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INITIAL STUDY 

CITY OF SANTA CLARITA 

Project Title/Master Case Number: Rexhall Project 
Master Case 18-182 

Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Santa Clarita  
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 302 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

Contact Person and Phone Number: Andy Olson 
Associate Planner 
(661) 255-4330 
aolson@santa-clarita.com 

Project Location: The Project would be developed on a vacant 19.87-acre site 
located at APN 2841-018-071 (Project Site) within the 
southeast in the City of Santa Clarita.1 As shown in Figure 1, 
primary regional access to the Project Site is provided by the 
Antelope Valley Freeway (State Route [SR] 14) approximately 
1.9 miles to the north, the Foothill Freeway (Interstate [I] 210) 
approximately 5.1 miles to the south, and the Golden State 
Freeway (I-5) approximately 6.5 miles to the southwest of the 
Project Site. As shown in Figure 2, the Project Site is located 
at the southeast corner of Triumph Avenue and Diver Street 
and is bounded by Triumph Avenue to the west, Tannahill 
Avenue to the east, residential uses to the north, and vacant 
land to the south. The Project Site is also located within the 
Sand Canyon Special Standards District area. 

Applicant’s Name and Address: Rexhall Company 
45640 23rd St. W. 
Lancaster, CA 93536 

General Plan Designation and Zoning: The Project Site is designated as Non-Urban Residential in 
the City’s General Plan and is zoned Non-Urban 4 (NU4).2 Per 
Santa Clarita General Plan and Santa Clarita Municipal Code 
(SCMC) Section 17.32.040, the NU4 designation provides for 
the maintenance and expansion of rural communities that are 
distinguished by large lot sizes (generally two acres or 
greater), agricultural and equestrian uses, and an absence of 
urban services. Uses in this designation could include single-
family homes at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 
two acres, agriculture, equestrian uses, private recreation, 
and public and institutional facilities serving the local area. 
Supportive commercial uses serving the local area would also 
be allowed with certain requirements. 

 
1 The parcel was previously identified as APN 2841-018-035 but was subsequently renumbered for reasons 

unrelated to the project and its site boundaries. The Project Site is identified as APN 2841-018-071, effective April 
9, 2021. 

2 City of Santa Clarita, General Plan Map https://www.santa-
clarita.com/home/showpublisheddocument/16338/638121386187130000; City of Santa Clarita, Zoning Map, 
February 2023, https://www.santa-clarita.com/home/showpublisheddocument/16336/638119886928430000, 
accessed June 17, 2023. 
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Description of Project and Setting: Existing Conditions 

The Project Site is currently vacant and undeveloped with 
remnants of one building foundation associated with a building 
that was constructed between 1978 and 1985 and demolished 
by 1992. The Project Site also includes dirt access 
paths/trails, 162 Coast Live Oak trees, and vegetation.3 The 
Coast Live Oak trees would be retained as part of the Project. 
The overall site has an average slope of 8.4 percent, while the 
northwestern portion of the Project Site has an average slope 
of 16.2 percent. 

Proposed Project 

Project Overview 

The Project includes the development of four single-family 
homes on a 19.87-acre (865,340-square-foot) site. As shown 
in Figure 3, the Project Site would be subdivided into four 
parcels, each of which would accommodate a single-family 
building pad. The proposed four parcel sizes are: 4.98 acres, 
4.99 acres, 5.00 acres, and 4.90 acres. To accommodate the 
Project, site preparation would involve grading and 
construction, septic leaching fields, and access driveways. 
The two proposed homes within the western parcels of the 
Project Site would be accessed via Triumph Avenue, and the 
two proposed homes within the eastern parcels of the Project 
Site would be accessed via Tannahill Avenue. To 
accommodate the Project, site balancing would occur with a 
cut of 5,163 cubic yards and fill of 4,656 cubic yards of 
earthwork.4 As proposed, the Project would retain all 162 
Coast Live Oak trees currently onsite. 

Development Standards 

As described above, the maximum density allowed within NU4 
zones is one dwelling unit per two acres. In addition, pursuant 
to SCMC Section 17.32.040, NU4 zones are subject to 20-foot 
front yard setbacks, 15-foot rear yard setbacks, 5-foot side 
yard setbacks, and 20-foot side yard setbacks for reverse 
corner lots. Without a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), main 
structures and accessory structures are allowed a maximum 
height of 35 feet. Distances between main structures must be 
at least 10 feet, and distances between main and accessory 
structures must be at least 6 feet. Pursuant to SCMC Section 
17.39.030, new developments within the Sand Canyon 
Special Standards District area are also required to provide 
riding/hiking trails per the Sand Canyon Backbone Trails 
exhibit on file with the City’s Parks, Recreation, and 
Community Services Department, as approved by the 
Department Director. 

 

 
3  Trees, etc. (division of RDI & Associates, Inc.), Oak Tree Report prepared for the Project, revised January 15, 

2021. See Appendix A of this IS/MND. 
4 The difference between the cut and fill amounts is due to shrinkage/recompaction. 
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Access and Trails 

Vehicular access to the two proposed homes within the 
western parcels would be available via a proposed 20-foot 
wide driveway along Triumph Avenue. Vehicular access to the 
two proposed homes within the eastern parcels would have 
individual 20-foot wide driveways along Tannahill Avenue. 

To comply with the Sand Canyon Backbone Trails Corridor 
Extension and SCMC Section 17.39.030, the Project would 
provide a 12-foot wide trail easement along the western and 
southern edges of the Project Site. 

Sustainability Features 

The Project would comply with the latest California Green 
Building Standards Code, the current version of which is the 
2022 California Green Building Standards Code, which was 
adopted by reference by the City of Santa Clarita per SCMC 
Chapter 25.01, and would provide sustainability features such 
as energy efficient appliances and lighting, a solar-ready roof, 
and low-flow water fixtures. The Project would comply with the 
SCMC Section 9.38.035.A.1 by utilizing drought tolerant plant 
materials and water-efficient irrigation and landscape 
guidelines. In addition, the Project’s landscaping plan would 
be reviewed by the City prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Anticipated Construction Schedule 

Construction activities of the Project would begin with site 
clearance and grading, involving site balancing with a cut of 
5,163 cubic yards and fill of 4,656 cubic yards of earthwork. 
This would be followed by construction of the four single-
family homes, septic leaching fields, and access driveways. 
The Project would also install new utility connections from 
existing public infrastructure to serve the Project; no off-site 
improvements are needed. Project construction is anticipated 
to be completed in 17 months. 

Required Approvals 

Pursuant to Article 4 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of 
Santa Clarita is the lead agency for this Project, taking primary 
responsibility for conducting environmental review and 
approving or denying the Project. The entitlements, reviews, 
permits, and approvals required to implement the Project are 
as follows: 

• Tentative Parcel Map to create new lots on the 
Project Site 

• Landscape Plan Review to ensure City’s 
landscaping standards are met prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

• Minor Use Permit to allow grading for a quantity in 
exceedance of 10,000 cubic yards. 

• Other discretionary and ministerial permits and 
approvals that may be deemed necessary to construct 
and operate the Project, including, but not limited to, 
building permits. 
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Surrounding Land Uses: Surrounding uses in the vicinity of the Project Site include 
residential uses to the west across Triumph Avenue, east 
across Tannahill Avenue, and north of the Project Site. Vacant 
land is located to the  south with residential uses farther to the 
south. 

Other Public Agencies whose Approval 
is Required: 

Los Angeles County Fire Department 

California Native American Consultation 

Have California Native American tribes 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the 
project area requested consultation 
pursuant to Public Resources Code section 
21080.3.1?  

Yes, the City has conducted consultation. Refer to the 
discussion under Checklist Section XVIII, Tribal Cultural 
Resources. 
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A. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or a “Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation
Incorporated" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture Resources and 

Forestry Resources
□ Air Quality

x Biological Resources x Cultural Resources □ Energy

x Geology /Soils □ Greenhouse Gas Emissions □ Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials

□ Hydrology / Water Quality □ Land Use / Planning □ Mineral Resources

□ Noise □ Population / Housing □ Public Services

□ Recreation □ Transportation x Tribal Cultural Resources

□ Utilities / Service Systems □ Wildfire x Mandatory Findings of 
Significance

B. DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

□ I find that the project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared.

X I find that, although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made or agreed to 
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

□ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

□ I find the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

□ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is 
required.

Signature: 0-OXC sod « k 
— Name, Title

Signature: Z C __________ (-------- , Sen ic
Name, Title

Plomne / 6/24
Date

< Planne 1/
Date 7 7 7

City of Santa Clarita 
January 16, 2024

Rexhall Project
Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

10
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C. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

I. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
state scenic highway? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c. In non-urbanized area, substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings? 
(Public views are those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage point.) If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or 
glare, which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743 (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21099[d]), “aesthetic 
and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an 
infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment.” The Project Site is not located on an infill site or within a transit priority area as 
defined by PRC Section 21099. As such, the Project’s aesthetic impacts are further evaluated 
below. 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Less Than Significant Impact. A scenic vista is generally considered a publicly accessible, 
prominent vantage point that provides expansive views of highly valued landscapes or prominent 
visual elements, as defined by local plans or policies. These may include panoramic views that 
are associated with an urban skyline, valley mountain range, the ocean, or other water bodies. 
Scenic views and viewsheds are typically defined by physical features that frame the boundaries 
or context of scenic resources, such as natural open space, topographic formations, landscapes, 
water bodies, and/or large native trees. A region’s topography can lend aesthetic value through 
the creation of public view corridors of ridgelines, and through the visual backdrop created by 
mountains and hillsides. Viewsheds and scenic vistas may include views of both natural and built 
environments, and are also considered important scenic resources.  

As described in the Conservation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, the Project Site 
is located in the Sand Canyon area, which runs northward from the steep slopes in the Angeles 
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National Forest to the Santa Clara River floodplain. The character of the canyon ranges from 
heavy woodland to large, rustic rural estates with abundant trees, while views from the upper 
reaches of the canyon include the valley floor. The Project Site is located in the eastern portion 
of the City where surrounding uses in the vicinity of the Project Site include residential uses and 
vacant land.  The 19.87-acre Project Site is characterized by relatively flat topography with gentle 
hills and includes Coast Live Oak trees predominately in the eastern portion of the site.5 The 
overall site has an average slope of 8.4 percent, while the northwestern portion of the Project Site 
has an average slope of 16.2 percent. The Project Site and development of low-rise single-family 
homes would not impact a scenic vista because grading of the site would be balanced during 
construction and is situated at an overall lower elevation when compared to the surrounding 
vicinity. Beyond the private/gated community in which the Project Site is located, surrounding 
areas of the Sand Canyon area and the City provide higher publicly accessible elevations and 
vantage points where scenic vistas can provide distinctive and expansive landscaping views. 
Located within 2 miles of the Project Site, these include the Golden Valley Ranch open space to 
the west and southwest and the East Walker Ranch open space to the south. The Golden Valley 
Ranch open space includes over 900 acres of woodland along a Santa Clarita Valley ridgeline 
with various trails and lookout points, and the East Walker Ranch open space includes 140 acres 
of land with various trails and lookout points.6 Furthermore, the Project would provide a 12-foot 
wide trail easement along the western and southern edges of the Project Site, which would 
expand access to vantage points for the public. In addition, the Project would retain the onsite 
Coast Live Oak trees and preserve the existing visual character and quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings. Therefore, the Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located along or within a designated state scenic highway.7 
The Project Site is located approximately 5.4 miles northeast of a State Route 210 segment that 
is considered an eligible state scenic highway and 6.6 miles northeast of an Interstate 5 segment 
that is considered an eligible state scenic highway. The nearest officially designated state scenic 
highway is a segment of the Angeles Crest Highway (State Route 2), which is located 
approximately 16 miles southeast of the Project Site. As such, the Project Site is not visible from 
designated or eligible state scenic highways. The proposed Project would not require removal of, 
or impact views of, any scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway or a locally designated scenic highway. Therefore, the Project would 
have no impact to scenic resources within a state scenic highway. 

c. In non-urbanized area, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are 
those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point.) If the project is in 
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

 
5  Trees, etc. (division of RDI & Associates, Inc.), Oak Tree Report prepared for the Project, revised January 15, 

2021. See Appendix A of this IS/MND. 
6  City of Santa Clarita Economic Development, Hike Santa Clarita, https://visitsantaclarita.com/hiking/hike-santa-

clarita/, accessed October 19, 2023. 
7 California Department of Transportation, California State Scenic Highway System Map, 

https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa, 
accessed August 21, 2023. 
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Less Than Significant Impact. According to CEQA Section 21071, an urbanized area is defined 
as an incorporated city that has a population of at least 100,000 persons. As the incorporated City 
of Santa Clarita has a population of over 220,000 persons, the Project Site would be considered 
an urbanized area.8 As detailed in response to Checklist Question XI.b, the Project would not 
conflict with the City’s zoning for Non-Urban 4 (NU4) sites and provisions of SCMC Section 
17.39.030 for new developments within the Sand Canyon Special Standards District area. In 
addition, the Project would retain and preserve in place the 162 existing Coast Live Oak trees 
located onsite. Also, with regard to landscaping, the Project would undergo Landscape Plan 
Review to ensure City’s landscaping standards are met prior to issuance of a grading permit per 
SCMC Section 17.23.150. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality, and impacts would be less than significant.  

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The two primary sources of light introduced by a project include 
those emanating from building interiors that pass through windows, and light from exterior 
sources, such as street lighting, building illumination, security lighting, and landscape lighting. 
Depending on the location of the light source and its proximity to adjacent light-sensitive uses, 
light introduction may become a nuisance, affecting adjacent areas and diminishing the view of 
the clear night sky. Light spillage is typically defined as unwanted illumination from light fixtures 
on adjacent properties.  

The Project would involve the use of interior lighting that is typical of single-family residences. The 
lighting may be visible from surrounding areas during the nighttime; however, the internal lighting 
would not be directed outward from the buildings and would be consistent in type and intensity 
with existing sources of light within the vicinity, which includes other single-family residences. 
With regard to outdoor lighting, the Project and the future homeowners would be required to 
comply with SCMC Section 17.51.050, Outdoor Lighting Standards, such that all outdoor lighting 
would be directed downward to prevent off-site glare and the illuminating of other properties. 
Outdoor lighting would also be required to be screened and/or shielded from surrounding 
properties and streets. As a result, no light from the Project is expected to spill onto adjacent 
properties or be a substantial source of light from off-site locations.  

Glare and glint refer to the unwanted reflection of the sun’s rays or other forms of light by the face 
of a reflective surface. Glare is primarily a daytime occurrence caused by the reflection of sunlight 
or artificial light by highly polished surfaces such as window glass or reflective materials and, to 
a lesser degree, from broad expanses of light-colored surfaces. Glare can also be produced 
during evening and nighttime hours by the reflection of artificial light sources such as automobile 
headlights. Glare generation is typically related to either moving vehicles or sun angles. However, 
the proposed layout of the proposed residences, which would be spread out on the 19.87-acre 
Project Site, would prevent glare from causing significant impacts. In addition, while headlights 
from vehicles entering and exiting the Project’s driveways would be visible to vehicles in the right-
of-way, such lighting sources would be typical for the Project area and would not adversely affect 
views.  

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact related to light and glare. 

 
8  Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal, 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, Demographics and 

Growth Forecast Technical Report, September 2020. 
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, 
including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to information compiled by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 
including the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources 
Board.  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion 
of forest land to non-forest use? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to nonagricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
nonagricultural use? 
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No Impact. Based on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the Project Site 
is identified as Other Land, which is defined as land not included in any other mapping category. 
Common examples include low density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian 
areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip 
mines, borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than forty acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land 
surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other 
Land.9 The Project would not be located on or near Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and no agricultural uses or operations occur on-site or within 
the vicinity of the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would not convert Farmland to a non-
agricultural use, and no impact would occur. 

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

No Impact. The Project Site is zoned Non-Urban 4 (NU4), which allows single-family homes, 
agriculture, equestrian uses, private recreation, and public and institutional facilities serving the 
local area, as stated in SCMC Section 17.32.040. As the Project would propose four single-family 
residences at the zone’s allowed density, the Project would not conflict with the zone’s allowed 
uses. In addition, the Project Site is not part of a Williamson Act contract or any other sort of deed 
or land use restriction intended to preserve or foster agricultural uses.10 Therefore, the Project 
would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no 
impact would occur. 

c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined 
by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

No Impact. As noted above, the Project Site is zoned NU4, which allows single-family homes, 
agriculture, equestrian uses, private recreation, and public and institutional facilities serving the 
local area, as stated in SCMC Section 17.32.040. The Project Site is undeveloped and does not 
include forestland or timberland. Surrounding uses in the vicinity of the Project Site include single-
family residential uses and vacant undeveloped land that does not consist of forestland or 
timberland. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest or timberland 
or cause rezoning of forest or timberland, and no impact would occur. 

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

No Impact. As described in response to Checklist Question II.c, the Project Site is undeveloped 
and does not include forestland or timberland. Therefore, the Project would not result in the 
conversion of forestland to non-forest use, and no impact would occur. 

 
9 California Department of Conservation, California Important Farmland Finder, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/, accessed April 1, 2023.  
10 California Department of Conservation, California Williamson Act Enrollment Finder, 

https://gis.conservation.ca.gov/portal/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=18f7488c0a9d4d299f5e9c33b312f31
2, accessed April 1, 2023.  



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

16 
 

e. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. The Project would be located within an area that includes single-family residential 
uses and vacant undeveloped land. There are no areas designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance on or near the Project Site, and no forest lands 
exist within the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the Project would not involve changes in the 
existing environment that could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or the 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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III. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e. Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

The following analysis is based in part on the information contained in the Air Quality/Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Energy Data prepared for the Project by Michael Baker International, which is 
included as Appendix B of this IS/MND. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) provides guidance to lead agencies 
on how to evaluate project air quality impacts related to the following criteria: (1) cause or 
contribute to any new violation of any air quality standard; (2) increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation of any air quality standard; or (3) delay timely attainment of any air quality 
standard or any required interim emission reductions or other milestones of any federal attainment 
plan. 

The SCAQMD’s South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds provides regional air 
quality significance thresholds for both construction and operation of projects within the SCAQMD 
jurisdictional boundaries. If the SCAQMD thresholds are exceeded, a potentially significant impact 
could result.11 If a project generates emissions in excess of the established mass daily emissions 
thresholds, a significant air quality impact may occur, and additional analysis is warranted to fully 
assess the significance of impacts. Table III-1, SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance 
Thresholds, summarizes SCAQMD’s regional thresholds. 

 
11  It is acknowledged that although these thresholds developed by the SCAQMD are available, ultimately, it is the 

Lead Agency under CEQA who determines the thresholds of significance for impacts.  
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Table III-1  
SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds 

 

Air Pollutant1 

Mass Daily Emission Threshold (lb/day) 

Construction Operation 

NOX 100 55 

VOC 75 55 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

SOX 150 150 

CO 550 550 
Key: SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; 
VOC = volatile organic compounds; PM10 = directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 
or equal to 10 microns; PM2.5 = directly emitted particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 
2.5 microns; SOX = oxides of sulfur; CO = carbon monoxide. 

Notes: 
1.  SCAQMD also provides mass daily emission thresholds for lead of 3 lb/day for both construction and operation. 

However, lead is not a pollutant of concern in this study because the proposed Project would not produce substantial 
lead emissions. 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds,
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-aqmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=25, revised March 2023. 

 

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), 
which is governed by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). In order to 
reduce emissions, the SCAQMD adopted the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (2022 AQMP) 
which establishes a program of rules and regulations directed at reducing air pollutant emissions 
and achieving State and Federal air quality standards. The AQMP is a regional and multi-agency 
effort including the SCAQMD, California Air Resources Board (CARB), the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

The 2022 AQMP pollutant control strategies are based on the latest scientific and technical 
information and planning assumptions, including the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2020-2045 RTP/SCS), updated emission inventory 
methodologies for various source categories, and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. SCAG’s latest 
growth forecasts were defined in consultation with local governments and with reference to local 
general plans. The SCAQMD considers projects that are consistent with the AQMP, which is 
intended to bring the Basin into attainment for all criteria pollutants, to also have less than 
significant cumulative impacts. 

The SCAQMD established two criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP. The first 
criterion considers whether a project would result in an increase in the frequency or severity of 
existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay attainment of air 
quality standards. The second criterion considers whether a project would be consistent with the 
population, housing, and employment growth projections utilized by the AQMP.  

Criteria for determining consistency with the AQMP are defined by the following indicators: 
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Criterion 1: 

With respect to the first criterion, SCAQMD methodologies require that an air quality analysis for 
a project include forecasts of project emissions in relation to contributing to air quality violations 
and delay of attainment. 
 

a) Would the project result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations? 
 
Since the consistency criteria identified under the first criterion pertains to pollutant 
concentrations rather than to total regional emissions, an analysis of the Project's pollutant 
emissions relative to localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis for evaluating 
project consistency. As discussed in response to Checklist Question III.d, below, localized 
contributions of CO, NOX, and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) from the project would 
be less than significant during project construction and operation. Therefore, the proposed 
Project would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality 
violations. Due to the role ROGs play in O3 formation, ROG is classified as a precursor 
pollutant, and only a regional emissions threshold has been established. It is noted that 
the emission of ROGs as a result of the proposed Project would not exceed the regional 
emissions threshold; refer to response to Checklist Questions III.b and III.c, below. As 
such, the Project would not cause or contribute to localized air quality violations or delay 
the attainment of air quality standard or interim emissions reductions specified in the 
AQMP.  
 

b) Would the project cause or contribute to new air quality violations? 
 
As discussed below in response to Checklist Questions III.b and III.c, the proposed Project 
would result in emissions that would be below the SCAQMD's thresholds for regional and 
localized emissions. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have the potential to cause 
or affect a violation of the ambient air quality standards. 
 

c) Would the project delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim 
emissions reductions specified in the AQMP? 
 
The proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts with regard to localized 
concentrations during project construction and operations. As such, the proposed Project 
would not delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or 2022 AQMP emissions 
reductions. 

 
Criterion 2: 
 
With respect to the second criterion for determining consistency with SCAQMD and SCAG air 
quality policies, it is important to recognize that air quality planning within the Basin focuses on 
attainment of ambient air quality standards at the earliest feasible date. Projections for achieving 
air quality goals are based on assumptions regarding population, housing, and growth trends. 
Thus, the SCAQMD’s second criterion for determining Project consistency focuses on whether 
the proposed project exceeds the assumptions utilized in preparing the forecasts presented in the 
2022 AQMP. Determining whether a project exceeds the assumptions reflected in the 2022 
AQMP involves the evaluation of the three criteria outlined below. The following discussion 
provides an analysis of each of these criteria. 
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a) Would the project be consistent with the population, housing, and employment growth 
projections utilized in the preparation of the AQMP? 
 
Growth projections included in the 2022 AQMP form the basis for the projections of air 
pollutant emissions and are based on General Plan land use designations and SCAG's 
2020-2045 RTP/SCS demographics forecasts. The population, housing, and employment 
forecasts within the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS are based on local general plans as well as input 
from local governments, such as the City. The SCAQMD has incorporated these same 
demographic growth forecasts for various socioeconomic categories (e.g., population, 
housing, employment) into the 2022 AQMP. 
 
The Project proposes construction of four single-family homes. The project site is 
designated Non-Urban 4 (NU 4) by the City’s General Plan and Zoning Code, which allows 
single-family homes at a maximum density of one dwelling unit per two acres, agriculture, 
equestrian uses, private recreation, and public and institutional facilities serving the local 
area. The Project proposes four single-family homes on an approximately 20-acre site, 
which is equivalent to approximately one dwelling unit per five acres. Therefore, the 
Project would be consistent with the site’s current land use designation and zoning and 
would not require a General Plan Amendment or Zone Change. In addition, the proposed 
Project would cause minimal population growth and would not induce substantial 
unplanned population growth exceeding existing local conditions and/or regional 
population projections. Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with the 
types, intensity, and patterns of land use envisioned for the Project area in the 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS and 2022 AQMP. 
 

b) Would the project implement all feasible air quality mitigation measures? 
 
The proposed Project would not require mitigation as it would result in less than significant 
air quality impacts; refer to response to Checklist Questions III.b through III.e. In addition, 
the Project would comply with all applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations, including 
Rule 402 and Rule 403 that require excessive fugitive dust emissions controlled by regular 
watering or other dust prevention measures, and Rule 1113 that regulates the VOC 
content of paint. As such, the proposed Project meets this AQMP consistency criterion. 
 

c) Would the project be consistent with the land use planning strategies set forth in the 
AQMP?  
 
Land use planning strategies set forth in the 2022 AQMP are primarily based on the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS. The Project would be located approximately 1.36 miles southeast of the 
Vista Canyon Metrolink Station and approximately two miles south from existing Santa 
Clarita Transit bus stops. Additionally, the Project would require new residential 
development to install listed raceway to accommodate branch circuits for electric vehicle 
chargers in accordance with the 2022 Title 24 standards and CALGreen Code. Thus, the 
Project would promote alternative transportation options and would not conflict with land 
use planning strategies set forth in the 2022 AQMP. As such the proposed Project would 
achieve this 2022 AQMP consistency criterion. 

In conclusion, the determination of 2022 AQMP consistency is primarily concerned with the long-
term influence of a project on air quality in the Basin. The proposed Project would not result in a 
long-term impact on the region’s ability to meet State and Federal air quality standards. Further, 
the proposed Project's long-term influence on air quality in the Basin would also be consistent 
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with the SCAQMD and SCAG’s goals and policies and is considered consistent with the 2022 
AQMP. Therefore, Project impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

c. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Criteria Pollutants 

Carbon Monoxide (CO). CO is an odorless, colorless toxic gas that is emitted by mobile and 
stationary sources as a result of incomplete combustion of hydrocarbons or other carbon-based 
fuels. In cities, automobile exhaust can cause as much as 95 percent of all CO emissions. CO 
replaces oxygen in the body’s red blood cells. Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the 
heart, patients with diseases involving heart and blood vessels, fetuses (unborn babies), and 
patients with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency) as seen in high altitudes are most 
susceptible to the adverse effects of CO exposure. People with heart disease are also more 
susceptible to developing chest pains when exposed to low levels of carbon monoxide. 

Ozone (O3). O3 occurs in two layers of the atmosphere. The layer surrounding the Earth’s surface 
is the troposphere. The troposphere extends approximately 10 miles above ground level, where 
it meets the second layer, the stratosphere. The stratosphere (the “good” ozone layer) extends 
upward from about 10 to 30 miles and protects life on Earth from the sun’s harmful ultraviolet 
rays. “Bad” O3 is a photochemical pollutant, and needs volatile organic compounds (VOCs), NOX, 
and sunlight to form; therefore, VOCs and NOX are O3 precursors. To reduce O3 concentrations, 
it is necessary to control the emissions of these O3 precursors. Significant O3 formation generally 
requires an adequate number of precursors in the atmosphere and a period of several hours in a 
stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. High O3 concentrations can form over large regions when 
emissions from motor vehicles and stationary sources are carried hundreds of miles from their 
origins. 

While O3 in the upper atmosphere (stratosphere) protects the Earth from harmful ultraviolet 
radiation, high concentrations of ground-level O3 (in the troposphere) can adversely affect the 
human respiratory system and other tissues. O3 is a strong irritant that can constrict the airways, 
forcing the respiratory system to work hard to deliver oxygen. Individuals exercising outdoors, 
children, and people with pre-existing lung disease such as asthma and chronic pulmonary lung 
disease are considered to be the most susceptible to the health effects of O3. Short-term exposure 
(lasting for a few hours) to O3 at elevated levels can result in aggravated respiratory diseases 
such as emphysema, bronchitis and asthma, shortness of breath, increased susceptibility to 
infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, increased fatigue, as well as chest pain, dry throat, 
headache, and nausea. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2). NOX are a family of highly reactive gases that are a primary precursor to 
the formation of ground-level ozone and react in the atmosphere to form acid rain. NO2 (often 
used interchangeably with NOX) is a reddish-brown gas that can cause breathing difficulties at 
elevated levels. Peak readings of NO2 occur in areas that have a high concentration of combustion 
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sources (e.g., motor vehicle engines, power plants, refineries, and other industrial operations). 
NO2 can irritate and damage the lungs and lower resistance to respiratory infections such as 
influenza. The health effects of short-term exposure are still unclear. However, continued, or 
frequent exposure to NO2 concentrations that are typically much higher than those normally found 
in the ambient air may increase acute respiratory illnesses in children and increase the incidence 
of chronic bronchitis and lung irritation. Chronic exposure to NO2 may aggravate eyes and mucus 
membranes and cause pulmonary dysfunction. 

Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10). PM10 refers to suspended particulate matter, which is smaller 
than 10 microns or ten one-millionths of a meter. PM10 arises from sources such as road dust, 
diesel soot, combustion products, construction operations, and dust storms. PM10 scatters light 
and significantly reduces visibility. In addition, these particulates penetrate into lungs and can 
potentially damage the respiratory tract. On June 19, 2003, the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) adopted amendments to the Statewide 24-hour particulate matter standards based upon 
requirements set forth in the Children’s Environmental Health Protection Act (Senate Bill 25). 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5). Due to recent increased concerns over health impacts related to 
PM2.5, both State and Federal PM2.5 standards have been created. Particulate matter impacts 
primarily affect infants, children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing cardiopulmonary disease. 
In 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced new PM2.5 standards. 
Industry groups challenged the new standard in court and the implementation of the standard was 
blocked. However, upon appeal by the EPA, the United States Supreme Court reversed this 
decision and upheld the EPA’s new standards. On January 5, 2005, the EPA published a Final 
Rule in the Federal Register that designates the Basin as a nonattainment area for Federal PM2.5 
standards. On June 20, 2002, the CARB adopted amendments for Statewide annual ambient 
particulate matter air quality standards. These standards were revised and established due to 
increasing concerns by CARB that previous standards were inadequate, as almost everyone in 
California is exposed to levels at or above the current State standards during some parts of the 
year, and the Statewide potential for significant health impacts associated with particulate matter 
exposure was determined to be large and wide-ranging. 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2). SO2 is a colorless, irritating gas with a rotten egg smell; it is formed primarily 
by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. SO2 is often used interchangeably with SOX. 
Exposure of a few minutes to low levels of SO2 can result in airway constriction in some 
asthmatics. 

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC). VOCs are hydrocarbon compounds (any compound 
containing various combinations of hydrogen and carbon atoms) that exist in the ambient air. 
VOCs contribute to the formation of smog through atmospheric photochemical reactions and may 
be toxic. Compounds of carbon (also known as organic compounds) have different levels of 
reactivity; that is, they do not react at the same speed or do not form O3 to the same extent when 
exposed to photochemical processes. VOCs often have an odor, and some examples include 
gasoline, alcohol, and the solvents used in paints. Exceptions to the VOC designation include 
CO, CO2, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate. VOCs are a 
criteria pollutant since they are a precursor to O3, which is a criteria pollutant. The SCAQMD uses 
the terms VOC and ROG interchangeably (see below). 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG). Similar to VOC, ROG are also precursors in forming O3 and 
consist of compounds containing methane, ethane, propane, butane, and longer chain 
hydrocarbons, which are typically the result of some type of combustion/decomposition process. 
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Smog is formed when ROG and NOX react in the presence of sunlight. ROGs are a criteria 
pollutant since they are a precursor to O3, which is a criteria pollutant.  

Short-Term Construction 

The Project involves construction activities associated with grading, building construction, paving, 
roadway construction, and architectural coating. The Project would be constructed in a single 
phase, with construction anticipated to begin in late 2023 and be completed in early 2025. Exhaust 
emission factors for typical diesel-powered heavy equipment are based on the California 
Emissions Estimator Model version 2022.1.1(CalEEMod) program defaults. Variables factored 
into estimating the total construction emissions include the level of activity, length of construction 
period, number of pieces and types of equipment in use, site characteristics, weather conditions, 
number of construction personnel, and the amount of materials to be transported on- or off-site. 
The analysis of daily construction emissions has been prepared utilizing CalEEMod. Refer to 
Appendix B for the CalEEMod outputs and results. Table III-2, Short-Term Construction 
Emissions, presents the anticipated daily short-term construction emissions. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions 

Construction activities are a source of fugitive dust emissions that may have a temporary impact 
on local air quality. In addition, fugitive dust may be a nuisance to those living and working in the 
project area. Fugitive dust emissions are primarily associated with land clearing, ground 
excavation, cut-and-fill, and truck travel on unpaved roadways. Fugitive dust emissions vary 
substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity, specific operations, and weather 
conditions. Fugitive dust from construction is expected to be short-term and would cease upon 
project completion. It should be noted that most of this material is inert silicates, rather than the 
complex organic particulates released from combustion sources, which are more harmful to 
health. 

Table III-2 
Short-Term Construction Emissions 

 

Construction Related 
Emissions 

Pollutant (pounds/day)1,2 

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Year 1 4.81 47.8 41.7 0.08 4.76 2.87 

Year 2 1.21 11.2 13.2 0.02 0.59 0.46 

Year 3 2.38 7.53 10.9 0.01 0.54 0.37 

Maximum Daily Emissions 4.81 47.8 41.7 0.08 4.76 2.87 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: 
1.  Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod, version 2022.1.1 Emissions represent a worst-case scenario 

and are therefore presented as a conservative analysis.  
2.  The reduction/credits for construction emissions are based on adjustments to CalEEMod and are required 

by the SCAQMD Rules. The adjustments applied in CalEEMod include the following: properly maintain 
mobile and other construction equipment; replace the ground cover in disturbed areas quickly; water 
exposed surfaces three times daily; cover stockpiles with tarps; and limit speeds on unpaved roads to 15 
miles per hour.  

Source:  Refer to Appendix B for detailed model input/output data. 
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Dust (larger than 10 microns) generated by such activities usually becomes more of a local 
nuisance than a serious health problem. Of particular health concern is the amount of PM10 
(particulate matter smaller than 10 microns) generated as a part of fugitive dust emissions. PM10 
poses a serious health hazard alone or in combination with other pollutants. PM2.5 is mostly 
produced by mechanical processes. These include automobile tire wear, industrial processes 
such as cutting and grinding, and re-suspension of particles from the ground or road surface by 
wind, and human activities such as construction or agriculture. PM2.5 is mostly derived from 
combustion sources, such as automobiles, trucks, and other vehicle exhaust, as well as from 
stationary sources. These particles are either directly emitted or are formed in the atmosphere 
from the combustion of gases such as NOX and SOX combining with ammonia. PM2.5 components 
from material in the earth's crust, such as dust, are also present, with the amount varying in 
different locations. 

Construction activities would comply with SCAQMD Rule 402, which requires the implementation 
of dust suppression techniques to prevent fugitive dust from creating a nuisance off-site, and Rule 
403, which requires excessive fugitive dust emissions controls like regular watering or other dust 
prevention measures. Adherence to SCAQMD Rule 402 and Rule 403 would greatly reduce PM10 
and PM2.5 concentrations. It should be noted that these estimated reductions were applied in 
CalEEMod. As depicted in Table III-2, total PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMD thresholds during construction upon implementation of the SCAQMD Rules. Thus, 
construction-related fugitive dust impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Equipment and Worker Vehicle Exhaust 

Exhaust emissions (e.g., NOx and CO) from construction activities include emissions associated 
with the transport of machinery and supplies to and from the Project Site, emissions produced on-
site as the equipment is used, and emissions from trucks transporting materials to/from the site. 
As presented in Table III-2, construction equipment and worker vehicle exhaust emissions would 
be below the established SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, air quality impacts from equipment and 
vehicle exhaust emission would be less than significant. 

ROG Emissions 

In addition to gaseous and particulate emissions, the application of asphalt and surface coatings 
creates ROG emissions, which are O3 precursors. In accordance with the methodology prescribed 
by the SCAQMD, ROG emissions associated with paving and architectural coating have been 
quantified with the CalEEMod model. As required by SCAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 1113–
Architectural Coating, all architectural coatings for the proposed structures would comply with 
specifications on painting practices as well as regulation on the ROG content of paint.12 ROG 
emissions associated with the proposed Project would be below the SCAQMD significance 
thresholds and, therefore, less than significant; refer to Table III-2. 

Total Daily Construction Emissions 

In accordance with the SCAQMD Guidelines, CalEEMod was utilized to model construction 
emissions for ROG, NOX, CO, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5. As indicated in Table III-2, criteria pollutant 
emissions during the construction of the proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD 

 
12  South Coast Air Quality Management District, Rule 1113 Architectural Coatings, 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/r1113.pdf, accessed April 3, 2023. 
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significance thresholds. Thus, total construction-related air emissions would be less than 
significant. 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos 

Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally occurring fibrous minerals that are a human 
health hazard when airborne. The most common type of asbestos is chrysotile, but other types 
such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in California. Asbestos is classified as a known 
human carcinogen by State, Federal, and international agencies and was identified as a toxic air 
contaminant by the CARB in 1986. 

Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken or 
crushed. At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air quality 
and human health hazards. These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved gravel roads, 
landscaping, fill projects, and other improvement projects in some localities. Asbestos may be 
released into the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on unpaved roads, during grading for 
development projects, and at quarry operations. All of these activities may have the effect of 
releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air. Natural weathering and erosion processes can 
act on asbestos-bearing rock and make it easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such 
rock is disturbed.  
 
According to the Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, A General Location 
Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California – Areas More Likely to Contain Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos Report (August 2000), serpentinite and ultramafic rocks are not known to occur within 
the Project area. Thus, there would be no impact in this regard. 

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions 

Long-term operational air quality impacts consist of mobile source emissions generated from 
Project-related traffic and emissions from stationary area and energy sources. Emissions 
associated with each source are detailed in Table III-3, Long-Term Operational Air Emissions, 
and discussed below. 

Mobile Source Emissions 

Mobile sources are emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions. 

Depending upon the pollutant being discussed, the potential air quality impact may be of either 

regional or local concern. For example, ROG, NOX, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 are all pollutants of 

regional concern (NOX and ROG react with sunlight to form O3 [photochemical smog], and wind 
currents readily transport SOX, PM10, and PM2.5); however, CO tends to be a localized pollutant, 

dispersing rapidly at the source. The mobile source emissions were calculated as a 

conservative estimate generated from the CalEEMod 2022.1.1 default. Based on CalEEMod 

default, the Project would generate approximately 38 trips during weekdays and on Saturdays, 
and 34 trips on Sundays. Table III-3, Long-Term Operational Air Emissions, presents the 

anticipated mobile source emissions. As shown in Table III-3, emissions generated by vehicle 

traffic associated with the Project would not exceed established SCAQMD thresholds. Impacts 
from mobile source emissions would be less than significant.  



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

26 
 

Table III-3 
Long-Term Operational Air Emissions 

 

Emissions Source 

Pollutant (lbs/day)1 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Proposed Project Summer Emissions 

Area Source Emissions 1.23 0.09 2.26 0.01 0.29 0.28 
Energy Emissions <0.01 0.08 0.03 <0.01 0.01 0.01 
Mobile Emissions2 0.13 0.10 1.14 <0.01 0.09 0.02 

Total Emissions3 1.37 0.26 3.44 0.01 0.39 0.30 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Proposed Project Winter Emissions 

Area Source Emissions 1.21 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 0.28 
Energy Emissions <0.01 0.08 0.03 <0.01 0.01 0.01 
Mobile Emissions2 0.13 0.11 1.05 <0.01 0.09 0.02 

Total Emissions3 1.35 0.27 3.12 0.01 0.39 0.30 

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Is Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 
Notes: 
1.  Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod, version 2022.1.1. 
2.  Mobile emissions are based off the CalEEMod 2022.1.1 trip generation default. 
3.   The numbers may not add up exactly due to rounding. 
Source:  Refer to Appendix B, for detailed model input/output data. 

 

Area Source Emissions 

Area source emissions include those generated by architectural coatings, consumer products, 
and landscape maintenance equipment associated with the development of the proposed Project. 
As shown in Table III-3, area source emissions during both summer and winter would not exceed 
established SCAQMD thresholds. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 

Energy Source Emissions 

Energy source emissions would be generated as a result of electricity and natural gas (non-
hearth) usage associated with the proposed Project. The primary use of electricity and natural 
gas by the Project would be for space heating and cooling, water heating, ventilation, lighting, 
appliances, and electronics. As shown in Table III-3, energy source emissions from the proposed 
Project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for ROG, NOX, CO, SOX, PM10, or PM2.5. 

Air Quality Health Impacts  

Adverse health effects induced by criteria pollutant emissions are highly dependent on a multitude 
of interconnected variables (e.g., cumulative concentrations, local meteorology and atmospheric 
conditions, and the number and character of exposed individuals [e.g., age, gender]). In particular, 
ozone precursors VOCs and NOx affect air quality on a regional scale. Health effects related to 
ozone are therefore the product of emissions generated by numerous sources throughout a 
region. Existing models have limited sensitivity to small changes in criteria pollutant 
concentrations, and, as such, translating Project-generated criteria pollutants to specific health 
effects or additional days of non-attainment would produce meaningless results. In other words, 
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the Project's less than significant increases in regional air pollution from criteria air pollutants 
would have nominal or negligible impacts on human health. 

As noted in the Brief of Amicus Curiae by the SCAQMD,13 the SCAQMD acknowledged it would 
be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to quantify health impacts of criteria pollutants for various 
reasons, including modeling limitations as well as where in the atmosphere air pollutants interact 
and form. Further, as noted in the Brief of Amicus Curiae by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (SJVAPCD),14 SJVAPCD has acknowledged that currently available modeling 
tools are not equipped to provide a meaningful analysis of the correlation between an individual 
development Project's air emissions and specific human health impacts. 

The SCAQMD acknowledges that health effects quantification from ozone, as an example, is 
correlated with the increases in the ambient level of ozone in the air (concentration) that an 
individual person breathes. SCAQMD's Brief of Amicus Curiae states that it would take a large 
amount of additional emissions to cause a modeled increase in ambient ozone levels over the 
entire region. The SCAQMD states that based on their own modeling in the SCAQMD's 2012 Air 
Quality Management Plan, a reduction of 432 tons (864,000 pounds) per day of NOX and a 
reduction of 187 tons (374,000 pounds) per day of VOCs would reduce ozone levels at the highest 
monitored site by only nine parts per billion. As such, the SCAQMD concludes that it is not 
currently possible to accurately quantify ozone-related health impacts caused by NOX or VOC 
emissions from relatively small projects (defined as projects with regional scope) due to 
photochemistry and regional model limitations. As such, for the purpose of this analysis, since the 
Project would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds for construction and operational air emissions, the 
Project would have a less than significant impact on air quality health impacts as well. 

Cumulative Conclusion  

As indicated in Table III-2 and Table III-3, the proposed Project would not result in short- or long-
term air quality impacts, as emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD adopted construction or 
operational thresholds. Additionally, adherence to SCAQMD rules and regulations would alleviate 
potential impacts related to cumulative conditions on a project-by-project basis. Emission 
reduction technology, strategies, and plans are constantly being developed. As a result, the 
proposed Project would not contribute a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
nonattainment criteria pollutant. Therefore, the Project’s incremental operational impacts would 
be less than cumulatively considerable, and impacts in this regard are less than significant. 

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that 
include members of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, 
such as children, the elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples of these sensitive receptors 
are residences, schools, hospitals, and daycare centers. CARB has identified the following groups 
of individuals as the most likely to be affected by air pollution: the elderly over 65, children under 

 
13  South Coast Air Quality Management District, Application of the South Coast Air Quality Management District for 

Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae in Support of Neither Party and Brief of Amicus Curiae. In the Supreme Court 
of California. Sierra Club, Revive the San Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 
2014. 

14  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Application for Leave to File Brief of Amicus Curiae Brief of San 
Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District in Support of Defendant and Respondent, County of Fresno 
and Real Party In Interest and Respondent, Friant Ranch, L.P. In the Supreme Court of California. Sierra Club, 
Revive the San Joaquin, and League of Women Voters of Fresno v. County of Fresno, 2014. 
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14, athletes, and persons with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma, 
emphysema, and bronchitis. 

