifiable success criteria
will be based on species diversity, species richness, abundance,
percent cover, and non- native cover. The restoration will be
deemed successful when the site has been irrigation-free for at
least five years and success criteria have remained for five years.
The planting site may be located within the landscaped areas of
the property.
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Prior to Installation of
On-Site Landscaping

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
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Prior to Issuance of
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Building Permit

City of Santa Clarita
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Initials

Date

Remarks
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MM Bio-7

Prior to Issuance of
Grading and/or
Building Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

Prior to, During, and
Post- Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department
(Planning Division)

MM Bio-8

The Project impacts shall be subject to the regulations set forth by
regulatory agencies as part of the jurisdictional permitting process.
The Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife, and/or the Regional Water Quality Control Board shall
require the Project Applicant, or the responsible party, to explore
alternatives to avoid or reduce impacts and shall also require
mitigation for all unavoidable impacts. The Army Corps of
Engineers has a “no net loss” policy that requires that any
unavoidable impacts to stream values and functions be replaced.
In addition, the Regional Water Quality Control Board shall add
restrictions to control runoff from the site, require on the site
treatment of runoff to improve water quality, and impose Best
Management Practices on the construction. All of the features of
the Project that address water quality issues shall be mitigated
within the Water Quality Management Plan and Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan.
The Project Applicant, or the responsible party, shall be
responsible for implementing the following maintenance and care
measures for on-site oak trees prior to, during, and postconstruction.
1. Thoroughly irrigate all preserved trees one-week prior to any
excavation that takes place within the tree protection zone.
2. Provide quarterly Arborist monitoring of Tree #2 for not less
than 2 years.
3. Install and maintain protective fencing around trees as
illustrated on the plans in the Oak Tree Report. There must be
a three-foot opening in the protective fencing to allow for
inspection and maintenance, position openings every 50 to 75
feet.
4. Any work taking place in the ground, grading, trenching, drilling
etc., within the tree protection zone shall be supervised by the
arborist on record and be performed using hand tools only.
5. Any tree roots encountered, measuring 1-inch or greater must
preserved in place, or if unavoidable, properly pruned as
deemed acceptable by project arborist
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6. Preserved tree roots that are left exposed shall be wrapped in
burlap or other moisture retentive material and must be kept
moist.
7. Construction materials or debris shall not be stored or disposed
of within the protected zone of any tree.
8. No irrigation shall be installed within the dripline of any oak tree
9. Any planting within the tree protection zone must maintain a
minimum distance of 15 feet from the trunk, and must consist
of drought tolerant or native plant species, plant pallet must be
approved by the city of Santa Clarita.
10. No changes in soil grade shall be made within the tree
protection zone other than in the permitted work area.
11. All drainage shall be directed away from the root zone of all
oak trees.

Cultural Resources
MM CR-1

MM CR-2

In the unlikely event that artifacts are found during grading within
the City’s Planning Area or future roadway extensions, an
archaeologist will be notified to stabilize, recover and evaluate such
finds. Furthermore, the Project Applicant will comply with the
consultation requirements between the Tataviam and the
Applicant.
If human remains are encountered during excavation and grading
activities within the project site, the contractor shall stop such
activities. In the event of accidental discovery or recognition of any
human remains there shall be no further excavation or disturbance
of the subject site or any nearby areas reasonably suspected to
overlie adjacent human remains and the following steps shall be
taken:
• The coroner of the City in which the remains are discovered
must be contacted to determine that no investigation of the
cause of death is required; and, If the remains are of Native
American origin, either of the following steps shall be taken:
• The coroner should contact the Native American Heritage
Commission in order to ascertain the proper descendants
from the deceased individual. The coroner should make a
recommendation to the landowner or the person responsible
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for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing
of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any
associated grave goods, which may include obtaining a
qualified archaeologist or team of archaeologists to properly
excavate the human remains.
• Implementing or local agencies or authorized
representatives should retain a Native American monitor,
and an archaeologist, if recommended by the Native
American monitor, and rebury the Native American human
remains and any associated grave goods, with appropriate
dignity, on the property and in a location that is not subject
to further subsurface disturbance when any of the following
conditions occurs:
• The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify
a descendent.
• The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation.
• The implementing agency or its authorized representative
rejects the recommendation of the descendant, and the
mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to
provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

Geology and Soils
MM Geo-1

Potential debris flow shall be further evaluated once a 40-scale
rough grading plan has been developed for the Project site.
Appropriate mitigation measures can be provided for any additional
debris flow areas identified on the rough grading plan.

Review and Approval
of Rough Grading
Plan

MM Geo-2

Cut Slope CS-3: Bedrock shall be eliminated during removals
within the adjacent canyons and the slope grades re-established as
a 25-foot-wide, 3-foot-deep stability fill slope. The stability fill slope
should be constructed with backdrains in accordance with the
recommendations presented in the “Conclusions and
Recommendations” section of the RTF&A report, and as shown on
the Stability Fill Details for Grossly Stable Slopes, presented as
Figure 4 (Frankian Study).
Cut Slope CS-6 shall be constructed entirely as a 20-foot-wide, 3foot-deep stability fill slope after landslide removal.

During Grading

MM Geo-3
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MM Geo-4

Cut Slope CS-7: Bedrock shall be eliminated during the removals
within the adjacent canyons and the slope grades reestablished as
a 25-foot-wide, 3-foot-deep stability fill slope.

During Grading

MM Geo-5

Cut Slope CS-8: Bedrock shall be eliminated during the removals
within the adjacent canyons and the slope grades reestablished as
a 25-foot-wide, 3-foot-deep stability fill slope.

During Grading

MM Geo-6

Cut Slope CS-11: A small canyon is situated in the central portion
of Cut Slope CS-11, below future Lot Nos. 19 and 20. The
removals as part of the canyon cleanout in this area, and eventual
fill placement, shall extend to the bottom of the cut slope at “D”
Drive to eliminate a potential fill-over-cut condition.
Site Preparation Requirements:
Prior to performing earthwork, the existing vegetation and any
deleterious debris should be removed from the site.
All unsuitable soils in the areas of grading that are receiving fill
should be removed to competent bedrock materials and replaced
with engineered fill.
The depth of removal and recompaction of unsuitable soils is noted
on the Geotechnical Map. Any fill required to raise the site grades
should be properly compacted. Removal of the exposed natural
soils should extend to at least the depths indicated on the Site
Geology Map (Figure 4.6-1).
Removal Depth Requirements: The required depth of removal and
recompaction of the natural soils is indicated on the Geotechnical
Map.
• Deeper removals will be required if disturbed or unsuitable soils
are encountered.