The nearest sensitive receptors are single-family residences adjacent to the west, north, and east 
of the project site. In order to identify impacts to sensitive receptors, the SCAQMD recommends 
addressing localized significance thresholds (LSTs) for construction and operations impacts (area 
sources only). The CO hotspot analysis, following the LST analysis, addresses localized mobile 
source impacts. 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

Local Significance Thresholds (LSTs) were developed in response to SCAQMD Governing 
Boards' Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (I-4). The SCAQMD provided the Final 
Localized Significance Threshold Methodology (dated June 2003 [revised 2008]) for guidance. 
The LST methodology assists lead agencies in analyzing localized air quality impacts. The 
SCAQMD provides the LST screening lookup tables for projects that disturb/grade one, two, or 
five acres per day emitting CO, NOX, PM2.5, or PM10. The LST methodology and associated mass 
rates are not designed to evaluate localized impacts from mobile sources traveling over the 
roadways. The SCAQMD recommends that any project disturbing over five acres per day should 
perform air quality dispersion modeling to assess impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from area 
source emissions. For LST analysis purposes, SCAQMD is divided into 38 Source Receptor 
Areas (SRAs), each of which contains specific localized air quality emission thresholds for CO, 
NOX, PM2.5, and PM10 to determine local air quality impacts. The project is located within the SRA 
13 (Santa Clarita Valley).  

Construction 

The SCAQMD guidance on applying CalEEMod to LSTs specifies the number of acres a particular 
piece of equipment would likely disturb per day. SCAQMD provides LST mass rate screening 
thresholds for one-, two-, and five-acre site disturbance areas. The project would actively disturb 
approximately three acres per day during the grading phase of construction. Therefore, the LST 
screening thresholds for a two-acre site were utilized for the construction of LST analysis, per 
SCQAMD guidance. Further, the nearest sensitive receptors would be adjacent to the project site. 
LST screening thresholds are provided for distances to sensitive receptors of 25, 50, 100, 200, 
and 500 meters. As the nearest sensitive receptors are adjacent to the project site, the LST values 
for 25 meters were used per SCAQMD guidance. 

Table III-4, Localized Significance of Construction Emissions, shows the localized construction-
related emissions. It is noted that the localized emissions presented in Table III-4 are less than 
those in Table III-2 because localized emissions include only on-site emissions (i.e., from 
construction equipment and fugitive dust) and do not include off-site emissions (i.e., from the 
worker, vendor, and hauling trips). As seen in Table III-4, emissions would not exceed the LST 
screening thresholds for SRA 13 (Santa Clarita Valley). Therefore, construction LST impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Table III-4 
Localized Significance of Construction Emissions 

 

Maximum Emissions 
Pollutant (pounds/day)1 

NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

Year 1 (2023)2,5 37.3 31.4 3.98 2.42 

Year 2 (2024)3,5 11.2 13.1 0.50 0.46 

Year 3 (2025)4,5 7.45 9.98 0.35 0.32 

Maximum Daily Emissions 37.3 31.4 3.98 2.42 

LST Screening Threshold6 163 877 6 4 

Thresholds Exceeded? No No No No 

Note: 
1.   Emissions were calculated using CalEEMod, version 2022.1. 
2.   Highest levels of emissions for year 1 is during the grading phase. 
3.   Highest levels of emissions for year 2 is during the building construction phase. 
4.   Highest levels of emissions for year 3 is during the paving phase. 
5.  The reduction/credits for construction emissions are based on adjustments to CalEEMod and are required by the 

SCAQMD Rules. The adjustments applied in CalEEMod include the following: properly maintain mobile and other 
construction equipment; replace the ground cover in disturbed areas quickly; water exposed surfaces three times 
daily; cover stockpiles with tarps; and limit speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 

6. The LST Screening Threshold was determined using Appendix C of the SCAQMD Final Localized Significant 
Threshold Methodology guidance document for pollutants NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The LST Screening 
Threshold was based on the anticipated daily acreage disturbance for construction (the thresholds for two-acre 
were used), the LST screening thresholds of 25 meters based on the distance to sensitive receptors, and the 
source receptor area (Santa Clarita Valley). 

 

Operation 

According to SCAQMD localized significance threshold methodology, LSTs would apply to the 
operational phase of a proposed project if the project includes stationary sources or attracts 
mobile sources that may spend extended periods queuing and idling at the site (e.g., warehouse 
or transfer facilities). The proposed project does not include such uses. Thus, due to the lack of 
such emissions, no long-term localized significance threshold analysis is necessary. Operational 
LST impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

CO emissions are a function of vehicle idling time, meteorological conditions, and traffic flow. 
Under certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested roadway 
or intersection may reach unhealthful levels (e.g., adversely affecting residents, school children, 
hospital patients, and the elderly).  

The Basin is designated as an attainment/maintenance area for the Federal CO standards and 
an attainment area under State standards. There has been a decline in CO emissions even 
though vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on U.S. urban and rural roads have increased; estimated 
anthropogenic CO emissions have decreased 68 percent between 1990 and 2014. In 2014, 
mobile sources accounted for 82 percent of the nation’s total anthropogenic CO emissions.15 
Three major control programs have contributed to the reduced per-vehicle CO emissions, 

 
15 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Carbon Monoxide Emissions, 

https://cfpub.epa.gov/roe/indicator_pdf.cfm?i=10, accessed April 3, 2023. 
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including exhaust standards, cleaner burning fuels, and motor vehicle inspection/maintenance 
programs. 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, a potential CO hotspot may occur at any 
location where the background CO concentration already exceeds 9.0 parts per million (ppm), 
which is the 8-hour California ambient air quality standard. The closest monitoring station to the 
project site that monitors CO concentration is Santa Clarita-Placerita station, which is located 
approximately 6.0 miles west of the project site. The maximum CO concentration at Santa Clarita-
Placerita station was measured at 1.028 ppm in 2023.16 Given that the background CO 
concentration does not currently exceed 9.0 ppm, a CO hotspot would not occur at the project 
site. Therefore, CO hotspot impacts would be less than significant in this regard.  

e. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 
affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land 
uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment 
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and 
fiberglass molding. The proposed project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD 
as being associated with odors. 
 
Construction activities associated with the project may generate detectable odors from heavy-
duty equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. However, construction-related odors would 
be short-term in nature and cease upon project completion. In addition, the project would be 
required to comply with the California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sections 2449(d)(3) and 
2485, which minimize the idling time of construction equipment either by requiring equipment to 
be shut off when not in use or limiting idling time to no more than five minutes. Compliance with 
these existing regulations would further reduce the detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment 
exhaust. The project would also be required to comply with the SCAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 
1113 – Architectural Coating, which would minimize odor impacts from ROG emissions during 
architectural coating. Any odor impacts to existing adjacent land uses would be short-term and 
negligible. As such, the project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Project impacts would be less than 
significant in this regard. 
  

 
16 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Meteorological Information, 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/aqmis2/aqdselect.php?tab=specialrpt, accessed April 3, 2023. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of 
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

g. Affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) or 
Significant Natural Area (SNA) as identified 
on the City of Santa Clarita ESA Delineation 
Map? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

This section is based, in part, on the Biological Resource Evaluation prepared for the Project by 
Pruett Biological Resource Consulting, which is included as Appendix C of this IS/MND.  

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 
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Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site is located within the 
vicinity of single-family homes, horse stables, outbuildings, landscaping, and open space. The 
Project Site has been maintained for fire suppression and other vegetation control and is impacted 
by pedestrian and horse traffic. The Project Site contains disturbed coast live oak woodland, and 
no undisturbed habitat is present on the site or adjacent parcels. 

As discussed in the Biological Resource Evaluation, based on literature review and state and 
federal database queries, 27 special-status plant species were identified as potentially occurring 
within the vicinity of the Project Site (i.e., a standard 10-mile radius). Plant species meeting the 
criteria for Special Status Plants as defined in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW) Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities were evaluated under CEQA Section 15380. Of 
the 27 species, the following species are federally and state listed as endangered: Marsh 
sandwort (Arenaria paludicola); Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii); Slender-horned spineflower 
(Dodecahema leptoceras); and California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica californica). The 
species San Fernando Valley spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var.fernandina) is state-listed as 
endangered. The species Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) is listed as federally 
threatened. As described in the Biological Resource Evaluation, the aforementioned species are 
not expected to occur within the Project Site as no suitable habitat or soils exists, or the Project 
Site is beyond the published range of the species.  

In addition, the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) developed the California Rare Plant Ranks 
(CRPRs), a ranking system to define and categorize rarity in the California flora. The CRPRs 
range from presumed extinct species (CRPR 1A) to limited distribution/watchlist species (CRPR 
4). Marginal soils exist onsite for three of the 27 species, including Slender mariposa-lily 
(Calochortus clavatus var. gracillis; 1B.2), Palmer’s mariposa-lily (Calochortus palmeri var. 
palmeri; CRPR 1B.2), and Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae; CRPR 4.2). 
However, as described in the Biological Resource Evaluation, these species are not federally or 
state-listed, or locally rare, and are not considered significant resources under CEQA. Therefore, 
even if these species did occur on the site, Project impacts related to these species would be less 
than significant. 

Three CRPR species meet the definition of “locally rare” with between five and ten known 
occurrences drawn from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query for the County of Los Angeles. The three species 
ranked 1B.1 include San Gabriel dudleya (Dudleya densiflora), Newhall sunflower (Helianthus 
inexpectus), and Payne’s bush lupine Lu (lupinus paynei). According to the Biological Resource 
Evaluation, the aforementioned species are not expected to occur within the Project Site as no 
suitable habitat exists, or the Project Site is beyond the published range of the species. As such, 
focused surveys are not expected to significantly change the project impacts or results. In 
addition, although CEQA requires consideration for impacts to locally significant plant species, 
impacts to non-listed plant species are less than significant. No listed or otherwise special-status 
plant species were observed during the fieldwork, and no such species have been recorded as 
occurring within the Project Site.  

Special-status animal species considered in the Biological Resource Evaluation included those 
that may occur in the Project vicinity that have statutory protections. This includes federal- and 
state-listed (rare, threatened, or endangered; fully protected) species and candidates for listing 
under the respective endangered species acts. Species that are of special concern to the CDFW 
or the USFWS are included in this evaluation. Special-status bird species that are afforded 
protection under the MBTA which may nest on or within an approximate 10-mile (16-kilometer) 
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radius of the project site are also evaluated. As discussed in the Biological Resource Evaluation, 
based on literature review and state and federal database queries, 48 special-status animal 
species were identified as potentially occurring within the vicinity of the Project Site (i.e., a 
standard 10-mile radius). Of these, 18 species (including invertebrate, fish, amphibian, and bird 
species) have federal-, and/or state-listing and are afforded protection under federal or state law. 
None of the mammal or reptile species evaluated have federal- and/or state-listing. 

Of all the bird species considered in the Biological Resource Evaluation, the following are 
considered to have low or moderate probability of occurrence in the vicinity of the Project Site and 
have no suitable nesting habitat or typical associated habitat present: Grasshopper sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum), Bell’s sage sparrow (Artemisiospiza belli belli), Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunnicularia), Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), 
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), Southwestern willow 
flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), Prairie 
falcon (Falco mexicanus), California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus), and Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). As such, the Project would not result 
in direct impacts on individuals of these species because there no suitable nesting or associated 
habitats. The Biological Resource Evaluation also identified the Loggerhead shrike (Lanius 
ludovicianus) as a CDFW species of special concern with moderate probability of occurrence in 
the vicinity and suitable habitat on the Project Site. 

As provided in the Biological Resource Evaluation, other bird species have low or moderate 
probability of occurrence in the vicinity of the Project Site and include the following nesting habitat 
descriptions. Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) is state watch-listed and has suitable nesting 
habitat onsite. White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is CDFW fully protected and has suitable 
nesting habitat onsite and/or in the vicinity. Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) is state-listed 
as threatened and a CDFW species of special concern and does not have suitable nesting habitat 
onsite. Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Almophilia ruficeps canescens) is state 
watch-listed and has suitable nesting habitat in the vicinity. In addition, Coastal California 
gnatcatcher (Poliptila californica californica) is identified as federally-listed as threatened and is a 
CDFW species of special concern; Designated Critical Habitat for the coastal California 
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) is located immediately southwest of the Project Site. 
In order to protect biological resources, including nesting birds, such as Cooper’s hawk, White-
tailed kite, and the coastal California gnatcatcher, mitigation measures will be implemented to 
avoid and minimize potential impact to general wildlife. Therefore, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 provided below, Project impacts to nesting or migratory birds would 
be less than significant. 

As detailed in the Biological Resource Evaluation, no evidence of any listed animal species was 
observed during the field study. No evidence of otherwise special-status animal species, or animal 
species sign was observed during the field study. Focused surveys were deemed unnecessary 
and, thus, were not conducted as part of this effort. 

The Project Site currently includes 162 coast live oak trees (Quercus agrifolia), predominately in 
the eastern portion of the site.  The Project would retain all onsite coast live oak trees and would 
not have a substantial adverse effect on the coast live oak trees.  

Direct impacts, in the form of “incidental take” of a threatened, endangered, or otherwise protected 
species, are not expected as a result of the development of the Project. Impacts related to 
Checklist Question IV.a would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If project-related activities are to be initiated during the 
nesting season (February 15 to August 31), a pre-construction nesting bird clearance 
survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than three (3) days prior to the 
start of any vegetation removal or ground disturbing activities. The qualified biologist shall 
survey all suitable nesting habitat within the project impact area, and areas within a 
biologically defensible buffer zone surrounding the project impact area. If no active bird 
nests are detected during the clearance survey, project activities may begin, and no 
additional avoidance and minimization measures shall be required. If an active bird nest 
is found, the species shall be identified, and a “no-disturbance” buffer shall be established 
around the active nest. The size of the “no-disturbance” buffer shall be increased or 
decreased based on the judgement of the qualified biologist and level of activity and 
sensitivity of the species. The qualified biologist shall periodically monitor any active bird 
nests to determine if project-related activities occurring outside the “no-disturbance” buffer 
disturb the birds and if the buffer should be increased. Once the young have fledged and 
left the nest, or the nest otherwise becomes inactive under natural conditions, project 
activities within the “no-disturbance” buffer may occur following an additional survey by 
the qualified biologist to search for any new bird nests in the restricted area. 

b. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. The Project Site does not contain any wetland or riparian habitat as identified by the 
National Wetlands Inventory.17 The Project Site includes coast live oak woodland, a CDFW 
California Natural Community, which has been ranked by the CDFW as G5 (Secure—common, 
widespread and abundant) and S4 (Apparently Secure—Uncommon, but not rare in the state) 
and identified as having some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. 
However, as previously described, the Project would retain all existing coast live oak trees within 
the Project Site. As discussed in the Biological Resource Evaluation, no other riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or 
as identified by the CDFW or the USFWS, exists on the Project Site. Therefore, the Project would 
have no impact on riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities. 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

No Impact. As discussed in the Biological Resources Evaluation, the Project would not result in 
any disturbance to wetland vegetation. No features recognized as wetland categories appear on 
the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory mapping within the Project Site.18 In addition, no wetland 
features or vegetation indicative of wetland conditions were observed during the field survey. 
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on state or federally protected wetlands. 

 
17  US Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper, 

https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/, accessed August 30, 2023. 
18  US Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper, 

https://fwsprimary.wim.usgs.gov/wetlands/apps/wetlands-mapper/, accessed August 30, 2023. 
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d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less Than Significant. The Project Site is located within the vicinity of single-family homes, 
horse stables, outbuildings, landscaping, and on one side, open space. No water bodies or 
wetlands are present. As such, and based on the Biological Resource Evaluation (Appendix C 
of this IS/MND), the Project would not result in impacts to native resident or migratory fish species, 
their movements, or with the use of any wildlife corridors, which are not present on the site. There 
are no known wildlife nursery sites, which are typically characterized as egret/heron roosts, bat 
roosts, or other areas used by large groups of wildlife for communal nesting. Therefore, the Project 
would not interfere substantially with the movement of native wildlife, the use of wildlife corridors, 
or the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. As described above, the Project Site currently includes 162 coast live oak trees, all 
of which would be retained by the Project. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance, and no impact would occur.  

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, 
natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

No Impact. The Project site is not located within any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. As such, implementation of the Project would not conflict with these plans and there would 
be no impact.  

g. Would the project affect a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) or Significant Natural Area 
(SNA) as identified on the City of Santa Clarita SEA Delineation Map? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Significant Ecological Areas 
(SEAs) are defined as ecologically important land and water systems that are valuable as plant 
or animal communities, often important to the preservation of threatened or endangered species, 
and conservation of biological diversity in the identified areas. The Project Site is located within 
the Santa Clara River SEA, which encompasses the entire Los Angeles County reach of the Santa 
Clara River. The Santa Clara River SEA covers the length of the river and with the watershed 
extensions encompasses a wide variety of topographic features and habitat types. The orientation 
and extent of the SEA also consists of the surface and subsurface hydrology of the Santa Clara 
River, from its headwater tributaries and watershed basin to the point at which it exits Los Angeles 
County.19 The Project is subject to the City’s SEA requirements per SCMC Section 17.38.080, 
including a conformance review of specific development standards to control the types of land 
use, density, building location and size, roadways and other infrastructure, landscape, drainage, 
and other elements of a development in order to assure the protection of the critical and important 
plant and animal habitats of the SEA. The conformance review consists of the biological report 
prepared by the applicant. The results of this conformance review have been incorporated in this 

 
19  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, 2011. 
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IS/MND. The Project applicant has prepared a biological resources report (Appendix C of this 
IS/MND) that analyzes potential impacts and sets forth mitigation above in this Checklist Section 
IV for biological resources, and therefore, Project impacts related to a SEA would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

c. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

The following analysis is based in part on the information contained in the Cultural Resources 
Identification Memorandum prepared for the Project by Michael Baker International, which is 
included as Appendix D of this IS/MND. 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

No Impact. A historical resource is generally defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) as 
a resource listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources; a resource included in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant 
in a historical resource survey meeting certain requirements; or any object, building, structure, 
site, area, place, record, or manuscript determined to be historically significant or significant in 
the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, 
military, or cultural annals of California. Historical resources are further defined as being 
associated with significant events, important persons, or distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction; representing the work of an important creative individual; or 
possessing high artistic values. 

Based on aerial records, a building was constructed in the eastern portion of the Project Site 
between 1978 and 1985. The United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map from 
1988 is the first topographic map to identify the building within the Project Site. By 1992, the 
building is no longer visible in aerial imagery, and only a building foundation remains visible. 

Based on a field survey of the Project Site, one new historic-period site (recorded as MBI-REX-
MY-01) consisted of 26 Budweiser pull-tab beer cans, most of which were crushed or fragmented 
and ring tab cans that date to between 1965 and 1975. The identified site is along a hillside and 
is in poor condition due to the fragmented conditions of the artifacts and significant disturbances, 
including animal burrowing, pedestrian traffic, and horse trails. A California Office of Historic 
Preservation DPR 523 site record was prepared for this portion of the Project Site and is provided 
in Attachment 5 of the Cultural Resources Identification Memorandum. In addition, two historic 
period objects were identified during the survey—a 10-fluid-ounce glass Pepsi bottle and a 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

38 
 

partially buried, modified Ford flatbed truck. No prehistoric resources or historic built environment 
resources were identified during the survey. Disturbances in the Project survey area included 
horse and walking trails, modern two-track roads, animal burrows, dirt push piles, and modern 
refuse. 

The newly identified historic-period site was evaluated for eligibility in the California Register of 
Historical Resources based on significance criteria and whether integrity is retained. Based on 
the California Register evaluation, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(2)-
(3), MBI-REX-MY-01 does not possess an apparent association with the events significant to the 
broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage. The identified site and its pull-tab beer 
cans do not represent the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction. Because the pull tab can is a ubiquitous object common to the time period from 
which it dates, the artifact assemblage associated with the site does not represent significance in 
terms of the type of method of construction. The style of the can opening was not restricted to or 
representative of a particular region. Additionally, because the site only represents refuse 
associated with alcohol consumption, the site neither represents the work of an important creative 
individual nor possesses high artistic value. Furthermore, the identified site has not provided 
important information pertaining to significant events, people, or distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, region, or method of construction. The Project Site was previously owned by William 
J. Rex and the Rexhall Company, and Rex was the founder of the motor home company Rexhall 
Industries and holder of patents related to vehicle inventions. However, the site of scattered 
historic cans does not demonstrate a meaningful association with the productive life of any person 
or business important in our past. Accordingly, since MBI-REX-MY-01 does not meet any of the 
California Register criteria, evaluating integrity would not be applicable. As MBI-REX-MY-01 lacks 
significance at the local, state, or national level, it is recommended ineligible for listing in the 
California Register. As such, MBI-REX-MY-01 is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA 
Section 15064.5(a). 

The two historic isolate artifacts identified are not considered significant according to California 
Register criteria because isolated finds typically do not meet the minimum criteria for inclusion in 
the California Register. Isolates, by definition, lack integrity and are not considered significant. 

Therefore, no historical resources as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a) were identified within 
the Project Site as a result of the South Central Coast Information Center (SCCIC) records search; 
literature, map, and aerial photo review; pedestrian survey; and California Register evaluations. 
As such, the Project would have no impact on historic resources. 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. An archaeological resource is generally 
defined in Section 15064.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as a site, area, or place determined to be 
historically significant as defined in Section 15064.5(a) or as a unique archaeological resource, 
which is defined in PRC Section 21083.2 as an artifact, object, or site that contains information 
needed to answer important scientific research questions of public interest, or that has a special 
and particular quality such as being the oldest or best example of its type, or that is directly 
associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historical event or person.  

A California Historical Resources Information System Review records search at the SCCIC was 
conducted on October 18, 2021, for the Project Site and a surrounding 0.5-mile radius. As part of 
the records search and background research, the following federal and California inventories were 
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reviewed: National Register of Historic Places; California Inventory of Historic Resources; 
California Points of Historical Interest; California Historical Landmarks; Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility for Los Angeles County; Built Environment Resource Directory for 
Los Angeles County; and California Historical Resources listing. No historical or archaeological 
resources as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a) were identified within the Project Site. 

As discussed in the Cultural Resources Identification Memorandum, SCCIC records indicate that 
of fourteen previous cultural resource investigations completed within 0.5 mile of the Project Site, 
one investigation (LA-01805) intersects the approximately 97 percent of the Project Site. LA-
01805 was conducted in 1989 via an intensive pedestrian survey to identify surficial cultural 
resources; however, the investigation did not result in the documentation of any archaeological 
resources. In addition, no previously recorded cultural resources are documented within Project 
Site or search radius.  

Furthermore, sensitivity for buried archaeological sites is considered low based on the steep 
slopes, the distance to reliable permanent water, lack of previously recorded archaeological sites 
within the Project Site and vicinity, and modern disturbances of the Project Site. Some soils within 
the project area contain clay-rich B horizons and steep slopes, which decrease the potential for 
archaeological preservation and deposition. Disturbances include the presence of modern trails 
and two-track roads, as well as animal burrowing. Historical maps show no natural perennial 
surface water within 1 mile of the project area. According to the SCCIC records search, no 
previously recorded cultural resources were identified within a half-mile of the project site. The 
literature review did not identify Native American villages or place names associated with the 
project area. Therefore, the buried site sensitivity for the project area is low. The historic-period 
archaeological data potential has been exhausted by the identification and recordation of site 
MBI-REX-MY-01. The project area has low sensitivity for significant prehistoric or historic-period 
archaeology sites due to topography, the distance to reliable permanent water, lack of previously 
recorded nearby sites, and modern disturbances. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 is 
included to require the proper handling and disposition of archaeological resources in the 
unexpected event that such resources are inadvertently discovered during Project construction. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that any impacts to archaeological resources would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Archaeological Resources Inadvertent Discovery. In the 
event that any subsurface cultural resources are encountered during earth-moving 
activities, all work within 50 feet shall be halted until an archaeologist can evaluate the 
findings and make recommendations. Prehistoric materials can include flaked-stone tools 
(e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, chert, or quartzite toolmaking debris; 
culturally darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often containing heat-affected rock, ash, and 
charcoal, shellfish remains, and cultural materials); and stone milling equipment (e.g., 
mortars, pestles, handstones). Historical materials might include wood, stone, or concrete 
footings, walls, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of 
wood, metal, glass, ceramics, and other refuse. The archaeologist shall evaluate the find 
in accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines, including those set forth in the 
California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, to assess the significance of the find 
and identify avoidance or other measures as appropriate. If suspected prehistoric or 
historical archaeological deposits are discovered during construction, all work within the 
immediate area of the discovery shall be redirected and the find must be evaluated by a 
qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983). 
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c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Less Than Significant. No evidence of any prior human burials or use as a burial ground was 
identified for the Project Site during the records search and background research conducted for 
the Cultural Resources Identification Memorandum and Native American consultation process 
conducted for the Project. Nonetheless, in the event that human remains are inadvertently 
discovered during Project construction, the Project would be required to comply with Health and 
Safety Code Sections 7050.5 through 7055, Government Code Section 27491, and PRC Section 
5097.98. In accordance with these regulations, in the event that human skeletal remains are 
found, those remains require proper treatment. Specifically, Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 describes the requirements if any human remains are discovered during excavation of a 
site. As required by state law, the requirements and procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of 
the California Public Resources Code would be implemented, including notification of the County 
coroner, notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, and consultation with the 
individual identified by the Native American Heritage Commission to be the “most likely 
descendant.” If human remains are found during excavation, excavation must stop in the vicinity 
of the find and any area that is reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the County 
coroner has been called out, and the remains have been investigated and appropriate 
recommendations have been made for the treatment and disposition of the remains. Compliance 
with these regulations would ensure that any impacts would be less than significant. 
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VI. ENERGY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary construction of energy 
resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

The following analysis is based in part on the information contained in the Air Quality/Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Energy Modeling Results prepared for the Project by Michael Baker International, 
which is included as Appendix B of this IS/MND. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

State 

California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24) 

The 2022 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6), commonly referred to as “Title 24,” 
became effective on January 1, 2023. In general, Title 24 requires the design of building shells 
and building components to conserve energy. The standards are updated periodically to allow 
consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. The 
2022 Title 24 standards encourage efficient electric heat pumps, establish electric-ready 
requirements for new homes, expand solar photovoltaic and battery storage standards, 
strengthen ventilation standards, and more.  

California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) 

The 2022 California Green Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, 
Part 11), commonly referred to as CALGreen, went into effect on January 1, 2023. CALGreen is 
the first-in-the-nation mandatory green buildings standards code. The California Building 
Standards Commission developed CALGreen to meet the State’s landmark initiative Assembly 
Bill (AB) 32 goals, which established a comprehensive program of cost-effective reductions of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. CALGreen was developed to (1) 
reduce GHG emissions from buildings; (2) promote environmentally responsible, cost-effective, 
and healthier places to live and work; (3) reduce energy and water consumption; and (4) respond 
to the environmental directives of the administration. CALGreen requires that new buildings 
employ water efficiency and conservation, increase building system efficiencies (e.g., lighting, 
heating/ventilation and air conditioning [HVAC], and plumbing fixtures), divert construction waste 
from landfills, and incorporate electric vehicles charging infrastructure. There is growing 
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recognition among developers and retailers that sustainable construction is not prohibitively 
expensive, and that there is a significant cost-savings potential in green building practices and 
materials.20 

California Public Utilities Commission Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) prepared an Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan 
(Strategic Plan) in September 2008 with the goal of promoting energy efficiency and a reduction 
in GHGs. In January 2011, a lighting chapter was adopted and added to the Strategic Plan. The 
Strategic Plan is California’s single roadmap to achieving maximum energy savings in the State 
between 2009 and 2020, and beyond 2020. The Strategic Plan contains the practical strategies 
and actions to attain significant statewide energy savings, as a result of a year-long collaboration 
by energy experts, utilities, businesses, consumer groups, and governmental organizations in 
California, throughout the West, nationally and internationally. The plan includes four bold 
strategies: 

1. All new residential construction in California will be zero net energy by 2020; 
2. All new commercial construction in California will be zero net energy by 2030; 
3. Heating, ventilation, and air condition (HVAC) will be transformed to ensure that its 

energy performance is optimal for California’s climate; and 
4. All eligible low-income customers will be given the opportunity to participate in the low-

income energy efficiency program by 2020.  

California Energy Commission Integrated Energy Policy Report 

In 2002, the California State Legislature adopted Senate Bill (SB) 1389, which requires the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) to develop an Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) every 
two years. SB 1389 requires the CEC to conduct assessments and forecasts of all aspects of 
energy industry supply, production, transportation, delivery and distribution, demand, and prices, 
and use these assessments and forecasts to develop energy policies that conserve resources, 
protect the environment, ensure energy reliability, enhance the State's economy, and protect 
public health and safety. 

The CEC adopted the 2021 integrated energy policy report (2021 IEPR) Volume I, Volume II, and 
Volume IV on February 1, 2022 and Volume III on February 24, 2022.21 The 2021 IEPR provides 
information and policy recommendations on advancing a clean, reliable, and affordable energy 
system for all Californian.22 Volume I of the 2021 IEPR addresses actions needed to reduce the 
GHG emissions related to the buildings in which California live and work, with an emphasis on 
energy efficiency; Volume II examines actions needed to increase the reliability and resiliency of 
California’s energy system; Volume III looks at the evolving role of gas in California’ energy 
system; and Volume IV reports on California’s energy demand outlook, including a forecast to 
2035 and long-term energy demand scenarios of 2050. The 2021 IEPR builds on the goals and 
work in response to AB 758 (Energy: energy audit), SB 350 (Clean Energy and Pollution 
Reduction Act), AB 3232 (Zero-emissions buildings and sources of heat energy), and the 2019 
IEPR to further a comprehensive approach toward decarbonizing buildings in a cost-effective and 

 
20  U.S. Green Building Council, Green Building Costs and Savings, https://www.usgbc.org/articles/green-building-

costs-and-savings, accessed April 3, 2023. 
21 California Energy Commissions, 2021 Integrated Energy Policy Report, https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-

reports/reports/integrated-energy-policy-report/2021-integrated-energy-policy-report, accessed April 3, 2023. 
22  California Energy Commissions, Final 2021 Integrated Energy Policy Report Volume I Building Decarbonization, 

February 2022. 
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equitable manner. For the 2021 IEPR, the CEC extends the forecast timeframe to 15 years to 
coincide with several state goals that are planned for 2035 and improves methodologies to better 
quantify and predict the likelihood, severity, and duration of future extreme heat events.  

Executive Order N-79-20 

Executive Order N-79-20, issued September 23, 2020, directs the State to require all new cars 
and passenger trucks sold in the State to be zero-emission vehicles by 2035. Executive Order N-
79-20 further states that all medium- and heavy-duty vehicles sold in the State will be zero-
emission by 2045. 

City of Santa Clarita 

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan (General Plan) was adopted in June 2011. This General 
Plan has been prepared pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65300 et. seq., which 
require that each city and county within the state “adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan 
for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which 
in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” The General Plan includes the 
following elements: Land Use Element, Economic Development Element, Circulation Element, 
Noise Element, Conservation and Open Space Element, Safety Element, and Housing Element. 

The following goals and policies related to energy efficiency and conservation are applicable to 
the proposed project: 

Land Use Element 

Goal LU 7: Environmentally responsible development through site planning, building 
design, waste reduction, and responsible stewardship of resources.  

Objective LU 7.1: Achieve greater energy efficiency in building and site design. 

Policy LU 7.1.2: Promote the use of solar panels and renewable energy 
sources in all projects. 

Policy LU 7.1.3: Encourage development of energy-efficient buildings, and 
discourage construction of new buildings for which energy efficiency cannot 
be demonstrated. 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal CO.1: A balance between the social and economic needs of Santa Clarita Valley 
residents and protection of the natural environment, so that these needs can be met in the 
present and in the future.  

Objective CO 8.3: Encourage the following green building and sustainable 
development practices on private development projects, to the extent reasonable 
and feasible.   
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Policy CO 8.3.2: Promote construction of energy efficient buildings through 
requirements for LEED certification or through comparable alternative 
requirements as adopted by local ordinance. 

Policy CO 8.3.4: Encourage new residential development to include on-site 
solar photovoltaic systems, or pre-wiring, in at least 50% of the residential 
units, in concert with other significant energy conservation efforts. 

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to use passive solar heating 
and cooling techniques in building design and construction, which may 
include but are not be limited to building orientation, clerestory windows, 
skylights, placement and type of windows, overhangs to shade doors and 
windows, and use of light-colored roofs, shade trees, and paving materials. 

Policy CO 8.3.7: Encourage the use of trees and landscaping to reduce 
heating and cooling energy loads, through shading of buildings and parking 
lots. 

Policy CO 8.3.8: Encourage energy-conserving heating and cooling 
systems and appliances, and energy-efficiency in windows and insulation, 
in all new construction. 

a. Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Appendix F is an advisory document that 
assists in determining whether a project will result in the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary 
consumption of energy. The analysis herein relies upon Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which includes the following criteria to assist in determining whether this threshold of significance 
is met: 

• Criterion 1:  The project’s energy requirements and its energy use efficiencies by amount 
and fuel type for each stage of the project including construction, operation, 
maintenance and/or removal. If appropriate, the energy intensiveness of 
materials maybe discussed. 

• Criterion 2:  The effects of the project on local and regional energy supplies and on 
requirements for additional capacity. 

• Criterion 3:  The effects of the project on peak and base period demands for electricity 
and other forms of energy. 

• Criterion 4:  The degree to which the project complies with existing energy standards. 

• Criterion 5:  The effects of the project on energy resources. 

• Criterion 6:  The project’s projected transportation energy use requirements and its 
overall use of efficient transportation alternatives. 
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Quantification of the project’s energy usage is presented and addresses Criterion 1. The 
discussion on construction-related energy use focuses on Criteria 2, 4, and 5. The discussion on 
operational energy use is divided into transportation energy demand and building energy demand. 
The transportation energy demand analysis discusses Criteria 2, 4, and 6, and the building 
energy demand analysis discusses Criteria 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

Project-Related Sources of Energy Consumption 

This analysis focuses on three sources of energy that are relevant to the proposed project: 
electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel for vehicle trips and off-road equipment associated 
with project construction and operations. The analysis of operational electricity and natural gas 
usage is based on the California Emissions Estimator Model version 2022.1.1 (CalEEMod) 
modeling results for the project. The project’s estimated electricity and natural gas consumption 
is based primarily on CalEEMod’s default settings for Los Angeles County, and consumption 
factors provided by the Southern California Edison (SCE) and the Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCalGas), the electricity and natural gas providers for the City and the project site. 
The results of the CalEEMod modeling are included in Appendix B. The amount of operational 
fuel consumption was estimated using the CARB’s EMFAC2021 website platform which provides 
projections for typical daily fuel usage in the County, and the project’s annual vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) outputs from CalEEMod. The estimated construction fuel consumption is based 
on the project’s construction equipment list, timing/phasing, and hours of duration for construction 
equipment, as well as vendor, hauling, and construction worker trips.  

The project’s estimated energy consumption is summarized in Table VI-1, Project and 
Countywide Energy Consumption. As shown in Table VI-1, the project’s energy usage would 
result in less than 0.0001 percent increase over Los Angeles County’s typical annual electricity 
consumption and an approximate 0.0001 percent increase over Los Angeles County’s typical 
annual natural gas consumption. The project’s construction on-road, construction off-road, and 
operational vehicle fuel consumption would increase the County’s consumption by 0.0001 
percent, 0.0828 percent, and 0.0001 percent, respectively (CEQA Appendix F - Criterion 1). 

Construction 

During construction, the project would consume energy in two general forms: (1) the fuel energy 
consumed by construction vehicles and equipment; and (2) bound energy in construction 
materials, such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes, and manufactured or processed materials such 
as lumber and glass. 

Fossil fuels used for construction vehicles and other energy-consuming equipment would be used 
during grading, paving, roadway construction, building construction, and architectural coatings. 
Fuel energy consumed during construction would be temporary and would not represent a 
significant demand on energy resources. In addition, some incidental energy conservation would 
occur during construction through compliance with State requirements that heavy-duty diesel 
equipment not in use for more than five minutes be turned off. Project construction equipment 
would also be required to comply with the latest U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
CARB engine emissions standards. These emissions standards require highly efficient 
combustion systems that maximize fuel efficiency and reduce fuel consumption. Due to increasing 
transportation costs and fuel prices, contractors and owners have a strong financial incentive to 
avoid wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during construction (CEQA 
Appendix F - Criterion 4). 
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Table VI-1 
Project and Countywide Energy Consumption 

Energy Type 
Project  

Energy Consumption1 

Los Angeles County 
Annual Energy 
Consumption2 

Percentage 
Increase 

Countywide 

Electricity Consumption3 28 MWh/year 65,374,721 MWh/year <0.0001% 
Natural Gas Consumption3 1,533 therms/year  2,880,994,891 therms/year 0.0001% 
Fuel Consumption 

Construction Off-Road  
Fuel Consumption  

33,831 gallons 40,835,655 gallons/year 0.0828% 

Construction On-Road  
Fuel Consumption  

2,679 gallons 4,530,411,359 gallons/year 0.0001% 

Operational Automotive  
Fuel Consumption  

6,427 gallons/year  4,448,480,145 gallons/year 0.0001% 

Notes:  
1. As modeled in CalEEMod version 2022.1.1. Construction fuel consumption indicates total construction fuel 

consumption, which would cease after construction is completed. 
2. The project’s electricity and natural gas consumption are compared to the total consumption in Los Angeles 

County in 2021. The project’s automotive fuel consumption is compared with the projected Countywide fuel 
consumption in 2025. 
Los Angeles County electricity consumption data source: California Energy Commission, Electricity 
Consumption by County, http://www.ecdms. energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx, accessed May 10, 2023.  
Orange County natural gas consumption data source: California Energy Commission, Gas Consumption by 
County, http://www.ecdms.energy. ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx, accessed May 10, 2023. 

3. Project fuel consumption calculated based on CalEEMod results. Countywide fuel consumption is from the 
California Air Resources Board EMFAC2021 model. 

Refer to Appendix B for assumptions used in this analysis. 

Substantial reductions in energy inputs for construction materials can be achieved by selecting 
green building materials composed of recycled materials that require less energy to produce than 
non-recycled materials.23 The integration of green building materials can help reduce 
environmental impacts associated with the extraction, transport, processing, fabrication, 
installation, reuse, recycling, and disposal of these building industry source materials.24 The 
project-related incremental increase in the use of energy bound in construction materials such as 
asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes and manufactured or processed materials (e.g., lumber and gas) 
would not substantially increase demand for energy compared to overall local and regional 
demand for construction materials. As indicated in Table VI-1, the project’s fuel consumption from 
off-road construction would be approximately 33,831 gallons, which would increase fuel use in 
the County by 0.0828 percent. Also indicated in Table VI-1, the project’s fuel consumption from 
on-road construction would be approximately 2,679 gallons, which would increase fuel use in the 
County by 0.0001 percent. As such, construction would have a nominal effect on the local and 
regional energy supplies (CEQA Appendix F - Criterion 2). It is noted that construction fuel use 
is temporary and would cease upon completion of construction activities. There are no unusual 
project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be 
less energy efficient than at comparable construction sites in the region or State (CEQA 
Appendix F - Criterion 5). Therefore, construction fuel consumption would not be any more 
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than other similar development projects of this nature. As 
such, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

 
23   California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Green Building Materials, 

https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/greenbuilding/materials#Material, accessed April 3, 2023. 
24  California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Green Building Materials, 

https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/greenbuilding/materials#Material, accessed April 3, 2023. 
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Operation 

Transportation Energy Demand 

Pursuant to the federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, the National Highway Traffic 
and Safety Administration is responsible for establishing additional vehicle standards and for 
revising existing standards. Compliance with federal fuel economy standards is not determined 
for each individual vehicle model. Rather, compliance is determined based on each 
manufacturer’s average fuel economy for the portion of their vehicles produced for sale in the 
United States. Table VI-1 provides an estimate of the daily fuel consumed by vehicles traveling 
to and from the project site. Based on a conservative estimate generated by the CalEEMod 
2022.1.1 default vehicle data, the proposed project would generate up to 38 average daily trips. 
As indicated in Table VI-1, project operational daily trips are estimated to consume approximately 
6,427 gallons of fuel per year, which would increase the County’s automotive fuel consumption 
by 0.0001 percent. The project does not propose any unusual features that would result in 
excessive long-term operational fuel consumption (CEQA Appendix F - Criterion 2).  

The key drivers of transportation-related fuel consumption are job locations/commuting distance 
and many personal choices on when and where to drive for various purposes. Those factors are 
outside of the scope of the design of the proposed project. However, in compliance with 
CALGreen Code, new one- and two-family dwellings with attached private garages are required 
to install a listed raceway to accommodate a dedicated volt branch circuit for electric vehicle (EV) 
chargers. This project design feature would encourage and support the use of EVs within the 
proposed residential development and thus reduce the petroleum fuel consumption (CEQA 
Appendix F - Criterion 4 and Criterion 6).  

Therefore, fuel consumption associated with vehicle trips generated by the project would not be 
considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in 
the region. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Building Energy Demand 

The CEC developed 2020 to 2035 forecasts for energy consumption and peak demand in support 
of the 2021 IEPR for each of the major electricity and natural gas planning areas and the State 
based on the economic and demographic growth projections. CEC forecasts that the Statewide 
annual average growth rates of energy demand between 2021 and 2030 would be 1.3 percent to 
2.3 percent for electricity and less than 0.1 percent to 0.8 percent increase for natural gas. As 
shown in Table VI-1, operational energy consumption of the project would represent 
approximately 0.0002 percent increase in electricity consumption and less than 0.0001 percent 
increase in natural gas consumption over the current Countywide usage, which would be 
significantly below CEC’s forecasts and the current Countywide usage. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with the CEC’s energy consumption forecasts and would not require 
additional energy capacity or supplies (CEQA Appendix F - Criterion 2). The project would also 
consume energy during the same time periods as other residential development. As a result, the 
project would not result in unique or more intensive peak or base period electricity demand (CEQA 
Appendix F - Criterion 3).  

The project would be required to comply with the most current version of the Title 24 Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards, which provide minimum efficiency standards related to various 
building features, including appliances, water and space heating and cooling equipment, building 
insulation and roofing, and lighting. The project would install high efficiency lighting, energy 
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efficient appliances, and solar photovoltaics panels. Compliance with the current 2022 Title 24 
standards significantly reduces energy usage. The Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 
are updated every three years and become more stringent between each update. Compliance 
with 2022 Title 24 standards would also ensure the project would be consistent with General Plan 
Goals CO 8 (Policies CO 8.3.2, CO 8.3.4, CO 8.3.6, CO 8.3.7, and CO 8.3.8) and LU 7 (Policies 
LU 7.1.2 and LU 7.1.3), by incorporating sustainable building design features (CEQA Appendix F 
- Criterion 4).  

Furthermore, the electricity provider, SCE, is subject to California’s Renewables Portfolio 
Standard (RPS). The RPS requires investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and 
community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy 
resources to 33 percent of total procurement by 2020 and to 60 percent of total procurement by 
2030. Renewable energy is generally defined as energy that comes from resources which are 
naturally replenished within a human timescale such as sunlight, wind, tides, waves, and 
geothermal heat. The increase in reliance of such energy resources further ensures that new 
development projects will not result in the waste of the finite energy resources. The project would 
install photovoltaics panels to support a future battery system on the proposed single-family 
residential buildings in compliance with 2022 Title 24 and CALGreen Code requirements (CEQA 
Appendix F - Criterion 5).  

As demonstrated above, the Project would not cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 
consumption of building energy during Project operation, or preempt future energy development 
or future energy conservation. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant impact. 

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency? 