During Grading

MM Geo-7

MM Geo-8
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MM Geo-10

• After excavation of the upper natural soils on hillsides and in
canyons, further excavation should be performed, if necessary,
to remove slope wash or other unsuitable soils.
• The Geotechnical Consultant of Record may require that
additional shallow excavations be made periodically in the
exposed bottom to determine that sufficient removals have
been made prior to recompacting the soil in-place. Deeper
removals may be recommended by RTF&A, based on observed
field conditions during grading.
• During grading operations, the removal depths should be
observed by a representative of RTF&A and surveyed by the
Project Civil Engineer for conformance with the recommended
removal depths shown on the grading plan (Figure 4.6-1).
Fill Material Requirements: The on-site soils, less any debris or
organic matter, may be used in the required fills.
• Any expansive clays should be mixed with nonexpansive soils
to result in a mixture having an expansion index less than 30 if
they are to be placed within the upper 8 feet of the proposed
rough grades.
• Rocks or hard fragments larger than 8 inches may not be
placed in the fill without special treatment. Rocks or hard
fragments larger than 4 inches shall not be clustered or
compose more than 25% by weight of any portion of the fill or a
lift. Soils containing more than 25% rock or hard fragments
larger than 4 inches must be removed or crushed with
successive passes (e.g., with a sheepsfoot roller) until rock or
hard fragments larger than 4 inches constitute less than 25% of
the fill or lift.
Oversized Material Requirements:
• Rocks or material greater than 8 inches in diameter, but not
exceeding 4 feet in largest dimension, shall be considered
oversized rock. The oversized rocks can be incorporated into
deep fills where designated by the Geotechnical Consultant of
Record. Rocks should be placed in the lower portions of the fill
and should not be placed within the upper 10 feet of compacted
fill, or nearer than 15 feet to the surface of any fill slope.
Windrows should be excluded from areas of proposed utilities,
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MM Geo-11

pools, and other types of future underground improvements.
Additional costs and construction difficulties should be
anticipated if future improvements are located in areas where
there will be conflicts with existing windrows.
• Rocks between 8 inches and 4 feet in diameter shall be placed
in windrows or shallow trenches located so that equipment can
build up and compact fill on both sides. The width of the
windrows shall not exceed 4 feet. The windrows should be
staggered vertically so that one windrow is not placed directly
above the windrow immediately below.
• Rock greater than one foot in diameter shall not exceed 30% of
the volume of the windrows. Granular fill shall be placed on the
windrow, and enough water should be applied so that soil can
be flooded into the voids. Fill should be placed along the sides
of the windrows and compacted as thoroughly as possible. After
the fill has been brought to the top of the rock windrow,
additional granular fill should be placed and flooded into the
voids. Flooding is not permitted in fill soils placed more than 1
foot above the top of the windrowed rocks.
• Where utility lines or pipelines are to be located at depths
greater than 15 feet, rock shall be excluded in that area. Excess
rock that cannot be included in the fill, or that exceeds 4 feet in
diameter, should be stockpiled for export or used for
landscaping purposes.
• The oversized material recommendations presented in this
report provide for the geotechnical consultant to coordinate with
the grading contractor to develop a procedure for construction
of compacted fills that have a satisfactory fill performance for
the intended use of the fill. It should be understood that it is not
feasible and/or cost effective to eliminate all oversized material
from constructed fills as part of a conventional grading
operation. The exclusion of all oversized material is not
necessary for satisfactory fill performance on the majority of
projects.
Compaction Requirements: After the site is cleared and excavated
as recommended, the exposed soils should be carefully observed
for the removal of all unsuitable material. Next, the exposed
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subgrade soils should be scarified to a depth of at least 6 inches,
brought to above optimum moisture content, and rolled with heavy
compaction equipment. The upper 6 inches of exposed soils
should be compacted to at least 90% of the maximum dry density
obtainable by the ASTM D1557 Method of Compaction. After
compacting the exposed subgrade soils, all required fills should be
placed in loose lifts, not more than 8 inches in thickness, and
compacted to at least 90% of their maximum density. For fills
placed at depths greater than 40 feet below proposed finish grade,
a minimum compaction of 93% of the maximum dry density is
required. The moisture content of the fill soils at the time of
compaction should be above the optimum moisture content.
Compacted fill should not be allowed to dry out before subsequent
lifts are placed.

MM Geo-12

MM Geo-13

MM Geo-14

Rough grades should be sloped so as not to direct water flow over
slope faces. Finished exterior grades should be sloped to drain
away from building areas to prevent ponding of water adjacent to
foundations.
Shrinkage and Bulking Requirements: Shrinkage of about 10% to
15% is estimated for the on-site natural alluvial soils when removed
and placed as compacted fill. A bulking value of about 3% to 10%
is estimated for materials generated from Mint Canyon Formation
bedrock cut areas for use as compacted fill. The actual shrinkage
and bulking will depend upon the relative compaction obtained by
the contractor during grading operations and would be expected to
change on a daily basis.
Permanent Slope Requirements: Permanent cut and fill slopes may
be inclined at 2:1 or flatter. The current site plan indicates that the
steepest slope to be constructed at the site during grading will be
2:1.
Proposed Cut Slope Requirements: Cut slopes proposed for the
rough grading of the Project site have been designated as shown
on the Geotechnical Map. Each cut slope is discussed with specific
recommendations presented below. All grading should conform to
the minimum recommendations presented in this report.
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MM Geo-15

If these slopes are modified from those that are discussed in this
report, the modifications should be reviewed by RTF&A to
ascertain the applicability of our recommendations.
Fill Slope Requirements:
• Where the toe of a fill slope terminates on natural, fill, or cut
materials, a keyway is required at the toe of the fill slope. The fill
slope keyway should be a minimum width of 12 feet, be
founded within competent material, and extend a horizontal
distance beyond the toe of the fill to the depth of the keyway.
The keyway should be sloped back at a minimum gradient of
2% into the slope. The width of fill slopes shall be no less than 8
feet, and under no circumstances should the fill widths be less
than what the compaction equipment being used can fully
compact. Benches should be cut into the existing slope to bind
the fill to the slope. Benches should be step-like in profile, with
each bench not less than 4 feet in height and established in
competent material. Compressible or other unsuitable soils
should be removed from the slope prior to benching. Competent
material is defined as being essentially free of loose soil, heavy
fracturing, or erosion-prone material and is established by the
Geotechnical Consultant of Record during grading.
• Where the top or toe of a fill slope terminates on a natural or cut
slope and the natural or cut slope is steeper than a gradient of
3:1, a drainage terrace with a width of at least 6 feet is
recommended along the contact. As an alternative, the natural
or cut portion of the slope can be excavated and reconstructed
as a stability fill slope to provide an all-fill slope condition.
Where the contact between the face of the fill slope and the
face of a lower natural or cut slope is inclined at 45 degrees or
steeper, a drainage terrace would not be required.
• When constructing fill slopes, the grading contractor shall avoid
spillage of loose material down the face of the slope during the
dumping and rolling operations. Preferably, the incoming load
shall be dumped behind the face of the slope and bladed into
place. After a maximum of 4 feet of compacted fill has been
placed, the contractor shall backroll the outer face of the slope
by backing the tamping roller over the top of the slope,
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thoroughly covering all of the slope surface with overlapping
passes of the roller. The foregoing should be repeated after the
placement of each 4-foot thickness of fill. As an alternative, the
fill slope can be overbuilt and the slope cut back to expose a
compacted core. If the required compaction is not obtained on
the fill slope, additional rolling will be required prior to placement
of additional fill, or the slope shall be overbuilt and cut back to
expose the compacted core.
Stability Fill Requirements: Stability fills have been recommended
for several of the cut slopes on-site, as discussed in the “Slope
Stability” section of this report. The stability fill slopes should be
constructed in accordance with Stability Fill Details for Grossly
Stable Slopes (Figure 4), Frankian study. Backdrains should be
installed at the backcut of the stability fill as recommended below in
Mitigation Measures MM Geo-17 and MM Geo-18.
Subdrain Requirements:
• Canyon subdrains are recommended to intercept and remove
groundwater within canyon fill areas. All subdrains should
extend up-canyon, with the drain inlet carried to within 15 feet of
final pad grade. The approximate locations for recommended
subdrains are shown on Figure 4.6-1, Site Geology Map.
Specific subdrain locations should be determined in the field
during grading operations. The subdrains should be surveyed
by the Project Surveyor to establish line and grade during
construction, and for future location reference. Subdrain and
backdrain excavations should be observed by the Geotechnical
Consultant.
• The subdrains should be installed in accordance with the
manufacturer's specifications.
• A minimum 2% gradient is to be maintained in the subdrain
pipes and the pipe shall have at least eight uniformly spaced
narrow slots per foot. The width of the slots should not exceed
one-sixteenth of an inch. If PVC pipe with drilled perforations is
utilized, the diameter of the holes should not exceed threeeighths of an inch if gravel and filter fabric is used, or one-eighth
inch-diameter perforations if Los Angeles County Flood Control
District (LACFCD) Designation F-1 Filter Material is used. There

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

During Grading

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department
(Engineering
Services Division)

During Grading

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department
(Engineering
Services Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
303

5. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Verification of Compliance
Mitigation Measure

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

During Grading

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department
(Engineering Services
Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

should be at least eight uniformly spaced sets of two
perforations per lineal foot of pipe. When constructing the
subdrain, the pipe should be placed so that the drilled
perforations are positioned on the bottom half of the pipe. The
upstream end of subdrains should be capped. The final 20 feet
of pipe at the downstream end of canyon, stabilization, buttress,
and side hill fills shall not be slotted or perforated. Provisions
should be made at all times during construction to prevent
damage to the subdrain from construction equipment, and to
prevent soils from being washed into an exposed subdrain by
surface waters.
• For runs up to 500 feet, subdrains for the bottom of canyon fills
should consist of at least 6-inch-diameter pipe. For runs of 500
to 1,500 feet, 8-inch-diameter pipe shall be used. For runs over
1,500 feet, 10-inch-diameter pipe shall be used.
• Canyon subdrains may be installed in a rectangular trench
excavated to expose competent material and shall be approved
by the Geotechnical Consultant. The subdrains should be
surrounded by at least 3 cubic feet per lineal foot of granular
filter material and there should be at least 6 inches of
compacted granular filter material or gravel on all sides of the
pipe. The granular filter material for subdrains should meet the
F1 material criteria, or have a gradation approved by the
Geotechnical Consultant prior to placement. As an alternative to
the granular filter material, three-quarter-inch-diameter gravel
may be placed around the pipe. The gravel should be separated
from the surrounding soils by a filter fabric such as Mirafi 140N,
or equivalent, wrapped around the gravel (“burrito wrapped”).
MM Geo-18

Backdrains Requirements: Backdrains are required for all stability
fills or buttress fills.
• Backdrains shall consist of 4-inch-diameter perforated or slotted
pipe.
• The vertical spacing of the backdrains shall be a maximum of
15 feet, with a horizontal spacing of 100 feet.
• Backdrain outlets shall consist of non-perforated pipe.
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• The backdrain gradient shall be at least 2% to the discharge
end.
• The exact location of the backdrains shall be determined in the
field by the Geotechnical Consultant after the backcut has been
made, so that it can be best positioned to intercept potential
seepage.
MM Geo-19