Less than Significant Impact. The City currently does not have a plan pertaining to renewable 
energy or energy efficiency. The applicable State plans and policies for renewable energy and 
energy efficiency include the 2022 Title 24 standards, the 2022 CALGreen Code, CPUC’s Energy 
Efficiency Strategic Plan, and CEC’s 2022 IEPR. The project would be required to comply with 
the latest Title 24 and CALGreen standards pertaining to building energy efficiency. Compliance 
with 2022 Title 24 standards and 2022 CALGreen Code would ensure the project incorporates 
energy-efficient windows, rooftop photovoltaic solar panels on every home, insulation, lighting, 
and ventilation systems, which are consistent with the Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan strategies, 
the IEPR building energy efficiency recommendations, and General Plan Policy LU 7.1 and Policy 
CO 8.3, as well as water-efficient fixtures and electric vehicles charging infrastructure. 
Additionally, per the RPS, the project would utilize electricity provided by SCE that is composed 
of 36 percent renewable energy as of 2018 and would achieve at least 60 percent renewable 
energy by 2030. Because the project’s per capita energy consumption would be significantly less 
than the existing regional (County) level, the project would be consistent with per capita energy 
reduction targets identified in statewide plans and programs, such as the Energy Efficiency 
Strategic Plan and the IEPR. 

Table VI-2, Project Energy Use General Plan Consistency Analysis, shows the project’s 
consistency with the applicable General Plan energy efficiency goals and policies. As shown in 
Table VI-2, the project would be consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency, 
and impacts would be less than significant. 
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Table VI-2 
Project Energy Use General Plan Consistency Analysis 

General Plan Goals and Policies  Consistency Analysis 

Goal LU 7: Environmentally responsible development through site planning, building design, 
waste reduction, and responsible stewardship of resources.  

Policy LU 7.1.2: Promote the use of solar panels 
and renewable energy sources in all projects. 

Consistent. The project would construct 4 single-
family units which are required to install solar 
photovoltaic panels in accordance with the 2022 
Title 24 standards and CALGreen code. 
Additionally, the single-family residential units 
would receive electricity from SCE that would 
achieve procurement from eligible renewable 
energy at least 60 percent of total procurement by 
2030. 

Policy LU 7.1.3: Encourage development of 
energy-efficient buildings, and discourage 
construction of new buildings for which energy 
efficiency cannot be demonstrated. 

Consistent. The project would require the 
proposed single-family dwelling units to install a 
listed raceway to accommodate a circuit board to 
support electric vehicle chargers. Additionally, the 
new single-family units are required to install solar 
photovoltaic panels in accordance with the 2022 
Title 24 standards and CALGreen code. Therefore, 
the project would leverage technology innovation 
and be energy efficient in the residential buildings. 
As such, the project would follow green building 
requirements, promote energy efficient 
development, and promote sustainable 
development practices. 

Goal CO.1: A balance between the social and economic needs of Santa Clarita Valley residents 
and protection of the natural environment, so that these needs can be met in the present and in 
the future. 

Policy CO 8.3.2: Promote construction of energy 
efficient buildings through requirements for LEED 
certification or through comparable alternative 
requirements as adopted by local ordinance. 

 

Consistent.  The proposed project would construct 
4 single-family dwelling units. The new single-family 
units are required to comply with the 2022 Title 24 
standards and CALGreen code. As such, the project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy CO 8.3.4: Encourage new residential 
development to include on-site solar photovoltaic 
systems, or pre-wiring, in at least 50% of the 
residential units, in concert with other significant 
energy conservation efforts. 

 

Consistent.  The project would require the 
proposed single-family dwelling units to install a 
listed raceway to accommodate a circuit board to 
support electric vehicle chargers. Additionally, the 
new single-family units are required to install solar 
photovoltaic panels in accordance with the 2022 
Title 24 standards and CALGreen code. Therefore, 
this project would leverage technology innovation 
and install energy efficient in the residential 
buildings. As such, this project would follow green 
building requirements and promote sustainable 
development practices outlined in the 2022 Title 24 
standards and CALGreen code. 
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General Plan Goals and Policies  Consistency Analysis 

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to 
use passive solar heating and cooling techniques 
in building design and construction, which may 
include but are not be limited to building 
orientation, clerestory windows, skylights, 
placement and type of windows, overhangs to 
shade doors and windows, and use of light 
colored roofs, shade trees, and paving materials. 

Consistent. The project would follow this policy to 
utilize passive solar heating and cooling techniques. 
Additionally, the project would be mandated by the 
CALGreen Code and Title 24 Standards to follow 
standards placed for energy efficiency and up-to-
date building designs and construction. As such, the 
project would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy CO 8.3.7: Encourage the use of trees and 
landscaping to reduce heating and cooling energy 
loads, through shading of buildings and parking 
lots. 

Consistent. This project is located in a rural area 
with a large number of trees surrounding the project 
site. Additionally, trees would be planted on the 
project site. As such, the project would be consistent 
with this policy. 

Policy CO 8.3.8: Encourage energy-conserving 
heating and cooling systems and appliances, and 
energy-efficiency in windows and insulation, in all 
new construction. 

Consistent. The project would adhere to the 
CALGreen Code and Title 24 Standards by installing 
energy efficient appliances and insulation systems. 
As such, the project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

Source: City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, June 2011. 
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Directly or indirectly cause substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Landslides? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, 
or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on-or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the California Building Code 
(2004), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f. Result in a change in topography or ground 
surface relief features ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g. Result in earth movement (cut and/or fill) of 
10,000 cubic yards or more ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

h. Involve development and or/grading on a 
slope greater than 10% natural grade? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

i. Result in the destruction, covering, or 
modification of any unique geologic or 
physical feature? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

j. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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Explanation of Checklist Responses 

This section is based, in part, on the Preliminary Geotechnical Report and Percolation Feasibility 
Study prepared by AZ Geo Technics, Inc., which are included as Appendix E of this IS/MND.  

a.i) Would the project directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 serves 
to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human occupancy, and is intended to 
prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active 
faults. The act requires the State Geologist to establish regulatory zones, known as Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zones, around the surface traces of active faults and to issue maps delineating 
these zones. If an active fault is found, a structure for human occupancy cannot be placed over 
the trace of the fault and must be set back from the fault (typically 50 feet). The act defines active 
faults as those that have experienced surface displacement or movement during the last 11,000 
years. 

The Project Site is located at APN 2841-018-071 in the City of Santa Clarita and a seismically 
active region in Southern California near several fault systems. According to the California 
Geological Survey (CGS), the Project Site is not mapped within a state-designated Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone.25 In addition, the City’s Safety Element does not identify the Project Site 
as being on an active or potentially active fault.26 The proposed Project would be designed and 
constructed in compliance with the 2022 California Building Standards Code and other applicable 
local, state, and federal codes to minimize impacts related to fault rupture. As such, the Project 
would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

a.ii) Would the project directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Ground shaking is the primary cause of structural damage during 
an earthquake. Magnitude, duration, and vibration frequency from earthquakes would vary 
greatly, depending on the fault and its distance from the Project Site. Although not located within 
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, the Project Site is located in the vicinity of active, 
conditionally active, and potentially active faults, according to the City’s Safety Element. The 
nearest fault is the San Gabriel Fault zone, which is located approximately 1.5 miles south of the 
Project Site.27 Seismic activity along this fault or on any other of the numerous faults in the 
Southern California area could cause seismic ground shaking in the City. The City requires the 
Project to be designed and constructed in accordance with the 2022 California Building Standards 
Code, which was adopted by the City by reference per SCMC Chapter 18.01. In addition, the 

 
25  California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
26  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
27  United States Geological Survey, Interactive Fault Map, 

https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5a6038b3a1684561a9b0aadf88412fcf, 
accessed August 14, 2023. 
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Project would be required to implement site-specific geotechnical recommendations related to 
seismic criteria to minimize public exposure to seismic ground shaking to the extent feasible. 
Moreover, the Project would in no way exacerbate the risks of seismic ground shaking. As such, 
the Project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

a.iii) Would the project directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when loose, water-saturated sediments lose 
strength and fail during strong ground shaking. Liquefaction is defined as the transformation of 
granular material from a solid state into a liquefied state as a consequence of increased pore-
water pressure. Liquefaction typically occurs during prolonged ground shaking events such as 
earthquakes, and the soil acquires mobility sufficient to permit both horizontal and vertical 
movements. Liquefaction potential is greatest in saturated, loose, and poorly graded sand. . 
According to the CGS, all or a portion of the Project Site lies within a Liquefaction Zone of 
Required Investigation.28 However, based on the borings conducted for the Project’s Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report to a depth of 15 below grade, the site is underlain by light brown, fine to 
coarse, silty sand and sandy silt, roots and gravel to a depth of up to several feet. Below these 
materials are fine to coarse sand and gravel that are slightly moist and moderate dense to dense. 
Furthermore, based on the sample test borings in the Project Site, groundwater was not 
encountered during explorations that reached a depth of 15 feet. As described in the Project’s 
Percolation Feasibility Study, groundwater is not anticipated to rise within 10 feet of the 
percolation trenches proposed at 5 feet below grade.   Therefore, as determined in the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report, based on the characteristics above, the potential for soil liquefaction is 
considered to be minor. Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant. 

a.iv) Would the project directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Landslides tend to occur in weak soil and rock on sloping terrain. 
According to the Safety Element, Santa Clarita Valley areas near rivers and floodplains are 
generally prone to earthquake-induced liquefaction, and hillsides are generally prone to 
earthquake-induced landslides. Large parts of the City are subject to these hazards, which are 
addressed through seismic design requirements and the Unified Development Code.29 According 
to the CGS, the Project Site is not mapped within a Landslide Zone of Required Investigation.30 
In addition, the Project Site is characterized by relatively flat topography with gentle hills and is 
not located within a flood hazard area. The Project’s Preliminary Geotechnical Report does not 
consider landslides to be a substantial geotechnical hazard concern. Moreover, the Project would 
not exacerbate any potential landslide hazards. As such, the Project would not directly or indirectly 
cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. 
Therefore, Project impacts related to landslides would be less than significant. 

 
28  California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
29  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
30  California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
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b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

f.  Would the project result in a change in topography or ground surface relief features? 

g.  Would the project result in earth movement (cut and/or fill) of 10,000 cubic yards or 
more? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The overall Project Site has an average slope of 8.4 percent, 
while the northwestern portion of the Project Site has an average slope of 16.2 percent. The 
Project would result in a change in topography or ground surface relief features, as site balancing 
would require a cut of 5,163 cubic yards and fill of 4,656 cubic yards of earthwork (i.e., less than 
10,000 cubic yards).31 As such, development of the Project would require grading, excavation, 
and other construction activities that have the potential to disturb existing soils and expose soils 
to rainfall and wind, thereby potentially resulting in soil erosion. However, as the Project Site 
exceeds 1 acre, the Project would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Construction General Permit from the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). The Construction General Permit requires construction sites that disturb 
1 or more acres of land to implement stormwater controls and to develop a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP). The measures identified in the SWPPP are intended to minimize the 
amount of sediment and other pollutants associated with construction sites from being discharged 
in stormwater runoff. The Project would be subject to the erosion control requirements of SCMC 
Chapter 10.04 (Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control) and Chapter 17.90 related to the 
SWPPP, erosion and sediment control plan, and best management practices (BMPs) designed 
to ensure that discharges of pollutants, including sediment, are effectively prohibited. Erosion 
control BMPs are designed to prevent erosion, whereas sediment controls are designed to trap 
sediment once it has been mobilized. No construction activity would begin prior to receipt of 
written approval of such plan. Furthermore, the Project construction activities would be required 
to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, which would reduce the potential for wind erosion by requiring 
the implementation of dust control measures during construction. Additionally, pursuant to SCMC 
Chapter 17.95, prior to issuance of grading permit, the Project applicant would be required to 
prepare and acquire City approval for an Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan that incorporates 
appropriate post-construction BMPs, including those related to erosion. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and impacts would be less than 
significant. As also described above, the Project Site is not located within a landslide or a flood 
hazard area. As such, the project’s proposed changes to the site’s topography and surface relief 
would not result in a significant impact.  

c.  Would the project be located on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

h.  Would the project involve development and/or grading on a slope greater than 10% 
natural grade? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The east side of the Project Site has a relatively flat topography 
with gentle rolling hills in the western portion of the Site. The average overall slope is 8.4 percent, 
while the northwestern portion the site has an average slope of 16.2 percent. The Project’s site 
balancing would require a cut of 5,163 cubic yards and fill of 4,656 cubic yards of earthwork.32 

 
31 The difference between the cut and fill amounts is due to shrinkage/recompaction. 
32 The difference between the cut and fill amounts is due to shrinkage/recompaction. 
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The Project Site is not located on a cliff, mountainside, bluff, or other geographic feature with 
stability concerns. As discussed above, the Project Site is not susceptible to landslides, and the 
potential for soil liquefaction is considered to be minor. Subsidence generally occurs when a large 
portion of land is displaced vertically, usually due to the rapid and intensive withdrawal of 
subterranean fluids such as groundwater or oil. No extraction of gas, oil, or geothermal energy is 
occurring or is planned at the Project Site.  

Subsidence typically occurs over a long period of time and can result in structural impacts in 
developed areas, such as cracked pavement and building foundations, and dislocated wells, 
pipelines, and water drains. According to the Safety Element, no large-scale problems with ground 
subsidence have been reported in the City. Furthermore, based on the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Report, groundwater was not encountered during explorations that reached a depth of 15 feet 
and is not anticipated at any elevation that would affect the development, including the proposed 
percolation trenches. As such, Project impacts related to subsidence would be less than 
significant.  

Collapsible soils consist of loose, relatively low-density materials that collapse and compact under 
the addition of sufficient water or excessive loading. These soils are generally of low density and 
low moisture content. As described in the Preliminary Geotechnical Report, based on a 
consolidation test on the dense soils encountered subsurface below a depth of 5 feet, the moisture 
content was found to be within of optimum moisture. The report, thus, concluded that soil collapse 
would not present an unusual risk for the Project Site. Soils and fill would be compacted, and 
grading and structural design of the Project would comply with recommendations of the final 
geotechnical report and the applicable standards of the California Building Standards Code. As 
such, Project construction activities would ensure that the proposed building foundations would 
provide a stable footing for each new building.  

Therefore, the Project would not be located on a geologic unit that is unstable or that would 
become unstable as a result of the Project, and related impacts would be less than significant.  

d.  Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
California Building Code (2004), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in the Preliminary Geotechnical Report, the 
potential expansion characteristics of the near-surface soils are classified as low expansive in 
accordance with CBC Standards’ Expansion Index Test. Nonetheless, the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report does include grading and expansive soil design/test recommendations as it 
is possible that the soils that will directly affect the surrounding foundations may vary. Upon 
completion of rough pad grades, evaluation of foundation bearing materials would be made in 
accordance with CBC Standards with additional recommendations for construction. Therefore, 
with implementation of all final geotechnical recommendations, as required through the City’s plan 
check process, the Project’s impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant. 

e.  Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would include four septic leaching fields—one for 
each residential parcel. As detailed in the Project’s Percolation Feasibility Study and conducted 
in accordance with Los Angeles County Public Health/Environmental Health—Land Use Program, 
subsurface evaluation included percolation test pits to determine the soil’s water absorption rate 
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for septic leach fields. Based on the evaluation, the Project would have soils capable of 
adequately supporting the use of septic system. Furthermore, in accordance with SCMC Chapter 
17.83, as the Project would require grading in excess of 5,000 cubic yards, the grading permit 
application would require final geotechnical and engineering geology reports, including septic 
system information. In accordance with SCMC Chapter 16.13, the Project’s septic system would 
undergo review and approval by the City Engineer and Los Angeles County Health Department. 
Therefore, Project compliance with code requirements would ensure that impacts would be less 
than significant. 

i.  Would the project result in the destruction, covering, or modification of any unique 
geologic or physical feature? 

j.  Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project Site does not contain any 
unique physical feature or formation. As discussed previously, the Project Site is currently vacant 
and undeveloped with dirt roads/trails, Coast Live Oak trees, and vegetation. Geologic maps 
indicate the central and eastern portions of the Project Site are underlain by Quaternary alluvium, 
undivided (Holocene to late Pleistocene age), and the western portion of the Project Site is 
mapped as Miocene-aged Mint Canyon Formation.33,34 The four trenches conducted for the 
project’s geotechnical report were located in those areas identified as alluvium which agrees with 
the sediment descriptions from the trench logs. As ground disturbance is planned for the west 
side of the Project Site, such activities will possibly encounter sandstones, siltstones, and 
claystones of the Mint Canyon Formation. 

Based on a paleontological resources records search conducted by the Natural History Museum 
of Los Angeles County (NHMLAC), no fossil localities that lie directly within the proposed project 
are recorded, but fossil localities are located nearby from the same sedimentary deposits that 
occur in the Project Site either at the surface or at depth. Based on NHMLAC records there are 
numerous localities with vertebrate fossils reported from the Mint Canyon Formation within the 
vicinity of the Project Site, including one located approximately 3.5 miles northeast of the Project 
Site and 17 located at undetermined proximities to the Project Site.35 The University of California 
Museum of Paleontology database also reports that fossils collected from the Mint Canyon 
Formation localities include pronghorns, tortoises, gomphotheres, rabbits, camels, multiple 
genera of horses, and several types of plants. The database records nine previously known 
localities from similarly aged formations (Miocene- to Pliocene-aged Fernando, Towsley, and Pico 
Formations) and older geologic formations (such as the Eocene-aged Juncal Formation) within 3 
miles of the Project Site. Several invertebrates have been collected from these localities, as well 
as vertebrate such as dugongs, baleen whales, and walruses.  

Based on the records and research, the Project Site is considered to have high sensitivity for 
fossils. The Mint Canyon Formation is known to contain many types of fossils, particularly 
vertebrate remains, and the alluvium in the area ranges from Holocene to late Pleistocene in age. 
Animal remains older than 5,000 years ago (middle to early Holocene) are considered 

 
33  Dibblee, T. W. and H. E. Ehrenspeck. 1996. Geologic map of the Mint Canyon quadrangle, Los Angeles County 

California. Map Scale 1:24,000. Dibblee Geological Foundation 
34 Campbell, R. H., C. J. Willis, P. J. Irvine, and B. J. Swanson. 2016. Preliminary geologic map of the Los Angeles 

30 minute by 60 minute quadrangle, California: Version 2.1. 1:100:000. California Geological Survey.  
35  Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, Paleontological Resources for the Rexhall Project, October 1, 

2023. See Appendix F of this IS/MND. 
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scientifically important or significant to the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 are included to require full-time 
paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance in undisturbed geologic contexts that have 
the potential to contain significant paleontological resources. Ground disturbance refers to 
activities that would impact subsurface geologic deposits, such as grading, excavation, boring, 
etc. Activities taking place in current topsoil or within previously disturbed fill sediments (e.g., 
clearing and grubbing) or at the current topsoil surface (e.g., building renovations) do not require 
paleontological monitoring. Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3, provided below, 
are included such that in the event of any discovery of unknown paleontological resources during 
earthwork, impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: A Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) qualified 
paleontologist shall be retained to provide or supervise a paleontological sensitivity 
training (i.e. Workers Environmental Awareness Program or WEAP training) to all 
personnel planned to be involved with earth-moving activities prior to the beginning of 
ground-disturbing activities. The training session shall focus on how to identify 
paleontological resources, such as fossils, that may be encountered and the procedures 
to follow if identified. A SVP-qualified paleontologist is a professional with a graduate 
degree in paleontology, geology, or related field, with demonstrated experience in the 
vertebrate, invertebrate, or botanical paleontology of California, as well as at least one 
year of full-time professional experience or equivalent specialized training in 
paleontological research (i.e., the identification of fossil deposits, application of 
paleontological field and laboratory procedures and techniques, and curation of fossil 
specimens), and at least four months of supervised field and analytic experience in 
general North American paleontology as defined by the SVP. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Prior to grading or excavation in sedimentary deposits and/or 
sedimentary rock material other than topsoil, the applicant shall retain a SVP-qualified 
paleontologist to monitor or oversee monitoring of these activities. The paleontological 
monitor shall be on site for any ground-disturbing activities in the geologic formations 
underlying the project area, as identified in geologic maps (Mint Canyon Formation and 
Quaternary alluvium, undivided). If no fossils have been recovered after 50 percent of 
excavation has been completed, full-time monitoring may be modified to weekly spot-
check monitoring at the discretion of the qualified paleontologist. The qualified 
paleontologist may recommend to the client to reduce paleontological monitoring based 
on observations of specific project area conditions during initial monitoring (e.g., if the 
geologic setting precludes the occurrence of fossils). The recommendation to reduce or 
discontinue paleontological monitoring in the project area shall be based on the 
professional opinion of the qualified paleontologist regarding the potential for fossils to be 
present after a reasonable extent of the geology and stratigraphy has been evaluated.  

Mitigation Measure GEO-3: If any paleontological resources are encountered during 
construction or the course of any ground-disturbance activities, all such activities shall halt 
immediately in the vicinity of the find. At this time, the City shall consult with the qualified 
paleontologist to assess the significance of the find. The assessment shall follow SVP 
standards as delineated in the Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of 
Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources (2010). If any find is determined to be 
significant, appropriate avoidance measures recommended by the qualified paleontologist 
and approved by the City must be followed unless avoidance is determined to be infeasible 
by the City. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery, 
excavation) shall be instituted. The recommendations of the qualified paleontologist shall 
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be implemented with respect to the evaluation and recovery of fossils, after which the 
construction supervisor shall be notified and shall direct work to continue in the location of 
the fossil discovery. Any fossils recovered during mitigation shall be cleaned, identified, 
catalogued, and permanently curated with an accredited and permanent scientific 
institution with a research interest in the materials.  
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

The following analysis is based in part on the information contained in the Air Quality/Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions/Energy Data prepared for the Project by Michael Baker International, which is 
included as Appendix B of this IS/MND. 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

California is a substantial contributor of global greenhouse gases (GHGs), emitting over 418 
million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) per year.36 Methane (CH4) is also an 
important GHG that potentially contributes to global climate change. GHGs are global in their 
effect, which is to increase the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere. As primary GHGs 
have a long lifetime in the atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, their 
impact on the atmosphere is mostly independent of the point of emission. Every nation emits 
GHGs and as a result makes an incremental cumulative contribution to global climate change; 
therefore, global cooperation will be required to reduce the rate of GHG emissions enough to slow 
or stop the human-caused increase in average global temperatures and associated changes in 
climatic conditions. 

The impact of human activities on global climate change is apparent in the observational record. 
Air trapped by ice has been extracted from core samples taken from polar ice sheets to determine 
the global atmospheric variation of CO2, CH4, and nitrous oxide (N2O) from before the start of 
industrialization (approximately 1750), to over 650,000 years ago. For that period, it was found 
that CO2 concentrations ranged from 180 to 300 parts per million (ppm). For the period from 
approximately 1750 to the present, global CO2 concentrations increased from a pre-
industrialization period concentration of 280 to 379 ppm in 2005, with the 2005 value far exceeding 
the upper end of the pre-industrial period range. As of April 2023, the highest monthly average 
concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere was recorded at 421.39 ppm.37 

 
36 California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2020, 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/cc/inventory/2000-2020_ghg_inventory_trends.pdf, accessed 
April 3, 2023. 

37 Scripps Institution of Oceanography, Carbon Dioxide Concentration at Mauna Loa Observatory, 
https://scripps.ucsd.edu/programs/keelingcurve/, accessed April 3, 2023. 
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The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several emission 
trajectories of GHGs needed to stabilize global temperatures and climate change impacts. It 
concluded that a stabilization of GHGs at 400 to 450 ppm carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e)38 
concentration is required to keep global mean warming below 2 degrees Celsius (ᵒC), which in 
turn is assumed to be necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

State 
 
Various Statewide initiatives to reduce the State’s contribution to GHG emissions have raised 
awareness that, even though the various contributors to and consequences of global climate 
change are not yet fully understood, global climate change is under way, and there is a real 
potential for severe adverse environmental, social, and economic effects in the long term.  
 
Assembly Bill 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). California passed the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32; California Health and Safety Code 
Division 25.5, Sections 38500 - 38599). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market 
mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and establishes a cap on 
Statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires that Statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020. AB 32 specifies that regulations adopted in response to AB 1493 should be used 
to address GHG emissions from vehicles. However, AB 32 also includes language stating that if 
the AB 1493 regulations cannot be implemented, then the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
should develop new regulations to control vehicle GHG emissions under the authorization of AB 
32. 
 
Executive Order S-3-05. Executive Order S-3-05 set forth a series of target dates by which 
Statewide emissions of GHGs would be progressively reduced, as follows: 
 

• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; 
• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and 
• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 

 
Senate Bill 32. Signed into law on September 2016, SB 32 codifies the 2030 GHG reduction target 
in Executive Order B-30-15 (40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030). The bill authorizes CARB to 
adopt an interim GHG emissions level target to be achieved by 2030.  
 
CARB Scoping Plan. On December 11, 2008, CARB adopted the original Climate Change 
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), which functioned as a roadmap to achieve GHG reductions in 
California required by AB 32 through subsequently enacted regulations. The Scoping Plan 
contained the main strategies California implemented to reduce GHG emissions by 174 million 
metric tons (MT), or approximately 30 percent, from the State’s projected 2020 emissions level of 
596 million MTCO2e under a business as usual (BAU)39 scenario. This is a reduction of 42 million 
MTCO2e, or almost ten percent, from 2002 to 2004 average emissions, but required the 
reductions in the face of population and economic growth through 2020. 

 
38 Carbon Dioxide Equivalent (CO2e) – A metric measure used to compare the emissions from various greenhouse 

gases based upon their global warming potential. 
39 “Business as Usual” refers to emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG reductions; refer 

to http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/bau.htm.  Note that there is significant controversy as to what BAU 
means.  In determining the GHG 2020 limit, CARB used the above as the “definition.” It is broad enough to allow 
for design features to be counted as reductions. 
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AB 32 requires CARB to update the Scoping Plan at least once every five years. CARB adopted 
the first major update to the Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014. The updated Scoping Plan identified 
the actions California had already taken to reduce GHG emissions and focused on areas where 
further reductions could be achieved to help meet the 2020 target established by AB 32. The 
Scoping Plan update also looked beyond 2020 toward the 2050 goal, established in Executive 
Order S-3-05, and observed that “a mid-term statewide emission limit will ensure that the State 
stays on course to meet our long-term goal.” 
 
On January 20, 2017, CARB released the proposed Second Update to the Scoping Plan, which 
identified the State’s post-2020 reduction strategy. The Second Update was finalized in November 
2017 and approved on December 14, 2017 and reflects the 2030 target of a 40 percent reduction 
below 1990 levels, set by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by SB 32. The 2017 Scoping 
Plan Update established a new Statewide emissions limit of 260 million MTCO2e for the year 
2030, which corresponds to a 40 percent decrease in 1990 levels by 2030. 
 
On December 15, 2022, CARB adopted the 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality 
(2022 Scoping Plan), which identifies the strategies achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 or earlier. 
The 2022 Scoping Plan contains the GHG reductions, technology, and clean energy mandated 
by statutes. The 2022 Scoping Plan was developed to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 through 
a substantial reduction in fossil fuel dependence, while at the same time increasing deployment 
of efficient non-combustion technologies and distribution of clean energy. The plan would also 
reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants (SLCPs) and would include mechanical CO2 
capture and sequestration actions, as well as emissions and sequestration from natural and 
working lands and nature-based strategies. Under 2022 Scoping Plan, by 2045, California aims 
to cut GHG emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels, reduce smog-forming air pollution by 71 
percent, reduce the demand for liquid petroleum by 94 percent compared to current usage, 
improve health and welfare, and create millions of new jobs. This plan also builds upon current 
and previous environmental justice efforts to integrate environmental justice directly into the plan, 
to ensure that all communities can reap the benefits of this transformational plan.  

Regional and Local 

2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On September 3, 2020, the Regional Council of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) formally adopted the Connect SoCal: 2020-2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2020-2045 RTP/SCS). The SCS portion of the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS highlights strategies for the region to reach the regional target of reducing GHGs 
from autos and light-duty trucks by 8 percent per capita by 2020, and 19 percent by 2035 
(compared to 2005 levels). Specially, these strategies are to: 

• Focus growth near destinations and mobility options; 
• Promote diverse housing choices; 
• Leverage technology innovations; 
• Support implementation of sustainability policies; and 
• Promote a green region. 

Furthermore, the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS discusses a variety of land use tools to help achieve the 
State-mandated reductions in GHG emissions through reduced per capita vehicle miles traveled 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

62 
 

(VMT). Some of these tools include center focused placemaking, focusing on priority growth 
areas, job centers, transit priority areas, as well as high quality transit areas and green regions.  

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan (General Plan) was adopted in June 2011. This General 
Plan has been prepared pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65300 et. seq., which 
require that each city and county within the state “adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan 
for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which 
in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” The General Plan includes the 
following elements: Land Use Element, Economic Development Element, Circulation Element, 
Noise Element, Conservation and Open Space Element, Safety Element, and Housing Element. 

The following goals and policies related to GHG emissions are applicable to the proposed project: 

Conservation and Open Space Element 

Goal CO 8: Development designed to improve energy efficiency, reduce energy and 
natural resource consumption, and reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Objective CO 8.3: Encourage the following green building and sustainable 
development practices on private development projects, to the extent reasonable 
and feasible. 

Policy CO 8.3.2: Promote construction of energy efficient buildings through 
requirements for LEED certification or through comparable alternative 
requirements as adopted by local ordinance. 

Policy CO 8.3.4: Encourage new residential development to include on-site 
solar photovoltaic systems, or pre-wiring, in at least 50% of the residential 
units, in concert with other significant energy conservation efforts. 

Policy CO 8.3.6: Require new development to use passive solar heating 
and cooling techniques in building design and construction, which may 
include but are not be limited to building orientation, clerestory windows, 
skylights, placement and type of windows, overhangs to shade doors and 
windows, and use of light colored roofs, shade trees, and paving materials. 

Policy CO 8.3.7: Encourage the use of trees and landscaping to reduce 
heating and cooling energy loads, through shading of buildings and parking 
lots. 

Policy CO 8.3.8: Encourage energy-conserving heating and cooling 
systems and appliances, and energy-efficiency in windows and insulation, 
in all new construction. 
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a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the environment? 

b)  Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City has not adopted a numerical significance threshold for 
assessing impacts related to GHG emissions. Similarly, the SCAQMD, CARB, or any other state 
or regional agency has not yet adopted a numerical significance threshold for assessing GHG 
emissions that applies to the project. Since there is no applicable adopted or accepted numerical 
threshold of significance for GHG emissions, the methodology for evaluating the project’s impacts 
related to GHG emissions focuses on its consistency with statewide, regional, and local plans 
adopted for the purpose of reducing and/or mitigating GHG emissions.  This evaluation of 
consistency with such plans is the sole basis for determining the significance of the project’s GHG-
related impacts on the environment. 
 
Notwithstanding, for informational purposes, the analysis also calculates the amount of GHG 
emissions that would be attributable to the project using recommended air quality models, as 
described below. The primary purpose of quantifying the project’s GHG emissions is to satisfy 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a), which calls for a good-faith effort to describe and 
calculate emissions. The estimated emissions inventory is also used to determine if there would 
be a reduction in the project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions as a result of 
compliance with regulations and requirements adopted to implement plans for the reduction or 
mitigation of GHG emissions.  However, the significance of the project’s GHG emissions impacts 
is not based on the amount of GHG emissions resulting from the project. 
 
Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases   

Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from construction activities, area 
sources, mobile sources, and refrigerants, while indirect sources include emission from energy 
consumption, water demand, and sold waste generation. The most recent version of the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2022.1.1, was used to calculate project-related 
GHG emissions. Table VIII-1, Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions, presents the estimated 
GHG emissions of the proposed project. CalEEMod outputs are contained within Appendix B.  

Direct Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 

Construction Emissions. Construction GHG emissions are typically summed and amortized over 
the lifetime of the project (assumed to be 30 years), then added to the operational emissions.40 
As shown in Table VIII-1, the proposed project would result in 15.54 MTCO2e per year 
construction emissions when amortized over 30 years (or a total of 466.2 MTCO2e in 30 years).  

 

 
40 The project lifetime is based on the standard 30-year assumption of the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft Guidance Document – Interim CEQA Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) Significance Threshold, October 2008).  
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Table VIII-1 
Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Source 

CO2 CH4 N2O Refrigerants CO2e 

Metric Tons/year1 

Direct Emissions 

Construction (amortized over 30 
years) 15.44 <0.01 <0.01 

<0.01 15.54 

Area Source 1.31 <0.01 <0.01 - 1.34 
Mobile Source 42.00 <0.01 <0.01 0.07 42.70 
Refrigerants - - - 0.01 0.01 

Total Direct Emissions2 58.75 <0.01 <0.01 0.08 59.59 

Indirect Emissions 

Energy 22.9 <0.01 <0.01 - 23.00 
Solid Waste 0.28 0.03 0.00 - 0.99 
Water Demand 0.29 <0.01 <0.01 - 0.45 

Total Indirect Emissions2 23.47 0.03 <0.01 0.00 24.44 

Total Project-Related Emissions2 84.03 MTCO2e/year 
Notes: 
1. Emissions calculated using California Emissions Estimator Model Version 2022.1.1 (CalEEMod) computer model. 
2. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding. 
Refer to Appendix B, for detailed model input/output data. 

 

Area Source. Area source emissions were calculated using CalEEMod and project-specific land 
use data. Project-related area sources include natural gas consumption for space heating and 
exhaust emissions from landscape maintenance equipment, such as lawnmowers, 
shedders/grinders, blowers, trimmers, chain saws, and hedge trimmers used to maintain the 
landscaping of the site. The project would directly result in 1.34 MTCO2e per year from area 
source emissions; refer to Table VIII-1.  

Mobile Source. The mobile source emissions were calculated as a conservative estimate 
generated from the CalEEMod 2022.1.1 default. Based on CalEEMod default, the proposed 
project would generate up to approximately 38 daily trips and up to 334 vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) per day. The project would result in approximately 42.70 MTCO2e per year of mobile 
source generated GHG emissions; refer to Table VIII-1. 

Refrigerants. Refrigerants are substances used in equipment for air conditioning and refrigeration. 
Most of the refrigerants used today are HFCs or blends thereof, which can have high GWP values. 
All equipment that uses refrigerants has a charge size (i.e., quantity of refrigerant the equipment 
contains), and an operational refrigerant leak rate, and each refrigerant has a GWP that is specific 
to that refrigerant. CalEEMod quantifies refrigerant emissions from leaks during regular operation 
and routine servicing over the equipment lifetime, and then derives average annual emissions 
from the lifetime estimate. The proposed project would result in 0.01 MTCO2e per year of GHG 
emissions from refrigerants; refer Table VIII-1. 

Indirect Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 

Energy Consumption. Energy consumption emissions were calculated using CalEEMod and 
project-specific land use data. Southern California Edison (SCE) would provide electricity to the 
project site. The project’s proposed four single-family homes would be required to install solar 
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panels; however, as a conservative analysis, this project design feature was not modeled. The 
project would indirectly result in 23.00 MTCO2e per year due to energy consumption; refer to 
Table VIII-1. 

Solid Waste. Solid waste disposal associated with operations of the proposed project would result 
in 0.99 MTCO2e per year; refer to Table VIII-1. 

Water Demand. The project operations would result in a demand of approximately 149,095 
gallons of water per year. Emissions from indirect energy impacts due to water supply would result 
in 0.45 MTCO2e per year; refer to Table VIII-1.  

Total Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases 

As shown in Table VIII-1, the total amount of project-related GHG emissions from direct and 
indirect sources combined would total 84.03 MTCO2e per year.  

Consistency with Applicable GHG Plans, Policies, or Regulations 

Consistency with the 2022 CARB Scoping Plan 

The 2022 Scoping Plan identifies reduction measures necessary to achieve the goal of carbon 
neutrality by 2045 or earlier. Actions that reduce GHG emissions are identified for each AB 32 
inventory sector. Provided in Table VIII-2, Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan: AB 32 GHG 
Inventory Sectors, is an evaluation of applicable reduction actions/strategies by emissions source 
category to determine how the project would be consistent with or exceed reduction 
actions/strategies outlined in the 2022 Scoping Plan. 

Consistency with the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 
 
On September 3, 2020, the Regional Council of SCAG formally adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. 
The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS includes performance goals that were adopted to help focus future 
investments on the best-performing projects, as well as different strategies to preserve, maintain, 
and optimize the performance of the existing transportation system. The SCAG 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS is forecast to help California reach its GHG reduction goals by reducing GHG emissions 
from passenger cars by 8 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 19 percent by 2035 in 
accordance with the most recent CARB targets adopted in March 2018. Five key SCS strategies 
are included in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS to help the region meet its regional VMT and GHG 
reduction goals, as required by the State. Table VIII-3, Consistency with the 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS, shows the project’s consistency with these five strategies found within the 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS. As shown therein, the proposed project would be consistent with the GHG emission 
reduction strategies contained in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS.  
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Table VIII-2 
Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan: AB 32 Inventory Sectors 

Actions and Strategies Project Consistency Analysis 

Smart Growth / Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT)  
Reduce VMT per capita to 25% 
below 2019 levels by 2030, and 
30% below 2019 levels by 2045 

Consistent. The project would be required to install listed 
raceways to accommodate branch circuits for electric vehicle 
chargers in accordance with the 2022 Title 24 standards and 
CALGreen Code, which would promote alternative mode of 
transportation to reduce mobile source GHG emissions. 
Additionally, the project would be near public transportation stops, 
including the Vista Canyon Metrolink station 1.36 miles away. As 
such, the project would be consistent with this action.  

New Residential and Commercial Buildings 
All electric appliances beginning 
2026 (residential) and 2029 
(commercial), contributing to 6 
million heat pumps installed 
statewide by 2030 

Consistent. The project is expected to consist of natural gas 
heating and/or cooking on-site. The City of Santa Clarita has not 
adopted an ordinance or program limiting the use of natural gas for 
on-site cooking and/or heating. However, if adopted, the project 
would comply with the applicable goals or policies limiting the use 
of natural gas equipment in the future. As such, the project would 
be consistent with this action. 

Construction Equipment 
Achieve 25% of energy demand 
electrified by 2030 and 75% 
electrified by 2045 

Consistent. The City of Santa Clarita has not adopted an 
ordinance or program requiring electricity-powered construction 
equipment. However, if adopted, the project would comply with the 
applicable goals or policies requiring the use of electric construction 
equipment in the future. As such, the project would be consistent 
with this action. 

Non-combustion Methane Emissions 
Divert 75% of organic waste from 
landfills by 2025 

Consistent. SB 1383 establishes targets to achieve a 50 percent 
reduction in the level of the statewide disposal of organic waste 
from the 2014 level by 2020 and a 75 percent reduction by 2025. 
The law establishes an additional target that not less than 20 
percent of currently disposed edible food is recovered for human 
consumption by 2025. The project would comply with local and 
regional regulations and recycle or compost 75 percent of waste by 
2025 pursuant to SB 1383. As such, the project would be consistent 
with this action. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2022 Scoping Plan, November 16, 2022. 
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Table VIII-3 
Consistency with the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 

Reduction Strategy 

Applicable 
Land Use 

Tools Project Consistency Analysis 

Focus Growth Near Destinations and Mobility Options 

• Emphasize land use patterns that facilitate 
multimodal access to work, educational and 
other destinations 

• Focus on a regional jobs/housing balance to 
reduce commute times and distances and 
expand job opportunities near transit and along 
center-focused main streets  

• Plan for growth near transit investments and 
support implementation of first/last mile 
strategies 

• Promote the redevelopment of underperforming 
retail developments and other outmoded 
nonresidential uses 

• Prioritize infill and redevelopment of 
underutilized land to accommodate new growth, 
increase amenities and connectivity in existing 
neighborhoods 

• Encourage design and transportation options 
that reduce the reliance on and number of solo 
car trips (this could include mixed uses or 
locating and orienting close to existing 
destinations) 

• Identify ways to “right size” parking requirements 
and promote alternative parking strategies (e.g. 
shared parking or smart parking) 

Center 
Focused 
Placemaking, 
Priority 
Growth Areas 
(PGA), Job 
Centers, High 
Quality 
Transit Areas 
(HQTAs), 
Transit 
Priority Areas 
(TPA), 
Neighborhood 
Mobility Areas 
(NMAs), 
Livable 
Corridors, 
Spheres of 
Influence 
(SOIs), Green 
Region, Urban 
Greening. 

Consistent. The City of Santa 
Clarita’s General Plan land use 
map. Zoning, and Specific Plans 
target growth near transit 
opportunities. Examples include the 
Regional Commercial (CR) zoning 
for the Valencia Town Center area, 
which is allows the highest density 
of commercial and residential 
densities in the City; the Downtown 
Newhall Specific Plan, which 
targets growth around the Jan Heidt 
Metrolink Station; and the Vista 
Canyon Specific Plan, which targets 
growth around the Vista Canyon 
Metrolink Station. The project site is 
located within an area that is 
planned for residential uses, with 
uses to the north, west, and east 
presently developed with single-
family residential uses. The project 
site is currently vacant, and the 
development of single-family 
dwelling units would develop 
underutilized land.   The proposed 
project would be located 
approximately 1.36 miles southeast 
of the Vista Canyon Metrolink 
Station and 2 miles from existing 
transit bus stops. Therefore, the 
City focuses growth near 
destinations and mobility options 
and the project is consistent with 
the City’s land use plans.  

Promote Diverse Housing Choices  

• Preserve and rehabilitate affordable housing 
and prevent displacement  

• Identify funding opportunities for new workforce 
and affordable housing development  

• Create incentives and reduce regulatory barriers 
for building context sensitive accessory dwelling 
units to increase housing supply  

• Provide support to local jurisdictions to 
streamline and lessen barriers to housing 
development that supports reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions 

PGA, Job 
Centers, 
HQTAs, NMA, 
TPAs, Livable 
Corridors, 
Green Region, 
Urban 
Greening. 

Consistent. The City’s land use 
plans promote a diversity of housing 
choices. For example, the Housing 
Element of the City’s General Plan, 
which has been certified by the 
California Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, includes 
numerous goals, policies, actions, 
and objectives centered around 
preserving and expanding the 
diversity of the City’s housing stock 
to provide housing opportunities for 
residents of all income levels. 
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Reduction Strategy 

Applicable 
Land Use 

Tools Project Consistency Analysis 
Consistent with the City’s land use 
plans, the project would involve 
development of single-family 
dwelling units located 
approximately 1.36 miles southeast 
of the Vista Canyon Metrolink 
Station and 2 miles from existing 
transit bus stops, which would 
support increasing housing supply 
and supporting reduction of GHG 
emissions. Therefore, the project 
would be consistent with this 
reduction strategy. 

Leverage Technology Innovations 

• Promote low emission technologies such as 
neighborhood electric vehicles, shared rides 
hailing, car sharing, bike sharing and scooters 
by providing supportive and safe infrastructure 
such as dedicated lanes, charging and 
parking/drop-off space  

• Improve access to services through 
technology—such as telework and telemedicine 
as well as other incentives such as a “mobility 
wallet,” an app-based system for storing transit 
and other multi-modal payments  

• Identify ways to incorporate “micro-power grids” 
in communities, for example solar energy, 
hydrogen fuel cell power storage and power 
generation 

HQTA, TPAs, 
NMA, Livable 
Corridors. 

Consistent. The project would 
require new single-family 
development to install listed 
raceways to accommodate 
dedicated branch circuits to support 
electric vehicle chargers in 
accordance with the 2022 Title 24 
standards and CALGreen Code. 
Additionally, new single-family 
dwelling units would be required to 
install solar photovoltaics panels. 
Therefore, the proposed project 
would leverage technology 
innovations and help the City, 
County, and State meet its GHG 
reduction goals. The project would 
be consistent with this reduction 
strategy. 