MM Geo-20

Surface Drainage Requirements:
During Grading
• All surface drainage shall be directed away from proposed
structures through non-erosive devices. The ponding of water
must not be allowed, especially adjacent to foundations. The
pad gradients shall not slope toward any descending slopes in
order to reduce the potential for surficial erosion. Water that
flows towards slopes shall be conducted to appropriate
discharge locations via non-erodible drainage devices.
Drainage devices, including drainage terraces on graded slopes
shall be inspected periodically and kept clear of debris.
Drainage and erosion control shall be designed in accordance
with the standards set forth in the CBC.
• Any modification of the grades of building pads, parking areas,
etc., could adversely affect drainage at the site. Future
landscaping, construction of walkways, planters and walls, etc.
must never modify site drainage unless additional measures to
enhance drainage (e.g., area drains, additional grading) are
designed and constructed in accordance with the applicable
City of Santa Clarita.
Erosion Protection Requirements
During Grading
• To reduce the potential for erosion, all permanent cut-and-fill
slopes on-site should be seeded or planted with lightweight,
deep-rooting, drought-resistant vegetation. A landscaping
expert should be consulted for ground cover recommendations.
Excessive landscape irrigation or leakage from irrigation lines
can cause localized slope failures. Therefore, irrigation systems
for slope vegetation should be designed and maintained to
minimize leakage onto graded slopes. If automatic sprinkler
systems are used, they should be adjusted for seasonal
variations in rainfall. Vegetation on natural slopes should remain
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natural and not be landscaped or irrigated in the same manner
as graded slopes.
• Rodent burrows are known to provide direct conduits for water
flow that can decrease slope stability. Therefore, to maintain the
integrity of graded slopes, a rodent abatement program shall be
instituted.
• Even with the implementation of these recommendations, it is
not possible to eliminate erosion within hillside developments.
Removal of debris from drainage devices, slope maintenance,
and landscaping shall be required, especially after periods of
heavy rainfall.
General Grading Requirements
All fills, unless otherwise specifically designed, shall be compacted
to at least 90% of the maximum dry unit weight as determined
by the ASTM D1557 Method of Soil Compaction.
No fill shall be placed until the area to receive the fill has been
adequately prepared, and subsequently approved by the
Geotechnical Consultant of Record or his representative.
Fill soils should be kept free of debris and organic material.
Rocks or hard fragments larger than 8 inches may not be placed in
the fill without approval of the Geotechnical Consultant of
Record or his representative, and in a manner specified for
each occurrence.
Bedrock fragments larger than 8 inches, or fill soils containing
greater than 25% of bedrock fragments larger than 4 inches in
diameter, must be removed or processed using successive
passes of a sheepsfoot compactor until rock fragments
constitute less than 25% of the fill material.
The fill material shall be placed in layers which, when compacted,
shall not exceed 8 inches per layer. Each layer shall be spread
evenly and shall be mixed thoroughly during the spreading to
ensure uniformity of material and moisture.
When moisture content of the fill material is too low to obtain
adequate compaction, water shall be added and thoroughly
dispersed until the soil is approximately 2% to 4% above
optimum moisture content.
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When the moisture content of the fill material is too high to obtain
adequate compaction, the fill material shall be aerated by
blading, or other satisfactory methods, until the soil is
approximately 2% to 4% above optimum moisture content.
Fill and cut slopes shall not be constructed at gradients steeper
than 2:1 (horizontal:vertical).
Grading Observation. Construction observation shall be made by
the Geotechnical Consultant of Record during any grading
activities within the Project site, to verify the findings within this
report. Additional recommendations may be required for landfill
design based on conditions uncovered during grading.
Temporary Excavation. Based on review of the subject plans, it
does not appear that significant temporary excavations will be
required during the construction of the proposed development.
However, the following recommendations are applicable in areas
where excavations are to be made.
• Temporary excavations are not expected to stand vertically in
cuts that exceed 4 feet in height. Temporary excavations in
excess of 4 feet may be sloped at a gradient of ¾:1, to a
maximum height of 12 feet in favorably oriented Mint Canyon
Formation or Terrace Deposits. Temporary slopes within alluvial
soils and slopes greater than 12 feet may be sloped at
gradients of 1:1. “Temporary” means a period not exceeding
60 days. All regulations of State or Federal OSHA shall be
followed.
• If excavations are made during the rainy season (normally from
November through April), particular care shall be taken to
protect slopes against erosion. Measures to help mitigate
erosion, such as the installation of berms, plastic sheeting, or
other devices, may be warranted. Surface water shall be
prevented from flowing over or ponding at the top of
excavations.
Expansive Bedrock. It is anticipated that bedrock materials
exposed at pad grade may contain expansive claystone beds that
could cause differential expansion. Therefore, within building areas
at locations where expansive bedrock units are exposed at pad
grade, it is recommended that the bedrock be removed and
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recompacted to a depth at least 8 feet below the proposed final
pad elevations or 5 feet below the bottom of proposed footings,
whichever is greater. It is also recommended that the bedrock be
removed and recompacted to a depth at least 3 feet below
proposed soil subgrade in exposed bedrock areas receiving
pavement or hardscape improvements. The soils generated by
these over-excavations should be mixed with nonexpansive soils to
yield a relatively nonexpansive mixture. If the resulting fill soil is still
expansive, special construction techniques, such as pad subgrade
saturation or post-tensioned slabs, may be required to reduce the
potential for expansive soil–related distress.
Transition Lots. Proposed building pads located in a cut and fill
transition zone may experience cracking and movement of the
footings and slab due to differing compressibility of the fill, as
compared to the bedrock material. To reduce the potential for
cracking and differential settlement, the portion of the lot in cut
bedrock or terrace deposits should be over-excavated to a depth at
least 5 feet below the proposed finished pad elevation or 3 feet
below the bottom of proposed footings, whichever is greater. The
over-excavation shall extend at least 5 feet laterally beyond the
building limits. Where removal and recompaction for potentially
expansive soils or bedrock is also required that the 8-foot removals
be performed as described in the “Expansive Bedrock” section of
the RTF&A 2015 report.
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The applicability of the preliminary recommendations for foundation
and retaining wall design should be confirmed at the completion of
grading.

During Grading

MM Geo-27

Paving studies and soil corrosivity tests should be performed at the
completion of rough grading, to develop detailed recommendations
for protection of utilities and structures and for construction of the
proposed roads.

MM Geo-28

Expansive Soils. The on-site alluvial soils and terrace deposits are
expected to have a very low potential for expansion. Compacted
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Studies and Soil
Corrosivity Tests
At Completion of
Rough Grading,
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Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

fills generated from the Mint Canyon Formation are expected to
have up to a medium potential for expansion. The compacted fills
generated by the on-site materials are expected to be classified as
having a very low to medium potential for expansion. Samples of
the compacted fill shall be obtained at the completion of the rough
grading operations to support final foundation design.

Collect Samples of
Compacted Fill

Department
(Engineering Services
Division)

Foundation
• General: Buildings may be supported on continuous or
individual spread footings established in properly compacted fill
soils. Foundations and floor slabs should be designed by a
structural engineer, in accordance with the minimum
requirements of the CBC.
• Design Criteria: The recommendations presented in this section
are based on the assumption that the proposed structures will
have column loads not exceeding approximately 100 kips and
continuous foundation loads not exceeding 3 kips per lineal
foot. A bearing value of 2,000 pounds per square foot (psf) may
be used in the design of spread foundations. This value can be
increased by one-third when considering seismic and wind
forces. The bearing material shall consist of compacted fill soil.
Individual column pads and continuous wall footings shall be
designed to meet the minimum width and depth requirements
as set forth in the CBC. Foundation depths shall be measured
from the lowest adjacent final grade.
• Building Setbacks: Building setbacks for structures located
adjacent to either ascending or descending slopes shall be in
accordance with the standards set forth in the CBC. All
foundation excavations shall be observed and approved by a
representative from our firm prior to placement of reinforcing
steel. Foundations shall be deepened, where necessary, to
prevent surcharge loads from being imposed on adjacent
foundations or utilities. Observation of foundation excavations
may also be required by the appropriate reviewing
governmental agencies. The contractor shall be familiar with the
requirements of the governing reviewing agencies.
• Lateral Design: Lateral restraint at the bases of footings or slabs
may be assumed to be the product of the dead load and a

During Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department
(Engineering Services
Division)
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During Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department
(Engineering Services
Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

coefficient of friction of 0.4. Passive pressure on the faces of
footings may also be used to resist lateral forces. A passive
pressure of zero at the surface of finished grade, increasing at
the rate of 250 psf per foot of depth, to a maximum value of
2,500 psf, may be used at this site. The passive pressure and
friction may be combined without reduction when evaluating
lateral resistance.
• Settlement: Provided that the proposed buildings are supported
on shallow foundations established in compacted fill soils, as
recommended, column loads do not exceed 100 kips, and
continuous footings do not exceed 3 kips per lineal foot, it is
estimated that the maximum static settlement will be about
0.75 inches. The total static and seismic settlement is estimated
to be about 1.5 inches. It is further estimated that static and
seismic differential settlements will be less than 1.0 inches of
vertical movement across a horizontal distance of 30 feet.
RTF&A shall review the foundation loads after plans are
developed to verify the applicability of our recommendations to
the proposed structures.
MM Geo-30

Floor Slab Support
• General: The floor slab design recommendations presented in
this section are based upon the assumption that the soil
subgrade in proposed floor slab areas will consist of compacted
fill soil and that floor slabs will be subjected to normal loads with
no special requirements. Any surficial soils that become dried or
disturbed during the course of construction shall be moistureconditioned and compacted prior to casting the floor slab.
Conventional floor slabs may be utilized at the subject
development, provided the subgrade soils consist of compacted
fill soils with a very low (Expansion Index of 0 to 20) potential for
expansion. If the subgrade soils are determined to have an
expansion potential in the low or higher range (Expansion Index
greater than 21), post-tensioned floor slabs, as indicated below,
are recommended. Post-tensioned floor slabs can also be used
in soils with a very low potential for expansion.
• Conventional Floor Slabs: Conventional slabs-on-grade should
be designed per the recommendations of the CBC. However, as
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a minimum, the building floor slabs should have a nominal
thickness of at least 4 inches and should be reinforced with a
No. 4 rebar spaced at 16 inches on center, in each direction, or
equivalent. Thicker slabs may be required depending on CBC
requirements, the floor loads, and the structural requirements;
we defer to the Project Structural Engineer for design of the
floor slabs.
Post-Tensioned Floor Slabs: Post-tensioned floor slabs should
be designed per the recommendations of the CBC. The design
values, presented following this paragraph, assume that the
proposed floor slabs will be poured monolithic with continuous
perimeter edge footings. Perimeter edge footings should have a
minimum depth of 12 inches. Footing depths should be
measured from the lowest adjacent grade for perimeter footings
or the top of slab for interior footings.
Net Bearing Value: An allowable net bearing value of 2,000 psf
may be used for footings with a minimum width of 12 inches
and a minimum depth of 12 inches below the top of slab or
12 inches below the lowest adjacent grade.
Coefficient of Friction: 0.75
Passive Pressure: 250 pcf for level ground condition
Modulus of Subgrade Reaction (K): 150 pounds per cubic inch
(pci) for a footing width of one foot. For larger footings or floor
slabs, this value should be reduced using the following
equation:

(B  1) 