Support Implementation of Sustainability Policies 

• Pursue funding opportunities to support local 
sustainable development implementation 
projects that reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

• Support statewide legislation that reduces 
barriers to new construction and that 
incentivizes development near transit corridors 
and stations 

• Support local jurisdictions in the establishment 
of Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts 
(EIFDs), Community Revitalization and 
Investment Authorities  
(CRIAs), or other tax increment or value capture 
tools to finance sustainable infrastructure and 
development projects, including parks and open 
space  

• Work with local jurisdictions/communities to 
identify opportunities and assess barriers to 

Center 
Focused 
Placemaking, 
Priority 
Growth Areas 
(PGA), Job 
Centers, High 
Quality 
Transit Areas 
(HQTAs), 
Transit 
Priority Areas 
(TPA), 
Neighborhood 
Mobility Areas 
(NMAs), 
Livable 
Corridors, 

Not Applicable. This Reduction 
Strategy is directed at government 
agencies to support the 
implementation of sustainability 
policies, rather than being directed 
at specific projects. Nonetheless, 
the project would implement certain 
sustainability policies. For example, 
as previously discussed, the 
proposed project would be located  
approximately 1.36 miles southeast 
of the Vista Canyon Metrolink 
Station and 2 miles from existing 
transit bus stops, which would 
promote alternative modes of 
transportation. Additionally, new 
residential development would be 
required to install listed raceways to 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

69 
 

Consistency with the City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element includes goals and policies that 
promote GHG reduction within the City. The project’s consistency with these goals and policies 
is discussed in Section VI, Energy. As demonstrated in Table VIII-4, Consistency with the City of 
Santa Clarita General Plan, the proposed Project would be consistent with the General Plan.  

Conclusion 

In summary, the project’s characteristics render it consistent with Statewide, regional, and local 
climate change mandates, plans, policies, and recommendations. More specifically, the GHG plan 
consistency analysis provided above demonstrates that the project complies with the regulations 
and GHG reduction goals, policies, actions, and strategies outlined in the 2022 Scoping Plan, 
2020-2045 RTP/SCS, and the City’s General Plan. Consistency with these plans would reduce 
the impact of the project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions. Therefore, the Project 
would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the 
purpose of reducing emissions of GHGs, and Project-specific impacts with regard to GHG 
emissions would be less than significant.  

Reduction Strategy 

Applicable 
Land Use 

Tools Project Consistency Analysis 
implement sustainability strategies  

• Enhance partnerships with other planning 
organizations to promote resources and best 
practices in the SCAG region  

• Continue to support long range planning efforts 
by local jurisdictions  

• Provide educational opportunities to local 
decisions makers and staff on new tools, best 
practices and policies related to implementing 
the Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Spheres of 
Influence 
(SOIs), Green 
Region, Urban 
Greening. 

accommodate dedicated branch 
circuits to support electric vehicle 
chargers. The project would include 
private outdoor areas with 
landscaped planters, trees, and 
seating. Further, the project would 
comply with sustainable practices 
included in the CALGreen Code 
and 2022 Title 24 standards. Thus, 
the project would be consistent with 
this reduction strategy. 

Promote a Green Region 

• Support development of local climate adaptation 
and hazard mitigation plans, as well as project 
implementation that improves community 
resiliency to climate change and natural hazards 

• Support local policies for renewable energy 
production, reduction of urban heat islands and 
carbon sequestration  

• Integrate local food production into the regional 
landscape  

• Promote more resource efficient development 
focused on conservation, recycling and 
reclamation 

•  Preserve, enhance and restore regional wildlife 
connectivity  

• Reduce consumption of resource areas, 
including agricultural land  

Identify ways to improve access to public park 
space 

Green Region, 
Urban 
Greening, 
Greenbelts 
and 
Community 
Separators. 

Consistent. The proposed project 
involves development of a 
residential community on a 
disturbed vacant lot and would 
therefore not interfere with regional 
wildlife connectivity or concert 
agricultural land. The project would 
be required to comply with 
CALGreen Code and 2022 Title 24 
standards, which would help reduce 
energy consumption and reduce 
GHG emissions. Thus, the project 
would support efficient 
development that reduces energy 
consumption and GHG emissions. 
The project would be consistent 
with this reduction strategy. 

Source: SCAG, 2020-2045 RTP/SCS – Connect SoCal, September 3, 2020. 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list 
of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

e. For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

g. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

h. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

i. Expose people to existing sources of 
potential health hazards (e.g., electrical 
transmission lines, gas lines, oil pipelines)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Typical of construction activities for development projects, during 
on-site clearance, grading, and building construction, hazardous materials such as fuel and oils 
associated with construction equipment, as well as coatings, paints, adhesives, and cleaners, 
would be routinely used on the Project Site. However, all potentially hazardous materials used 
during Project construction would be used and disposed of in accordance with applicable 
regulations, as well as manufacturers’ specifications and instructions, thereby reducing the risk of 
hazardous materials use. In addition, the Project would comply with all applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements concerning the use, storage, and management of hazardous materials, 
including but not limited to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, California Hazardous 
Waste Control Law, federal and state Occupational Safety and Health Acts, SCAQMD rules, and 
permits. These existing regulations are aimed at limiting the amount of hazardous materials used, 
accident prevention, protection from exposure to specific chemicals, and the proper storage and 
disposal of hazardous materials. Any associated risk would be adequately reduced to a less-than-
significant level through compliance with these standards and regulations. Accordingly, Project 
construction activities would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials during construction. Therefore, impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials during construction would be less than significant.  

During operations, the proposed uses would involve the use of equipment and materials that are 
standard in the general operation of residential and landscaping uses. Small amounts of 
commercially available hazardous materials may be used for regular cleaning and maintenance 
activities, which would neither require the storage, use, or disposal of substantial amounts of 
hazardous materials nor generate significant quantities of hazardous waste, and would thus not 
be subject to any special handling or permitting requirements. Therefore, this Project’s operations 
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is currently vacant and undeveloped, with 
remnants of one building foundation associated with a building that was constructed between 
1978 and 1985 and demolished by 1992. As detailed below in Checklist Question IX.d, the Project 
site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5. No aboveground storage tanks were identified during the pedestrian survey of 
the Project Site.41 There are no underground storage tanks within the Project Site, and no oil/gas 
wells are within the Project Site or adjoining properties.42 The Project Site is not observed to 

 
41  Based on the Cultural Resources Identification Memorandum prepared for the Project by Michael Baker 

International and included as Appendix D of this IS/MND. 
42  SWRCB, GeoTracker, List of Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites, 

https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?global_id=T0607302824, accessed August 18, 2023; U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, UST Finder, 
https://epa.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=b03763d3f2754461adf86f121345d7bc, accessed 
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contain subsurface structures or facilities used to process, store, or discharge petroleum or 
hazardous substances. 

Due to the age of the one building foundation to be removed from the Project Site, hazardous 
materials such as lead-based paint (LBP) and/or asbestos-containing materials (ACM) could be 
present. In the event that LBP is found within areas proposed for demolition, suspect materials 
would be removed in accordance with procedural requirements and regulations for the proper 
removal and disposal of LBP prior to construction activities, including standard handling and 
disposal practices pursuant to Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations. 
Example procedural requirements include the use of respiratory protection devices while handling 
lead-containing materials; containment of lead or materials containing lead on the Project Site or 
at locations where construction activities are performed; and certification of all consultants and 
contractors conducting activities involving LBP or lead hazards. In the event that ACM are found 
on-site during construction, suspect materials would be removed by a certified asbestos 
abatement contractor in accordance with applicable regulations. In addition, Project development 
would include the use of commercially sold construction materials without ACM. With compliance 
with applicable regulations and requirements, Project construction activities would not expose 
people to a substantial risk resulting from the release of asbestos fibers into the environment. 

Therefore, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment, and impacts would be less than significant.  

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

No Impact. There are no schools located within 0.25 miles of the Project Site. The schools 
nearest to the Project Site include Fair Oaks Ranch Community School, located approximately 
1.45 miles northwest; Sulphur Springs Community School, located approximately 1.5 miles to the 
north; and Golden Oak Community School, located approximately 1.8 miles southwest. As such, 
the Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, 
no impacts would occur.   

d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

No Impact. As previously discussed, the Project Site is currently vacant and undeveloped, with 
remnants of one building foundation associated with a building that was constructed between 
1978 and 1985 and demolished by 1992. The Project Site is not listed on any of the following list 
of facilities and sites compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code: DTSC 
EnviroStor database of hazardous waste clean-up sites; list of solid waste disposal sites identified 
by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) with waste constituents above hazardous 
waste levels outside the waste management unit; SWRCB database of leaking underground 
storage tanks sites and cleanup program sites; list of sites with active cease and desist orders 

 
August 18, 2023. California Department of Conservation, Well Finder CalGEM GIS, 
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/calGEM/wellfinder/v2/, accessed April 5, 2023. 
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(CDO) and cleanup or abatement orders (CAO) identified by the SWRCB.43 Therefore, the Project 
would have no impacts related to listed hazardous material sites. 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project 
area? 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport. The Project is also not located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip. The nearest airports are the Agua Dulce Airpark, approximately 9.1 miles to the 
northeast, and the Whiteman Airport, approximately 9.4 miles to the south. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in impacts related to airport-related safety hazards or excessive noise. 

g. Would the project be impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the Project could include 
intermittent disruptions of roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site that could be used by 
emergency providers, including the LACFD and the LASD. However, access would be maintained 
through the duration of construction. The nearest disaster routes include Sand Canyon Road, 
located approximately 0.25 miles to the west, and State Route 14, located approximately 2 miles 
to the north of the Project Site.44 As described in the City’s Safety Element, during the 
development review process, emergency access is evaluated for all pending development 
projects; two means of ingress and egress are required for all major development projects, 
including subdivisions.45 The Project would be required to comply with the California Fire Code 
and LACFD conditions requiring fire apparatus access roads, fire lanes, and firefighter access 
walkways with adequate dimensions, clearances, turning radius, loads, and slope. The Project 
would adhere to conditions of approval as provided by the LACFD Fire Prevention Unit and 
included as Appendix G of this IS/MND. The conditions would include requirements related to 
final map submittals, access, water system and fire flow, and fuel modification. Verification for 
compliance of the Fire Department access related conditions of approval would be performed 
during the architectural plan review prior to the issuance of building permits. Furthermore, the 
Project would not preclude the LACFD from implementing California’s Strategic Fire Plan and 
addressing emergency operations, public service, and organizational effectiveness.46 Therefore, 

 
43  California Environmental Protection Agency, Cortese List Background and History, 

https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/background/, accessed August 18, 2023. California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor database, https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/, accessed August 18, 
2023. California Environmental Protection Agency, Sites Identified with Waste Constituents Above Hazardous 
Waste Levels Outside the Waste Management Unit, https://calepa.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/sites/6/2016/10/SiteCleanup-CorteseList-CurrentList.pdf, accessed August 18, 2023. SWRCB, 
GeoTracker, List of Leaking Underground Storage Tank Sites, 
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?global_id=T0607302824, accessed August 18, 2023. California 
Environmental Protection Agency, Cortese List: Section 65962.5(c), List of “active” and CDO and CAO, 
https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/section-65962-5c/, accessed August 18, 2023. 

44  Los Angeles County Public Works, Disaster Routes Map, City of Santa Clarita. 
45  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
46 City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
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the Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and impacts would be less than significant. 

h. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to CalFire, the Project Site is located within a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and Local Responsibility Area (LRA).47 As discussed 
in Checklist Sections XV.a.i and XX, the Project would adhere to conditions of approval as 
provided by the Fire Prevention Unit of the LACFD. During Project construction activities, access 
to and along Diver Street, Triumph Avenue, and Tannahill Avenue adjacent to the Project Site 
would remain unobstructed and would remain accessible to emergency vehicles. During 
operation, the Project would be required to comply with the California Fire Code and LACFD 
conditions requiring fire apparatus access roads, fire lanes, and firefighter access walkways with 
adequate dimensions, clearances, turning radius, loads, slope. In addition, to ensure that 
residents that would have adequate fire water protection, the Project would install fire hydrants 
with proper pressure and flow rates in accordance with code requirements. Due to the Project 
Site’s location within a VHFHSZ, the Project would be required to prepare and submit a Fuel 
Modification Plan for approval by the LACFD Fuel Modification Unit. A Fuel Modification Plan 
would provide a landscape plan showing all proposed and existing-to-remain vegetation on the 
property. The plan would ensure that vegetation, which can fuel and spread fires, is modified 
appropriately to protect structures, people, and land. Therefore, the Project would not expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

i. Would the project expose people to existing sources of potential health hazards (e.g., 
electrical transmission lines, gas lines, oil pipelines)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Hazards associated with overhead transmission lines range from 
exposure to electrical magnetic fields to live wires and flashovers when a person or equipment 
gets too close to an overhead line. Surface or subsurface-level natural gas or other fuel lines can 
pose risks when improper contact is made, resulting in leaks, fire, and/or explosions. 

The Project Site is currently undeveloped with no existing on-site electricity infrastructure. Existing 
electrical infrastructure in the area includes overhead electrical power lines along the Triumph 
Avenue. Similarly, as there are no existing structures on the Project Site requiring natural gas 
service, there is no natural gas infrastructure located within the Project Site. The U.S. Department 
of Transportation’s National Pipeline Mapping System shows that the nearest natural gas 
transmission line is located approximately 1.25 miles north of the Project Site, and the nearest 
hazardous liquid pipeline is located approximately 5.20 miles southwest of the Project Site.48 
Potential hazards related to utility connections and lines and the overhead electrical powerline 
would be reduced with standard construction precautions, such as identifying the location of utility 
lines before any Project-related ground disturbance takes place. Therefore, the Project would not 
expose people to existing sources of potential health hazards, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

 
47  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps, FHSZ Viewer, 

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/, accessed April 5, 2023. 
48  U.S. Department of Transportation, National Pipeline Mapping System, 

https://pvnpms.phmsa.dot.gov/PublicViewer/, accessed August 21, 2023. 
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significan
t Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the that there would be a 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not support 
existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)?  

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or 
river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on-or off-site? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

i. Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of 
a levee or dam? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

j. [Result in] inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

k.  Result in changes in the rate of flow, currents, 
or the course and direction of surface water 
and/or groundwater? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

l. [Result in] other modification of a wash, 
channel creek, or river? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
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Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less 
Than 

Significan
t Impact 

No 
Impact 

m. Impact stormwater management in any of the 
following ways?     

i) Potential impact of project construction 
and project post-construction activity on 
stormwater runoff? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Potential discharges from areas for 
materials storage, vehicle or equipment 
fueling, vehicle or equipment 
maintenance (including washing), waste 
handling, hazardous materials handling 
or storage, delivery areas or loading 
docks, or other outdoor work areas? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Significant environmentally harmful 
increase in the flow velocity or volume of 
stormwater runoff? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Significant and environmentally harmful 
increases in erosion of the Project Site or 
surrounding areas? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

v) Stormwater discharges that would 
significantly impair or contribute to the 
impairment of the beneficial uses of 
receiving waters or areas that provide 
water quality benefits (e.g., riparian 
corridors, wetlands, etc.)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

vi) Cause harm to the biological integrity of 
drainage systems, watersheds, and/or 
water bodies? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

vii) Does the Proposed Project include 
provisions for the separation, recycling, 
and reuse of materials both during 
construction and after project 
occupancy? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

f.  Would the project otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed below, the Project would not violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
groundwater quality. 

Surface Water Quality 

The Project Site is located within the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s region. 
Since the Project would disturb 19.87 acres of land, the Project would be required to comply with 
the NPDES 2022 Construction Stormwater General Permit (ORDER WQ 2022-0057-DWQ, 
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effective September 1, 2023) and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
In accordance with the requirements of the NPDES Construction General Permit, the Project 
would prepare and implement a site-specific SWPPP adhering to the California Stormwater 
Quality Association Best Management Practices Handbook. The SWPPP would set forth best 
management practices (BMPs) for stormwater and non-stormwater discharges, including, but not 
limited to, sandbags, storm drain inlets protection, stabilized construction entrance/exit, wind 
erosion control, and stockpile management, to minimize the discharge of pollutants in stormwater 
runoff during construction. The SWPPP would be carried out in compliance with the requirements 
of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB). All construction and grading activities would be required to comply with 
applicable laws and regulatory documents, including all applicable city ordinances and the City’s 
permit regulating discharges into and from the storm drain system. Prior to issuance of grading 
permit by the City, the applicant would be required to receive approval of the SWPPP by the City 
of Santa Clarita Engineering Department. With the implementation of these regulatory compliance 
requirements, the Project would reduce or eliminate the discharge of potential pollutants from 
stormwater runoff. Therefore, construction of the Project would not result in discharge that would 
violate any water quality standard or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface water quality. Thus, temporary construction-related impacts on surface water 
quality would be less than significant. 

Under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, states are required to identify water bodies that do 
not meet their water quality standards. Biennially, the LARWQCB prepares a list of impaired 
waterbodies and the specific pollutant(s) in the region referred to as the 303(d) list. All waterbodies 
on the 303(d) list are subject to the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The 
Project Site is located within and drains into the Santa Clara River Watershed,49 which includes 
constituents of concern under California Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List (including indicator 
bacteria, pesticides, selenium, iron, boron, ammonia, dissolved oxygen, chloride, sulfates, 
trash).50 Project operations are not anticipated to increase concentrations of the constituents of 
concern for the Santa Clara River Watershed but would introduce sources of potential water 
pollution that are typical of residential uses (e.g., sediment, nutrients, pesticides from runoff from 
landscaping areas, metals, pathogens, trash and debris, oil and grease). As a development with 
one acre or greater of disturbed area that adds more than 10,000 square feet of impervious 
surface, the Project would be considered a development planning priority project under the City’s 
NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit. Pursuant to SCMC Chapter 17.95, prior to issuance of 
grading permit, the Project applicant would be required to prepare an Urban Stormwater Mitigation 
Plan (USMP) that incorporates appropriate post-construction BMPs and acquire City approval.  

As described in the Project’s Hydrology Report (Appendix H of this IS/MND), under existing 
conditions, the Project Site’s impervious area is approximately 1 percent, and storm water  
generally sheet flows to the north. To quantify the runoff generated by the site, a broader view of 
the topography is considered since most of the runoff leaving the site comes from the upstream 
properties to the south (i.e., outside the Project Site), and such additional area had to be 
accounted for to evaluate the site hydrology pre- and post-development. The runoff from the 
Project Site leaves the site and drains to Sand Canyon Creek, and ultimately onto the Santa Clara 
River further downstream. Since the site is not a sump location, a 25-year storm event has been 

 
49  County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Santa Clara River Watershed map, 

http://www.ladpw.org/wmd/watershed/sc/docs/SantaClaraRiver_wtrshed.pdf. 
50   Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Final 2018 California Integrated Report, Appendix A—2018 

303(d) List of Impaired Waters, 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/water_quality_assessment/2018_integrated_report.htm, 
accessed November 28, 2023. 
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analyzed instead of the 50-year storm in order to determine peak stormwater flow rates. The 
Hydrology Report determined that under proposed conditions, the Project Site’s impervious area 
would increase from approximately 1 percent to approximately 5 percent, and drainage would 
follow the same pattern as the existing conditions and leaves the site via surface flow at the 
northerly end of the site. In addition, the 25-year flow runoff rate and volume would increase by 
6.84 cubic feet per second and 14,178 cubic feet, respectively. Pursuant to regulatory 
requirements, the Project applicant would prepare a Low Impact Development (LID) Plan such 
that the Project would be designed to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and runoff volume to the 
maximum extent feasible by minimizing impervious surface area and controlling runoff from 
impervious surfaces through infiltration, evapotranspiration, bioretention and/or rainfall harvest, 
and use, the design of which would require approval by the City Engineer. Based on the above, 
with compliance with regulatory requirements, Project impacts to surface water quality during 
operation would be less than significant. 

Groundwater 

There are no existing groundwater wells within the Project Site or vicinity.51 In addition, based on 
the sample test borings at the Project Site, groundwater was not encountered during explorations 
that reached a depth of 15 feet, and no evidence of seepage was encountered. As described in 
the Preliminary Geotechnical Report, groundwater is located at a depth of approximately 50 feet.  

The Project would include four septic leaching fields—one for each residential parcel. As detailed 
in the Project’s Percolation Feasibility Study and conducted in accordance with Los Angeles 
County Public Health/Environmental Health—Land Use Program, subsurface evaluation 
determined that the Project would have soils capable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
system. Furthermore, in accordance with SCMC Chapter 17.83, as the Project would require 
grading in excess of 5,000 cubic yards, the grading permit application would require final 
geotechnical and engineering geology reports, including septic system information. In accordance 
with SCMC Chapter 16.13, the Project’s septic system would undergo review and approval by the 
City Engineer and Los Angeles County Health Department. Additionally, groundwater is not 
anticipated to rise within 10 feet of the bottom of the proposed percolation trench throughout the 
year. Therefore, based on the above, and as the Project does not propose below-grade 
development for its residential structures, the Project is not expected to encounter groundwater 
and temporary dewatering is not anticipated.  

The most prominent type of operational activities from a development project that affect 
groundwater quality are typically spills of hazardous materials and leaking storage facilities and 
tanks. Surface spills from the handling of hazardous materials most often involve small quantities 
and are cleaned up in a timely manner in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements, 
thereby resulting in little threat to groundwater. Other types of risks such as leaking underground 
storage tanks have a greater potential to affect groundwater. As discussed above in Checklist 
Section IX and in the Phase I ESA, there are no underground storage tanks within the Project 
Site. Furthermore, as discussed above, the Project’s septic system would comply with relevant 
wastewater requirements and would be required to undergo review and approval by the City 
Engineer and Los Angeles County Health Department. 

 
51 California Water Boards, GAMA Groundwater Information System, 

https://gamagroundwater.waterboards.ca.gov/gama/gamamap/public/, accessed November 28, 2023. 
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Based on the above, the Project would not result in discharges that would violate any groundwater 
quality standard or waste discharge requirement associated with groundwater protection. 
Therefore, Project impacts related to groundwater quality would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

k. Would the project result in changes in the rate of flow, currents, or the course and 
direction of groundwater? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the Santa Clara River Valley 
East Groundwater Subbasin (East Subbasin).52 A Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the 
East Subbasin was adopted in January 2022. Managed by the Santa Clarita Valley Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency, the two local aquifers that comprise the East Subbasin are the primary 
sources of all local groundwater for prime farmland and hundreds of thousands of people living 
and working in the Santa Clara River Valley.53 Under the Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Act (SGMA) passed in 2015, specific local water agencies are required to develop a detailed road 
map for maintaining or bringing their groundwater basin into a healthy balance (i.e., a sustainable 
condition) within the next 20 years.54 As discussed above, there are no existing groundwater wells 
within the Project Site or vicinity, and the Project construction activities would not require 
dewatering or other withdrawals of groundwater. With buildout of the Project, the Project Site’s 
impervious area would increase from approximately 1 percent to approximately 5 percent. As 
required by existing stormwater regulations, the Project applicant would prepare a LID Plan to 
control runoff from impervious surfaces through infiltration, evapotranspiration, bioretention 
and/or rainfall harvest, and use, the design of which would require approval by the City Engineer. 
Furthermore, in accordance with SCMC Chapter 16.13, the Project’s septic system would 
undergo review and approval by the City Engineer and Los Angeles County Health Department 
and would not affect groundwater. Lastly, the Project would not involve installation or operation 
of water/extraction wells. Therefore, the Project would not decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and impacts would be less than significant. 

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

m.iv) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways: 
significant and environmentally harmful increases in erosion of the Project Site or 
surrounding areas? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is not crossed by any water courses or rivers. 
During Project construction, stormwater runoff from precipitation events could cause exposed and 
stockpiled soils to be subject to erosion and convey sediments into municipal storm drain systems. 
Thus, as detailed above in Checklist Question X.a, in accordance with the requirements of the 

 
52 Santa Clarita Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency, https://scvgsa.org/ , accessed November 29, 2023. 
53  Santa Clarita Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater Subbasin 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan, January 2022.  
54  Santa Clarita Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency, Santa Clara River Valley East Groundwater Subbasin 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan, January 2022.  
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NPDES Construction General Permit, the Project would prepare and implement a site-specific 
SWPPP that sets forth BMPs for stormwater and non-stormwater discharges, including, but not 
limited to, sandbags, storm drain inlets protection, stabilized construction entrance/exit, wind 
erosion control, and stockpile management. The SWPPP would be carried out in compliance with 
the requirements of the SWRCB and RWQCB. All construction and grading activities would be 
required to comply with applicable laws and regulatory documents, including all applicable city 
ordinances and the City’s permit regulating discharges into and from the storm drain system. Prior 
to issuance of grading permit by the City, the applicant would be required to receive approval of 
the SWPPP by the City of Santa Clarita Engineering Department. Additionally, pursuant to SCMC 
Chapter 17.95, prior to issuance of grading permit, the Project applicant would be required to 
prepare an USMP that incorporates appropriate post-construction BMPs and acquire City 
approval. With the implementation of regulatory compliance requirements, the Project would not 
substantially alter the Project Site drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site, and the Project would not impact stormwater management with 
significant and environmental harmful increases in erosion of the Project Site or surrounding 
areas. Therefore, such impacts would be less than significant. 

d. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river,  or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on-or off-site?  

e. Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

k. Would the project result in changes in the rate of flow, currents, or the course and 
direction of surface water? 

m.i) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways: 
potential impact of project construction and project post-construction activity on 
stormwater runoff? 

m.iii) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways: 
significant environmentally harmful increase in the flow velocity or volume of 
stormwater runoff? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As described above in Checklist Question X.a and the Project’s 
Hydrology Report (Appendix H of this IS/MND), most of the runoff leaving the site comes from 
the upstream properties to the south (i.e., outside the Project Site). The runoff from the Project 
Site leaves the site and drains to Sand Canyon Creek and ultimately onto the Santa Clara River 
further downstream. During construction, in accordance with the requirements of the NPDES 
Construction General Permit, the Project would prepare and implement a site-specific SWPPP 
that includes BMPs for stormwater discharges. The SWPPP would be carried out in compliance 
with the requirements of the SWRCB and RWQCB. All construction and grading activities would 
be required to comply with applicable laws and regulatory documents, including all applicable City 
ordinances and the City’s permit regulating discharges into and from the storm drain system. Prior 
to issuance of grading permit by the City, the applicant would be required to receive approval of 
the SWPPP by the City of Santa Clarita Engineering Department. During operation, as determined 
by the Hydrology Report, the Project Site’s impervious area would increase from approximately 1 
percent to approximately 5 percent, and drainage would follow the same pattern as the existing 
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conditions, leaving the site via surface flow at the northerly end of the site. As indicated above, 
the 25-year flow runoff rate and volume would increase by 6.84 cubic feet per second and 14,178 
cubic feet, respectively. Pursuant to regulatory requirements, the Project applicant would prepare 
a LID plan such that the Project would be designed to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and 
runoff volume, the design of which would require approval by the City Engineer. The Project would 
comply with regulatory requirements to ensure that the Project would not be anticipated to 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which would 
substantially impede, alter or redirect flood flows. In addition, based on the above, the Project 
would not be anticipated to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a 
manner which would: substantially increase the rate or amount of surface run-off in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or off-site, or create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. Similarly, the Project would not impact stormwater 
management with significant environmentally harmful increases in the flow velocity or volume of 
stormwater runoff or substantial construction and post-construction effects related to stormwater 
runoff. As such, such impacts would be less than significant.  

g. Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

h. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

i. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

j. Would the project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Project Site 
is not located within a special flood hazard area. The Project Site is located within Zone X (500-
year floodplains), which has at least a 0.2 percent annual chance of flooding.55 There are no water 
courses or rivers within the Project Site; 300 feet to the east are areas mapped as special flood 
hazard areas that have a 1 percent annual chance of flooding (i.e., areas in which flood insurance 
is required for structures that have a federally-backed mortgage). 

A tsunami is a sea wave, commonly referred to as a tidal wave, generated by an underwater 
seismic disturbance, such as sudden faulting or landslide activity. According to the California 
Department of Conservation mapping system for tsunami hazard areas, as the City of Santa 
Clarita is an inland community (approximately 25 miles northeast nearest portion of the Pacific 
Ocean), the City would not be susceptible to experiencing tsunamis.56 

Seiches are earthquake-induced waves in enclosed bodies of water, such as lakes or reservoirs, 
and are similar to the sloshing of water in a bucket or bowl when shaken or jarred. In reservoirs, 

 
55  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, LA County FEMA MAP (FIRM) Viewer, Map 06037C0845G, 

https://apps.gis.lacounty.gov/dpw/m/?viewer=floodzone, accessed November 29, 2023.  
56  California Department of Conservation, Tsunami Hazard Area Maps, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/ts_evacuation/?extent=-
13249590.3641%2C3986280.7635%2C-
13132183.0887%2C4038410.8168%2C102100&utm_source=cgs+active&utm_content=losangeles, accessed 
November 30, 2023.  
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dams can often be overtopped, sending large volumes of water on downstream areas. According 
to the City’s Safety Element, within the Santa Clarita region, the Bouquet and Castaic Reservoirs 
may be subjected to seiches. The Project Site itself is located approximately 12.6 miles south of 
the Bouquet Reservoir and 13.2 miles southeast of the Castaic Reservoir. As such, due to the 
distance and development of urban areas with flood control infrastructure, the Project Site would 
not be at substantial risk of inundation from a seiche. Therefore, the Project would not risk release 
of pollutants due to inundation from seiches. 

The Project would not result in impacts related to the checklist questions above. 

l. Would the project result in other modification of a wash, channel creek, or river? 

No Impact. The project’s development activities would be limited to the boundaries of the Project 
Site. As described above, the Project Site is not crossed by any water courses or rivers. Therefore 
the Project would not result in other modification of a wash, channel creek, or river, and no impact 
would occur. 

m.ii) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways:  
potential discharges from areas for materials storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, 
vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous 
materials handling or storage, delivery areas or loading docks, or other outdoor work 
areas? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project proposes the development of four single-family 
homes within the Project Site. As described in Checklist Question X.a, typical of construction 
activities for such uses, during on-site clearance, grading, and building construction, hazardous 
materials such as fuel and oils associated with construction equipment, as well as coatings, 
paints, adhesives, and cleaners, would be routinely used on the Project Site. However, all 
potentially hazardous materials used during Project construction would be used and disposed of 
in accordance with applicable regulations, as well as manufacturers’ specifications and 
instructions, thereby reducing the risk of hazardous materials use. In addition, the Project would 
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements concerning the use, storage, and 
management of hazardous materials during construction. During operation, the Project would be 
anticipated to result in limited use and storage of materials typical of single-family residential and 
landscaping uses. Small amounts of commercially available hazardous materials may be used 
for regular cleaning and maintenance activities, which would neither require the storage, use, or 
disposal of substantial amounts of hazardous materials nor generate significant quantities of 
hazardous waste, and would thus not be subject to any special handling or permitting 
requirements. Therefore, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and the 
Project would not impact stormwater management with potential discharges from such materials. 
As such, Project impacts would be less than significant. 

m.v) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways:   
Stormwater discharges that would significantly impair or contribute to the impairment 
of the beneficial uses of receiving waters or areas that provide water quality benefits 
(e.g., riparian corridors, wetlands, etc.)? 

m.vi) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways:    
Cause harm to the biological integrity of drainage systems, watersheds, and/or water 
bodies? 
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No Impact. As described above, the Project Site is not crossed by any water courses or rivers. 
As detailed under Checklist Questions IV.b through IV.d, the Project Site does not contain any 
wetland or riparian habitat, and the Project would not result in any disturbance to wetland 
vegetation. In addition, no wetland features or vegetation indicative of wetland conditions were 
observed during the field survey conducted for the Biological Resource Evaluation. Furthermore, 
as detailed above, construction and operation activities of the Project would be required to comply 
with regulatory requirements related to stormwater discharges, erosion and pollutants control, 
and runoff. Accordingly, the Project would not result in stormwater discharges that would 
significantly impair or contribute to the impairment of the beneficial uses of receiving waters or 
areas that provide water quality benefits such as riparian corridors and wetlands, and the Project 
would not impact stormwater management such that harm would be caused to the biological 
integrity of drainage systems, watersheds, and/or water bodies. No related impact would occur. 

m.vii) Would the project impact stormwater management in any of the following ways: 
Does the proposed project include provisions for the separation, recycling, and reuse 
of materials both during construction and after project occupancy? 

No Impact. As described under Checklist Questions XIX.f and XIX.g, the Project would comply 
with City diversion requirements by recycling a minimum of 65 percent of all inert materials and 
65 percent of all other materials during construction and demolition. In addition, as of July 1, 2023, 
with implementation of the City’s contract with Burrtec Waste Industries to provide residential and 
commercial waste services in the City, Santa Clarita residents were provided with new bins to 
separate garbage, recycling, and organic waste.57 Once operational, the Project would also be 
subject to such requirements and waste management practices. Non-hazardous solid waste 
generated from the Project Site (e.g., plastic and glass bottles and jars, paper, newspaper, metal 
containers, cardboard) would be recycled per local and State regulations, with a diversion goal of 
75 percent, in compliance with the Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill 939). 
Accordingly, as the Project would comply with adopted programs and regulations pertaining to 
solid waste and City waste diversion goals, the Project would not result in stormwater 
management impacts related to solid waste provisions.  

 
57  City of Santa Clarita, City News, Trash Transition, June 8, 2023, https://www.santa-

clarita.com/Home/Components/News/News/10980/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community? ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b. Cause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, and/or policies by 
agencies with jurisdiction over the project 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project Site is currently vacant and undeveloped with dirt roads/trails, 162 Coast 
Live Oak trees, and vegetation. The proposed uses would be consistent with the existing 
surrounding uses. Specifically, as detailed below, the Project’s uses would be consistent with the 
uses permitted by the Non-Urban 4 (NU4) Zone of the SCMC and the corresponding General 
Plan Land Use designation. In addition, all proposed development would occur within the 
boundaries of the Project Site and the Project would have no effect on existing vehicular or non-
motorized travel routes in the Project area. Therefore, the Project would not physically divide an 
established community, and no impact would occur. 

b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any 
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The following discussion addresses the Project’s consistency 
with the requirements and policies of the various local plans and regulatory documents that guide 
development in the City and that were adopted at least in part to avoid or reduce the 
environmental effects of development, including the General Plan, SCMC, and SCAG 2020-2045 
RTP/SCS.  

The Project Site is designated as Non-Urban 4 in the City’s General Plan and is zoned Non-Urban 
4 (NU4).58 Per the Santa Clarita General Plan and SCMC Section 17.32.040, the NU4 designation 
provides for the maintenance and expansion of rural communities that are distinguished by large 
lot sizes (generally two acres or greater), agricultural and equestrian uses, and an absence of 
urban services. Uses in this designation could include single-family homes at a maximum density 
of one dwelling unit per two acres, agriculture, equestrian uses, private recreation, and public and 
institutional facilities serving the local area. The Project would be consistent with such provisions 

 
58 City of Santa Clarita General Plan, Land Use Element, 2011. 
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by providing four single-family dwelling units on 19.82 acres, which would be within the density 
permitted for Non-Urban Residential per the General Plan and the NU4 zoning. In addition, 
pursuant to SCMC Section 17.32.040, NU4 zones are subject to 20-foot front yard setbacks, 15-
foot rear yard setbacks, 5-foot side yard setbacks, and 20-foot side yard setbacks for reverse 
corner lots. Furthermore, pursuant to SCMC Section 17.39.030, new developments within the 
Sand Canyon Special Standards District area, within which the Project Site is located, are 
required to provide riding/hiking trails per the Sand Canyon Backbone Trails exhibit on file with 
the City’s Parks, Recreation, and Community Services Department, as approved by the 
Department Director. Accordingly, the Project would comply with the setback requirements and 
provide a 12-foot wide trail easement along the western and southern edges of the Project Site. 

With regard to landscaping, the Project would undergo Landscape Plan Review to ensure City’s 
landscaping standards are met prior to issuance of a grading permit per SCMC Section 17.23.150. 
As the Project would retain and preserve the 162 existing Coast Live Oak trees onsite, the Project 
would not conflict with the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance. 

Overall, with City approval of the Project’s discretionary actions, the Project would be consistent 
with all applicable provisions of the General Plan and SCMC adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect. 

In addition, as detailed in Checklist Section VIII, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this IS/MND, the 
Project would comply with the plans, policies, regulations and GHG reduction actions/strategies 
outlined in SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan, and the City’s General 
Plan. As detailed below in response to Checklist Question XVII.b, Project impacts related to VMT 
would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Project would comply with sustainable practices 
required by the 2022 Title 24 standards and CALGreen Code and may include the use of all 
electric landscape maintenance equipment, high-efficiency lighting, energy-efficient appliances, 
low-flow fixtures, and water-efficient irrigation. 

With regard to historical resources, as concluded under Checklist Question V.a, no historical 
resources as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a) were identified within the Project Site as a 
result of the SCCIC records search; literature, map, and aerial photo review; historical society 
consultation; pedestrian survey; and California and City Register evaluations. As such, the Project 
would not conflict with applicable regulations adopted for the purposes of avoiding or mitigating 
effects related to historical resources. 

Based on the above analysis, the Project would not cause a significant environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts in this regard are less than significant. 

c. Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, natural 
community conservation plan, and/or policies by agencies with jurisdiction over the 
project? 

No Impact. As described in response to Checklist Question IV.f, the Project Site is not located 
within any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. As such, implementation of the 
Project would not conflict with such plans. As described in response to Checklist Question IV.e, 
the Project Site currently includes 162 coast live oak trees, all of which would be retained and 
preserved in place by the Project. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with such plan and 
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No impact would occur.  
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan, or other land use plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c. Would the project use nonrenewable 
resources in a wasteful and inefficient 
manner? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

No Impact. The Project Site is not located within an existing Mineral Extraction Area or a Mineral 
Resource Zone, as identified on the City of Santa Clarita General Plan Conservation and Open 
Space Element’s Exhibit CO-2 (Mineral Resources). According to the City’s General Plan, as well 
as the California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) Well Finder database, there 
are no producing, idle, or abandoned oil or natural gas wells, or any other types of mineral 
extraction activities within the Project Site.59 Furthermore, the Project Site is governed by the 
provisions of the NU4 zone, which does not permit mineral recovery uses. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to 
the region and the residents of the state, and no impact would occur.  

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land 
use plan? 

No Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is not located within an existing Mineral 
Extraction Area or a Mineral Resource Zone. In addition, the Project Site is governed by the 
provisions of the NU4 zone, which does not permit mineral recovery uses. Therefore, the Project 
Site is not a mineral resource recovery site, and no impact would occur.  

c. Would the project use nonrenewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would utilize a variety of building materials and energy 
resources during construction and would consume energy over the long-term operation of the Project. 
Many of the resources utilized for construction are nonrenewable, including sand, gravel, soils, metals, 
and hardscape materials, along with petroleum-based fuels to power construction machinery and 

 
59  California Department of Conservation, Well Finder CalGEM GIS, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/wellfinder/, accessed April 5, 2023. 
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vehicles. A highly competitive construction economy encourages the efficient use of materials and 
manpower during construction, to be cost effective and meet financial goals. The Project would not 
require any unique construction methods or materials that would consume nonrenewable resources 
in an unusually intensive manner. Therefore, this Project is not expected to consume nonrenewable 
resources during construction in a wasteful or inefficient manner. 

In addition, the Project would commit energy and water resources as a result of the long-term 
operation and maintenance of the development. Water resources are considered to be renewable 
through the natural hydrological cycle, although in Southern California, fresh water can be a scarce 
resource during periodically prolonged drought conditions. Portions of the electrical energy that would 
be utilized on-site would be generated through off-site combustion of nonrenewable fossil fuels at 
distant power generation facilities; however, renewable energy sources, such as solar and wind, are 
being utilized more each year by energy providers. Accordingly, Southern California Edison, which 
provides electricity service to the Project Site, sources 31.4 percent of its supplied energy from 
renewable resources in its standard power mix, with options for end users to choose energy plans 
comprising approximately 65 percent renewable energy resources and 100 percent renewable energy 
resources.60 Furthermore, the share of renewable energy delivered by energy providers can be 
expected to increase as California moves toward a target of providing 100 percent renewable energy 
for all California electric retail sales by 2045, pursuant to California SB 100.61 Additionally, the Project 
would be required to comply with California Code of Regulations, Title 24, the California Building 
Standards Code, which includes the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards and the 
California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) Code. Title 24, Part 6, the California Energy Code, 
also known as the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential 
Buildings, was created to reduce California’s energy consumption. It addresses issues concerning 
design, construction, alteration, installation, or repair of building envelopes, space-conditioning 
systems, water-heating systems, indoor lighting systems of buildings, outdoor lighting and signage, 
and certain equipment designed to enhance building efficiency. Therefore, with mandatory 
compliance with energy efficiency measures, an increasing concentration of renewable energy 
sources used by electricity providers, and with general market conditions encouraging the efficient 
use of materials and energy for cost-savings purposes, the Project would not use nonrenewable 
resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner, and impacts would be less than significant. For additional 
information see the discussion of Project-related impacts associated with consumption of energy 
resources during construction and operation as included in Section VI, Energy, above.  

 
60  Southern California Edison, 2021 Power Content Label. 
61 California Energy Commission, 2021 SB 100 Joint Agency Report, Achieving 100 Percent Clean Electricity in 

California: An Initial Assessment, September 2021. 
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XIII. NOISE 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in 
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e.  For a project located within an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

f. For a project located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

The following analysis is based on field noise measurements collected on-site, hereinafter 
referred to as the Noise Data, and included as Appendix I of this IS/MND. 

NOISE FUNDAMENTALS 

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as 
air and is characterized by both its amplitude and frequency (or pitch). The human ear does not 
hear all frequencies equally. In particular, the ear de-emphasizes low and very high frequencies. 
To better approximate the sensitivity of human hearing, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) has 
been developed. On this scale, the human range of hearing extends from approximately 3 dBA 
to around 140 dBA. 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound, which can vary in intensity by over 
one million times within the range of human hearing; therefore, a logarithmic scale, known as the 
decibel scale (dB), is used to quantify sound intensity. Noise can be generated by a number of 
sources, including mobile sources such as automobiles, trucks, and airplanes, and stationary 
sources such as construction sites, machinery, and industrial operations. Noise generated by 
mobile sources typically attenuates (is reduced) at a rate between 3 dBA and 4.5 dBA per doubling 
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of distance. The rate depends on the ground surface and the number or type of objects between 
the noise source and the receiver. Hard and flat surfaces, such as concrete or asphalt, have an 
attenuation rate of 3 dBA per doubling of distance. Soft surfaces, such as uneven or vegetated 
terrain, have an attenuation rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise generated by 
stationary sources typically attenuates at a rate between 6 dBA and about 7.5 dBA per doubling 
of distance. 

There are a number of metrics used to characterize community noise exposure, which fluctuate 
constantly over time. One such metric, the equivalent sound level (Leq), represents a constant 
sound that, over the specified period, has the same sound energy as the time-varying sound. 
Noise exposure over a longer period of time is often evaluated based on the Day-Night Sound 
Level (Ldn). This is a measure of 24-hour noise levels that incorporates a 10 dBA penalty for 
sounds occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The penalty is intended to reflect the 
increased human sensitivity to noises occurring during nighttime hours, particularly at times when 
people are sleeping and there are lower ambient noise conditions. Typical Ldn noise levels for 
light and medium density residential areas range from 55 dBA to 65 dBA. Similarly, Community 
Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is a measure of 24-hour noise levels that incorporates a 5-dBA 
penalty for sounds occurring between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and a 10-dBA penalty for sounds 
occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and 
nighttime, respectively. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

State of California 

State Office of Planning and Research 
 
The State Office of Planning and Research’s Noise Element Guidelines include recommended 
exterior and interior noise level standards for local jurisdictions to identify and prevent the creation 
of incompatible land uses due to noise. The Noise Element Guidelines contain a recommended 
land use compatibility table that describes the compatibility of various land uses with a range of 
environmental noise levels in terms of the CNEL. The guidelines also present adjustment factors 
that may be used to arrive at noise acceptability standards that reflect the noise control goals of 
the community, the particular community’s sensitivity to noise, and the community’s assessment 
of the relative importance of noise pollution. 

Local 

City of Santa Clarita 

City of Santa Clarita General Plan 

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan (General Plan), adopted in June 2011, includes the City’s 
Noise Element. The following goals and policies from the General Plan Noise Element are 
applicable to the project. 

Goal N 1: A healthy and safe noise environment for Santa Clarita Valley residents, 
employees, and visitors. 

Objective N 1.1: Protect the health and safety of the residents of the Santa Clarita 
Valley by the elimination, mitigation, and prevention of significant existing and 
future noise levels. 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

90 
 

Policy N 1.1.1: Use the Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 
contained on Exhibit N-8 (Table XIII-1, Noise and Land Use Compatibility 
Guidelines), which are consistent with State guidelines, as a policy basis 
for decisions on land use and development proposals related to noise.  

Policy N 1.1.2: Continue to implement the adopted Noise Ordinance and 
other applicable code provisions, consistent with state and federal 
standards, which establish noise impact thresholds for noise abatement 
and attenuation, in order to reduce potential health hazards associated with 
high noise levels.  

Policy N 1.1.3: Include consideration of potential noise impacts in land use 
planning and development review decisions.  

Policy N 1.1.4: Control noise sources adjacent to residential, recreational, 
and community facilities, and those land uses classified as noise sensitive. 

Goal N 2: Protect residents and sensitive receptors from traffic-generated noise. 

Objective N 2.1: Prevent and mitigate adverse effects of noise generated from 
traffic on arterial streets and highways through implementing noise reduction 
standards and programs. 

Policy N 2.1.1: Encourage owners of existing noise-sensitive uses, and 
require owners of proposed noise sensitive land uses, to construct sound 
barriers to protect users from significant noise levels, where feasible and 
appropriate. 

Policy N 2.1.2: Encourage the use of noise absorbing barriers, where 
appropriate. 

Goal N 3: Protect residential neighborhoods from excessive noise. 

Objective N 3.1: Prevent and mitigate significant noise levels in residential 
neighborhoods. 

Policy N 3.1.1: Require that developers of new single-family and multi-
family residential neighborhoods in areas where the ambient noise levels 
exceed 60 CNEL provide mitigation measures for the new residences to 
reduce interior noise levels to 45 CNEL, based on future traffic and railroad 
noise levels. 

Policy N 3.1.2: Require that developers of new single-family and multi-
family residential neighborhoods in areas where the projected noise levels 
exceed 65 CNEL provide mitigation measures (which may include noise 
barriers, setbacks, and site design) for new residences to reduce outdoor 
noise levels to 65 CNEL, based on future traffic conditions. This 
requirement would apply to rear yard areas for single-family developments, 
and to private open space and common recreational and open space areas 
for multi-family developments. 
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Policy N 3.1.3: Through enforcement of the applicable Noise Ordinance, 
protect residential neighborhoods from noise generated by machinery or 
activities that produce significant discernable noise exceeding 
recommended levels for residential uses. 

Policy N 3.1.4: Require that those responsible for construction activities 
develop techniques to mitigate or minimize the noise impacts on 
residences, and adopt standards that regulate noise from construction 
activities that occur in or near residential neighborhoods. 

The State of California has recommended guidelines for acceptable noise levels in various land 
use categories. The City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles have adopted these 
guidelines in a modified form as a basis for planning decisions based on noise considerations. 
The modified guidelines are shown in Table XIII-1, Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. 
Modifications were made to eliminate overlap between categories in the table, in order to make 
the guidelines easier for applicants and decision makers to interpret and apply to planning 
decisions. 

Table XIII-1 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

 

Land Use Category 
Normally 

Acceptable1 
(dBA CNEL/Ldn) 

Conditionally 
Acceptable2 

(dBA CNEL/Ldn) 

Normally 
Unacceptable3 
(dBA CNEL/Ldn) 

Clearly 
Unacceptable4 
(dBA CNEL/Ldn) 

Residential, Low Density Single 
Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

Up to 60 61-70 71-75 76 and higher 

Residential, multi-family 
Up to 60 66-70 71 and higher 76 and higher 

Transient Lodging – Motels, 
Hotels 

Up to 60 66-70 71 and higher 81 and higher 

Schools, Libraries, Churches, 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

Up to 60 66-70 71 and higher 81 and higher 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 

-- Up to 65 -- 66 and higher 

Sports Arena, Outdoor 
Spectator Sports 

-- Up to 75 -- 76 and higher 

Playgrounds Neighborhood 
Parks 

Up to 65 -- 66-75 76 and higher 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
Water Recreation, Cemeteries 

Up to 75 -- 75 and higher -- 

Office Buildings, Business 
Commercial and Professional 

Up to 70 71-75 76 and higher -- 

Industrial, Manufacturing, 
Utilities, Agricultural 

Up to 75 76-80 81 and higher -- 

Notes: 
1. Normally acceptable means that specified land uses are satisfactory based upon the assumption that any 

buildings involved are of normal conventional construction, without and special noise insulation requirements. 
2. Possibly acceptable means that new construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed 

analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed Nosie insulation features included in the design. 
Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems/air conditioning will normally 
suffice. 

3. Normally unacceptable means that new construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new 
construction or development does procced a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made 
and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Sound walls, window upgrades, and site design 
modifications may be needed in order to achieve City standards. 

4. Clearly unacceptable means that the new construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
Source: City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Noise Element Exhibit N-8, June 2011. 
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Santa Clarita Municipal Code 

The City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance is contained within the Santa Clarita Municipal Code 
(Municipal Code) Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits. The Noise Ordinance contains performance 
standards for the purpose of prohibiting unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noises from all 
sources subject to its police power. At certain levels, noises are detrimental to the health and 
welfare of the citizenry, and, in the public interests, such noise levels shall be systematically 
proscribed.  

The following sections of the Municipal Code are applicable to the proposed project. 

11.44.040 — Noise Limits 
 
A. It shall be unlawful for any person within the City to produce or cause or allow to be produced 
noise which is received on property occupied by another person within the designated region, in 
excess of the following levels, except as expressly provided otherwise herein: 

Table XIII-2 
City of Santa Clarita Noise Limits 

Region Time Sound Level dB 

Residential Zone Day 65 

Residential Zone Night 55 

Commercial and 
Manufacturing 

Day 80 

Commercial and 
Manufacturing 

Night 70 

 
At the boundary line between a residential property and a commercial and manufacturing 
property, the noise level of the quieter zone shall be used. 

B. Corrections to Noise Limits. The numerical limits given in subsection (A) of this section shall 
be adjusted by the following corrections, where the following noise conditions exist: 

Noise Condition 
Correction 

(in dB) 
 1) Repetitive Impulsive noise -5 

 2) Steady whine, screech or hum -5 

 The following corrections apply to day only: 
 3) Noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes per hour +5 

 4) Noise occurring more than 1 but less than 5 minutes per hour +10 

 5) Noise occurring less than 1 minute per hour +20 
 
11.44.070 Special Noise Sources—Machinery, Fans and Other Mechanical Devices. 
Any noise level from the use or operation of any machinery, equipment, pump, fan, air conditioning 
apparatus, refrigerating equipment, motor vehicle, or other mechanical or electrical device, or in 
repairing or rebuilding any motor vehicle, which exceeds the noise limits as set forth in Municipal 
Code Section 11.44.040 at any property line, or, if a condominium or rental units, within any 
condominium unit or rental unit within the complex, shall be a violation of this chapter. 
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11.44.080 Special Noise Sources – Construction and Building. 
 
No person shall engage in any construction work which requires a building permit from the City 
on sites within three hundred (300) feet of a residentially zoned property except between the 
hours of seven a.m. to seven p.m., Monday through Friday, and eight a.m. to six 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. 

The Department of Community Development may issue a permit for work to be done “after hours”; 
provided, that containment of construction noises is provided. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project area is located within a rural area. The site vicinity consists of residential uses to the 
north, east, and west with undeveloped land located to the south. The primary sources of 
stationary noise in the site vicinity are heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units. The 
noise associated with these sources may represent a single-event or a continuous occurrence 
and occur intermittently during both daylight and nighttime hours. 

The majority of the existing mobile source noise in the project area is generated from vehicles 
traveling along Tannahill Avenue, Diver Street, and Triumph Avenue.  

Noise Measurements 

In order to quantify existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, two noise 
measurements were taken on April 26, 2023; refer to Table XIII-3, Noise Measurements. The 
noise measurement sites were representative of typical existing noise exposure within and 
immediately adjacent to the project site. Ten-minute measurements were taken between 10:00 
a.m. and 11:00 a.m. Short-term (Leq) measurements are considered representative of the noise 
levels throughout the day. 

Table XIII-3 
Noise Measurements 

Site 
No. 

Location 
Leq 

(dBA) 
Lmin 

(dBA) 
Lmax 

(dBA) 
Peak 
(dBA) 

Time 

1 East of Diver Street and Triumph Avenue. 48.2 38.7 62.7 87.1 
10:23 
a.m. 

2 In front of 26754 Tannahill Avenue 43.8 33.0 62.2 84.5 
10:43 
a.m. 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels, Leq = Equivalent Sound Level; Lmin = Minimum Sound Level; Lmax = Maximum 
Sound Level, Peak = Highest Instantaneous Sound Level 

Source:  Michael Baker International, April 26, 2023. 

 

Meteorological conditions were clear sunny skies, warm temperatures, with light wind speeds (0 
to 5 miles per hour), and low humidity. Noise monitoring equipment used for the ambient noise 
survey consisted of a Brüel & Kjær Hand-held Analyzer Type 2250 equipped with a Type 4189 
pre-polarized microphone. The monitoring equipment complies with applicable requirements of 
the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) for sound level meters. The results of the field 
measurements are included in Appendix I of this IS/MND. 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

94 
 

Noise Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive land uses are generally considered to include those uses where noise exposure 
could result in health-related risks to individuals, as well as places where quiet is an essential 
element of their intended purpose. Residential dwellings are of primary concern because of the 
potential for increased and prolonged exposure of individuals to both interior and exterior noise 
levels. Additional land uses such as natural-setting parks, historic sites, and cemeteries areas are 
considered sensitive to increases in exterior noise levels. Schools, churches, hotels, libraries, and 
other places where low interior noise levels are essential are also considered noise-sensitive land 
uses.  

The nearest sensitive receptors are single-family residential uses located adjacent to the project 
site to the north, west, and east. 

a. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less Than Significant.  

It is difficult to specify noise levels that are generally acceptable to everyone; what is annoying to 
one person may be unnoticed by another. Standards may be based on documented complaints 
in response to documented noise levels, or based on studies of the ability of people to sleep, talk, 
or work under various noise conditions. However, all such studies recognize that individual 
responses vary considerably. Standards usually address the needs of the majority of the general 
population.  

As stated above, the project site is located in the City of Santa Clarita. Therefore, regulations 
controlling unnecessary, excessive, and annoying noise from the City of Santa Clarita’s Municipal 
Code and General Plan are applicable to the project. 

Construction Noise Impacts 

Construction activities generally are temporary and have a short duration, resulting in periodic 
increases in the ambient noise environment. Construction activities would occur over 
approximately 17 months and would include the following phases: grading, building construction, 
paving, roadway construction, and architectural coating. The highest levels of ground-borne noise 
and other types of construction-related noise impacts would typically occur during the grading 
phase. Typical noise levels generated by construction equipment are shown in Table XIII-4, 
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Typical Construction Equipment.  

Construction noise impacts generally happen when construction activities occur in areas 
immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses, during noise-sensitive times of the day, or when 
construction durations last over extended periods of time. The closest existing sensitive receptors 
are single-family homes adjacent to the north, west, and east of the planned construction area. 
As indicated in Table XIII-4, typical Lmax, or highest construction noise levels occurring over a 
given time period, would range from approximately 89 to 104 dBA at 10 feet.  It should be noted 
that the noise levels identified in Table XIII-4 are maximum sound levels (Lmax), which are the 
highest individual sound occurring at an individual time period. Although Lmax is important in 
evaluating an interference caused by a single noise event, Lmax could not be totaled into a one-
hour or a 24-hour cumulative measure of impact as CNEL or Ldn could. Operating cycles for these 
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Table XIII-4  
Maximum Noise Levels Generated by Typical Construction Equipment 

Type of Equipment 
Acoustical Use 

Factor1 
Lmax at 50 Feet 

(dBA) 
Lmax at 10 Feet 

(dBA) 

Backhoe 40 78 92 

Concrete Mixer Truck 40 79 93 

Concrete Saw 20 90 104 

Crane 16 81 95 

Dozer 40 82 96 

Excavator 40 81 95 

Forklift 20 75 89 

Generator 50 81 95 

Grader 40 85 99 

Loader 40 79 93 

Paver 50 77 91 

Roller 20 80 94 

Tractor  40 84 98 

Water Truck 40 75 89 

General Industrial Equipment 50 85 99 
Note: 
1. Acoustical Use Factor (percent): Estimates the fraction of time each piece of construction equipment is 

operating at full power (i.e., its loudest condition) during a construction operation. 
Source: Federal Highway Administration, Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA-HEP-05-054), 
January 2006. 

 
types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of full power operation followed 
by three to four minutes at lower power settings. Other primary sources of acoustical disturbance 
would be due to random incidents, which would last less than one minute (such as dropping large 
pieces of equipment or the hydraulic movement of machinery lifts). It should also be noted that 
construction noise levels would intermittently occur for a few days when construction equipment 
is operating closest to these residential uses. The remainder of the time, the construction noise 
levels would be much less because the equipment would be working in a large area farther away 
from the existing sensitive uses. 

Human response to sound is highly individualized. Annoyance is the most common issue 
regarding community noise. However, many factors influence people’s response to noise. The 
factors can include the character of the noise, the variability of the sound level, the presence of 
tones or impulses, and the time of day of the occurrence. Additionally, non-acoustical factors, 
such as the person’s opinion of the noise source, the ability to adapt to the noise, the attitude 
towards the source and those associated with it, and the predictability of the noise, all influence 
people’s response. As such, response to noise varies widely from one person to another and with 
any particular noise, individual responses will range from “not annoyed” to “highly annoyed”.  

The City has established noise standards for construction activity in Municipal Code Section 
11.44.080 Special Noise Sources – Construction and Building. Pursuant to Municipal Code 
Section 11.44.080, construction noise is prohibited between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
on weekdays, 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on Saturday, and/or any time on Sunday or a federal 
holiday. The City does not establish noise level threshold for construction activities, as 
construction activities are short-term and temporary, and construction noise during daytime is 
considered a normal part of daily urban activities. As long as construction activities comply with 
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the allowed hours, the project is considered consistent with the Municipal Code and resulting in 
less than significant construction noise impacts. As such, as the project construction activities 
would occur within the allowable hours specified by the Municipal Code, a less than significant 
impact would occur in this regard. 

Long-Term Operational Noise Impacts 

Mobile Noise 

Operation of the proposed project would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways, thereby 
increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and proposed land uses. Future development 
generated by the proposed project would result in limited additional vehicle trips on adjacent 
roadways, thereby potentially increasing vehicular noise in the vicinity of existing and proposed 
land uses. The most prominent source of mobile traffic noise in the project vicinity is along Diver 
Street, Triumph Avenue, and Tannahill Avenue. Based on the City’s General Plan Noise Chapter, 
these roadways are not considered a major roadway and no noise contours were provided. 

According to the California Emissions Estimator Model Version 2022.1.1 (CalEEMod) (i.e., the air 
emissions model used for the project) program default trip generation rates, the project would 
generate approximately 38 daily trips on weekdays, 38 daily trips on Saturdays, and 34 daily trips 
on Sundays; refer to Checklist Section III, Air Quality, and Appendix B of this IS/MND. These 
trips would be dispersed onto the adjacent roads (e.g., initially split onto Triumph Avenue and 
Tannahill Avenue) and spread over the course of the day, such that only several trips, at most, 
would be predicted to be added to any roadway segment in any given hour. The estimated daily 
trips from the proposed project would represent a nominal increase in daily traffic compared to 
existing traffic conditions on the surrounding roadways. According to the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans), a doubling of traffic (100 percent increase) on a roadway would result 
in a perceptible increase in traffic noise levels (3 dBA).62 As such, the project-related increase in 
traffic volume along surrounding roadways would be nominal compared to existing traffic, as the 
project would not result in a perceptible increase traffic noise level (less than 100 percent). Thus, 
a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 

Stationary Noise Impacts 

Stationary noise sources associated with the proposed project would include mechanical 
equipment, slow-moving trucks, parking activities, and outdoor gathering area. These noise 
sources are typically intermittent and short in duration. Noise has a decay rate due to distance 
attenuation, which is calculated based on the Inverse Square Law. Based upon the Inverse 
Square Law, sound levels decrease by 6 dBA for each doubling of distance from the source.63  All 
stationary noise activities would be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance and the 
California Building Code requirements pertaining to noise attenuation. Furthermore, such noise 
sources would be typical of residential uses and consistent with the existing noise sources at the 
surrounding residential properties. Such residential noise is not a significant effect on the 
environment and impacts in this regard are less than significant.   

 
62 California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 

September 2013. 
63   Cyril M. Harris, Noise Control in Buildings, 1994. 
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Mechanical Equipment 

Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) units typically generate noise levels of 
approximately 66 dBA Leq at 3 feet from the source.64  HVAC units could be included on the side 
of the proposed buildings. The proposed dwelling unit being constructed on the northwest portion 
of the project site would be the closest building to the nearest sensitive receptors. Potential HVAC 
units of the dwelling units would be located as close as 200 feet from the nearest sensitive 
receptors to the north. At this distance, potential noise from HVAC units would be approximately 
40 dBA and would not exceed the City’s exterior daytime (i.e., 65 dBA) and nighttime (i.e., 55 
dBA) noise standards for residential uses. Furthermore, noise levels would not be audible above 
existing ambient noise levels; refer to Table XIII-3. Therefore, the nearest sensitive receptors 
would not be directly exposed to substantial noise from on-site mechanical equipment and 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Slow-Moving Trucks   

The project proposes a residential development that would necessitate occasional trash pickup. 
Typically, a medium 2-axle truck used to make deliveries can generate a maximum noise level of 
79 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.65 These are levels generated by a truck that is operated by an 
experienced “reasonable” driver with typically applied accelerations. Higher noise levels may be 
generated by the excessive application of power. Lower levels may be achieved but would not be 
considered representative of a normal truck operation. The proposed project is not anticipated to 
require a significant number of truck trips, and all anticipated truck trips would be those typical of 
residential neighborhoods (e.g., garbage trucks and delivery trucks). Garbage trucks currently 
service the surrounding area, and thus would not introduce a new source of noise to the site 
vicinity. As such, impacts would be less than significant in this regard. 

Parking Areas 

Traffic associated with parking activities is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community 
noise standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale such as the CNEL scale. However, 
the instantaneous maximum sound levels generated by a car door slamming, engine starting up 
and car pass-byes may be an annoyance to adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Estimates of the 
maximum noise levels associated with some parking lot activities are presented in Table XIII-5, 
Typical Noise Levels Generated by Parking Lots.  

Table XIII-5 
Typical Noise Levels Generated by Parking Lots 

Noise Source 
Maximum Noise Levels 
at 50 Feet from Source 

Car door slamming 61 dBA Leq 
Car starting 60 dBA Leq 
Car idling 53 dBA Leq 
Source: Kariel, H. G., Noise in Rural Recreational Environments, Canadian 
Acoustics 19(5), 3-10, 1991. 

 
64  Berger, Elliott H., et al., Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 Measurement Values, June 26, 

2015. 
65  Elliot H. Berger, Rick Neitzel, and Cynthia A. Kladden, Noise Navigator Sound Level Database with Over 1700 

Measurement Values, July 6, 2010. 
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The proposed project would provide driveways and parking spaces for the dwelling units. As 
shown in Table XIII-5, parking activities can result in noise levels up to 61 dBA at a distance of 
50 feet. It is noted that parking lot noise are instantaneous noise levels compared to noise 
standards in the CNEL scale, which are averaged over time. As a result, actual noise levels over 
time resulting from parking activities would be far lower than what is identified in Table XIII-5. The 
proposed project would have intermittent parking activities noise due to the movement of vehicles. 
The nearest sensitive receptors would be located approximately 200 feet from parking areas 
associated with the proposed dwelling unit on the northwest portion of the project site. At this 
distance, noise levels from parking activities would range from 24 to 41 dBA. As such, driveway 
parking noise levels would not exceed the City’s exterior daytime (i.e., 65 dBA) and nighttime (i.e., 
55 dBA) noise standards for residential uses and would be lower than existing ambient noise 
levels near the site; refer to Table XIII-3. Further, parking activity noise currently exists within the 
adjacent residential neighborhoods and would not represent a new source of noise. Impacts 
would be less than significant in this regard. 

Outdoor Gathering Area 

The proposed project includes private open spaces for the dwelling units. The open space has 
the potential to be occasionally accessed by groups of people intermittently for private gatherings, 
etc. Noise generated by groups of people (i.e., crowds) is dependent on several factors including 
vocal effort, impulsiveness, and the random orientation of the crowd members. Crowd noise is 
estimated at 60 dBA at one meter (3.28 feet) away for raised normal speaking.66 This noise level 
would have a +5 dBA adjustment for the impulsiveness of the noise source, and a -3 dBA 
adjustment for the random orientation of the crowd members.67 Therefore, crowd noise would be 
approximately 62 dBA at one meter from the source (i.e., the outdoor gathering areas).  

The nearest sensitive receptors would be the residential uses to the north of the project site, 
located approximately 200 feet from the proposed dwelling unit. Therefore, crowd noise at the 
nearest sensitive receptor would be 26 dBA, which would not exceed the City’s noise standards 
for residential uses (i.e., 65 dBA for daytime and 55 dBA for nighttime) and would be lower than 
existing ambient noise levels near the site; refer to Table XIII-3. As such, project noise associated 
with outdoor gathering area would not introduce an intrusive noise source over the existing 
condition. Furthermore, such noise sources would be typical of residential uses and consistent 
with the existing potential noise sources at the surrounding residential properties. Such residential 
activity noise is not a significant effect on the environment.  Thus, a less than significant impact 
would occur in this regard. 

b. Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction can generate varying degrees of 
groundborne vibration, depending on the construction procedure and the construction equipment 
used. Operation of some heavy-duty construction equipment generates vibrations that spread 
through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the source. The effect on 
buildings located in the vicinity of the construction site often varies depending on soil type, ground 
strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver building(s). The results from vibration can 
range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and 

 
66  M.J. Hayne, et al, Prediction of Crowd Noise, Acoustics, November 2006. 
67  M.J. Hayne, et al, Prediction of Crowd Noise, Acoustics, November 2006. 
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perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Groundborne 
vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that damage structures. 
 
The types of construction vibration impact include human annoyance and building damage. 
Human annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of 
human perception for extended periods of time. Building damage can be cosmetic or structural. 
The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
Manual identifies various vibration damage criteria for different building classes. This evaluation 
uses the FTA architectural damage threshold for continuous vibrations at engineered concrete 
and masonry buildings of 0.2 inch-per-second PPV. As the nearest structures to project 
construction areas are residential structures, this threshold is considered appropriate. The 
vibration produced by construction equipment is illustrated in Table XIII-6, Typical Vibration Levels 
for Construction Equipment.  

The nearest structure is the single-family residential structure located 50 feet to the north of the 
project site. As shown in Table XIII-6, at the distance of 50 feet, the maximum vibration velocities 
would be approximately 0.027 inch-per-second PPV, which would not exceed the FTA 
significance threshold (i.e., 0.2 inch-per-second PPV). Therefore, groundborne vibration impacts 
during project construction would be less than significant. 

Table XIII-6 
Typical Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment 

Reference peak 
particle velocity at 25 

feet 
(inch per second) 

Approximate peak 
particle velocity at 50 

feet 
(inch per second)1 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.032 

Loaded trucks 0.076 0.027 

Small bulldozer 0.003 0.001 
Notes: 

1. Calculated using the following formula: 
 PPV equip = PPVref x (25/D)1.5 

where: PPV (equip) = the peak particle velocity in inch-per-second of the equipment 
adjusted for the distance 

PPV (ref)     = the reference vibration level in inch-per-second from Table 7-4 
of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
Manual 

D                  = the distance from the equipment to the receiver 
Source:  Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, 

September 2018. 

 

c. Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

d. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in the response to response to Checklist Question 
XIII.a above, noise generated during Project construction and operation would be below 
applicable noise thresholds. Accordingly, the project would not result in substantial temporary or 
permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts on noise. 
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e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

f.  For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan. The closest airport 
is the Agua Dulce Airport located approximately 9.1 miles to the northeast of the project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels. In addition, there are no private airstrips within two miles of the project 
site. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Induce substantial unplanned population 
growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere (especially 
affordable housing)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes the development of four single-family 
homes. As discussed in Section XI, Land Use and Planning, of this IS/MND, the proposed 
residential uses would be consistent with the permitted land uses on-site. While the Project would 
install septic leaching fields and require connections to existing utility infrastructure, development 
would be confined to the boundaries of the Project Site. Similar to other construction projects in 
the region, the Project construction workers are expected to be drawn from the large, available 
regional labor force, who would commute to the Project Site during the construction period. As 
such, the Project would not induce construction employees to move to the Project vicinity. During 
operation, based on an average household size of 2.973 persons per household, the Project 
would generate approximately 12 residents.68 As discussed above, SCAG is regional planning 
agency for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties, and 
addresses regional issues relating to transportation, the economy, community development, and 
the environment. With regard to future growth, SCAG has prepared the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, 
which provides population, housing, and employment projections for cities under its jurisdiction 
through 2045. According to SCAG 2020–2045, the City of Santa Clarita would have an estimated 
77,448 households in 2023 and 79,062 household in 2025 (the Project’s buildout year). In 
addition, the City would have a forecasted population of 228,000 residents in 2023 and 230,800 
residents in 2025.69 As such, the Project’s four single-family homes and 12 residents would 
represent 0.25 percent and 0.43 percent of the projected growth in the City, respectively. As such, 
the Project would be consistent with the population growth projections in the updated 2020-2045 

 
68  Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal, 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, Demographics and 

Growth Forecast Technical Report, September 2020. 
69  Southern California Association of Governments, Pre-certified Local Housing Data for Santa Clarita, April 2021, 

page 12. 
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RTP/SCS. Therefore, the Project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in 
the City, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere (especially affordable housing)? 

c. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The Project Site does not currently provide housing, and no persons reside onsite. 
The Project would provide single-family homes as allowed by the site’s NU4 zoning. Neither 
construction nor operation of the Project would not displace any people or housing. Thus, the 
Project would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and no impact 
would occur.  
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

    

i) Fire protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Police protection? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Schools? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Parks? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

v) Other public facilities? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a.i) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection services? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Santa Clarita contracts with the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department (LACFD) for urban and wildland fire protection services, fire prevention services, 
emergency medical services, hazardous materials services, and urban search and rescue 
services. LACFD provides fire protection and life safety services to over four million residents 
within its jurisdiction of 60 incorporated cities and all 122 unincorporated areas of the County.70 
LACFD also operates as a unit of the CAL FIRE and has the responsibility of implementing 
California’s Strategic Fire Plan in Los Angeles County and addressing emergency operations, 
public service, and organizational effectiveness.71 The LACFD participates in the Rescue 
Emergency Mutual Aid System based on a mutual aid agreement among emergency responders 
to provide assistance across jurisdictional boundaries, in cases where an emergency response 
exceeds capabilities of local resources.72 The nearest stations are LACFD Station 123, which is 
located 0.75 miles southeast of the Project Site, and LACFD Station 107, which is located 2.10 

 
70 LACFD, 2021 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Annual Report, 2021.  
71 City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
72 County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County Fire Department 2022 Strategic Fire Plan, 2021. 
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miles northwest of the Project Site. According to CalFire, the Project Site is located within a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and Local Responsibility Area (LRA).73 The Project 
would adhere to conditions of approval as provided by the LACFD Fire Prevention Unit and 
included as Appendix G of this IS/MND. The conditions include requirements related to final map 
submittals, access, water system and fire flow, and fuel modification. 

During construction of the Project, staging would occur within the Project Site. Access to and 
along Diver Street, Triumph Avenue, and Tannahill Avenue adjacent to the Project Site would 
remain unobstructed and would remain accessible to emergency vehicles. During operation, as 
discussed above, the Project would consist of four residences with approximately 12 residents.74 
As such, the Project would have an increased demand of fire protection services when compared 
to existing conditions. However, the Project would be required to comply with the California Fire 
Code and LACFD conditions requiring fire apparatus access roads, fire lanes, and firefighter 
access walkways with adequate dimensions, clearances, turning radius, loads, slope. In addition, 
to ensure that residents that would have adequate fire water protection, the Project would install 
fire hydrants with proper pressure and flow rates in accordance with code requirements. Due to 
the Project Site’s location within a VHFHSZ, the Project would be required to prepare and submit 
a Fuel Modification Plan for approval by the LACFD Fuel Modification Unit. A Fuel Modification 
Plan would provide a landscape plan showing all proposed and existing-to-remain vegetation on 
the property. The plan would ensure that vegetation, which can fuel and spread fires, is modified 
appropriately to protect structures, people, and land.  

Adequate fire protection services can be provided to the Project with the existing fire stations and 
facilities in the area. The Project is not anticipated to affect fire protection demands to the extent 
that new or physically altered fire facilities would be required. Furthermore, in City of Hayward v. 
Board of Trustees of California State University Ruling (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, the court 
found that Section 35 of Article XIII of the California Constitution requires local agencies to provide 
public safety services, including fire protection, and that it is reasonable to conclude that the City 
will comply with that provision to ensure that public safety services are provided.75 Therefore, 
impacts on fire protection services are less than significant.  

a.ii) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for police protection services? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Santa Clarita is served by the Los Angeles County 
Sheriff’s Department (LASD), which covers a service area of 656 square miles. The LASD’s Santa 
Clarita Valley Station is located at 26201 Golden Valley Road and serves the Angeles National 
Forest, Bouquet Canyon, Canyon Country, Castaic, Gorman, Hasley Canyon, Newhall, Neenach, 
Sand Canyon, Santa Clarita, Saugus, Six Flags Magic Mountain, Sleepy Valley, Southern Oaks, 
Stevenson Ranch, Sunset Point, Tesoro del Valle, Valencia, Val Verde, West Hills, Westridge. 
The Santa Clarita Valley Sheriff's Station serves an estimated resident population of 310,000 
persons. The station has been staffed by 205 sworn personnel and 34 civilian employees, but 

 
73  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps, FHSZ Viewer, 

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/, accessed April 5, 2023. 
74  Southern California Association of Governments, Connect SoCal, 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, Demographics and 

Growth Forecast Technical Report, September 2020. 
75  City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, 843, 847. 
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staffing levels and standards vary based on needs, performance level, and service modeling.76 
Average response times from the Santa Clarita Valley Sheriff’s Station for the 2020-2021 fiscal 
year were 74.5 minutes for routine calls, 13.9 minutes for priority calls, and 6.45 minutes for 
emergency calls, which would be longer for routine calls and shorter for priority and emergency 
calls when compared to industry standards.77  

During construction, the Project Site would implement temporary security measures, such as 
fencing, lighting, and locked entry to secure the site. During operation, the Project would generate 
approximately 12 residents. As such, the Project would introduce permanent service population 
to the Project Site, which is currently vacant. However, the Project would have a marginal effect 
on the ratio of officers per residents, which would remain approximately 0.66 officers per 1,000 
residents with and without the Project’s added residents.78 In addition, the Project’s future 
residents of the four single-homes would be anticipated to install private surveillance security 
devices and/or safety lighting in interior and exterior areas of the Project. Furthermore, as with 
other projects, the Project would be required to pay any development fees (in accordance with 
SCMC Section 17.51.010.B) and local taxes, which would support any expansion of law 
enforcement services that may be required based on growth within the City. Moreover, in City of 
Hayward v. Board of Trustees of California State University Ruling (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, 
the court found that Section 35 of Article XIII of the California Constitution requires local agencies 
to provide public safety services, including police protection, and that it is reasonable to conclude 
that the City will comply with that provision to ensure that public safety services are provided.79 
Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to affect police protection demands to the extent that new 
or physically altered police protection facilities would be required. Impacts on police protection 
services are anticipated to be less than significant.  

a.iii) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for schools? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project Site is located within the attendance boundaries of 
the Sulphur Springs Community School (grades Kindergarten to 6), Sierra Vista Junior High 
School (grades 7–8); Canyon High School (grades 9–12).80 Sulphur Springs Community School 
had an enrollment of 595 students, Sierra Vista Junior High School had an enrollment of 991 
students, and Canyon High School had an enrollment of 1,946 students.81 The Project’s 12 
residents would include an estimated 4 school students, including 2 elementary school students, 
1 middle school student, and 1 high school student.82 As such, the Project’s potentially generated 
students would account for less than 1 percent of the current enrollment at any of the schools. 

 
76  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
77  (205 ÷ 310,000) × 1000 = 0.66129; (205 ÷ 310,0012) × 1000 = 0.66126. 
78  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
79  City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 833, 843, 847. 
80  Sulphur Springs Union School District, School Locator, https://www.myschoollocation.com/sulphurspringsUSD/, 

accessed August 15, 2023; William S. Hart Union High School District, School Site Locator, 
https://portal.schoolsitelocator.com/apps/ssl/?districtcode=06345, accessed August 15, 2023. 

81  California Department of Education, DataQuest, 2022-23 Enrollment Report, https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest,  
accessed August 15, 2023. 

82  Based on a generation rate of 0.2609 elementary school students per detached single-family home, according to 
the Sulphur Springs Union School District’s 2022 Developer Fee Justification Study; based on a generation rate of 
0.0962 middle school students and 0.1941 high school students per detached single-family home, according to 
the William S. Hart Union High School District, 2018 School Facilities Needs Analysis. 
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Furthermore, the Project would be subjected to levied developer fees applicable to both new 
construction and reconstruction projects, pursuant to Education Code Section 17620, to support 
school facilities. The Project is not anticipated to create demands on public school facilities to the 
extent that new or physically altered facilities would be required. Therefore, impact would be less 
than significant. 

a.iv) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for parks? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Parks and recreational facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site 
are operated and maintained by the City of Santa Clarita. Nearby parks and recreational facilities 
include Fair Oaks Park at 17468 Honey Maple Street (0.95 miles northwest); Canyon Country 
Park at 17615 Soledad Canyon Road (1.78 miles northwest); Canyon Country Community Center 
at 18410 Sierra Highway (2.25 miles northwest); Oak Spring Canyon Park at 28920 Oak Spring 
Canyon Road (2.36 miles northeast); Begonias Lane Park at 14911 Begonias Lane (3.26 miles 
northeast); North Oaks Park at 27824 Camp Plenty Road (3.57 miles northwest); and Todd 
Longshore Park at 28151 Whites Canyon Road (3.65 miles northwest).83  

As described above, the Project Site would be subdivided into four parcels to accommodate a 
single-family building pad home on each parcel of the following sizes: 4.98 acres, 4.99 acres, 5.00 
acres, and 4.90 acres. According to SCMC Section 17.51.010.E.(2), “it is found and determined 
that the public interest, convenience, health, welfare, and safety require that a minimum of three 
(3) acres of property for each one thousand (1,000) persons residing within this City be devoted 
to neighborhood and community park recreational purposes.” The SCMC acknowledges that, in 
the Conservation and Open Space Element, the City’s goal is to provide parks at a ratio of five 
acres per 1,000 residents with use of funding sources such as park impact fees. The Conservation 
and Open Space Element states that the City offers approximately 1.5 to 2 acres of developed 
parkland per 1,000 residents, with 246 acres of developed park space and about 173 acres of 
passive park land.84 In generating only approximately 12 residents, the Project would have a 
negligible demand on usage of parks and effect on the City’s parkland ratio. Each of the Project’s 
single-family homes would have sufficient land on its own parcel to utilize as open space. 
Furthermore, in accordance with SCMC Section 17.51.010.E, the Project would be required to 
dedicate parkland or pay any in-lieu fees for the acquisition or development of park land, 
improvements, or rehabilitation of existing park or recreational facilities. Overall, the Project is not 
anticipated to create new or additional demands to the extent that new or physically altered parks 
would be required. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

a.v) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives for other public facilities? 

 
83  City of Santa Clarita, City Parks & Facilities, https://www.santa-clarita.com/residents/parks-and-city-facilities, 

accessed August 15, 2023. 
84  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Conservation and Open Space Element, 2011. 
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Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Santa Clarita is served by the Santa Clarita Public 
Library system, which consists of three libraries: Canyon Country Jo Anne Darcy Library (18601 
Soledad Canyon Road) approximately 2.4 miles northwest of the Project Site; Old Town Newhall 
Library (24500 Main Street) approximately 6.1 miles southwest of the Project Site; and Valencia 
Library (23743 W. Valencia Boulevard) approximately 7.3 miles northwest of the Project Site.85 
As discussed in Checklist Question XIV, the Project would generate 12 residents, which would 
represent approximately 0.43 percent of the projected growth in the City. As such, the Project’s 
residents would be anticipated to have a marginal effect on the physical library facilities. 
Furthermore, as described in the Santa Clarita Public Library’s 2020-2023 Strategic Plan, the 
library system intends to develop a plan and coordinate the implementation of mobile and digital 
library solutions, which would allow patrons to use library services even when not visiting the 
physical locations.86 Moreover, as with other residential development projects, the Project would 
be required to pay development fees specifically for the support of library facilities and technology 
in the City, pursuant to SCMC Section 17.51.010.C. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to 
create new or additional demands to the extent that new or physically altered libraries would be 
required, and impacts would be less than significant. 

  

 
85  City of Santa Clarita Public Library, Hours & Locations, https://www.santaclaritalibrary.com/contact-us/hours-

locations/, accessed August 16, 2023. 
86  City of Santa Clarita Public Library, Strategic Plan, https://www.santaclaritalibrary.com/about/strategic-plan/, 

accessed August 16, 2023. 
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XVI. RECREATION 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities 
or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As described above for Checklist Question XV.a.iv, the Project 
is anticipated to generate only approximately 12 residents, the Project would have a negligible 
demand on usage of parks and effect on the City’s current parkland ratio. Each of the Project’s 
single-family homes would have sufficient open space on its own parcel to utilize as open space. 
Furthermore, in accordance with SCMC Section 17.51.010.E, the Project would be required to 
dedicate parkland or pay any in-lieu fees for the acquisition or development of park land, 
improvements, or rehabilitation of existing park or recreational facilities. Thus, the Project would 
not increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of facilities would occur or be accelerated. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Pursuant to SCMC Section 17.39.030, new developments within 
the Sand Canyon Special Standards District area are also required to provide riding/hiking trails 
per the Sand Canyon Backbone Trails exhibit on file with the City’s Parks, Recreation, and 
Community Services Department, as approved by the Department Director. To comply with the 
Sand Canyon Backbone Trails Corridor Extension and SCMC Section 17.39.030, the Project 
would provide a 12-foot wide trail easement along the western and southern edges of the Project 
Site. The proposed trail improvements would be completed in compliance with code requirements, 
would occur within the Project Site boundaries, and would not result in an adverse physical effect 
on the environment. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness 
for the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel 
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project was reviewed in accordance with the Transportation 
Analysis Updates in Santa Clarita, dated May 19, 2020. The analysis of impacts related to vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) is provided below in response to Checklist Question XVII.b. As concluded 
therein, Project impacts related to VMT would be less than significant. According to the 
Transportation Analysis Updates in Santa Clarita, projects generating less than 50 peak hour trips 
are not required to complete a Local Transportation Assessment. Based on trip generation factors 
from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 10th Edition Trip Generation Manual, the 
Project’s four single-family detached homes would generate an estimated 3 AM peak hour trips 
and 4 PM peak hour trips, which are both less than 50 peak hour trips. Therefore, a Local 
Transportation Assessment with LOS analysis is not required. 

According to the Transportation Analysis Updates in Santa Clarita, the Project Site is located  
approximately 1.36 miles southeast of the Vista Canyon Metrolink Station and 2 miles from 
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existing transit bus stops.87 As such, development and operation of the Project would not obstruct 
the transit stops or impede operation of the City’s transit options.  

According to the City of Santa Clarita’s Non-Motorized Transportation Plan, the trail and bike 
facilities near the Project Site include a multi-use trail and Class III bike route proposed along 
Sand Canyon Road (approximately 0.25 miles to the west) and a proposed multi-use trail 
approximately 0.10 miles to the south.88 No existing or proposed bike or trail facilities are located 
adjacent to the Project Site. As the Project construction staging would be limited to the Project 
Site, the Project would not impede the planning or construction of the bicycle or trail facilities 
referenced in the City’s Non-Motorized Transportation Plan during the Project’s construction 
activities. To comply with the Sand Canyon Backbone Trails Corridor Extension and SCMC 
Section 17.39.030, the Project would provide a 12-foot wide trail easement along the western and 
southern edges of the Project Site. This would be implemented in accordance with City code 
requirements and would not conflict with the SCMC. In addition, the Project’s new driveways along 
Triumph Avenue and Tannahill Avenue would provide adequate widths for vehicle access and 
would not have any visual or physical obstructions that would impede vehicle and pedestrian 
safety. 

Therefore, the Project would not conflict with programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing 
the circulation system, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Based on the Transportation Analysis Updates in Santa Clarita, 
dated May 19, 2020, if a project meets at least one of three screening criteria, a vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) analysis would not be required. Under the project size screening criterion, projects 
that generate less than 110 daily trips may be screened from conducting a VMT analysis. Under 
the low VMT area screening criterion, residential and office projects located within a low VMT 
generating area may be presumed to have a less than significant impact, as long as the new 
development in the TAZ is similar to the development already in the TAZ if there is no substantial 
evidence to the contrary. Under transit priority area (TPA) screening criterion, projects located 
within TPAs may also be exempt from VMT analysis. The Project would not meet the low VMT 
area or TPA area screening criteria. However, the Project would meet the project size screening 
criterion. As described in response to Checklist Question III.c, based on the CalEEMod modeling, 
the Project would generate approximately 38 trips during weekdays and on Saturdays and 34 
trips on Sundays. As such, the Project would generate less than 110 daily trips and would be 
screened from conducting a VMT analysis. Therefore, Project impacts related to VMT would be 
less than significant. 

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Impacts regarding the potential increase of hazards due to a 
geometric design feature generally relate to the design of access points to and from a site, and 
may include safety, operational, or capacity impacts. Impacts can be related to vehicle/vehicle, 

 
87  City of Santa Clarita, Transportation Analysis Updates in Santa Clarita, May 2020. 
88  City of Santa Clarita, Non-Motorized Transportation Plan, Non-Motorized Transportation Plan Recommendations, 

2020. 
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vehicle/bicycle, or vehicle/pedestrian conflicts as well as to operational delays caused by vehicles 
slowing and/or queuing to access a site. These conflicts may be created by the driveway 
configuration or through the placement of driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent 
to bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or too close to busy or congested intersections. 

Vehicular access to the two proposed homes within the western parcels would be available via a 
proposed 20-foot wide driveway along Triumph Avenue. Vehicular access to the two proposed 
homes within the eastern parcels would have individual 20-foot wide driveways along Tannahill 
Avenue. All Project driveways would provide adequate widths for vehicle access and proper 
placement for clear visibility to ensure the safety of pedestrians and vehicles. Furthermore, the 
proposed uses would be consistent with the surrounding residential uses and would not introduce 
hazards due to incompatible uses. Therefore, based on the above, the Project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction activities associated with the Project could include 
intermittent disruptions of roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site that could be used by 
emergency providers, including the LACFD and the LASD. However, access would be maintained 
through the duration of construction.  The nearest disaster routes would include Sand Canyon 
Road, located approximately 0.25 miles to the west, and State Route 14, located approximately 
2 miles to the north of the Project Site.89 As described in the City’s Safety Element, during the 
development review process, emergency access is evaluated for all pending development 
projects; two means of ingress and egress are required for all major development projects, 
including subdivisions.90 The Project would be required to comply with the California Fire Code 
and LACFD conditions requiring fire apparatus access roads, fire lanes, and firefighter access 
walkways with adequate dimensions, clearances, turning radius, loads, and slope. Verification for 
compliance of the Fire Department access related conditions of approval would be performed 
during the architectural plan review prior to the issuance of building permits. Therefore, the Project 
would not result in inadequate emergency access, and impacts would be less than significant. 