 2B 

2

Kr = K 

where:
Kr = Reduced Modulus Value
K = Modulus of Subgrade Reaction for
a
One-Foot-Wide Plate
B = Width of Large Footing or Slab
• Modulus of Elasticity: 1,000 pounds per square inch (psi)
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• Edge Moisture Variation Distance:
Me (Center Lift): 5.25 feet
Me (Edge Lift): 2.5 feet
• Estimated Differential Movements
My (swelling): Low – 0.4; Medium – 0.9
My (shrink): Low – 0.3; Medium – 0.7
• Water Vapor: Water vapor transmitted through floor slabs is a
common cause of floor covering problems. An impermeable
membrane vapor barrier should be installed to reduce excess
vapor drive through the floor slab. The function of the
impermeable membrane is to reduce the amount of water vapor
transmitted through the floor slab. Vapor-related impacts should
be expected in areas where a vapor barrier is not installed.
Floor slabs shall be underlain by a vapor barrier surrounded by
2 inches of sand above and below it. The membrane should be
at least 10 millimeters thick; care shall be taken to preserve the
continuity and integrity of the membrane beneath the floor slab.
The sand shall be sufficiently moist to remain in place and be
stable during construction; however, if the sand above the
membrane becomes saturated before placing concrete, the
moisture in the sand can become a source of water vapor.
Another factor affecting vapor transmission through floor slabs
is a high water-to-cement ratio in the concrete used for the floor
slab. A high water-to-cement ratio increases the porosity of the
concrete, thereby facilitating the transmission of water and
water vapor through the slab. The Project Structural Engineer or
a concrete mix specialist should provide recommendations for
design of concrete for footings and floor slabs in accordance
with CBC.
Retaining Walls
• General: A bearing value of 2,000 psf may be used in the
design of retaining wall footings. Backfill placed behind retaining
walls shall be compacted to a minimum of 90% of the maximum
dry density, as determined by the Soil Compaction Test Method
(ASTM Standard D1557). When backfilling, walls should be
braced. Heavy compaction equipment shall not be used any
closer to the back of the wall than the height of the wall. Soils
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that have an expansion index in excess of 30 shall not be
utilized for backfill behind walls that are greater than 3 feet in
height. The backs of retaining walls shall be water-proofed
where aesthetics are concerned.
• Lateral Earth Pressure: Cantilevered retaining walls separate
and independent of buildings, where the surface of the backfill
is level and the retained height of soils is less than 15 feet, may
be designed assuming that drained, nonexpansive soils will
exert a lateral pressure equal to that developed by a fluid with a
density of 30 pounds per cubic foot (pcf). The indicated
pressure assumes that a lateral deflection of up to about 1% of
the wall height is acceptable at the top of the wall. If it is desired
to decrease the amount of potential wall deflection, a greater
lateral pressure could be used in the wall design. Where the
surface of the backfill is inclined at 2:1, it may be assumed that
drained soils will exert a lateral pressure equal to that
developed by a fluid with a density of 45 pcf. For the design of a
rigid wall where rotation and lateral movement are not
acceptable, as in the case of buildings, it may be assumed that
drained, nonexpansive soils will exert a rectangular lateral
pressure with a maximum pressure equal to 22H psf, where “H”
is the wall height in feet. The pressure value and distribution
may vary significantly when considering wall rigidity and
restraining conditions. The structural characteristics of the wall
are referred to the Project Structural Engineer. If requested, we
can provide additional geotechnical design parameters for
specific restrained conditions. In addition to the recommended
earth pressure, walls should be designed to resist any lateral
surcharges due to nearby buildings, storage, or traffic loads. A
drainage system should be provided behind the walls to reduce
the potential for development of hydrostatic pressure. If a
drainage system is not installed, walls should be designed to
resist an additional hydrostatic pressure equal to that developed
by a fluid with a density of 55 pcf for the full height of the wall.
• Seismic Lateral Earth Pressure: The preceding recommended
values indicate earth pressures for conventional static loading
conditions. Ground shaking associated with earthquakes may
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cause additional pressure on walls. In addition to the previously
mentioned lateral earth pressures, it is recommended that all
rigid (building) walls of any height, and cantilevered retaining
walls greater than 6 feet in height, be designed to support an
additional seismic earth pressure equal to an inverted
equivalent fluid pressure of 29 pcf.
• Density of Backfill: When designing retaining walls to resist
over-turning, it can be assumed that compacted, on-site soils
will have a density of 125 pcf.
• Drainage: A drainage system should be provided behind
retaining walls, or the walls should be designed to resist
hydrostatic pressures.
• The drainage system could consist of a 4-inch-diameter
perforated pipe placed 6 inches from the base of the wall, with
the perforations down, and connected to an outlet device.
• The pipe should be sloped at least 1 inch per 50 feet and
surrounded on all sides by at least 6 inches of clean gravel. The
gravel should be “burrito-wrapped” with filter fabric, such as
Mirafi 140N, or equivalent. As an alternative to the gravel and
filter fabric, filter material meeting the requirements of LACFCD
Designated F-1 Filter Material, and slotted pipe, may be used.
• The backside of the wall should be water-proofed.
• A vertical, 6-inch-wide gravel chimney drain, or a drainage
geocomposite such as Miradrain, should be placed against and
behind retaining walls that are higher than 3 feet. The top of the
back drain should be capped with 18 inches of on-site soils.
• The installed drainage system should be observed by the
Geotechnical Consultant of Record prior to backfilling the
system. Inspection of the drainage system may also be required
by the reviewing governmental agencies.
Pavement Design: Samples of the on-site soil should be obtained
from near final grade elevation in proposed pavement areas,
following the grading operations, to perform R-value tests. The
R-value test results would be used to prepare pavement section
recommendations. The preliminary pavement section
recommendations presented below are based on the assumption
that the on-site soils have an R-value of at least 20. The final
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pavement section recommendations could vary depending on the
results of the actual R-value tests. We would be pleased to provide
pavement section recommendations for alternative Traffic Index
values upon request.
Traffic
Index
4
6
8

MM Geo-33

Asphalt Thickness
(inches)
3
4
5

(CAB) Base Course Thickness
(inches)
5
9
14

• Base course material should consist of crushed aggregate base
(CAB), as defined by Section 2002.2 of the Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction (“Greenbook”), or
crushed miscellaneous base (CMB), as defined by Section 2002.4 of the Greenbook. Base course material should be
compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry density of that
material.
• Base course material should be purchased from a supplier who
will certify that it will meet or exceed the specifications in the
Greenbook, as indicated. We could, upon request, perform
sieve analysis and sand equivalency tests on material delivered
to the site that appears suspect. Additional tests could be
performed, upon request, to determine if the material is in
compliance with the remainder of the specifications indicated in
the Greenbook.
• The pavement section recommendations presented above are
based upon assumed Traffic Index values. RTF&A does not
take responsibility for the numerical determination of the Traffic
Index values, nor the areas where they apply within the site.
Seismic Design. The following factors are recommended for
During Construction
seismic force design of structures at the subject site. The
parameters were determined using the U.S. Seismic Design Maps
at the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Earthquakes
Hazard website.
Site Class
D
Ss
2.509
S1
0.898
SMs
2.509
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SDs
SD1
PGA
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Prior to Demolition
and Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

1.347
1.673
0.898
0.899

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
MM Haz-1

MM Haz-2

The structures on-site were constructed prior to 1981. Based on
the age of construction, building materials in on-site structures may
include asbestos containing materials (ACM), and certain building
materials are presumed to contain ACM (PACM), unless testing
has shown otherwise. As of October 1, 1995, OSHA made building
owners responsible for complying with the asbestos construction
standard, for buildings built in 1981 or earlier. The building owner is
responsible for identifying the presence, location and quantity of
asbestos containing building materials, if warranted. The building
owner must tell employees, other employers, and tenants in the
building of the presence and location of asbestos or presumed
asbestos containing materials (PACM). If the building owner
intends to demolish or remodel the structure(s), the building owner
shall hire a California Certified Asbestos Consultant for assistance
in compliance.
Prior to construction, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Traffic
Control Plan for review and approval by the City Traffic Engineer
that shall be implemented during the construction phase.

Prior to Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)

During Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)

Noise
MM N-1

The Project shall adhere to Section 11.44.080 of the SCMC
(Special Noise Sources—Construction and Building). As stated
therein, no person shall engage in any construction work which
requires a building permit from the City on sites within 300 feet of a
residentially zoned property except between the hours of 7:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on
Saturday. Further, no work shall be performed on the following
public holidays: New Year’s Day, Independence Day,
Thanksgiving, Christmas, Memorial Day and Labor Day.
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MM N-2

Noise and ground-borne vibration construction activities whose
specific location on the Project site may be flexible (e.g., operation
of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck
idling) shall be conducted as far as possible from the nearest offsite land uses.

During Construction

MM N-3

When possible, construction activities shall be scheduled so as to
avoid operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which
causes high noise levels.

During Construction

MM N-4

Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around all drilling
apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers when in use.

During Construction

MM N-5

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with
state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

During Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
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MM N-6

Barriers such as flexible sound control curtains shall be erected
around heavy equipment to minimize the amount of noise on the
surrounding land uses to the maximum extent feasible during
construction.

During Construction

MM N-7

All construction truck traffic shall be restricted to truck routes
approved by the City, which shall avoid residential areas and other
sensitive receptors to the extent feasible.

During Construction

MM N-8

A construction notice shall be prepared and shall include the
following information: job site address, permit number, name and
phone number of the contractor and owner or owner’s agent, hours
of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for
the site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be
reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the
construction site prior to the start of construction and displayed in a
location that is readily visible to the public and approved by the
City.
Consistent with Policy N 3.1.2 of the City’s Noise Element, where
the projected exterior noise levels could exceed 65 CNEL at singlefamily residences (rear yards), open space areas, and common
recreational and open space areas for multi-family developments,
the Applicant shall provide noise barriers, setbacks, and site design
standards to reduce future on-site traffic noise levels to the
maximum extent feasible.
Consistent with Policy N 3.1.9 (Mixed-Use Developments) of the
City’s Noise Element, the Project shall implement a buyer and
renter notification program for residences where appropriate, to

Prior to and During
Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)

MM N-9

MM N-10
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Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy
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Community
Development
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MM N-11

MM N-12

MM N-13

educate and inform potential buyers and renters of the sources of
noise in the area and/or new sources of noise that may occur in the
future. As determined by the reviewing authority, notification may
be appropriate in the following areas: within 200 feet of commercial
uses in mixed-use developments, potential buyers and renters
should receive notice that the commercial uses within the mixeduse developments may generate noise in excess of levels typically
found in residential areas, that the commercial uses may change
over time, and the associated noise levels and frequency of noise
events may change along with the use.
The Project shall comply with Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards,
which specifies the maximum allowable sound transmission
between dwelling units in multi-family residential buildings, and
limits allowable interior noise levels in habitable spaces to 45 dBA
CNEL.
Prior to the issuance of building permits for uses fronting Sand
Canyon and Soledad Canyon Roads, the project developer shall
submit evidence demonstrating that all feasible design features
have been considered to meet the City’s exterior noise standard of
65 dBA CNEL. Locations that could be exposed to future exterior
noise levels above 65 dBA CNEL shall consider at least the
following: 1) Increase setbacks along Sand Canyon and Soledad
Canyon Roads to the maximum extent feasible; 2) Consider the
use of noise barriers between the roadway sources and the
receptors (earthen berms, masonry walls, and vegetation may be
appropriate); and/or 3) Prohibit balconies for multi-family units
facing Sand Canyon and Soledad Canyon Roads.
The Project shall implement a buyer and renter notification program
for residences where appropriate, to educate and inform potential
buyers and renters that due to traffic levels on Sand Canyon Road,
Soledad Canyon Road and the SR-14 Freeway, noise in excess of
levels typically found in residential areas may be possible.

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

Initials

Date

Remarks

Department (Planning
Division)

Review and Approval
of Site Plan

Prior to Issuance of
Building Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)

Payment of Fees at
Issuance of Building
Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development

Public Services
MM PS-1

Concurrent with the issuance of building permits, the Project
Applicant shall participate in the Developer Fee Program to the
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satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Fire Department and/or City
of Santa Clarita.

MM PS-2

Adequate access to all buildings on the Project site shall be
provided for emergency vehicles during the building construction
process.

During Construction

MM PS-3

Adequate water availability shall be provided to service
construction activities.

During Construction

MM PS-4

All on-site development shall comply with the applicable Los
Angeles County and City of Santa Clarita code requirements for
construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and fire hydrants, as
stipulated by the Los Angeles County Fire Department or the City
of Santa Clarita through Project approvals or building plan reviews.

Review and Approval
of Final Site Plan

MM PS-5

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Project Applicant, or
responsible party, shall obtain the necessary clearances from and
shall comply with all applicable conditions imposed by Los Angeles
County Fire Department, including but not limited to those from the
Planning Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division, or
Fuel Modification Unit.

Prior to Issuance of
Building Permit

MM PS-6

The Project Applicant, or responsible party, shall file all landscape
plans with the Los Angeles County Fire Department Fuel
Modification Unit to ensure compliance with the High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone.

Review and Approval
of Landscape Plans
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Department (Planning
Division)
and
Los Angeles County Fire
Department
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Los Angeles County Fire
Department
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Los Angeles County Fire
Department
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division) and
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MM PS-7

During construction, private security patrols shall be utilized to
protect the Project site.

During Construction

MM PS-8

Prior to construction activities, the Project Applicant shall have a
construction traffic control plan approved by the City of Santa
Clarita.