 
89  Los Angeles County Public Works, Disaster Routes Map, City of Santa Clarita. 
90  City of Santa Clarita, General Plan, Safety Element, 2022. 
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, 
and that is: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in 
its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the 
lead agency shall consider the significance of 
the resource to a California Native American 
tribe. 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above for Checklist Question V.a and evaluated in 
the Cultural Resources Identification Memorandum (Appendix D of this IS/MND), no sites or 
resources listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources were 
identified within the Project Site as a result of the SCCIC records search; literature, map, and 
aerial photo reviews; historical society consultation; pedestrian survey; and California and City 
Register evaluations. As such, there are no known tribal cultural resources that exist on the site 
that are eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources or in a local register. 
Therefore, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources. Impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and 
scope of the landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion 
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and supported by substantial evidence to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. In compliance with AB 52 (PRC 
21074), which requires tribal consultation as part of the CEQA process, the City initiated 
consultation in August 2023. Consultation occurred with the Fernandeño Tataviam Band of 
Mission Indians as documented in Appendix J of this IS/MND. The Fernandeño Tataviam Band 
of Mission Indians assert that the area has a low sensitivity for tribal cultural resources based on 
ethnographic and historical documentation of past Native American use; however, while the 
Project Site is not located in a central area of activity, the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural 
resources could occur. As a result, Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would be implemented such that 
in the event of any discovery of unknown tribal cultural resources during Project construction 
activities, impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Consultation with the 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians concluded on January 11, 2024, as documented 
in Appendix J of this IS/MND. 

Mitigation Measure TCR-1: If cultural resources are discovered during project activities, 
all work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a 
qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior Standards retained by the Project 
Applicant shall assess the find. Work on the portions of the Project outside of the buffered 
area may continue during this assessment period. The Fernandeño Tataviam Band of 
Mission Indians shall be contacted about any pre-contact and/or post-contact finds and be 
provided information after the archaeologist makes their initial assessment of the nature 
of the find, to provide tribal input with regards to significance and treatment. The Lead 
Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the Fernandeño Tataviam Band 
of Mission Indians on the disposition and treatment of any tribal cultural resource 
encountered during all ground-disturbing activities.  
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Require or result in the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, or, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
the construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Require or result in the construction of new 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate 
capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

g. Comply with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

e. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not affect the City’s sanitary sewer collection 
system managed by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District, which operates the Saugus and 
Valencia Water Reclamation Plants. Rather, as discussed in Checklist Question VII.e, the Project 
would include four septic leaching fields—one for each proposed residential parcel. Based on the 
subsurface and percolation evaluation, the Project would have soils capable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic system. Furthermore, in accordance with SCMC Chapter 17.83, as 
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the Project would require grading in excess of 5,000 cubic yards, the grading permit application 
would require final geotechnical and engineering geology reports, including septic system 
information. In accordance with SCMC Chapter 16.13, the Project’s septic system would undergo 
review and approval by the City Engineer and Los Angeles County Health Department. 
Additionally, the Project would adhere to all necessary requirements for the onsite septic system 
in accordance with County of Los Angeles Health Code, Chapter 11.38, Part 5, Requirements for 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems. Future homeowners on the Project Site would be 
responsible for maintaining their respective septic systems and employing, as needed, sewage 
pumping vehicle operators that are registered per Los Angeles County Health Code requirements. 
Therefore, Project compliance with code requirements would ensure that Project impacts related 
to wastewater facilities would be less than significant.  

b. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
water, wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would involve removal of one building foundation to 
accommodate four single-family residences. Given the increase in intensity of uses, the Project 
would result in an increase in water demand and wastewater generation, as well as an increase 
in demand on other utilities, such as electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications. 

Water 

Water service to the Project Site would be provided by the Santa Clarita Water Division of the 
Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency (SCV Water). Based on the proposed uses, the Project would 
increase the water demand on-site when compared to existing vacant conditions. Specifically, the 
Project’s four single-family homes would be anticipated to consume 1,040 gallons of water per 
day and would require connections to existing water lines around the Project Site.91 As concluded 
in the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the total projected water supplies available 
to the SCV Water service area over the 30-year projection during normal, single-dry, and multiple-
dry year (5-year drought) periods are sufficient to meet the total projected water demands 
throughout the Santa Clarita Valley.92 Since the proposed single-family residences would be 
consistent with the site’s General Plan designation and zoning, the Project’s water demand would 
be met by supply made by SCV Water. In addition, the Project would be in compliance with 2022 
Title 24 standards and CALGreen Code and use low-flow fixtures and water-efficient irrigation. 
The Project would require a Landscape Plan Review per SCMC Section 17.23.150, which would 
help ensure efficient use of water on-site, and conform to SCMC Section 17.51.030 landscaping 
and irrigation standards for single-family residential developments. Furthermore, the Project 
would be required to pay water connection fees as applicable. Therefore, the Project would not 
require or result in the relocation or construction of new water facilities, and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 
91  Southern California Edison, 2021 Power Content Label. 
92  Provided that SCV Water continues to utilize available State Water Project amounts, and will continue to 

incorporate conjunctive use (coordinated use of surface water and groundwater), water conservation, water 
transfers, recycled water, and water banking as part of the total water supply portfolio and management approach 
to long-term water supply planning and strategy; SCV Water, 2020 UWMP, June 2021. 
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Wastewater 

The Project would not affect the City’s sanitary sewer collection system managed by the Santa 
Clarita Valley Sanitation District, which operates the Saugus and Valencia Water Reclamation 
Plants. Rather, as discussed above, the Project would include four septic leaching fields—one for 
each proposed residential parcel. In accordance with SCMC Chapter 16.13, the Project’s septic 
system would undergo review and approval by the City Engineer and Los Angeles County Health 
Department. Additionally, the Project would adhere to all necessary requirements for the onsite 
septic system in accordance with Los Angeles County Health Code, Chapter 11.38, Part 5, 
Requirements for Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems. Refer to Responses to Checklist 
Questions XIX.a and XIX.e, above. The Project would not require or result in the construction of 
new wastewater treatment facilities that would cause significant environmental effects, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Dry Utilities (Electricity, Natural Gas, Telecommunications) 

SCE and SoCalGas provide electricity and natural gas services, respectively, to the Project Site. 
These providers service the Project Site’s surrounding residential uses. Electrical and cable on 
telephone poles run between Tannahill Avenue and Triumph Avenue on the northern end of the 
Project Site. There is a gas line on Tannahill Avenue that ends on the north side of the 
northeastern portion of the Project Site and a gas line on Triumph Avenue that ends at the north 
side of the northwestern portion of the Project Site.  Project-related improvements would include 
connections to existing electricity and natural gas service lines as well as proposed gas lines.  

SCE’s existing portfolio of resources includes renewable energy (31.4 percent), large 
hydroelectric (2.3 percent), natural gas (22.3 percent), nuclear (9.2 percent), and 
other/unspecified power sources (34.8 percent).93 This mix of resources enhances electrical 
system resilience by not relying on a single transmission source. SCE’s Integrated Resource Plan 
has a primary objective that includes system reliability, as well as establishing SCE’s planned 
procurement of energy to meet demands through 2030.94 Therefore, SCE’s long-term forecasts 
for electricity demand within its service area, which includes the Project Site, would account for 
Project-related electricity demand. However, should SCE determine that upgrades to existing 
electrical energy infrastructure would be necessary, resulting from either the demand of the 
proposed Project or cumulative demand increases, such off-site upgrade projects would be 
undertaken by SCE and would be subject to environmental review pursuant to CEQA. Attempting 
to estimate what environmental impacts may result from such electrical utility infrastructure 
improvements without knowledge of when and where the improvements would take place would 
be speculative. 

SoCalGas is the principal distributor of natural gas in Southern California. Utility-served, statewide 
natural gas demand is projected to decrease at an annual average rate of 1.1 percent per year 
through 2035, and total statewide residential gas demand is projected to decrease at an annual 
average rate of 2.4 percent per year, which is faster than the 1.7 percent annual rate of decline 
that had been forecasted previously in the 2020 California Gas Report.95 Furthermore, SoCalGas 
is anticipated to meet a projected extreme peak day demand of 2,827 million cubic feet of natural 
gas per day in 2023 through a combination of withdrawals from underground storage facilities and 
flowing pipeline supplies.96 As such, because of its extremely large service area and natural gas 

 
93  Southern California Edison, 2021 Power Content Label. 
94  Southern California Edison, 2017-2018 Integrated Resource Plan, August 1, 2018. 
95  California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2022 California Gas Report. 
96  California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2022 California Gas Report. 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
City of Santa Clarita  Rexhall Project 
January 16, 2024 Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 

117 
 

supplies, in addition to decreasing natural gas demand, SoCalGas would have adequate capacity 
to support the Project. As described above, Project-related improvements would include 
connections to existing natural gas service lines as well as proposed gas lines for which 
construction activities would be temporary. Should SoCal Gas determine that upgrades to existing 
natural gas infrastructure off-site would be necessary, resulting from either the demand of the 
proposed Project or cumulative demand increases, such off-site upgrade projects would be 
undertaken by SoCal Gas and would be subject to environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  

Telecommunication services are provided to the Project Site’s surrounding residential uses. As 
the Project Site is vacant of uses utilizing telecommunication, the Project would establish or 
connect to telecommunication infrastructure. Upgrades to existing telecommunication facilities 
and construction of new facilities to meet user demand are determined by telecommunication 
providers and subject to its own environmental review. Any traffic disruptions associated with 
telecommunication utility activities within the travel lanes would be addressed through routine 
traffic control measures.  

In summary, the Project would not result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded 
water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, other than connections to existing adjacent facilities to serve the 
proposed residences, and impacts would be less than significant. 

c. Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Checklist Section X, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, under proposed conditions, the 25-year flow runoff rate and volume would increase by 
6.84 cubic feet per second and 14,178 cubic feet, respectively. Pursuant to regulatory 
requirements, the Project applicant would prepare a LID Plan such that the Project would be 
designed to control pollutants, pollutant loads, and runoff volume to the maximum extent feasible 
by minimizing impervious surface area and controlling runoff from impervious surfaces through 
infiltration, evapotranspiration, bioretention and/or rainfall harvest, and use, the design of which 
would require approval by the City Engineer. Drainage in the proposed conditions follows the 
same pattern as the existing conditions and leaves the site via surface flow at the northerly end 
of the site. No physical modifications to the existing municipal stormwater infrastructure in the 
Project vicinity would be anticipated to handle the Project stormwater runoff. Furthermore, the 
Project’s short-term construction activities would be required to include implementation of an 
approved SWPPP with BMPs for stormwater and non-stormwater discharges. All construction 
and grading activities would comply with applicable laws and regulatory documents, including all 
applicable City ordinances and the City’s permit regulating discharges into and from the storm 
drain system. Thus, the Project would not require the construction of new stormwater drainage 
stormwater facilities or expansion of facilities, and impacts would be less than significant. 

d. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Water service to the Project Site would be provided by the Santa 
Clarita Water Division of the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency (SCV Water). SCV Water’s 
current service area includes a mix of residential and commercial, and light industrial land uses, 
mostly comprised of single-family homes, apartments, condominiums, and several local shopping 
centers and neighborhood commercial developments. SCV Water adopted its 2020 Urban Water 
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Management Plan (UWMP) in June 2021. The 2020 UWMP provides a broad perspective on a 
number of water supply issues and is a planning tool that generally guides water supply and 
resource management in the Santa Clarita Valley. The 2020 UWMP provides a detailed summary 
of present and future water resources and demands within the Santa Clarita Valley service area 
and discusses supply reliability planning, drought risk assessment, and the implementation of 
water conservation and recycling measures. The 2020 UWMP also assesses its water supply and 
demand forecasts for a 30-year planning period based on the population projections in the general 
plans of the jurisdictions within the service area. As concluded in the 2020 UWMP, the total 
projected water supplies available to the SCV Water service area over the 30-year projection 
during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year (5-year drought) periods are sufficient to meet the 
total projected water demands throughout the Santa Clarita Valley.97 As previously discussed, the 
Project’s proposed single-family residences would be consistent with the site’s General Plan 
designation and zoning. Due to the proposed size and uses, the Project would not be subject to 
the requirements for SB 610 for preparation of a water supply assessment. During the Project’s 
construction activities, water would be required primarily for dust control, cleaning of equipment, 
and other related activities; however, such water demand would be temporary and intermittent. 
Water for construction-related purposes could be provided by water trucks and/or through 
connections to nearby water distribution lines. The amount of water required during this 
construction phase would be below the total water demand of the fully developed Project. Thus, 
the 2020 UWMP has accounted for the Project’s water demand, and the Project would have 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from existing water resources and 
entitlements. As such, Project impacts related to water supply would be less than significant. 

f. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the most recently available information from the 
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), in 2019, the City of 
Santa Clarita disposed of approximately 206,278 tons of solid waste at a solid waste facility, 16 
tons at the Southeast Resource Recovery Facility (a transformation facility), and 812 tons of 
alternative daily cover.98 Of the 16 facilities that received waste from the City, six facilities that 
accept both construction and demolition waste and municipal solid waste received more than 
1,000 tons of waste, including those within and outside Los Angeles County: Antelope Valley 
Public Landfill, Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill, El Sobrante Landfill, Lost Hills Environmental 
Waste Facility, Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center; and Sunshine Canyon City/County  
Landfill. Based on the latest available remaining permitted disposal capacity information, as 
provided by the Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (ColWMP) 
2020 Annual Report, the Antelope Valley Public Landfill has a remaining permitted disposal 
capacity of 10.18 million tons; Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill has a remaining permitted 
disposal capacity of 54.42 million tons; El Sobrante Landfill’s has a remaining permitted disposal 
capacity of 137 million tons; Lost Hills Environmental Waste Facility (H.M. Holloway Landfill, Inc.) 
has a remaining permitted disposal capacity of 2 million tons; Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling 

 
97  Provided that SCV Water continues to utilize available State Water Project amounts, and will continue to 

incorporate conjunctive use (coordinated use of surface water and groundwater), water conservation, water 
transfers, recycled water, and water banking as part of the total water supply portfolio and management approach 
to long-term water supply planning and strategy; SCV Water, 2020 UWMP, June 2021. 

98  CalRecycle, Jurisdiction Disposal by Facility and Alternative Daily Cover Tons by Facility, Year 2019, Los Angeles–
Santa Clarita, https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/DisposalReporting/Destination/DisposalByFacility, 
accessed August 29, 2023; alternative daily cover refers to cover material other than earthen material placed on 
the surface of the active face of a municipal solid waste landfill at the end of each operating day to control vectors, 
fires, odors, blowing litter, and scavenging. 
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Center has a remaining permitted disposal capacity of 48 million tons; and Sunshine Canyon 
City/County Landfill has a remaining permitted disposal capacity of 54.08 million tons.99 

Construction, demolition, and remodel activities occurring within the City generate a significant 
volume of debris that could be destined for landfills. In order to preserve available landfill space 
and promote waste reduction, pursuant and the City’s Construction and Demolition Ordinance 05-
09, the City requires that all demolition projects, all commercial projects valued over $200,000, all 
new commercial projects over 1,000 square feet, all new residential construction projects, and all 
residential additions and improvements that increase building area, volume, or size must recycle 
a minimum of 65 percent of all inert materials and 65 percent of all other materials. Accordingly, 
the Project would be required to prepare a Construction and Demolition Materials Management 
Plan pursuant to SCMC Chapter 15.46 to identify the type of materials that would be used and 
estimate the weight of materials to be recycled during construction, as well as indicate the vendor 
or facility that has been commissioned to collect, divert, reuse, or receive the construction and 
demolition materials. The plan would be approved by the City prior to issuance of a permit. As 
previously discussed, the Project would involve the construction of four single-family homes. As 
shown in Table XIX-1, the Project would generate 72.6 tons of construction waste. After 
accounting for a 65 percent diversion rate, the Project would dispose of approximately 25.4 tons 
of waste to landfills. 

Table XIX-1 
Project Construction Waste Generation 

Land Use Size 
Generation Rate 

(lbs/sf)1 Total (tons) 

Single-family home 10,100 sf 4.39 lbs/sf 22.2 

Single-family home 11,700 sf 4.39 lbs/sf 25.7 

Single-family home 4,116 sf 4.39 lbs/sf 9.0 

Single-family home 7,161 sf 4.39 lbs/sf 15.7 

Total Waste prior to diversion         72.6 

Total Waste after 65% diversion     25.4 

lbs = pounds      

sf = square feet      
1 lb = 0.0005 ton      
Note: 
1.    USEPA, Estimating 2003 Building-Related Construction and Demolition Materials Amounts, 

Report No. EPA530-R-09-002, March 2009, Table 2-1. 

 
Once operational, solid waste generated by the Project’s would consist of typical waste from 
residential uses and would result in approximately 8.9 tons of solid waste per year.100 It is 
anticipated that Project-generated waste would continue to be accepted by the same multiple 
refuse disposal facilities that currently receive the City’s municipal solid wastes, including those 
identified above. Based on the total capacity of 305.68 million tons from the six aforementioned 
landfills, the Project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to 

 
99  Los Angeles County, Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 2020 Annual Report, Appendix E-2, Tables 

4 and 6. 
100  Based on a residential solid waste generation factor of 12.23 pounds per household per day (or 2.23 tons per 

household per year). Source: CalRecycle, CalRecycle, Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates, 
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/wastecharacterization/general/rates, accessed August 14, 2023.  
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accommodate the Project’s construction and operational waste disposal needs, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

g. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project would comply with City diversion 
requirements by recycling a minimum of 65 percent of all inert materials and 65 percent of all 
other materials during construction and demolition. Pursuant to SCMC Chapter 15.46, the Project 
would provide a security deposit and prepare a Construction and Demolition Materials 
Management for approval by the City prior to issuance of a permit. The Project would be required 
to document the construction and demolition material diversion and would be applicable for return 
of the security deposit following approval of documentation.  

Senate Bill 1383 regulations set methane emissions reduction targets for California in a statewide 
effort to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants, including the target to reduce organic 
waste disposal 75 percent by 2025. Senate Bill 1383 also requires that jurisdictions conduct 
education and outreach on organics recycling to all residents, businesses (including those that 
generate edible food that can be donated) haulers, solid waste facilities, and local food banks and 
other food recovery organizations. As of July 1, 2023, with implementation of the City’s contract 
with Burrtec Waste Industries to provide residential and commercial waste services in the City, 
Santa Clarita residents were provided with new bins to separate garbage, recycling, and organic 
waste.101 Once operational, the Project would also be subject to such requirements and waste 
management practices. Non-hazardous solid waste generated from the Project Site (e.g., plastic 
and glass bottles and jars, paper, newspaper, metal containers, cardboard) would be recycled 
per local and State regulations previously mentioned, with a diversion goal of 75 percent, in 
compliance with the Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill 939). Accordingly, the 
Project would comply with adopted programs and regulations pertaining to solid waste and City 
waste diversion goals, and impacts related would be less than significant. 

  

 
101  City of Santa Clarita, City News, Trash Transition, June 8, 2023, https://www.santa-

clarita.com/Home/Components/News/News/10980/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
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XX. WILDFIRE 

If located in or near state responsibility areas 
or lands classified as very high fire hazard 
severity zones would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d. Expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 
post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other 
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

c. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. According to CalFire, the Project Site is located within a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and Local Responsibility Area (LRA).102 The Project 
would adhere to conditions of approval as provided by the Fire Prevention Unit of the LACFD, 
which are included in Appendix G of this IS/MND. As discussed in response to Checklist Question 
XV.a.i, during Project construction activities, access to and along Diver Street, Triumph Avenue, 

 
102  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Hazard Severity Zones Maps, FHSZ Viewer, 

https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
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and Tannahill Avenue adjacent to the Project Site would remain unobstructed and would remain 
accessible to emergency vehicles. During operation, the Project would be required to comply with 
the California Fire Code and LACFD conditions of approval requiring fire apparatus access roads, 
fire lanes, and firefighter access walkways with adequate dimensions, clearances, turning radius, 
loads, and slope. In addition, to ensure that residents that would have adequate fire water 
protection, the Project would install fire hydrants with proper pressure and flow rates in 
accordance with code requirements. Due to the Project Site’s location within a VHFHSZ, the 
Project would be required to prepare and submit a Fuel Modification Plan for approval by the 
LACFD Fuel Modification Unit. A Fuel Modification Plan would provide a landscape plan showing 
all proposed and existing-to-remain vegetation on the property. The plan would ensure that 
vegetation, which can fuel and spread fires, is modified appropriately to protect structures, people, 
and land. Therefore, the Project would not require infrastructure that would exacerbate fire risks 
or result in temporary or ongoing wildfire impacts to the environment, and the Project would not 
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
hazard severity zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, 
post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project Site is located within a VHFHSZ 
and LRA. As discussed in response to Checklist Question VII.a.iv, the Project Site is not mapped 
within a Landslide Zone of Required Investigation.103 In addition, the Project Site is characterized 
by relatively flat topography with gentle hills and is not located within a flood hazard area. As 
discussed in response to Checklist Section X, the Project would comply with regulatory 
requirements to ensure that the Project would not be anticipated to substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which would substantially impede, alter or redirect 
flood flows. Therefore, the Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

  

 
103  California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey, Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/, accessed August 14, 2023. 
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b. Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c. Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 

Explanation of Checklist Responses 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Checklist 
Question IV.a,  Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) is state watch-listed and has suitable nesting 
habitat onsite, and White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) is CDFW fully protected and may have 
suitable nesting habitat onsite. Implementation of standard measures for the protection of 
biological resources including nesting birds are recommended to avoid and minimize potential 
impact to general wildlife. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Project 
impacts to nesting or migratory birds would be less than significant. 

As discussed in Checklist Section V, the Project would not cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a historical resource, and no related impacts would occur. With regard to 
archaeological resources, there is low sensitivity for significant prehistoric or historic period 
archaeological resources within the Project Site. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 is 
included to require the proper handling and disposition of archaeological resources in the 
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unexpected event that such resources are inadvertently discovered during Project construction. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that any impacts to archaeological resources would be 
less than significant.  

As discussed in Checklist Question VII.j, the Project Site can be considered to have high 
sensitivity for fossils. As such, Mitigation Measures GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 are included to 
require full-time paleontological monitoring during ground disturbance in undisturbed geologic 
contexts that have the potential to contain significant paleontological resources. Mitigation 
Measures GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 would ensure that any impacts to paleontological 
resources would be less than significant.  

Based on the analysis in this Initial Study, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, the 
Project would not result in a mandatory finding of significance related to degradation of the quality 
of the environment, substantial reduction in the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, causing a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threatening to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduction in the number or restriction of the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or elimination of important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory. 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The City has six development projects within an approximately 
2-mile radius of the Project Site. The project nearest to the Project Site is the Metro Walk Specific 
Plan, which has received entitlement approvals for 498 residential units (1.4 miles northwest of 
the Project Site). The Vista Canyon Specific Plan is under construction with 375 residential units 
and 891,000 square feet of commercial uses to be built (1.5 miles north of the Project Site). The 
Sand Canyon Resort is a proposed hotel development (1.5 miles northeast of the Project Site). 
Another proposed project and two entitled projects would result in a total of 816 multi-family units 
and approximately 153,500 square feet of commercial uses (2 miles north and northwest of the 
Project Site). 

In contrast with these six developments, the Project proposes only four single-family residences 
and does not propose any commercial development. In addition, due to the distance from the six 
developments, the physical and site-specific conditions of the Project Site, and with the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures identified in this IS/MND, the Project would not have 
impacts that are cumulatively considerable. Although the Project may generate new short-term 
construction jobs in the Project area, the Project would not generate employment opportunities 
onsite. As such, the Project is not expected to induce any growth in the region. In addition, as 
detailed in the preceding sections, the Project would not result in any significant and unmitigable 
impacts in any environmental categories. The Project would be consistent with regional plans and 
programs that address environmental factors such as air quality, energy, GHG emissions, 
transportation, utilities, and other applicable regulations that have been adopted by public 
agencies. In many cases, including aesthetics, agriculture, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology, hazards, land use, mineral resources, noise, public services and recreation, 
tribal cultural resources, and wildfire, the impacts associated with the Project are either localized 
to the Project Site or are of such a negligible degree that they would not result in a considerable 
contribution to any significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, cumulative impacts would be less 
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than significant (not cumulatively considerable) and the Project would not result in a mandatory 
finding of significance in this regard. 

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Checklist 
Sections I through XX of this document, the Project has been determined to have no impacts, 
less-than-significant impacts, and impacts that are less than significant with incorporation of 
mitigation measures. Therefore, the Project would not have environmental effects that would 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, and the impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 

This section includes correction and additions that were made to the draft IS/MND to complete 
this Final IS/MND. The changes are as follows: 

In Section VII, Geology and Soils, page 58, the text of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 was revised as 
follows: 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Prior to grading or excavation in sedimentary deposits and/or 
sedimentary rock material other than topsoil, the City applicant shall retain a SVP-qualified 
paleontologist to monitor or oversee monitoring of these activities. The paleontological 
monitor shall be on site for any ground-disturbing activities in the geologic formations 
underlying the project area, as identified in geologic maps (Mint Canyon Formation and 
Quaternary alluvium, undivided). If no fossils have been recovered after 50 percent of 
excavation has been completed, full-time monitoring may be modified to weekly spot-
check monitoring at the discretion of the qualified paleontologist. The qualified 
paleontologist may recommend to the client to reduce paleontological monitoring based 
on observations of specific project area conditions during initial monitoring (e.g., if the 
geologic setting precludes the occurrence of fossils). The recommendation to reduce or 
discontinue paleontological monitoring in the project area shall be based on the 
professional opinion of the qualified paleontologist regarding the potential for fossils to be 
present after a reasonable extent of the geology and stratigraphy has been evaluated.  

In Section XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources, page 114, text was added to the first paragraph to 
document conclusion of tribal consultation as follows: 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. In compliance with AB 52 
(PRC 21074), which requires tribal consultation as part of the CEQA process, the City 
initiated consultation in August 2023. Consultation occurred with the Fernandeño 
Tataviam Band of Mission Indians as documented in Appendix J of this IS/MND. The 
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians assert that the area has a low sensitivity 
for tribal cultural resources based on ethnographic and historical documentation of past 
Native American use; however, while the Project Site is not located in a central area of 
activity, the inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources could occur. As a result, 
Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would be implemented such that in the event of any discovery 
of unknown tribal cultural resources during Project construction activities, impacts would 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Consultation with the Fernandeño Tataviam 
Band of Mission Indians concluded on January 11, 2024, as documented in Appendix J 
of this IS/MND. 

In Appendix D, Cultural Resources Identification Memorandum, South Central Coastal 
Information Center records search results were noted to be confidential and on file with the City. 

In Appendix J, Assembly Bill 52 Documentation, one paragraph was redacted for confidentiality 
as requested by Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians, and one page was added to the 
end of the appendix to document the close of tribal consultation. 
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Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Energy Data
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name PM_80287_Rexhall

Construction Start Date 9/1/2023

Operational Year 2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.50

Precipitation (days) 19.6

Location 34.3960330643809, -118.42184937204001

County Los Angeles-South Coast

City Santa Clarita

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 3619

EDFZ 7

Electric Utility Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.9

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description
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Single Family
Housing

4.00 Dwelling Unit 19.8 7,200 0.00 0.00 12.0 —

Road Construction 0.25 Mile 0.91 0.00 — — — —

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Sector # Measure Title

Construction C-2* Limit Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicle Idling

Construction C-10-A Water Exposed Surfaces

Construction C-11 Limit Vehicle Speeds on Unpaved Roads

Area Sources AS-2 Use Low-VOC Paints

* Qualitative or supporting measure. Emission reductions not included in the mitigated emissions results.

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 5.74 4.81 47.8 41.7 0.08 2.00 9.57 11.6 1.84 3.74 5.58 — 9,295 9,295 0.38 0.11 1.87 9,338

Mit. 5.74 4.81 47.8 41.7 0.08 2.00 2.76 4.76 1.84 1.04 2.87 — 9,295 9,295 0.38 0.11 1.87 9,338

%
Reduced

— — — — — — 71% 59% — 72% 48% — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 4.55 3.82 37.6 32.9 0.06 1.60 9.51 11.1 1.47 3.73 5.19 — 7,022 7,022 0.29 0.09 0.04 7,056

Mit. 4.55 3.82 37.6 32.9 0.06 1.60 2.69 4.29 1.47 1.02 2.49 — 7,022 7,022 0.29 0.09 0.04 7,056
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%
Reduced

— — — — — — 72% 61% — 73% 52% — — — — — — —

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.03 0.86 7.98 9.42 0.02 0.35 0.79 1.01 0.33 0.31 0.51 — 1,724 1,724 0.07 0.02 0.07 1,731

Mit. 1.03 0.86 7.98 9.42 0.02 0.35 0.23 0.45 0.33 0.09 0.33 — 1,724 1,724 0.07 0.02 0.07 1,731

%
Reduced

— — — — — — 71% 55% — 72% 36% — — — — — — —

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.19 0.16 1.46 1.72 < 0.005 0.06 0.14 0.18 0.06 0.06 0.09 — 285 285 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 287

Mit. 0.19 0.16 1.46 1.72 < 0.005 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.06 — 285 285 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 287

%
Reduced

— — — — — — 71% 55% — 72% 36% — — — — — — —

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 5.74 4.81 47.8 41.7 0.08 2.00 9.57 11.6 1.84 3.74 5.58 — 9,295 9,295 0.38 0.11 1.87 9,338

2024 1.45 1.21 11.2 13.2 0.02 0.50 0.02 0.52 0.46 0.01 0.46 — 2,432 2,432 0.10 0.02 0.12 2,441

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 4.55 3.82 37.6 32.9 0.06 1.60 9.51 11.1 1.47 3.73 5.19 — 7,022 7,022 0.29 0.09 0.04 7,056

2024 1.45 1.21 11.2 13.2 0.02 0.50 0.20 0.59 0.46 0.05 0.46 — 2,431 2,431 0.10 0.02 0.02 2,440

2025 1.02 2.38 7.53 10.9 0.01 0.35 0.20 0.54 0.32 0.05 0.37 — 1,708 1,708 0.07 0.02 0.02 1,716
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——————————————————Average
Daily

2023 0.63 0.53 5.18 4.89 0.01 0.22 0.79 1.01 0.21 0.31 0.51 — 1,015 1,015 0.04 0.01 0.07 1,019

2024 1.03 0.86 7.98 9.42 0.02 0.35 0.02 0.37 0.33 < 0.005 0.33 — 1,724 1,724 0.07 0.02 0.04 1,731

2025 0.04 0.16 0.28 0.41 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 — 61.1 61.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 61.4

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 0.12 0.10 0.95 0.89 < 0.005 0.04 0.14 0.18 0.04 0.06 0.09 — 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 169

2024 0.19 0.16 1.46 1.72 < 0.005 0.06 < 0.005 0.07 0.06 < 0.005 0.06 — 285 285 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 287

2025 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 10.1 10.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 10.2

2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 5.74 4.81 47.8 41.7 0.08 2.00 2.76 4.76 1.84 1.04 2.87 — 9,295 9,295 0.38 0.11 1.87 9,338

2024 1.45 1.21 11.2 13.2 0.02 0.50 0.02 0.52 0.46 0.01 0.46 — 2,432 2,432 0.10 0.02 0.12 2,441

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 4.55 3.82 37.6 32.9 0.06 1.60 2.69 4.29 1.47 1.02 2.49 — 7,022 7,022 0.29 0.09 0.04 7,056

2024 1.45 1.21 11.2 13.2 0.02 0.50 0.20 0.59 0.46 0.05 0.46 — 2,431 2,431 0.10 0.02 0.02 2,440

2025 1.02 2.38 7.53 10.9 0.01 0.35 0.20 0.54 0.32 0.05 0.37 — 1,708 1,708 0.07 0.02 0.02 1,716

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 0.63 0.53 5.18 4.89 0.01 0.22 0.23 0.45 0.21 0.09 0.29 — 1,015 1,015 0.04 0.01 0.07 1,019

2024 1.03 0.86 7.98 9.42 0.02 0.35 0.02 0.37 0.33 < 0.005 0.33 — 1,724 1,724 0.07 0.02 0.04 1,731

2025 0.04 0.16 0.28 0.41 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 — 61.1 61.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 61.4
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2023 0.12 0.10 0.95 0.89 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.05 — 168 168 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 169

2024 0.19 0.16 1.46 1.72 < 0.005 0.06 < 0.005 0.07 0.06 < 0.005 0.06 — 285 285 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 287

2025 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 10.1 10.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 10.2

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.33 1.37 0.26 3.44 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 480 520 0.34 0.01 1.04 533

Mit. 1.33 1.37 0.26 3.44 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 480 520 0.34 0.01 1.04 533

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.31 1.35 0.27 3.12 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 468 508 0.34 0.01 0.08 520

Mit. 1.31 1.35 0.27 3.12 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 468 508 0.34 0.01 0.08 520

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.24 0.38 0.19 1.38 < 0.005 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.04 4.57 399 404 0.23 0.01 0.47 414

Mit. 0.24 0.38 0.19 1.38 < 0.005 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.04 4.57 399 404 0.23 0.01 0.47 414

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Unmit. 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.25 < 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.76 66.1 66.8 0.04 < 0.005 0.08 68.5

Mit. 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.25 < 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.76 66.1 66.8 0.04 < 0.005 0.08 68.5

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.14 0.13 0.10 1.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 268 268 0.01 0.01 0.99 272

Area 1.18 1.23 0.09 2.26 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 72.2 110 0.11 < 0.005 — 113

Energy 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 — 139

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total 1.33 1.37 0.26 3.44 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 480 520 0.34 0.01 1.04 533

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.03 260

Area 1.16 1.21 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Energy 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 — 139

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total 1.31 1.35 0.27 3.12 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 468 508 0.34 0.01 0.08 520
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——————————————————Average
Daily

Mobile 0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 254 254 0.01 0.01 0.42 258

Area 0.09 0.25 0.01 0.29 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 2.57 5.32 7.89 0.01 < 0.005 — 8.11

Energy 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 — 139

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total 0.24 0.38 0.19 1.38 < 0.005 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.04 4.57 399 404 0.23 0.01 0.47 414

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.0 42.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 42.7

Area 0.02 0.05 < 0.005 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.42 0.88 1.31 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.34

Energy < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 22.9 22.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 23.0

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.24 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.45

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.03 0.00 — 0.99

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01

Total 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.25 < 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.76 66.1 66.8 0.04 < 0.005 0.08 68.5

2.6. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.14 0.13 0.10 1.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 268 268 0.01 0.01 0.99 272

Area 1.18 1.23 0.09 2.26 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 72.2 110 0.11 < 0.005 — 113

Energy 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 — 139

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71
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Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total 1.33 1.37 0.26 3.44 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 480 520 0.34 0.01 1.04 533

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.03 260

Area 1.16 1.21 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Energy 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 — 139

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total 1.31 1.35 0.27 3.12 0.01 0.29 0.09 0.39 0.29 0.02 0.30 39.5 468 508 0.34 0.01 0.08 520

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 254 254 0.01 0.01 0.42 258

Area 0.09 0.25 0.01 0.29 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 2.57 5.32 7.89 0.01 < 0.005 — 8.11

Energy 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 — 139

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total 0.24 0.38 0.19 1.38 < 0.005 0.03 0.09 0.12 0.03 0.02 0.04 4.57 399 404 0.23 0.01 0.47 414

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.0 42.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 42.7

Area 0.02 0.05 < 0.005 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.42 0.88 1.31 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.34

Energy < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 22.9 22.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 23.0

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.24 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.45

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.03 0.00 — 0.99

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01
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Total 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.25 < 0.005 0.01 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.76 66.1 66.8 0.04 < 0.005 0.08 68.5

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Grading (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.43 3.72 37.3 31.4 0.06 1.59 — 1.59 1.47 — 1.47 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.43 3.72 37.3 31.4 0.06 1.59 — 1.59 1.47 — 1.47 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 9.20 9.20 — 3.65 3.65 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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544—< 0.0050.02542542—0.12—0.120.13—0.130.012.583.070.310.36Off-Road
Equipment

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.76 0.76 — 0.30 0.30 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.07 0.06 0.56 0.47 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 89.8 89.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 90.1

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.05 0.05 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.09 0.10 1.63 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 289 289 0.01 0.01 1.22 293

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.19 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 150 150 0.01 0.02 0.34 158

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.09 0.12 1.39 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 274 274 0.01 0.01 0.03 277

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.20 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 150 150 0.01 0.02 0.01 158

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 22.8 22.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 23.1
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.4 12.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 13.0

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.78 3.78 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.83

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.05 2.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.15

3.2. Grading (2023) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.43 3.72 37.3 31.4 0.06 1.59 — 1.59 1.47 — 1.47 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.39 2.39 — 0.95 0.95 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.43 3.72 37.3 31.4 0.06 1.59 — 1.59 1.47 — 1.47 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.39 2.39 — 0.95 0.95 — — — — — — —
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0.000.000.000.000.000.00—0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.36 0.31 3.07 2.58 0.01 0.13 — 0.13 0.12 — 0.12 — 542 542 0.02 < 0.005 — 544

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.20 0.20 — 0.08 0.08 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.07 0.06 0.56 0.47 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 89.8 89.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 90.1

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.04 0.04 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.09 0.10 1.63 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 289 289 0.01 0.01 1.22 293

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.19 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 150 150 0.01 0.02 0.34 158

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.09 0.12 1.39 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 274 274 0.01 0.01 0.03 277

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.01 < 0.005 0.20 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 150 150 0.01 0.02 0.01 158

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 22.8 22.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 23.1

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.4 12.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 13.0

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.78 3.78 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.83

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.05 2.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.15

3.3. Building Construction (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.50 1.26 11.8 13.2 0.02 0.55 — 0.55 0.51 — 0.51 — 2,397 2,397 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.19 0.16 1.53 1.70 < 0.005 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 310 310 0.01 < 0.005 — 311

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.04 0.03 0.28 0.31 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 51.3 51.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 51.4

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.7 19.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 19.9

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 14.0 14.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 14.6

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.58 2.58 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.62

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.81 1.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.88

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.43 0.43 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.43

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.30 0.30 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.4. Building Construction (2023) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.50 1.26 11.8 13.2 0.02 0.55 — 0.55 0.51 — 0.51 — 2,397 2,397 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.19 0.16 1.53 1.70 < 0.005 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 — 310 310 0.01 < 0.005 — 311

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.04 0.03 0.28 0.31 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 51.3 51.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 51.4

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.7 19.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 19.9

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 14.0 14.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 14.6

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.58 2.58 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.62

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.81 1.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.88

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.43 0.43 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.43

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.30 0.30 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.44 1.20 11.2 13.1 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.44 1.20 11.2 13.1 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.00 0.83 7.77 9.09 0.02 0.34 — 0.34 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,661 1,661 0.07 0.01 — 1,667
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0.000.000.000.000.000.00—0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Onsite
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.18 0.15 1.42 1.66 < 0.005 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06 — 275 275 0.01 < 0.005 — 276

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.3 20.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08 20.6

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8 13.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 14.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.3 19.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 19.5

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8 13.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 14.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.5 13.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 13.7

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.56 9.56 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 9.97

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.24 2.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.27

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.58 1.58 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.65

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



PM_80287_Rexhall Detailed Report, 4/19/2023

26 / 77

3.6. Building Construction (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.44 1.20 11.2 13.1 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.44 1.20 11.2 13.1 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.00 0.83 7.77 9.09 0.02 0.34 — 0.34 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,661 1,661 0.07 0.01 — 1,667

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.18 0.15 1.42 1.66 < 0.005 0.06 — 0.06 0.06 — 0.06 — 275 275 0.01 < 0.005 — 276

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.3 20.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08 20.6

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8 13.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 14.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.3 19.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 19.5

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8 13.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 14.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.5 13.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 13.7

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.56 9.56 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 9.97

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.24 2.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.27

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.58 1.58 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.65

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.7. Paving (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

1.01 0.85 7.81 10.0 0.01 0.39 — 0.39 0.36 — 0.36 — 1,512 1,512 0.06 0.01 — 1,517

Paving — 0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.02 0.18 0.24 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 35.5 35.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 35.6

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 5.88 5.88 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 5.90

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 201 201 0.01 0.01 0.02 203

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.78 4.78 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.85

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.79 0.79 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.80

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.8. Paving (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.01 0.85 7.81 10.0 0.01 0.39 — 0.39 0.36 — 0.36 — 1,512 1,512 0.06 0.01 — 1,517

Paving — 0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.02 0.18 0.24 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 35.5 35.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 35.6

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 5.88 5.88 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 5.90

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 201 201 0.01 0.01 0.02 203

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.78 4.78 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.85

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.79 0.79 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.80

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Paving (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.95 0.80 7.45 9.98 0.01 0.35 — 0.35 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,511 1,511 0.06 0.01 — 1,517

Paving — 0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.03 0.03 0.23 0.31 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 47.3 47.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 47.5

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 < 0.005 0.04 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.84 7.84 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.86

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 197 197 0.01 0.01 0.02 199

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.25 6.25 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 6.33

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.03 1.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.05

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.10. Paving (2025) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.95 0.80 7.45 9.98 0.01 0.35 — 0.35 0.32 — 0.32 — 1,511 1,511 0.06 0.01 — 1,517

Paving — 0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.03 0.03 0.23 0.31 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 47.3 47.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 47.5
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Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 < 0.005 0.04 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.84 7.84 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.86

Paving — < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 197 197 0.01 0.01 0.02 199

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.25 6.25 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 6.33

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.03 1.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.05

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.15 0.13 0.88 1.14 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 2.25 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.32 7.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.34

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.21 1.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.22

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.77 3.77 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.82

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.21 0.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.21

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.12. Architectural Coating (2025) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.15 0.13 0.88 1.14 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134
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Architect
Coatings

— 2.25 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.32 7.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.34

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.21 1.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.22

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.77 3.77 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.82

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.21 0.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.21

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Linear, Paving (2023) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.16 0.97 10.1 8.22 0.02 0.40 — 0.40 0.37 — 0.37 — 2,185 2,185 0.09 0.02 — 2,192

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.06 0.05 0.56 0.45 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 120 120 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 120

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.10 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 19.8 19.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.9



PM_80287_Rexhall Detailed Report, 4/19/2023

38 / 77

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 72.2 72.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31 73.3

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.80 3.80 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.86

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.63 0.63 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.64

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.14. Linear, Paving (2023) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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2,192—0.020.092,1852,185—0.37—0.370.40—0.400.028.2210.10.971.16Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.06 0.05 0.56 0.45 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 120 120 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 120

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.10 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 19.8 19.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.9

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 72.2 72.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31 73.3

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.80 3.80 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.86

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.63 0.63 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.64

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.14 0.13 0.10 1.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 268 268 0.01 0.01 0.99 272

Total 0.14 0.13 0.10 1.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 268 268 0.01 0.01 0.99 272

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.03 260

Total 0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.03 260

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.0 42.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 42.7

Total 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.0 42.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 42.7
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4.1.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.14 0.13 0.10 1.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 268 268 0.01 0.01 0.99 272

Total 0.14 0.13 0.10 1.14 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 268 268 0.01 0.01 0.99 272

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.03 260

Total 0.14 0.13 0.11 1.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.03 260

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.0 42.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 42.7

Total 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.0 42.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 42.7

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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——————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — 6.66 6.66 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.68

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 6.66 6.66 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.68

4.2.2. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 40.2 40.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 40.4

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — 6.66 6.66 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.68

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 6.66 6.66 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.68

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Total 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Total 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 16.3 16.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 16.3