Prior to Construction

MM PS-9

The Project Applicant, or designee, shall pay the City's law
enforcement facilities impact fee in effect at the time of issuance of
a building permit.

Payment of Fees at
Issuance of Building
Permit

MM PS-10

As final development plans are submitted to the City of Santa
Clarita for approval in the future, the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Department design requirements that reduce demands for service
and ensure adequate public safety shall be incorporated into the
building design. The design requirements for this Project shall
include:
• Proper lighting in open areas and parking lots to the satisfaction
of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, around and
throughout the development to enhance crime prevention and
enforcement efforts
• Sufficient street lighting for the Project’s streets
• Good visibility of doors and windows from the streets and
between buildings on the Project site
• Building address numbers on both residential and
commercial/retail uses are lighted and readily apparent from the
streets for emergency response agencies

Review and Approval
of Final Site Plan

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
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Los Angeles County Fire
Department
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department
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MM PS-11

• Plant low-growing groundcover and shade trees, to the extent
feasible, rather than a predominance of shrubs that could
conceal potential criminal activity around buildings and parking
areas
The Project Applicant, or responsible party, shall pay the required
mitigation fees to the Sulphur Springs Union School District as
stipulated in the School Facilities Mitigation Agreement.

MM PS-12

The Project Applicant, or responsible party, shall enter into an
Agreement with the William S. Hart Union High School District prior
to final map. All fees shall be paid in accordance with the
Agreement.

MM PS-13

The Project Applicant shall pay a library facilities mitigation fee.
Currently this fee is $800.00 per residential unit. This is the
estimated fee that would be collected to pay for new library
construction and items totaling $464,000.00.

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

Payment of Fees at
Issuance of Building
Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)

Agreement with
School District and
Payment of Fees at
Issuance of Building
Permit
Payment of Fees at
Issuance of Building
Permit

Initials

Date

Remarks

Traffic and Circulation
MM T-1

Sand Canyon at Soledad Canyon. Modify traffic signal timing to
coordinate with Kenroy Avenue and SR-14 SB Ramp intersections
along Soledad Canyon Road.

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

MM T-2

SR-14 SB Ramps at Soledad Canyon. Modify traffic signal to
change westbound left-turn phasing from permissive to protected
left-turn phasing.

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
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City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans
City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans
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MM T-3

The Project Developer shall enter into a Mitigation Agreement with
Caltrans. Said Mitigation Agreement shall be finalized prior to the
recordation of a final map.

Final Mitigation
Agreement Prior to
Recordation of Final
Map

MM T-4

Sand Canyon at Soledad Canyon (Cumulative Conditions). Modify
traffic signal timing to coordinate with Kenroy Avenue and SR-14
SB Ramp intersections along Soledad Canyon Road.

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

MM T-5

Sand Canyon at Soledad Canyon (Cumulative Conditions). Modify
intersection to restripe one northbound right-turn lane to a through
lane (for 2 NB Left, 2 NB Through and 1 NB Right) (Project Share =
24%).

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

MM T-6

SR-14 SB Ramps at Soledad Canyon (Cumulative Conditions).
Modify traffic signal to change westbound left-turn phasing from
permissive to protected left-turn phasing.

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

MM T-7

SR-14 Freeway Mainline (Cumulative Conditions). Contribute prorata share to the anticipated costs for design and implementation of
future improvements. (Project Share = 1.6%).

Prior to Certificate of
Occupancy

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans
City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans
City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans
City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans
City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Traffic
and Transportation
Planning Division)
and
Caltrans

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Initials

Date
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5. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Verification of Compliance
Mitigation Measure

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

Prior to Construction

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)

Review and Approval
of Site Plans, and
During Project
Operations

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)
and
City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)

Initials

Date

Remarks

Utilities and Service Systems
MM Util-1

MM Util-2

MM Util-3

The project application shall complete and submit to the Building &
Safety Division a Construction and Demolition Materials
Management Plan (C&DMMP), approved by the City’s Director of
Public Works, or the Director’s Designee, on a C&DMMP form
approved by the City. The completed C&DMMP, at a minimum,
shall indicate all of the following:
1. the estimated weight of project C&D materials, by materials
type, to be generated;
2. the maximum weight of C&D materials that it is feasible to
divert, considering cost, energy consumption and delays, via
reuse or recycling;
3. the vendor or facility that the Applicant proposes to use to
collect, divert, market, reuse or receive the C&D materials;
4. the estimated weight of residual C&D materials that would be
transported for disposal in a landfill or transformation facility;
and
5. the estimated weight of inert waste to be removed from the
waste stream and not disposed of in a solid waste landfill.
(General Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 3.17-6)
The Project Applicant shall provide adequate areas for the
collection and loading of recyclable materials (i.e., paper products,
glass, and other recyclables) in compliance with the State Model
Ordinance, implemented on September 1, 1994, in accordance
with AB 1327, Chapter 18, California Solid Waste Reuse and
Recycling Access Act of 1991. (General Plan EIR Mitigation
Measure 3.17-2)

The Project Applicant shall be required to implement waste
reduction programs in conformance with the City’s Source
Reduction and Recycling Element program. (General Plan EIR
Mitigation Measure 3.17-4)

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

During Project
Operations
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5. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Verification of Compliance
Mitigation Measure
MM Util-4

MM Util-5

Any hazardous waste that is generated on site, or is found on site
during demolition, rehabilitation, or new construction activities shall
be remediated, stored, handled, and transported in compliance per
appropriate local, state, and federal laws, as well as with the City’s
Source Reduction and Recycling Element. (General Plan EIR
Mitigation Measure 3.17-5)
Payment of a connection fee to the County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County shall be made prior to issuance of a permit to
connect (directly or indirectly) to the County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County’s Sewerage System.

Tebo Environmental Consulting, Inc.
May 2017

Monitoring Timing

Monitoring Agency

During Project
Operations

City of Santa Clarita
Community
Development
Department (Planning
Division)

Payment of Fee Prior
to Issuance of
Connection Permit

City of Santa Clarita
Public Works
Department (Building
and Safety Division)
and
County Sanitation
Districts of Los
Angeles County

Initials

Date

Remarks

Sand Canyon Plaza Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
325