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 16.3 16.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 16.3
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4.2.4. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Total 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Total 0.01 < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 98.3 98.3 0.01 < 0.005 — 98.6

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 16.3 16.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 16.3

Total < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 16.3 16.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 16.3

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Hearths 1.16 1.04 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Consum
er
Products

— 0.15 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.61

Total 1.18 1.23 0.09 2.26 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 72.2 110 0.11 < 0.005 — 113

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 1.16 1.04 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Consum
er
Products

— 0.15 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 1.16 1.21 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.42 0.81 1.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.27

Consum
er
Products

— 0.03 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.07
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46 / 77

Total 0.02 0.05 < 0.005 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.42 0.88 1.31 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.34

4.3.1. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 1.16 1.04 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Consum
er
Products

— 0.15 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.61

Total 1.18 1.23 0.09 2.26 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 72.2 110 0.11 < 0.005 — 113

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 1.16 1.04 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Consum
er
Products

— 0.15 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— 0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 1.16 1.21 0.08 2.03 0.01 0.29 — 0.29 0.28 — 0.28 37.5 71.6 109 0.11 < 0.005 — 112

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.42 0.81 1.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.27
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47 / 77

Consum
Products

— 0.03 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

— < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.07

Total 0.02 0.05 < 0.005 0.05 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.42 0.88 1.31 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.34

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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48 / 77

0.45—< 0.005< 0.0050.290.240.05———————————Single
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.24 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.45

4.4.1. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.29 1.48 1.76 0.03 < 0.005 — 2.71

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.24 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.45

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.24 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.45

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.2. Unmitigated
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49 / 77

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.03 0.00 — 0.99

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.03 0.00 — 0.99

4.5.1. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00
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50 / 77

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.72 0.00 1.72 0.17 0.00 — 6.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.03 0.00 — 0.99

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 0.28 0.00 0.28 0.03 0.00 — 0.99

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05
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51 / 77

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01

4.6.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.05

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Single
Family
Housing

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.01 0.01

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type
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52 / 77

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.7.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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53 / 77

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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54 / 77

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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55 / 77

——————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetatio
n

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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56 / 77

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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57 / 77

Remove — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.4. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetatio
n

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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58 / 77

4.10.5. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.6. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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59 / 77

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Grading Grading 9/15/2023 10/26/2023 5.00 30.0 —

Building Construction Building Construction 10/27/2023 12/19/2024 5.00 300 —
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Paving Paving 12/20/2024 1/16/2025 5.00 20.0 —

Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/17/2025 2/13/2025 5.00 20.0 —

Linear, Paving Linear, Paving 9/4/2023 9/29/2023 5.00 20.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 3.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

Linear, Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Linear, Paving Scrapers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 423 0.48
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5.2.2. Mitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 3.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 46.0 0.45

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 89.0 0.36

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

Linear, Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Linear, Paving Scrapers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 423 0.48

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 20.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
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Grading Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 2.10 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 1.44 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 0.43 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 0.29 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Paving — — — —

Linear, Paving Worker 5.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Linear, Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Linear, Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.3.2. Mitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Grading — — — —
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Grading Worker 20.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 2.10 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 1.44 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 0.43 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 0.29 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Paving — — — —

Linear, Paving Worker 5.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Linear, Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Linear, Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles
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5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 14,580 4,860 0.00 0.00 —

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (Cubic Yards) Material Exported (Cubic Yards) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)

Grading 0.00 500 90.0 0.00 —

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.95

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Single Family Housing 0.04 0%

Road Construction 0.91 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2023 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

2024 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005
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2025 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Single Family
Housing

37.8 38.2 34.2 13,618 330 334 299 119,105

5.9.2. Mitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Single Family
Housing

37.8 38.2 34.2 13,618 330 334 299 119,105

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

Hearth Type Unmitigated (number)

Single Family Housing —

Wood Fireplaces 0

Gas Fireplaces 3

Propane Fireplaces 0

Electric Fireplaces 0

No Fireplaces 0

Conventional Wood Stoves 0

Catalytic Wood Stoves 0
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Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Pellet Wood Stoves 0

5.10.1.2. Mitigated

Hearth Type Unmitigated (number)

Single Family Housing —

Wood Fireplaces 0

Gas Fireplaces 3

Propane Fireplaces 0

Electric Fireplaces 0

No Fireplaces 0

Conventional Wood Stoves 0

Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Pellet Wood Stoves 0

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

14580 4,860 0.00 0.00 —

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250
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5.10.4. Landscape Equipment - Mitigated

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Single Family Housing 27,581 532 0.0330 0.0040 153,341

5.11.2. Mitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Single Family Housing 27,581 532 0.0330 0.0040 153,341

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Single Family Housing 149,095 0.00

5.12.2. Mitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Single Family Housing 149,095 0.00
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5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Single Family Housing 3.18 0.00

5.13.2. Mitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Single Family Housing 3.18 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Single Family Housing Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0

Single Family Housing Household refrigerators
and/or freezers

R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00

5.14.2. Mitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Single Family Housing Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0

Single Family Housing Household refrigerators
and/or freezers

R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00
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5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

5.15.2. Mitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Hours per Year Horsepower Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

— —

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres
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5.18.1.2. Mitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

5.18.2.2. Mitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 24.0 annual days of extreme heat
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Extreme Precipitation 7.50 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 17.8 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 3 0 0 N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A

Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores
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Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 3 1 1 3

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2

Wildfire 1 1 1 2

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 97.0

AQ-PM 49.6

AQ-DPM 15.5

Drinking Water 74.0

Lead Risk Housing 9.97

Pesticides 28.2
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Toxic Releases 36.7

Traffic 98.9

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 51.6

Groundwater 42.2

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 30.6

Impaired Water Bodies 23.9

Solid Waste 0.00

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 41.7

Cardio-vascular 34.3

Low Birth Weights 53.8

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 21.4

Housing 11.6

Linguistic 17.3

Poverty 6.48

Unemployment 52.5

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 86.28256127

Employed 63.51854228

Median HI 93.95611446

Education —
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Bachelor's or higher 76.26074682

High school enrollment 7.583728988

Preschool enrollment 47.26036186

Transportation —

Auto Access 92.6344155

Active commuting 5.171307584

Social —

2-parent households 80.99576543

Voting 69.2416271

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 97.0101373

Park access 32.15706403

Retail density 77.50545361

Supermarket access 16.34800462

Tree canopy 66.31592455

Housing —

Homeownership 92.7242397

Housing habitability 88.22019761

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 37.93147697

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 86.42371359

Uncrowded housing 56.30694213

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 84.53740536

Arthritis 21.6

Asthma ER Admissions 65.6

High Blood Pressure 33.3

Cancer (excluding skin) 11.3
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Asthma 61.7

Coronary Heart Disease 28.5

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 42.5

Diagnosed Diabetes 65.9

Life Expectancy at Birth 83.3

Cognitively Disabled 48.3

Physically Disabled 81.6

Heart Attack ER Admissions 30.1

Mental Health Not Good 71.0

Chronic Kidney Disease 55.3

Obesity 65.8

Pedestrian Injuries 19.6

Physical Health Not Good 65.0

Stroke 58.2

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 28.2

Current Smoker 73.3

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 87.1

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 97.9

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 37.8

Elderly 84.9

English Speaking 66.2

Foreign-born 58.9

Outdoor Workers 85.0

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —
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Impervious Surface Cover 77.0

Traffic Density 79.5

Traffic Access 23.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 21.8

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 52.0

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 33.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 77.0

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) No

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) No

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification
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Land Use Per project description and AQ questionnaire
Road construction extension of Tannahill Ave and Triumph Avenue. Extension is around 660 feet
or .125 miles on the eastern and western boundary of project site (.25 miles total). Per Prelim
Grading, proposed width of road extensions is around 30 feet. 30*(660*2)= 39600 sq ft or around
0.909 acres.

Construction: Construction Phases Construction phases left as default. Demolition removed as phase is not required.

Per project applicant, linear construction phases are required for roadway extension: paving

Construction: Off-Road Equipment Construction equipment left as CalEEMod Default

Linear Paving Updated Per Applicant (Scraper and Tractor)

Construction: Dust From Material Movement Per AQ Questionnaire

Construction: Architectural Coatings SCAQMD Rule 1113

Operations: Architectural Coatings SCAQMD Rule 1113



Rexhall Project
Energy Calculations

(kBTU/yr) (Therms) (kWh/yr) (MWh/yr)
Single Family Housing 153,341 1,533 27,851 28

Totals 153,341 1,533 27,851 28

1 kBTU = 0.01 therms

Electricity (MWh) 28 65,374,721 0.0000%
Natural Gas (Therms) 1,533 2,880,994,891 0.0001%

Land Use Natural Gas Use Electricity Use

Percentage Increase 
Countywide

Energy Type

Los Angeles 
County Annual 

Energy 
Consumption 

(2021)

Project Annual 
Energy 

Consumption
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Energy Calculations

Vehicle Type Percent of Vehicle Trips1 Daily Trips2 Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled
Average Fuel 

Economy (miles per 
gallon)3

Total Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons)4

Passenger Cars 0.51 19 60,208 22 2,737
Light/Medium Trucks 0.47 17 55,991 17.3 3,236 County Operational
Heavy Trucks/Other 0.02 1 2,906 6.4 454 2025

TOTAL 6 1.00 37 119,105 -- 6,427 4,448,480,145            
0.0001%

5. Values may be slightly off due to rounding.

Source:  Refer to CalEEMod outputs for assumptions used in this analysis. 

Notes: 

1. Percent of Vehicle Trip distribution based on trip characteristics within the CalEEMod model.

2. Daily Trips taken from ITE manual.

3. Average fuel economy derived from the Department of Transportation.

4. Total Daily Fuel Consumption calculated by dividing the daily VMT by the average fuel economy (i.e., VMT/Average Fuel Economy).

Countywide operational fuel consumption, off-road construction equipment diesel fuel consumption, and on-road fuel consumption are from CARB EMFAC2021.



Rexhall Project
Energy Calculations

Phase
Phase Length         
(# days)

# Worker Trips Worker Trip Length Total VMT
Fuel Consumption Factor 

(Miles/Gallon/Day)
Total Fuel Consumption

Linear, Paving 20 5 18.5 1,850 74.29
Grading 30 40 18.5 22,200 891.46
Building Construction 300 2.88 18.5 15,984 641.85
Paving 20 30 18.5 11,100 445.73
Architectural Coating 20 0.58 18.5 215 8.62

2,061.96

Phase
Phase Length         
(# days)

# Vendor Trips Vendor Trip Length Total VMT
Fuel Consumption Factor 

(Miles/Gallon/Day)
Total Fuel Consumption

Linear, Paving 20 0 10.2 0 0.00
Grading 30 0 10.2 0 0.00
Building Construction 300 0.86 10.2 2,632 315.39
Paving 20 0 10.2 0 0.00
Architectural Coating 20 0 10.2 0 0.00

315.39

Phase
Phase Length         
(# days)

# Hauling Trips Hauling Trip Length Total VMT
Fuel Consumption Factor 

(Miles/Gallon/Day)1 Total Fuel Consumption

Linear, Paving 20 0 20 0 0.00
Grading 30 4.2 20 2,520 302.02
Building Construction 300 0 20 0 0.00
Paving 20 0 20 0 0.00
Architectural Coating 20 0 20 0 0.00

302.02
Countywide operational fuel consumption, off-road construction equipment diesel fuel consumption, and on-road fuel consumption are from CARB EMFAC2021.

2,679.37
County On-road Gallons 4,530,411,359

2024 0.0001%

TOTAL OFF-SITE MOBILE GALLONS CONSUMED DURING CONSTRUCTION

WORKER TRIPS

VENDOR TRIPS

HAULING TRIPS

24.90284233

8.343886151

8.343886151



Rexhall Project
Energy Calculations

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Consumption Rate 
(gallons per hour)

Duration (total 
hours/day) # days Total Fuel Consumption 

(gallons)
Grading Graders 1 8 148 0.41 2.4272 8 30 582.53
Grading Excavators 2 8 36 0.38 0.5472 16 30 262.66
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 367 0.40 5.872 8 30 1409.28
Grading Scrapers 2 8 423 0.48 8.1216 16 30 3898.37
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 84 0.37 1.2432 16 30 596.74
Building Construction Cranes 1 7 367 0.29 4.2572 7 300 8940.12
Building Construction Forklifts 3 8 82 0.20 0.656 24 300 4723.20
Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8 14 0.74 0.4144 8 300 994.56
Building Construction Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 84 0.37 1.2432 21 300 7832.16
Building Construction Welders 1 8 46 0.45 0.828 8 300 1987.20
Paving Pavers 2 8 81 0.42 1.3608 16 20 435.46
Paving Paving Equipment 2 8 89 0.36 1.2816 16 20 410.11
Paving Rollers 2 8 36 0.38 0.5472 16 20 175.10
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6 37 0.48 0.7104 6 20 85.25
Linear Paving Tractor/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 84 0.37 1.2432 8 20 198.91
Linear Paving Scrapers 1 8 423 0.48 8.1216 8 20 1299.46

Total: 33,831.10                                 
Notes: 

Fuel Consumption Rate = Horsepower x Load Factor x Fuel Consumption Factor

Where:

Fuel Consumption Factor for a diesel engine is 0.04 gallons per horsepower per hour (gal/hp/hr) and a gasoline engine is 0.06 gal/hp/hr.

Source:  Refer to CalEEMod outputs for assumptions used in this analysis. 

Countywide operational fuel consumption, off-road construction equipment diesel fuel consumption, and on-road fuel consumption are from CARB EMFAC2021.



Electricity Consumption                          28              65,374,721 0.0000%
Natural Gas Consumption                     1,533         2,880,994,891 0.0001%

Construction Off-road 
Consumption                   33,831              40,835,655 0.0828%

Construction On-road 
Consumption                     2,679         4,530,411,359 0.0001%

Operational Automotive Fuel 
Consumption                     6,427         4,448,480,145 0.0001%

Energy Type

Los Angeles 
County Annual 

Energy 
Consumption

Fuel Consumption

Project Annual 
Energy 

Consumption

Percentage 
Increase 

Countywide
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
Pruett Biological Resource Consulting, Inc. (PruettBio) has prepared this biological resource evaluation of 
Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 2841-018-035. The project consists of 9.97 gross acres (4.03 hectares) 
located in the southeast 1/4 of Section 04, Township 04 North, Range 15 West, San Bernardino Base and 
Meridian. The project is within the incorporated limits of the City of Santa Clarita, California.  
 
The project is located within the geographic range of several federal-, and state-listed, threatened and/or 
endangered plant and animal taxa. Several non-listed, special-status species also have the potential to 
occur in the vicinity of the project. 
 
The purpose of this report is to document biological resources identified during a reconnaissance-level 
field study of the project site and include potential biological resources identified during a literature review 
of the site and vicinity, identify potential impacts to biological resources resulting from the project. 
Evaluation of potential impacts to plant and animal species are required under federal and state 
regulation during a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change. California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Appendix G thresholds have been used to evaluate potential impacts to the biological resources 
from the proposed project development. Avoidance and minimization measures for implementation prior 
to and during project activities are recommended as appropriate.  
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) have not been contacted regarding the preparation of this report. Appendix B, Special-Status 
Plant and Animal Evaluations, satisfy the requirements for an initial determination of potential impacts 
under the CEQA Appendix G thresholds. If CEQA threshold determinations warrant, further consultation 
may be required with CDFW and USFWS. If additional consultation with the agencies results in the need 
for Application for a California Incidental Take Permit, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2 outlines 
requirements for detailed species-specific take analysis, proposed measures to minimize and fully 
mitigate impacts, compliance monitoring, and funding. A detailed description satisfying Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 783.2 is not required to meet the CEQA Appendix G thresholds. 
 
A literature review was conducted of the site and vicinity, prior to the field study, of the biological 
resources known to occur based on recorded, direct observation, or potentially occurring in the project 
impact area based on current or historical habitat conditions. During the field study, existing habitat 
conditions, direct observations and/or species sign was recorded to assess the potential for occurrence of 
special-status species. This report includes an evaluation of the potential for those special-status 
biological resources not observed during the field study, with the potential to occur on the property based 
on the habitat conditions observed. 
 
The project lies near the southern edge of existing development for the City of Santa Clarita. Parcels 1-4 
of the Tentative Parcel Map are bounded on the north, west, and east by single family home 
development. Land to the south is similarly developed along Sand Canyon Road, and otherwise open 
space to the southwest. The site is currently impacted from pedestrian and equestrian traffic from the 
adjacent neighborhood and vegetation fire control. 
 
The federal and state database queries yielded 27 special-status plant species and 48 special-status 
animal species as potentially occurring within the vicinity of the project site. Of these, 7 plant species, and 
18 animal species have federal-, and/or state-listing and are afforded protection under federal or state 
law.  
 
A query of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database yielded 45 plants within a nine-
quadrangle search of the project. The CNPS tracks plant species that do not meet the CEQA Section 
15380 criteria for listing as threatened or endangered and are afforded no protection under federal or 
state law. A USGS nine-quadrangle query additionally includes a search area beyond a standard 10-mile 
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radius. Plant species meeting the criteria for Special Status Plants as defined in Protocols for Surveying 
and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities 
(CDFW 2018) and evaluated under CEQA Section 15380 have been included in this report.  
 
Some CRPR 4 taxa may meet the Section 15380 definition of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species, and in the definition of CRPR 4, CNPS and CDFW suggest additional reasons for including 
CRPR 4 taxa in a CEQA analysis. These reasons include Regionally Rare Taxa. Considered locally 
significant plants, that is, plants that are not rare from a statewide perspective but are rare or uncommon 
in a local context such as within a county or region (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (c)), or as 
designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). “Locally 
rare” has not been generally defined, but in counties where a “locally rare” policy exists, it applies to taxa 
with only five to 10 known occurrences in that county. 
 
The CNDDB, iPac, and CNPS lists were cross-referenced for consistency. A separate CNDDB query for 
the County of Los Angeles was also generated to evaluate plant species for local significance.  
 
A separate report has been prepared in compliance with Ordinances 89-10 & 05-4 of the Santa Clarita 
Municipal Code relating to “Oak Tree Preservation & Protection Guidelines”. 
 
The project will not conflict with existing or adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community 
Conservation Plans, local or regional conservation plans, or local ordinances protecting biological 
resources. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Pruett Biological Resource Consulting, Inc. (PruettBio) has prepared this biological resource evaluation 
for the proposed development of APN 2841-018-035. The project consists of 9.97 gross acres (4.03 
hectares) located in the southeast 1/4 of Section 04, T04, R15, S.B.B.&M. The project lies near the 
southern edge of existing development for the City of Santa Clarita. The report documents biological 
resources identified during fieldwork conducted on the project site and those identified through a literature 
search as potentially occurring based on known observations or historic habitat conditions. The report 
uses the information collected during the field study and literature search to evaluate potential impacts to 
biological resources, resulting from the project. The report is intended to assist in the analysis of the 
proposed project for residential, single-family home development.  
 
A reconnaissance level biological evaluation was prepared by McCormick Biological, Inc. (McCormick), 
report dated March 2019. A third-party peer review of the MBI evaluation was prepared by Michael Baker 
International (Baker), report dated 19 July 2023. PruettBio reviewed both documents during the 
preparation of this report.  
 
Listed plant and animal species are protected under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Protection of other non-listed, special-status species is 
afforded under additional regulation including the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) impacts to non-listed, special-status species must be 
evaluated. Where necessary, the report recommends avoidance and minimization measures for 
implementation prior to and during project activities. The report is intended to provide technical 
information in support of a CEQA preliminary review. For the purposes of this report, potential impacts to 
the biological resources of the proposed project were evaluated in accordance with Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines (2021). If CEQA threshold determinations warrant, further consultation may be required 
with CDFW and USFWS. If additional consultation with the agencies results in the need for Application for 
a California Incidental Take Permit, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2 outlines requirements for detailed 
species-specific take analysis, proposed measures to minimize and fully mitigate impacts, compliance 
monitoring, and funding. A detailed description satisfying Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2 is not required 
to meet the CEQA Appendix G thresholds. 
 
PROJECT LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The project consists of 9.97 gross acres (4.03 hectares) of APN 2841-018-035 located in the southeast 
1/4 of Section 04, T04, R15, S.B.B.&M. 
 
PROJECT SETTING AND PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The project lies near the southern edge of existing development for the City of Santa Clarita. The San 
Gabriel Mountains are comprised of a variety of vegetation cover types including chaparral and coastal 
scrub, oak woodland, riparian forest and scrub and conifer woodland. The region’s climate can be 
characterized as Mediterranean; with hot, dry summers and cool, moist winters. Summer high 
temperatures frequently exceed 100 °Fahrenheit (°F); Fall and winter are cool and foggy with occasional 
snow and temperatures often below freezing. 
 
Rainfall averages 15 inches (38 centimeters) per year per year generally between January and March 
(Munz and Keck). Drought cycles occur periodically, becoming severe enough that plant and animal 
populations can experience large fluctuations.  
 
The topography of the site is generally flat at approximately 1720 feet (524 meters) above sea- level. The 
CDFW California Natural Community of the Project is Coast live oak woodland, Element Code 71.060.01. 
The rarity ranking for Coast live oak woodland – Quercus agrifolia Alliance are listed as: G5=Secure – 
Common, widespread and abundant; S4= Apparently secure – Uncommon, but not rare in the state; 
some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. A separate report, in compliance with 
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Ordinances 89-10 & 05-4 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code relating to “Oak Tree Preservation & 
Protection Guidelines” has been prepared for the project. No undisturbed habitat is present on the site or 
adjacent parcels.  
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METHODS 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
PruettBio conducted a literature review to identify known observations and potential for listed, or 
otherwise special-status, species to occur in the vicinity of the project site. A standard, 10-mile (16-
kilometer) radius query was performed. Database records reviewed included: 
 

• United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) iPac: The iPac report generates a list of 
federal-listed species and other resources under the jurisdiction of the USFWS, including 
designated critical habitat for listed species, National Wildlife Refuge lands, and Wetlands in the 
National Wetlands Inventory. The list includes resources that are outside of the project site, but 
that have the potential to be impacted by project activities.  

 
• USFWS National Wetlands Inventory: The Wetlands Mapper is an online inventory integrating 

digital map data and other resources to provide current information regarding the status of 
national wetlands, riparian, and deepwater habitats. 

 
• United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) WebSoil Survey: The report is an online 

database providing soil data produced by the National Cooperative Soil Survey, a joint effort of 
the USDA and other federal, state, and local agencies. The information drawn for the Soil Survey 
of Kern County, California, Northwestern Part was originally drawn from fieldwork completed in 
1981 with soil names and descriptions approved in 1982. 

 
• California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB-RareFind 5): The CNDDB is a database of 

listed, or otherwise special-status, plant and animal species and sensitive communities 
maintained by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The information queried for 
this report included a standard 10-mile radius of the project site. 

 
• California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants: 

CNPS is a private, professional organization that maintains a database evaluating the current 
conservation status of California’s rare, threatened, and endangered plant species. The 
information queried for this report included a standard 10-mile radius of the project site. The list 
includes resources that are outside of the project site, but that have the potential to be impacted 
by project activities based on known historic or current habitat features. The data base was 
compared to the CNDDB and iPac queries for consistency. 

 
FIELD STUDY 
 
A reconnaissance-level, biological field study was conducted by Steven P. Pruett on 19 August 2023. The 
project was surveyed by walking the perimeter and random transects to evaluate all representative 
habitat features of the site. The field study conducted, allowed for 100% visual coverage of the project 
site habitat types. Field notes included observations of all plant and wildlife species observed. Direct 
observations and/or species sign was recorded to assess the potential for occurrence. Land cover types 
and general habitat conditions were recorded and photographed. Special-status species and habitat 
features, such as vegetation communities or ephemeral channels, were also recorded and photographed 
if observed. 
 
Coordinates for important biological resource elements and direct observations of special-status species 
were recorded using a handheld geographic positioning system unit. All plant taxa encountered were 
identified to the extent possible given the diagnostic features present. Identifications were made using 
keys contained in The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California and online updates containing 
revisions to taxonomic treatments (Baldwin et al. 2012; Jepson Flora Project 2015).  
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RESULTS 
 
This section summarizes the results of the field study conducted on the project site and evaluates those 
results for the known or potential for occurrence of special-status species based on the literature review 
and database queries and pursuant to statutory regulation. Discussions are provided describing the 
existing habitat conditions including vegetation communities, land cover and current use; soils; special-
status biological resources potentially occurring in the vicinity of the project site; the potential for 
jurisdictional resources including designated critical habitat and riparian/wetland/water resource features; 
the potential for wildlife migration corridors and nursery sites; and regional and local policy. 
 
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND LAND COVER 
 
The CDFW California Natural Community of the Project is Coast live oak woodland, Element Code 
71.060.01. The rarity ranking for Coast live oak woodland – Quercus agrifolia Alliance are listed as: 
G5=Secure – Common, widespread and abundant; S4= Apparently secure - Uncommon, but not rare in 
the state; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. 
 
SOILS 
 
The USGS soil survey map describes the soil of the project site as Unit CmF, Castaic-Balcom silty clay 
loams, 30 to 50 percent slopes, Unit MfA, Metz loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes, and Unit YoC, Yolo 
loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes. The parent material forUnit CmF is residuum weathered from sedimentary 
rock found on backslopes and side slopes of hills. This soil is comprised of silty clay loam to about 28 
inches, with weathered bedrock below to about 32 inches. The soil class is “well-drained” with run-off 
classified as “very high”. The depth to the water table is more than 80 inches. Available water storage is 
“low”. Unit MfA is alluvium found on backslopes and treads of flood plains and alluvial fans. This soil is 
comprised of loamy sand and stratified sand to loamy sand to a depth of about 60 inches. The soil class 
is “somewhat excessively drained’ with run-off classified as “negligible”. The depth to the water table is 
more than 80 inches. Available water storage is “low”. Unit YoC is alluvium derived from sedimentary rock 
found on backslopes and treads of alluvial fans. This soil is comprised of loam to a depth of about 72 
inches. The soil class is “well drained’ with run-off classified as “medium”. The depth to the water table is 
more than 80 inches. Available water storage is “high”. 
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
The literature review and database queries yielded 27 special-status plant species as potentially 
occurring within the vicinity of the project site. Forty-eight animal species were identified as potentially 
occurring in the region of the project site. No evidence of any listed animal species was observed during 
the field study. No evidence of otherwise special-status plant or animal species, or animal species sign 
was observed during the field study.  
 
No focused, protocol-level surveys were conducted for the preparation of this report. The field study was 
conducted outside of the blooming period for many of the special-status plant species potentially 
occurring in the vicinity of the project. The project is nested within single-family homes with associated 
development including horse stables, outbuildings, and introduced landscaping. The project itself is 
maintained for fire suppression and other vegetation control and is impacted by pedestrian and horse 
traffic. Focused surveys are not expected to significantly impact the conclusions of this report given the 
current impacts to the project.  
 
Evaluation of special-status species that were found during the literature review with a potential to occur 
in the region are included in Appendix B.  
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Special-Status Plant Species 
 
The federal and state database queries yielded 27 special-status plant species as potentially occurring 
within the vicinity of the project site. A query of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database 
yielded 45 plants within a nine-quadrangle search of the project. A USGS nine-quadrangle query 
additionally includes a search area beyond a standard 10-mile radius. Plant species meeting the criteria 
for Special Status Plants as defined in Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status 
Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW 2018) were evaluated under CEQA 
Section 15380. 
 
Special-status plant species considered in this evaluation include all plant species that meet one or more 
of the following criteria: 
 

• Listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under ESA or candidates for possible 
future listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA (50 CFR §17.12).  

 
• Listed or candidates for listing by the State of California as threatened or endangered under 

CESA (Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.). A species, subspecies, or variety of plant is 
endangered when the prospects of its survival and reproduction in the wild are in immediate 
jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over-exploitation, 
predation, competition, disease, or other factors (Fish and Game Code §2062). A plant is 
threatened when it is likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future in the absence of 
special protection and management measures (Fish and Game Code §2067).  

 
• Listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (Fish and Game Code §1900 et 

seq.). A plant is rare when, although not presently threatened with extinction, the species, 
subspecies, or variety is found in such small numbers throughout its range that it may be 
endangered if its environment worsens (Fish and Game Code §1901).  

 
• Meet the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA §15380(b) and (d). Species that may meet 

the definition of rare or endangered include the following:  
o Species considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be “rare, threatened 

or endangered in California” (Lists 1A, 1B and 2);  
o Species that may warrant consideration on the basis of local significance or recent 

biological information.  
o Some species included on the California Natural Diversity Database’s (CNDDB) Special 

Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (California Department of Fish and Game 2008). 
 

• Considered a locally significant species, that is, a species that is not rare from a statewide 
perspective but is rare or uncommon in a local context such as within a county or region (CEQA 
§15125 (c)) or is so designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances (CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G). Examples include a species at the outer limits of its known range or a 
species occurring on an uncommon soil type. 

 
Some CRPR 4 taxa may meet the Section 15380 definition of an endangered, rare, or threatened 
species, and in the definition of CRPR 4, CNPS and CDFW suggest additional reasons for including 
CRPR 4 taxa in a CEQA analysis. These reasons include Regionally Rare Taxa. Considered locally 
significant plants, that is, plants that are not rare from a statewide perspective but are rare or uncommon 
in a local context such as within a county or region (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (c)), or as 
designated in local or regional plans, policies, or ordinances (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G). “Locally 
rare” has not been generally defined, but in counties where a “locally rare” policy exists, it applies to taxa 
with only five to 10 known occurrences in that county. 
 
The CNDDB, iPac, and CNPS lists were cross-referenced for consistency. A separate CNDDB query for 
the County of Los Angeles was also generated to evaluate plants for local significance. One of the seven 
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plant species occurring within a 10-mile radius of the project, California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica 
californica), is afforded federal and/or state legal protection. Three CRPR 4 taxa met the definition of 
“locally rare” with between five and 10 known occurrences drawn from the County of Los Angeles CNDDB 
query. Those taxa are: Dudleya densiflora (San Gabriel dudleya), Helianthus inexpectus (Newhall 
sunflower), and Lupinus paynei (Payne’s bush lupine). Focused surveys are not expected to significantly 
impact special-status plant species.  
 
Precipitation has been well above average to date, resulting in a good year for annual plant species 
observations. Of the 27 special-status plant species returned during database queries for the project 
vicinity, 7 species are either federally- or state-listed as threatened or endangered. Although CEQA 
requires consideration for impacts to locally significant plant species, no mitigation is legally required to 
compensate for impacts to non-listed plant species. No listed, or otherwise special-status plant species 
was observed during the fieldwork conducted for the preparation of this report. No listed, or otherwise 
special-status plant species, has been recorded as occurring within the project site.  
 

Special-Status Animal Species 
 
Special-status animal species considered in this evaluation include those that may occur in the project 
vicinity that have statutory protections. This includes federal- and state-listed (rare, threatened, or 
endangered; fully protected) species and candidates for listing under the respective endangered species 
acts. Species that are of special concern to the CDFW or the USFWS are included in this evaluation. 
Special-status bird species that are afforded protection under the MBTA which may nest on or within an 
approximate 10-mile (16-kilometer) radius of the project site are also evaluated. No evidence of any listed 
animal species was observed during the field study. No evidence of otherwise special-status animal 
species, or animal species sign was observed during the field study. The mammals evaluated in the 
Appendix B discussion are included as a result of the federal and state database queries for a 10-mile 
radius of the project. None of the mammals is expected to occur based on unsuitable habitat and/or range 
of the individual species. 
 

Designated Critical Habitat 
 
The USFWS iPac report and USFWS Designated Critical Habitat Mapper lists no Designated Critical 
Habitat (USFWS 2023) on the project site. The eastern edge of Designated Critical Habitat for California 
condor (Gymnogyps californianus) is approximately 21 miles northwest of the project. Designated Critical 
Habitat for the Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) is immediately southwest 
of the project.  
 

Jurisdictional Water Resource Features 
 
Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) regulates discharge of dredged and fill material into 
Waters of the United States. Wetlands are included under this jurisdiction. Proposed activities that may 
result in discharge of material into Waters of the U.S. require a permit review process by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers as set forth under CWA section 404(b)(1). Fish and Game Code section 1602 
requires any person, state or local governmental agency, or public utility to notify CDFW before beginning 
any activity that will substantially modify a river, stream, or lake. 
 
A search of the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory resulted in no riparian, wetlands, or other 
jurisdictional water features mapped on the project site (USFWS 2023). These results are consistent with 
the observed conditions within the survey area. 
 

Special-Status Natural Communities 
 

No critical habitat was identified by the USFWS iPac query, the CNDDB, or the CNPS Inventory (USFWS 
2023, CDFW 2023, CNPS 2023). The CDFW California Natural Community of the Project is Coast live 
oak woodland, Element Code 71.060.01. The rarity ranking for Coast live oak woodland – Quercus 
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agrifolia Alliance are listed as: G5=Secure – Common, widespread and abundant; S4= Apparently secure 
- Uncommon, but not rare in the state; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors. 
A separate report, in compliance with Ordinances 89-10 & 05-4 of the Santa Clarita Municipal Code 
relating to “Oak Tree Preservation & Protection Guidelines” has been prepared for the project. No 
undisturbed habitat is present on the site or adjacent parcels. 
 

Wildlife Migration Corridors and Nursery Sites 
 
Wildlife corridors can be defined as connections between wildlife blocks that meet specific habitat needs 
for species movement generally during migratory periods but seasonally as well. Wildlife corridors 
generally contain habitat dissimilar to the surrounding vicinity and include examples such as riparian 
areas along rivers and streams, washes, canyons, or otherwise undisturbed areas within urbanization. 
Corridor width requirements can vary based on the needs of the species utilizing them. Development of 
the project would not impact wildlife migration corridors or nursery sites.  
 

Regional and Local Policies 
 
The proposed, modified project will not conflict with existing or adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, 
Natural Community Conservation Plans, local or regional conservation plans, or local ordinances 
protecting biological resources.  
 

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
CEQA Appendix G thresholds have been used to evaluate potential impacts to the biological resources 
from the proposed project. Appendix G provides an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project 
following the standards of CEQA and provides recommendations that, when implemented, would reduce 
impacts to less-than-significant levels. It is important to note that potential take of any federal- or state-
listed species from project activities would require contacting the appropriate wildlife agency (the USFWS 
and/or the CDFW).  
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) have not been contacted regarding the preparation of this report. Appendix B, Special-Status 
Plant and Animal Evaluations, satisfy the requirements for an initial determination of potential impacts 
under the CEQA Appendix G thresholds. If CEQA threshold determinations warrant, further consultation 
may be required with CDFW and USFWS. If additional consultation with the agencies results in the need 
for Application for a California Incidental Take Permit, Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2 outlines 
requirements for detailed species-specific take analysis, proposed measures to minimize and fully 
mitigate impacts, compliance monitoring, and funding. A detailed description satisfying Cal. Code Regs., 
tit. 14, § 783.2 is not required to meet the CEQA Appendix G thresholds. 
 
The project would create a significant impact to biological resources, based on the specifications in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, if the following were to occur: 
 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

 
2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

 
3. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 

marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means; 
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4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites; 

 
5. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; 
 

6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

 
In addition to the thresholds enumerated in Appendix G, the City of Santa Clarita requires an evaluation 
regarding the following question: Will the project affect a Significant Ecological Area or Significant Natural 
Area as Identified on the City of Santa Clarita Delineation Map?  
 
The following analysis discusses potential impacts associated with the development of the project and 
provides recommendations where appropriate to further reduce potential impacts. 
 
1. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, by the CDFW, or the USFWS? 

 
The project is nested within single-family homes with associated development including horse stables, 
outbuildings, and introduced landscaping. The project itself is maintained for fire suppression and other 
vegetation control and is impacted by pedestrian and horse traffic.  
 
No focused, rare plant surveys were conducted for the preparation of this report. The field study was 
conducted outside of the blooming period for many of the special-status plant species potentially 
occurring in the vicinity of the project. One of the seven plant species occurring within a 10-mile radius of 
the project, California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica californica), is afforded federal and/or state legal 
protection. Three CRPR 4 taxa met the definition of “locally rare” with between five and 10 known 
occurrences drawn from the County of Los Angeles CNDDB query. Those taxa are: Dudleya densiflora 
(San Gabriel dudleya), Helianthus inexpectus (Newhall sunflower), and Lupinus paynei (Payne’s bush 
lupine). Focused surveys are not expected to significantly impact special-status plant species.  
 
 
Designated Critical Habitat for the Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) is 
immediately southwest of the project. Implementation of standard measures for the protection of 
biological resources including nesting birds are recommended to avoid and minimize potential impact to 
general wildlife.  
 
Direct impacts, in the form of “incidental take” of a threatened, endangered, or otherwise protected 
species, are not expected as a result of the development of the proposed project.  
 
A separate report has been prepared in compliance with Ordinances 89-10 & 05-4 of the Santa Clarita 
Municipal Code relating to “Oak Tree Preservation & Protection Guidelines”. 
 
2. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations, or by the 
CDFW or the USFWS? 

 
No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
exists on the project site. No adverse effect will occur as a result of the development of the proposed 
project and no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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3. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 
No features, identified in wetland categories, appear on the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory 
mapping (USFWS 2021) on the proposed, modified project site. No federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act were identified during the field study conducted for the 
preparation of this report. No substantial adverse effect will occur as a result of the development of the 
project. No mitigation measures are recommended. 
 
4. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
No migratory wildlife corridors were identified during the literature search or field study. The project will 
not interfere substantially with the movement of any native fish of wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  
 
5. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 
 
A separate report has been prepared in compliance with Ordinances 89-10 & 05-4 of the Santa Clarita 
Municipal Code relating to “Oak Tree Preservation & Protection Guidelines”. 
 
 
6. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
 
The project does not conflict with any Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No additional mitigation measures 
are recommended. 
 
A separate report has been prepared in compliance with Ordinances 89-10 & 05-4 of the Santa Clarita 
Municipal Code relating to “Oak Tree Preservation & Protection Guidelines”. 
 
7. Affect a Significant Ecological Area or Significant Natural Area as Identified on the City of 

Santa Clarita Delineation Map 
 
The SEA Program was originally established as a part of the 1980 County General Plan, to help conserve 
the genetic and physical diversity within Los Angeles County through designating biological resource 
areas capable of sustaining themselves into the future. The General Plan 2035 (“General Plan”) updated 
the SEA boundary maps, goals and policies in 2015. SEAs are areas where the County deems it 
important to facilitate a balance between development and biological resource conservation. Where 
occurring within SEAs, development activities are carefully reviewed with a key focus on site design as a 
means for conserving fragile resources such as streams, woodlands, and threatened or endangered 
species and their habitats. 
 
The project is within the City of Santa Clarita incorporated limits and is therefore not subject to the County 
of Los Angeles SEA program. The project is subject to the SEA requirements of the City of Santa Clarita, 
which require a thorough analysis of impacts to ensure that any development within a SEA is highly 
compatible with its resources. 
 
SEAs are officially designated areas within LA County with irreplaceable biological resources. As 
specifically described on the Los Angeles County Planning Website: “The SEA Program objective is to 
conserve genetic and physical diversity within LA County by designating biological resource areas that 
are capable of sustaining themselves into the future.” The SEA Ordinance establishes the permitting, 
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design standards, and review process for development within SEAs, balancing preservation of the 
County’s natural biodiversity with private property rights. 
 
Of specific note, “the SEA Program does not change the land use designation or the zoning of a property; 
rather it uses biological review and the application of certain development standards to balance the 
preservation of the County’s natural biodiversity with private property rights.” 
 
The proposed land use is compatible and consistent with the existing use of the adjacent parcels. The 
CEQA Appendix G thresholds, as enumerated above, satisfy the evaluation required under the SEA 
protocols. 
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Figure A-1. Aerial photograph of the project vicinity (Google Earth Pro 2023). 
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Figure A-2. Aerial photograph of APN 2841-018-035 including the project site. 
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Figure A-3. Aerial photograph of the project site. 
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Figure A-4. Map of the project site shown at the edge of the Santa Clara River Project.
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Figure A-5. Soil map of the project site (USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service 2023). 
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Figure A-6. Photograph of the project site taken from the NW corner facing SE 
(19Aug23). 

 

 
Figure A-7. Photograph of the project site taken from the SW corner facing NE 
(19Aug23). 
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Figure A-8. Photograph of the project site taken from the SE corner facing N (19Aug23). 

 

 
Figure A-9. Photograph of the project site taken from the NE corner facing S (19Aug23). 
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Table B-1: Special-status Plants That May Occur in the Vicinity of the Project. 

Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 
Fed/State/CNPS Description Blooming Period 

Field Study 
Results/Potential for 
Occurrence 

Arenaria paludicola 
Marsh sandwort 

E/E/1B.1 Herbaceous annual in the Caryophyllaceae occuring in 
marshes, swamps and areas that are wet year-round. 

May to August Not Expected. No suitable 
habitat for marsh sandwort 
exists on the project site. 

Berberis nevinii 
Nevin’s barberry 

E/E/1B.1 Herbaceous annual in the Asteraceae found in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill 
grasslands on clay or serpentinite soils between 1,476 and 
3,510 feet (450–1,070 meters) in elevation. 

May to November Not Expected. No suitable 
soils exist for the species. 

Calochortus clavatus 
var. gracillis 
Slender mariposa-lily 

-/-/1B.2 Perennial bulbiferous herb in the Liliaceae usually found on 
rocky or clay, serpentinite soils in chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grasslands 
between 246 and 4,265 feet (75–1,300 meters) in elevation. 

May to June Not Observed. Marginal 
soils exist for the species. 
The species does not meet 
the threshold to be 
considered “locally rare”. 
Focused surveys would not 
impact the CEQA Appendix 
G evaluation. 

Calochortus palmeri 
var. palmeri 
Palmer’s mariposa-lily 

-/-/1B.2 Perennial bulbiferous herb in the Liliaceae found in 
chaparral, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grasslands 
often on serpentinite soils between 164 and 2,395 feet (50–
730 meters) in elevation. 

May to July Not Observed. Marginal 
soils exist for the species. 
The species does not meet 
the threshold to be 
considered “locally rare”. 
Focused surveys would not 
impact the CEQA Appendix 
G evaluation. 

Calochortus 
plummerae 
Plummer’s mariposa-
lily 

-/-/4.2 Perennial bulbiferous herb in the Liliaceae found in 
chaparral, lower montane coniferous forest, and meadows 
and seeps on mesic soils between 3,281 and 7,841 feet 
(1,000–2,390 meters) in elevation. Known to occur in the 
Outer South Coast Ranges in San Luis Obispo and Santa 
Barbara Counties, in the Western Transverse Ranges in 
Ventura and Los Angeles Counties, the Southern Sierra 
Nevada Foothills through the Western Transverse Ranges 
in Kern County, the San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
Mountains in San Bernardino County, and the San Jacinto 
Mountains in Riverside County. 

April to July Not Observed. Marginal 
soils exist for the species. 
The species does not meet 
the threshold to be 
considered “locally rare”. 
Focused surveys would not 
impact the CEQA Appendix 
G evaluation. 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 
Fed/State/CNPS Description Blooming Period 

Field Study 
Results/Potential for 
Occurrence 

Calystegia peirsonii 
Peirson’s morning-glory 

-/-/4.2 Rhizomatous perennial herb in the Convolvulaceae found 
on serpentinite or sedimentary soils in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grasslands 
between 1,394 and 4,888 feet (425–1,490 meters) in 
elevation. 

April to June Not Expected. No suitable 
soils exist for the species. 

Centromadia parryi 
ssp. australis 
Southern tarplant 

-/-/1B.1 Annual herb in the Asteraceae found along margins of 
marshes and swamps, in vernally mesic valley and foothill 
grasslands, and in vernal pools below 1,575 feet (480 
meters) in elevation. 

May to November Not Expected. No suitable 
soils exist for the species. 

Chorizanthe parryi var. 
fernandina 
San Fernando Valley 
spineflower 

-/E/1B.1 Annual herb in the Polygonaceae found on rocky, 
serpentinite soils in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and 
valley and foothill grasslands from 197 and 2,297 feet (60–
700 meters) in elevation. 

April to august Not Expected. No 
serpentine soils exist on the 
project. 

Chorizanthe parryi var. 
parryi 
Parry’s spineflower 

-/-/1B.1 Annual herb in the Polygonaceae found on rocky, 
serpentinite soils in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and 
valley and foothill grasslands from 197 and 2,297 feet (60–
700 meters) in elevation. 

April to august Not Expected. No 
serpentine soils exist on the 
project. 

Deinandra minthornii 
Santa Susana tarplant 

-/Rare/1B.2 Annual herb in the Asteraceae found in coastal bluff, 
coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grasslands below 
1,411 feet (430 meters) in elevation. 

May to October Not Expected. The Project 
is beyond the published 
range of the species. 

Dodecahema 
leptoceras 
Slender-horned 
spineflower 

E/E/1B.1 Perennial, rhizomatous herb in the Brassicaceae found in 
sandy coastal scrub and dunes from 10 to 164 feet (3–50 
meters) in elevation. Known to occur in Los Angeles, Santa 
Barbara, San Luis Obispo, and Ventura Counties, and 
Santa Catalina, San Miguel, and San Nicolas Islands. 

March to May Not Expected. The Project 
is beyond the published 
range of the species. 

Dudleya densiflora 
San Gabriel dudleya 

-/-/1B.1 Perinnial in the Crassulaceae found in coastal sage scrub, 
yellow pine forests, and chaparral. 

March to June Not Expected. Beyond the 
published range of the 
species. 

Harpagonella palmeri 
Palmer’s grapplinghook 

-/-/4.2 Annual herb found on dry, semi-barren area of chaparral, 
coastal scrub, and grassland below 1000 meters. 

March to April Not Expected. The Project 
is not appropriate habitat. 

Helianthus 
inexpectatus 
Newhall sunflower 

-/-/1B.1 Perennial herb found in spring fed marsh in willow 
woodland at 300 meters. Generally within the Western 
Transverse Range. 

August to October Not Expected. The Project 
is not appropriate habitat. 

Horkelia cuneate var. 
puberula 
Mesa horkelia 

-/-/1B.1 Annual herb found on dry, sandy, coastal chaparral 
between 70 and 870 meters. Type locality generally along 
the foothill edge of the Los Angeles basin. 

March to July Not Expected. The Project 
is not appropriate habitat. 

Lepechinia rossii 
Ross’ pitcher sage 

-/-/1B.2 Annual herb in the Lamiaceae family found on chaparral 
between 470 and 1200 meters. 

May to September Not Expected. The Project 
is beyond the published 
range of the species. 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 
Fed/State/CNPS Description Blooming Period 

Field Study 
Results/Potential for 
Occurrence 

Lepidium virginicum 
var. robinsonii 
Robinson’s pepper-
grass 

-/-/4.3 Herbaceous annual in the Brassicaceae found in valley and 
foothill grasslands on alkaline and adobe clay soils between 
1,099 and 3,297 feet (335–1,005 meters) in elevation. 
Known to occur in the South Inner Coastal Ranges from 
Kern and San Luis Obispo Counties. 

March to May Not Expected. The Project 
is beyond the published 
range of the species. 

Lupinus paynei  
Payne’s Bush lupine 

-/-/1B.1 Perennial shrub in the Fabaceae family found on sandy, 
coastal, and riparian scrub, and valley and foothill 
grassland between 220 and 420 meters. 

March to April Not Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of th 
species. 

Malacothamnus 
davidsonii 
Davidson’s bush-
mallow 

-/-/1B.2 Perennial shrub in the Malvaceae family found on chaparral 
and coastal scrub between 500 and 700 meters. 

May to July Not Expected. No perennial 
Malvaceae shrub was 
observed.  

Navarretia fossalis 
Spreading navarretia 

T/-/1B.1 Perennial, rhizomatous herb in the Brassicaceae found in 
freshwater or brackish marshes and swamps between 16 
and 1,083 feet (5–330 meters) in elevation. Known to occur 
in Los Angeles, Orange, Santa Barbara, San Diego, and 
San Luis Obispo Counties. Populations historically 
occurring in San Bernardino County are presumed 
extirpated. 

April to October Not Expected. No suitable 
habitat exists for the 
species. 

Navarretia setiloba 
Piute Mountains 
navarretia 

-/-/1B.1 Annual herb in the Polemonniaceae found in coastal scrub, 
meadows and swamps, vernal pools, and alkaline, valley 
and foot hill grassland in mesic soil between 49 and 3,970 
feet (15–1,210 meters) in elevation. Known to occur in 
Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Merced, Monterey, Orange, 
Riverside, San Benito, Santa Clara, San Diego, and San 
Luis Obispo Counties. Populations historically occurring in 
San Bernardino County are presumed extinct. 

April to July Not Expected. The Project 
is beyond the current 
published range of the 
species. 

Opuntia basilaris var. 
brachyclada 
Short-joint beavertail 

-/-/1B.2 Perennial in the Cactaceae family found on Creosote Bush 
Scrub, Chaparral, Joshua Tree Woodland, Pinyon-Juniper 
Woodland between 1200 and 1800 meters. 

April to June Not Present. No cactus was 
observed. The Project does 
not represent suitable 
habitat. 

Orcuttia californica  
California Orcutt grass 

E/E/1B.1 Perennial stem succulent in the Cactaceae found in 
chenopod scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley and 
foothill grasslands between 394 and 1,804 feet (120–550 
meters) in elevation. Requires vernal pools and wetlands 
within Valley Grassland occrences. 

April to May Not Expected. No vernal 
pools or wetlands exist on 
the project. 

Pseudognaphalium 
leucocephalum  
White rabbit-tobacco 

-/-/2B.2 Annual herb in the Asteraceae found in cismontane 
woodland, and valley and foothill grasslands on adobe clay 
soils between 295 and 2,625 feet (90–800 meters) in 
elevation. Known to occur in the Southern Sierra Nevada 
Foothills from Kern County north to Fresno County. 

March to April Not Expected. The Project 
is beyond the published 
range of the species. 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 
Fed/State/CNPS Description Blooming Period 

Field Study 
Results/Potential for 
Occurrence 

Rorippa gambellii 
Gambel’s watercress 

E/T/1B.1 Perennial herb in the Brassicaceae found in freshwater-
marshes. 

April to October Not Expected. No suitable 
habitat exists on the Project. 

Senecio aphanactis 
Chaparral ragwort 

-/-/2B.2 Perennial, rhizomatous herb in the Selaginellaceae found in 
cismontane woodland, lower, upper, and subalpine 
coniferous forest, and pinyon and juniper woodland on 
granitic, rocky soil between 5,249 and 8,858 feet (1,600–
2,700 meters) in elevation. Known to occur in Kern, Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, 
and Tulare Counties. 

July Not Expected. The Project 
is well below the published 
elevation for the species. 

Streptanthus 
campestris 
Southern jewelflower 

-/-/1B.3 Perennial, rhizomatous herb in the Selaginellaceae found in 
cismontane woodland, lower, upper, and subalpine 
coniferous forest, and pinyon and juniper woodland on 
granitic, rocky soil between 5,249 and 8,858 feet (1,600–
2,700 meters) in elevation. Known to occur in Kern, Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, 
and Tulare Counties. 

July Not Expected. The Project 
is well below the published 
elevation for the species 

Symphyotrichum 
greatae 
Greata’s aster 

-/-/1B.3 Rhizomatous herb in the Asteraceae found in cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest, 
meadows and seeps, marshes and swamps, and vernally 
mesic areas in valley and foothill grasslands. Also found in 
ditches, streams, and springs below 6,693 feet (2,040 
meters) in elevation. Known to occur in San Luis Obispo 
and Kern Counties, and is more widespread in the 
southeastern portion of the Transverse and Peninsular 
Ranges. 

July to November Not Expected.The Project is 
not suitable habitat for the 
species. 

 
STATUS: Federal and State Listing Code 

D Delisted 
E Federally or State-listed Endangered 
R Rare 
T Federally or State-listed Threatened 

 
CNPS 

1A Plants presumed extirpated in California, and either rare or extinct elsewhere 
1B.1 Plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously threatened in California 
1B.2 Plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; fairly threatened in California 
2B.1 Plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere; seriously threatened in California 
4.2 Plants of limited distribution in California; fairly threatened in California 
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Table B-2: Special-status Animals That May Occur in the Vicinity of the Project. 
Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 

Invertebrates 
Bombus crotchii 
Crotch bumble bee  

-/E(Candidate) Found in open grasslands and scrub habitats. Historically from 
sea level to over 8000 feet. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present.  

Branchinect lynchi 
Vernal pool fairy shrimp  

T/- Found in vernal pools throughout California. Exist as cysts during 
the dry season and reproduce when pools are filled with water 
again.  

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present.  

Euphydryas editha quino  
Quino checkerspot butterfly  

E/- Occupies a variety of habitats including grasslands, coastal sage 
scrub, chaparral, juniper woodland, and semi-desert scrub. 
Historically distributed throughout the coastal slopes of southern 
California through the Transverse Ranges and to the edges of the 
Anza-Borrego Desert. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Currently only 
known from western 
Riverside County, southern 
San Diego County, and 
northern Baja California, 
Mexico  

Fish 
Catostomus santaanae 
Santa Ana sucker 

T/- Historically, the Santa Ana sucker occupied upper watershed 
areas of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains down to 
the Pacific Ocean. The Santa Ana sucker is currently found 
in three disjunct populations that occupy portions of the San 
Gabriel, Los Angeles, and Santa Ana River basins in Southern 
California. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 

Gasterosteus aculeatus 
williamsoni 
Unarmored threespine stickleback 

E/E,SFP The unarmored threespine stickleback has a very limited 
distribution, with the southern California population represented in 
only three drainages; Upper Santa Clara River (extremely limited), 
Bouquet Creek (extremely limited) and Soledad Canyon Creek 
(possibly extirpated). 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 

Gila orcuttii 
Arroyo chub 

-/CSC Arroyo chub are native to the streams and rivers of the Los 
Angeles plain in southern California, including the Los Angeles, 
San Gabriel, San Luis Rey, Santa Ana, and Santa Margarita 
Rivers, and Malibu and San Juan Creeks. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 

Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 8 
Santa Ana speckled dace 

-/CSC Speckled dace occupy a variety of aquatic habitats, but optimal 
habitat is in perennial streams fed by cool springs and with 
overhanging riparian vegetation. Optimal spawning habitat is in 
shallow areas of gravel or gravelly riffle edges with tributary inlets. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 

Amphibians 
Anaxyrus californicus 
Arroyo toad 

E/CSC Found in very specific habitat types including exposed sandy 
stream sides with stable terraces for burrowing. Generally 
between 300 and 1000 meters. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 

Rana draytonii 
California red-legged frog 

T/CSC Found in dense, shrubby riparian vegetation associated with deep 
(0.6 meters, 2 feet), still or slow-moving water; arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis) seems to be most suitable, but cattails (Typha sp.) and 
bulrushes (Scirpus sp.) also provide good habitat. 

Not Present. No suitable 
breeding habitat present 

Rana muscosa 
Southern mountain yellow-legged 
frog 

E/E,WL Lives in high mountain lakes, ponds, tarns, and streams--largely in 
areas that were glaciated as recently as 10,000 years ago. Alpine 
lakes used by mountain yellow-legged frogs usually have open 
shorelines, margins that are grassy or muddy and have a depth 
greater than 2.5 meters (greater than 8.2 feet). Adults are typically 
found sitting on rocks along the shoreline, usually where there is 
little or no vegetation. Larvae are often distributed in the warm 
water shallow areas along the shoreline during the daytime. 
Mountain yellow-legged frogs also use stream habitats, especially 
in the northern part of their range. 

Not Present. No suitable 
breeding habitat present 

Spea hammondii 
Western spadefoot 

-/CSC Central valley and adjacent foothills, Coast Ranges from Point 
Conception south to the Mexico border; valley-foothill grasslands 
and valley-foothill hardwood, shallow temporary pools used for 
breeding, below 1,363 meters. 

Not Present. No suitable 
breeding habitat present 

Taricha torosa 
Coast Range newt 

-/CSC Habitat types associated with this species include oak forests, 
chaparral, and rolling grasslands. Adults are terrestrial requiring 
ponds or streams for reproduction. 

Not Present. No suitable 
breeding habitat present. 

Rana draytonii 
California red-legged frog 

T/- Found in dense, shrubby riparian vegetation associated with deep 
(0.6 meters, 2 feet), still or slow-moving water; arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis) seems to be most suitable, but cattails (Typha sp.) and 
bulrushes (Scirpus sp.) also provide good habitat. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 

Reptiles 
Anniella spp. 
California legless lizard 

-/CSC 

Found in coastal dunes, chaparral, pine-oak woodlands, desert 
scrub, and sandy washes in warm moist loose soils, below 5,085 
feet (1550 meters). 

Not Observed/ Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Limited Project size, current 
habitat disturbance, and 
surrounding development 
limit the po Typically found in 
open sandy areas in deserts, 
chaparral, grassland, limit the 
potential of occurrence.  

Arizona elegans occidentalis 
California glossy snake 

-/CSC 

Common throughout southern California found in desert habitats, 
chaparral, sagebrush, valley-foothill hardwood, pine-juniper, and 
annual grasslands from below 1830 meters. 

Not Observed/ Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Limited Project size, current 
habitat disturbance, and 
surrounding development 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 
limit the potential of 
occurrence.  

Aspidoscelistigris stejnegeri 
Coastal whiptail 

-/CSC 

Found in woodland, chaparral, riparian areas, or desert n coastal 
Southern California, mostly west of the Peninsular Ranges and 
south of the Transverse Ranges, and north into Ventura County. 

Not Observed/ Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Limited Project size, current 
habitat disturbance, and 
surrounding development 
limit the potential of 
occurrence. 

Emys marmorata 
Western pond turtle -/CSC 

Completely aquatic requiring calm waters such as pools or 
streams with vegetation banks or logs for basking. Will utilize 
upland habitat up to about 0.5 kilometers from water. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present. 

Phrynosoma blainvillii 
Coast horned lizard 
  

-/CSC 

Inhabits valley-foothill hardwood, coniferous and riparian, as well 
as pine-cypress, juniper, and annual grasslands, in Sierra Nevada 
below 3,937 feet (1,200 meters) and in mountains of Southern 
California and into the adjacent valleys. 

Not Observed/ Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Limited Project size, current 
habitat disturbance, and 
surrounding development 
limit the potential of 
occurrence.  

Thamnophis hammondii 
Two-striped garter snake  -/CSC 

Primarily aquatic and generally found around pools, creeks, cattle 
tanks, and other water sources. Habitats include oak woodland, 
chaparral, and coniferous forest. 

Not Present. No suitable 
habitat present.  

Birds 
Accipiter cooperii 
Cooper’s Hawk 

-/WL 

Found throughout southern Canada and the United States in a 
variety of habitat types associated with deciduous and mixed 
forests and open woodland habitats. Nests in coniferous, 
deciduous, and mixed woods, typically those with tall trees and 
with openings or edge habitat nearby. Increasing associated with 
suburban areas 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Suitable nesting habitat on 
the site.  

Agelaius tricolor 
Tricolored blackbird 

-/T(CSC) 
Forages in grasslands, wetlands, rice fields, croplands, and weedy 
uplands dominated by mustards and thistles, etc.; breeds in 
marshes containing heavy growth of bulrushes, cattails, and 
blackberries; found throughout the Central Valley. 

Not Observed/Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the site. Potential for 
marginal foraging habitat in 
farmlands in the vicinity of the 
project. 

Almophilia ruficeps canescens 
-/WL Inhabits oak woodlands and dry uplands with grassy vegetation 

and bushes. It is often found near rocky outcroppings. The species 
Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 

Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow 

is also known from coastal scrublands and chaparral areas 
between 910 and 1830 meters. 

in the Project Vicinity. 
Suitable nesting habitat in the 
vicinity of the site.  

Ammodramus savannarum 
Grasshopper sparrow 

-/CSC 
Breeds in lowlands and foothills west of the Sierra Nevada-
Cascade crest through most of California. Occurs in dense, dry 
grasslands with tall forbs and sparse shrubs. 

Not Observed/Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Typical associated habitat is 
not present. 

Artemisiospiza belli belli 
Bell’s sage sparrow -/WL 

Inhabits coastal sage scrub and chaparral. Also year-round 
residents of some sage scrub habitat on the California coastal 
slope and foothills. 

Low Probability of 
Occurrence in the Project 
Vicinity. Typical associated 
habitat is not present. 

Athene cunnicularia 
Burrowing owl 

-/CSC 

Inhabits dry, open grasslands, rolling hills, desert floors, prairies, 
savannas, agricultural land, and other areas of open, bare ground. 
These owls will also inhabit open areas near human habitation, 
such as housing developments, airports, golf courses, shoulders 
of roads, railroad 
embankments, and the banks of irrigation ditches and reservoirs. 

Low Probability of 
Occurrence in the Project 
Vicinity. Typical associated 
habitat is not present. 

Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden eagle 

-/SFP 

Uncommon permanent resident and migrant throughout California 
except center of the Central Valley; forages in rolling foothills, 
mountain areas, sage-juniper flans and desert areas, below 
12,575 feet (3,833 meters), nests on cliffs and in large trees in 
open areas, very susceptible to human disturbance. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  

Buteo swainsoni 
Swainson’s hawk 

-/T 

Riparian and sometimes large isolated trees used for nesting; 
grasslands and agricultural lands used for foraging; in California, 
breeds primarily in the Sacramento Valley, with occasional nesting 
to the south through Kern County; migrate through the Central and 
San Joaquin Valleys to their wintering grounds in South America. 

Not Observed/Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting sites on the 
project.. 

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis 
Western yellow-billed cuckoo 

T/E 

Nests in walnut and almond orchards in California, natural nesting 
habitat is in cottonwood-tree willow riparian forest. Known 
populations of breeding western yellow-billed cuckoo are several 
disjunct locations in California, Arizona, and western New Mexico. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  

Elanus leucurus 
White-tailed kite -/-, SFP 

Associated habitats include open grasslands, savannahs, 
agriculture, wetlands, oak woodland and riparian areas with 
associated open space. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Suitable nesting habitat. 

Empidonax traillii extimus 
Southwestern willow flycatcher 

E/E 

Breeds in dense riparian tree and shrub habitat associated with 
rivers, lakes, and other wetlands. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 

Eremophila alpestris actia 
California horned lark 

-/WL 

Resident throughout California from the coast to the deserts up to 
alpine dwarf-shrub habitat above tree line. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  

Falco mexicanus 
Prairie falcon 

-/WL 

Found in generally dry, open country such as plains, prairies, and 
deserts, and can be relatively common in canyon country, where it 
is attracted to the nesting sites afforded by cliffs and rock 
outcrops. 

Not Observed/Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  

Gymnogyps californianus 
California condor 

E/E,SFP 

Forage over wide areas of open rangelands, roost on cliffs and in 
large trees and snags and occur mostly between sea-level and 
2,743 meters (9,000 feet), and nests from 610 to 1,981 meters 
(2,000–6,500 feet). Require vast expanses of open savannah, 
grasslands, and foothill chaparral, with cliffs, large trees, and 
snags for roosting and nesting. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat 
present. Designated Critical 
Habitat 21 miles north of the 
project site. 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Bald Eagle 

D/E, SFP 

Uncommon permanent resident and migrant throughout California 
except center of the Central Valley; forages in rolling foothills, 
mountain areas, sage-juniper flans and desert areas, below 
12,575 feet (3,833 meters), nests on cliffs and in large trees in 
open areas, very susceptible to human disturbance. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  

Lanius ludovicianus 
Loggerhead shrike 

-/CSC 

Common resident and winter visitor in lowlands and foothills 
throughout California; species prefers open habitats with scattered 
shrubs, trees, posts, fences, utility lines, or other perches; nests 
on stable branches in densely-foliaged shrubs or trees, usually 
well-concealed. 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Suitable habitat on the 
project site.  

Poliptila californica californica 
Coastal California gnatcatcher 

T/CSC 

Occurs within a very limited distribution of coastal sage scrub. This 
habitat is characterized by low shrubs generally dominated by 
California sagebrush, buckwheat, salvia, and prickly-pear cactus 

Not Observed/Moderate 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. 
Designated Critical Habitat 
immediately southwest of the 
project. 

Vireo bellii pusillus 
Least Bell’s vireo 

E/E 

Inhabits low, dense riparian growth along water or along dry parts 
of intermittent streams. Typically associated with willow, 
cottonwood, baccharis, wild blackberry, or mesquite in desert 
localities. 

Not Observed/Low 
Probability of Occurrence 
in the Project Vicinity. No 
suitable nesting habitat on 
the project site.  

Mammals 
Antrozous pallidus 
Pallid bat -/CSC Throughout Californian except high Sierra Nevada from Shasta 

County south to Kern County and the northwestern corner of the 
Not Present No suitable 
habitat on the project.  
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 

state; grasslands, shrub lands, woodlands, and forest habitats; 
roosts in caves, crevices, mines and hollow trees. 

Corynorhinus townsendii 
Townsend’s big-eared bat -/CSC 

Occurs throughout California except at the highest elevations; 
requires 
caves, mines, tunnels, or other structures for roosting; prefers 
moist habitats, feeding from brush or trees along habitat edges. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Euderma maculatum 
spotted bat -/CSC 

Habitat types include open and dense deciduous and coniferous 
forests, hay fields, deserts, marshes, riparian areas, and dry 
shrub-steppe grasslands; roosts in undisturbed cliff faces. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Eumops perotis californicus 
Western mastiff bat 

-/CSC 

Open, semi-arid to arid habitats, including conifer and deciduous 
woodlands, annual and perennial grasslands, chaparral, desert 
scrub, and urban areas; roosts in cliff faces, as well as high 
buildings, trees, and tunnels; uncommon resident in southwestern 
San Joaquin Valley. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Lasiurus cinereus 
Hoary bat -/- Open habitats or habitat mosaics with access to trees for cover 

and open areas or habitat edges for feeding. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Lepus californicus bennettii 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit -/- Occupies a variety of habitat types including savannah, scrub, 

forest, grasslands, and desert. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Macrotus californicus 
California leaf-nosed bat -/CSC 

Found in caves and abandoned mines in deserts of northern 
Mexico, baja California, southern Arizona, southern California and 
southern Nevada America. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Neotamias speciosus speciosus 
Lodgepole chipmunk 

-/CSC 

Habitat types include subalpine mixed conifer forests containing 
lodgepole pine, red fir, and Jeffery pine generally between 1,500 
and 3,300 meters. Also known to occur in woodlands including 
white fir, Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, sugar pine, incense cedar, 
and California black oak. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Beyond the 
current published range of 
the species. 

Neotoma lepida intermedia 
San Diego desert woodrat -/CSC 

Found in sagebrush scrub and chaparral of southwestern 
California and northwestern Baja California. Additional 
disconnected groups occur in California in the vicinity of the 
southern San Joaquin Valley and southern Sierra Nevada 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. No Neotoma 
middens observed during the 
field study. 

Onychomys torridus ramona 
Southern grasshopper mouse -/CSC 

Found in valley grasslands habitats, blue oak savanna, desert 
associations dominated by annual grasses and California 
ephedra, alkali sink scrub, saltbush scrub, and upper Sonoran 
shrub associations, dominated by ephedra. 

Not Observed/Not 
Expected. Uncommon in 
valley foothill and montane 
riparian habitat. 
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Scientific Name 
Common Name 

Status 

Federal/State General Habitat Survey Results/Regional or 
Nearest Occurrence* 

Taxidea taxus 
American badger -/CSC Uncommon resident found through California; in less disturbed 

grassland and shrubland habitats in San Joaquin Valley. 

Not Present. No badger 
burrows or other sign 
observed during the field 
study.  

 
 
 
STATUS:  
 Federal 
 S                Listed as a BLM Sensitive Species 
 D                Delisted 
 E                Listed as Endangered 
 PT              Proposed as Threatened 
 T                 Listed as Threatened 
               C               Candidate for Endangered Status 
 

 
 
State 
CSC California Department of Fish and Wildlife Designated Species of Special 
Concern 
D Delisted 
E Listed as Endangered 
SFP California Department of Fish and Wildlife Designated Fully     Protected 
T Listed as Threatened 
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 Figure B-1. CNDDB special-status plant species occurrences within a 10-mile radius of the project (CDFW 2023). 
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 Figure B-2. CNDDB special-status bird species occurrences within a 10-mile radius of the project (CDFW 2023). 
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 Figure B-3. CNDDB special-status amphibian and reptile species occurrences within a 10-mile radius of the project (CDFW 2023). 
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 Figure B-4. CNDDB special-status mammal species occurrences within a 10-mile radius of the project (CDFW 2023). 
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PLANTS AND ANIMALS OBSERVED ON THE PROJECT  
 
 

FIELD STUDY CONDUCTED  
19 August 2023
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Table C-1. Vascular plant species observed during the field study conducted on the project site.  

Scientific Name Common Name 

Adoxaceae 
Sambucus sp. Elderberry 

Amaranthaceae 
Amaranthus albus Tumble pigweed 

Asteraceae 
Ambrosia acanthicarpa Flatspine bur ragwee 

Artemisia california  California sagebrush 

Pseudognaphalium californicum California cudweed 

Erigeron canadensis Horseweed 

Boraginaceae 
Amsinkia menziesii Fiddleneck 

Phacelia ramosissma Branching phacelia 

Brassicaceae 
Sisymbrium irio London rocket 

Sisymbrium altissimum Jim Hill mustard 

Chenopodiaceae 
Chenopodium album Lamb’s quarters 

Salsola tragus Russian thistle 

Euphorbaceae 
Euphorbia sp.  Spurge 

Fagaceae 
Quercus agrifolia Coast live oak 

Geraniaceae 
Erodium cicutarium Redstem filaree 

Grossulariaceae 
Ribes rubrum Currant 

Lamiaceae 
Marrubium vulgare Horehound 

Poaceae 
Avena fatua Slender wiild oat 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens Red brome 

Cynodon sp. Bermuda grass 

Digitaria sp. Crabgrass 

Hordeum vulgare Farmer’s foxtail 

Schismus arabicus Mediterranean grass 

Poa annua Annual bluegrass 

Rosaceae 
Prunus virginiana Chokecherry 

Solanaceae 
Datura wrightii Jimsonweed 
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Table C-2. Vertebrate animal species observed during the field study conducted on the project site. 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Birds 

Aphelocoma californica Scrub Jay 

Corvus corax Common raven 

Haemorhous mexicanus House finch 

Savornis sava Say’s phoebe 

Sturnus vulgaris European starling 

Zenaida macroura Mourning dove 

Mammals 

Otospermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel 

Thomomys bottae Pocket gopher (burrow) 
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MBAKERINTL.COM 
3100 Zinfandel Drive, Suite 125, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

P: (916) 361-8384 F: (916) 361-1574 
 

Revised 
October 20, 2023 
 
February 8, 2023 
 
Mike Ascione  
Associate Planner 
City of Santa Clarita 
32920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 302 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 

RE: CULTURAL RESOURCES IDENTIFICATION MEMORANDUM FOR THE REXHALL 
PROJECT, CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Ascione: 

Michael Baker International completed a cultural resources study for the proposed Rexhall Project 
(project). This report includes the results of a California Historical Resources Information System 
records search at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File search, archaeological survey, literature and historical map 
review, Santa Clarita Valley Historical Society outreach, buried archaeological site sensitivity 
analysis, California Register of Historical Resources evaluation of one newly recorded historic-
period archaeological site (MBI-REX-MY-01), and management recommendations. The intent of 
this study is to identify if historical resources, as defined by California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Section 15064.5(a), will be impacted by the project. The City of Santa Clarita (City) is the 
lead agency responsible for compliance with the CEQA.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project proposes to subdivide a 19.92-acre parcel into four parcels and prepare the 
construction of four single-family homes located at the southeast corner of Triumph Avenue and 
Diver Street in Santa Clarita, California. Site preparation would involve grading and constructing 
four home pads, septic leaching fields, and access driveways. The property is currently 
undeveloped. One building foundation associated with a building constructed between 1978 and 
1985, and demolished by 1992, would be removed in association with site preparation activities.  

PROJECT AREA 

The project area is in the City of Santa Clarita, north of the San Gabriel Mountains, west of Sand 
Canyon, and east of the Antelope Valley Freeway (SR-14) (Attachment 1: Figure 1). The project 
area addressed in this study is defined as the boundaries of Assessor Parcel Number 2841-018-
071 and includes the maximum extent of ground disturbance and project activities associated 
with site preparation and construction. 
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The project is mapped within the Mint Canyon, California USGS 7.5-minute topographic 
quadrangle map Township 4 North, Range 15 West, Section 26 (Attachment 1: Figure 2). The 
project area consists of undeveloped land with a series of improved dirt roads and trails running 
through it, with a stand of coast live oaks in the eastern half and the western half primarily 
composed of short grasses and California buckwheat (Attachment 1: Figure 3). 

SETTING 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
California is divided into 11 geomorphic provinces, each defined by unique geologic and 
geomorphic characteristics. The project is in the central portion of the Transverse Ranges 
geomorphic province, marked by east–west trending mountain ranges and valleys in contrast to 
the northwest-trending ranges of coastal California (CGS 2002). This geomorphic province also 
extends offshore to include physiogeographic features, such as the northern members of the 
Channel Islands of Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, and San Miguel Islands (CGS 2002). The Transverse 
Ranges province crosses several counties and is bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the Coast 
Ranges and Sierra Nevada geomorphic provinces to the north, the Mojave Desert geomorphic 
province to the east, and the Peninsular Ranges and Colorado Desert geomorphic provinces to 
the south.  

The geology of the Santa Clarita area was mapped by Campbell et al. (2016) at a scale of 1:100,000 
and by Dibblee and Ehrenspeck (1996) at a scale of 1:24,000. Geologic units underlying the project 
area are mapped as alluvial gravel, sand, and clay of the valley area that date to the Holocene 
epoch (Qa of Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1996). The Mint Canyon formation consists of terrestrial 
sedimentary deposits ranging from conglomerate through sandstone to claystone that date to 
the Miocene epoch (Tmc of Dibblee and Ehrenspeck 1996).  

The soils in the project area have been mapped as Castaic-Balcom silty clay loams, 30 to 50 percent 
slopes (CmF), Hanford sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes (HcC), Metz loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes (MfA), and Yolo loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes (YoC) (NRCS 2023). The Castaic series consists 
of well-drained, moderately slowly permeable soils strongly sloping to very steep that formed in 
residuum weathered from shale, sandstone, and mudstone (USDA 2001a). The Balcom series 
consists of moderately deep, well-drained soils formed in material weathered from shale and 
sandstone (USDA 2001b). Approximately 18.8 percent of the project area is composed of the 
Castaic and Balcom series, which contain clay-rich B horizons and are located on steep slopes. 
Steep slopes decrease the potential for archaeological potential due to erosion. Hanford series 
consists of deep, well-drained soils formed in alluvium derived from granite. Hanford series soils 
are on floodplains or alluvial fans (USDA 1999a). The Metz series consists of deep, somewhat 
excessively drained soils formed in alluvial material predominantly from sedimentary sources. 
Metz series soils are on floodplains and alluvial fans (USDA 1999b). The Yolo series consists of 
deep, well-drained soils formed in alluvium from mixed rocks. Yolo series soils are located on 
alluvial fans and flood plains (USDA 2018). 
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The project area is within the Venturan-Angeleno Coastal Hills ecoregion of California (Griffith et 
al. 2016). Ecoregions denote general similarity in ecosystems and environmental resources. The 
vegetation associated with the Venturan-Angeleno Coastal Hills ecoregion consists of shrub-
covered hills and mountains, including the Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Mountains, and the 
hills of the Palos Verdes Peninsula. The Pacific Ocean influences the climate in this region with 
thermic soil temperatures and xeric soil moisture. Although much of this ecoregion has been 
modified by urban and residential development, vegetation in undisturbed areas would include 
California sagebrush, California buckwheat, coast live oak, chamise chaparral, and annual 
grasslands (Griffith et al. 2016).  

CULTURAL SETTING 
The division of prehistory into temporal periods provides a framework for understanding cultural 
change in years before present (BP). The earliest occupation of southern California occurred in the 
Paleocoastal period, generally dated to about 13,000 and 8,500 BP (Moratto 1984; Erlandson et 
al. 2007). These earliest inhabitants were highly mobile hunter-gathers. Warren (1968) and others 
(Sutton and Gardner 2010) defined the Encinitas Tradition, dating to about 8,500 and 3,500 BP. 
The Encinitas Tradition is a widespread cultural phenomenon distinguished by an abundance of 
manos and metates and a dearth of vertebrate faunal remains, projectile points, and mortar and 
pestle groundstone tools. Definitions of the Intermediate and Late Prehistoric periods continue to 
be employed as temporal periods, as Wallace (1955) defined them. However, the understanding 
of cultural practices, technology, and migrations, among other aspects, has been thoroughly 
deepened (as summarized by Sutton 2010). 

The project area is within the boundaries of Tataviam territory. Generally, their territory included 
much of northern Los Angeles County and portions of Ventura County, including parts of the 
Santa Monica Mountains near Topanga Canyon to the west, Antelope Valley to the north, portions 
of the San Gabriel Mountains to the east, and south through the San Fernando Valley. Much 
debate has occurred regarding the linguistic origins of the Tataviam language, but Travis Hudson 
(1982) concluded that Tataviam spoke a Uto-Aztecan language, possibly Takic. The Tataviam 
utilized drainages such as the Santa Clara River, Piru, and Castaic Creeks (Caruso 1988: 3). Their 
habitation of the Upper Santa Clara River Valley may have provided ample trade opportunities 
with neighboring groups, including the Chumash and Shoshone (Caruso 1988). The closest 
recorded Tataviam village, Tochonanga, is located approximately 7.9 miles southwest of the 
project area (King and Blackburn 1978).  

Spanish explorers first visited the coast of southern California in 1542, but European settlement 
did not begin in the area until 1769 when Gaspar de Portola led an exploratory mission intended 
to open up Alta California to settlement. The expedition reached the Santa Clara River near Castaic 
Junction, approximately 11 miles west of the project area, on August 8. Father Fray Juan Crespi, 
one of the spiritual leaders of the expedition, described the site as “very suitable for a Mission” 
(Perkins 1957). Mission San Fernando, approximately 9 miles south of the project area, was 
founded in 1797 in an attempt to colonize the Santa Clara River Valley. The establishment of 
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Mission San Fernando led to the subsequent enslavement of the Tataviam within the mission 
system (Perkins 1957). 

In 1821, Mexico won its independence from Spain. The new state was secular and moved 
increasingly toward secularizing the mission system and dispersal of the mission properties 
among politically connected elites. In 1834, the missions began to be secularized, and their lands 
were divided. More than 600 ranchos were granted between 1833 and 1846 as the Mexican 
government sought to solidify its authority over Alta California amid fears of intrusion by the 
United States. Among these was Rancho San Francisco, a property granted to Don Antonio del 
Valle in 1839 (Perkins 1957). The project area is located approximately 5 miles east of the former 
boundaries of Rancho San Francisco (GLO 1877). In 1842, the first authenticated gold discovery 
occurred within Rancho San Francisco, leading to the settlement of the first mining camp in 
California approximately 5 miles west of the project area (Perkins 1957).   

California was ceded to the United States after the Mexican-American War of 1846–1848. The 
discovery of gold in California led to a population boom in the 1850s and 1860s. Additionally, 
transportation developments in the Santa Clara River Valley transformed the region into a major 
travel corridor, and the establishment of Fort Tejon in 1854 cemented the area as a center of 
military and political power in Southern California (ICF 2021). In 1877, the Southern Pacific line 
connecting Los Angeles and the San Joaquin Valley was completed. In 1886, construction began 
on a line connecting Ventura and Soledad Canyon within 2 miles north of the project area (ICF 
2021; Triem and Stone 1996).  

CULTURAL RESOURCES IDENTIFICATION METHODS AND RESULTS 

The methods and results of the SCCIC records search, literature and historical map search, 
historical society consultation, archaeological field survey, buried archaeological site sensitivity 
analysis, and California Register evaluation of MBI-REX-MY-01 are presented below.  

SOUTH CENTRAL COASTAL INFORMATION CENTER  
SCCIC staff conducted a records search (SCCIC Tracking No. 22790-8966) of the project area and 
half-mile search radius on October 18, 2021 (Attachment 2). The SCCIC, as part of the California 
Historical Resources Information System, an affiliate of the California Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP), is the official state repository of cultural resources records and reports for Los 
Angeles County. As part of the records search, the following federal and California inventories 
were reviewed: 

• Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility (OHP 2023e). The directory includes 
determinations for eligibility for archaeological resources in Los Angeles County. 

• California Register of Historic Resources (OHP 2023a). 
• California Points of Historical Interest (OHP 2023b). 
• California Historical Landmarks (OHP 2023c). 
• Built Environment Resource Directory (OHP 2023d). The directory includes resources 

evaluated for listing and listed in the National Register of Historical Places, National 
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Historic Landmarks, California Register, California Historical Landmarks, and California 
Points of Historical Interest in Los Angeles County. 

Results 

Previous Studies 

Fourteen previous cultural resource investigations have been completed within a half-mile of the 
project area, as described in the table below. One investigation (LA-01805) intersects the current 
project area and addresses approximately 97 percent of it. LA-01805 was conducted by R. W. 
Robinson in 1989 and consisted of an intensive pedestrian survey of the project area to identify 
surficial cultural resources. The investigation did not result in the documentation of any 
archaeological resources.   

Table 1: Previous Cultural Resource Investigations  

Report No. Author(s) Date Title 

In 
Project 
Area? 

Resources 
in Project 

Area? 

LA-00467 

McIntrye, 
Michael J. and 
Greenwood, 
Roberta S. 

1979 

Cultural Resource Survey of a 
Near Sand Canyon, Upper Santa 
Clara River Valley, Los Angeles 
County, California 

No No 

LA-00616 Robinson, R. 
W. 1979 

Cultural Resources Investigation 
Re: Tentative Map Tract No. 
37802 

No No 

LA-01254 Robinson, R. 
W. 1981 

Cultural Resources Investigation 
Re: Tentative Parcel Map No 
14532 

No No 

LA-01369 Rector, Carol 
H. 1984 

Cultural Resources Inventory for 
the 1984 and Part of 1985 
California Metropolitan Project 
Area Public Lands Sale Program 

No No 

LA-01515 Bissell, Ronald 
M. 1986 

Cultural Resources Assessment 
of the Mitchell Properties, Santa 
Clarita Valley Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

No No 

LA-01805 Robinson, R. 
W. 1989 

A Cultural Resources 
Investigation of Seventy-Six 
Acres in the Sand Canyon Area 
of North Los Angeles County, 
California 

Yes No 
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Report No. Author(s) Date Title 

In 
Project 
Area? 

Resources 
in Project 

Area? 

LA-01996 Kleeb, Gerald 
N. 1976 

Archaeological Impact Report on 
the Rezoning of Lots 1-4, PM 
4297, MB 59-86 

No No 

LA-02193 Romani, John 
F. 1990 

Archaeological Assessment for 
the Proposed Santa Fe Specific 
Plan Southeast and Adjacent to 
the City of Santa Clarita, Los 
Angeles County, California 

No No 

LA-02442 Norwood, 
Richard H. 1991 

Cultural Resource Survey for 
Tentative Tract No. 50449, 12.1 
Acres in Canyon Country, Los 
Angeles County, California 

No No 

LA-04058 Wlodarski, 
Robert J. 1998 

Cultural Resources Evaluation: 
Golden Valley Ranch EIR, City of 
Santa Clarita, Los Angeles 
County, California 

No No 

LA-07503 McKenna, 
Jeanette A. 2004 

A Phase I Cultural Resources 
Investigation of the Pineview 
Project Area in the Santa Clarita 
Area of Los Angeles County, 
California 

No No 

LA-09470 Schmidt, 
James J. 2008 

DWO 6059-4800; J.I. No. 8-4823: 
Python 16kV Infrastructure 
Replacement Project, 27215 
Sand Canyon Road, Canyon 
Country, Los Angeles County, 
California 

No No 

LA-10871 Schmidt, 
James 2011 

Archaeological Letter Report: 
Python 12kV Deteriorated Pole 
Replacement Project (WO6059-
4800; O-4887; TD504758), Sand 
Canyon Area, Los Angeles 
County, California 

No No 
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Report No. Author(s) Date Title 

In 
Project 
Area? 

Resources 
in Project 

Area? 

LA-11454 Orfila, 
Rebecca 2011 

Archaeological Survey for the 
Southern California Edison 
Company: Replacement of Three 
Deteriorated Power Poles Near 
Newhall and Santa Clarita in Los 
Angeles County, California 
(WO6088-4800 O-4892 and  
WO6088-4800, RSO Consulting 
CWA 9) 

No No 

 
Previous Resources 

No previously recorded cultural resources are documented within the project area or half-mile 
search radius. Additionally, the Built Environment Resource Directory does not indicate any built 
environment resources within or adjacent to the project area (OHP 2023d). 

HISTORICAL TOPOGRAPHIC MAPS AND AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS REVIEW 
Michael Baker International staff reviewed historical maps and aerial photographs for information 
about the land use and previous development of the project area and surrounding properties. Below 
is a list of the resources reviewed and a summary of the results of that review. 

Historical Maps 

• Survey Plat Map, Township 4 North, Range 15 West (GLO 1877)  
• Fernando, CA 1:62,500 topographic map (USGS 1900) 
• Sylmar, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1929) 
• Sylmar, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1935) 
• San Fernando, CA 1:62,500 topographic map (USGS 1940) 
• San Fernando, CA 1:62,500 topographic map (USGS 1945) 
• Mint Canyon, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1961) 
• Mint Canyon, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1975) 
• Mint Canyon, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1988) 
• Mint Canyon, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1995) 

Historical Aerial Images 

• University of California, Santa Barbara Library (UCSB) Geospatial Collection (UCSB 2023) 
• National Environmental Title Research (NETR) (NETR 2023) 

Historical Databases 

• California Digital Newspaper Collection (2023) 
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• Calisphere (2023) 
• Internet Archive (2023) 
• HathiTrust (2023) 

In 1877, the project area was mapped within a valley east of Rancho San Francisco; a wagon road 
is depicted immediately to the east, but no other landscape or development features are shown 
within the vicinity (GLO 1877). By 1900, topographic maps revealed greater geographic detail, 
including the project area situated along the western portion of Sand Canyon and within 2 miles 
south of the Santa Clara River (USGS 1900). The Southern Pacific Railroad and the associated 
railway station, Humphreys, are also mapped approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the project 
area.  

By 1935, a road was constructed within a quarter mile west of the project area and connected to 
what is now Sand Canyon Road, which was mapped a half mile east (USGS 1935). Between 1940 
and 1975, several buildings were depicted within a half-mile of the project area, but the project 
area remained undeveloped (USGS 1940, 1945, 1961, 1975). Historical aerial images indicate that 
between 1978 and 1985, a building was constructed in the eastern portion of the project area 
(NETR 2023). The 1988 edition of the Mint Canyon, CA 1:24,000 topographic map (USGS 1988) is 
the first topographic map to identify the building within the project area. By 1992, the building is 
no longer visible in aerial imagery, and only a building foundation remains visible (NETR 2023).  

Aerial imagery from the twentieth century shows that minimal development occurred within the 
project area, primarily consisting of game trails, low grasses, shrubs, and trees (UCSB 1940, 1959, 
1976). The nearest permanent water source is the Santa Clarita River, located 1.5 miles northwest 
of the project area.  
 
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION  SACRED LANDS FILE SEARCH 
On January 4, 2023, Michael Baker International sent a letter describing the project to the NAHC 
in Sacramento, asking the commission to review the Sacred Lands File for any Native American 
cultural resources the project might affect. The NAHC responded in a letter dated January 19, 
2023, that the Sacred Lands File results for the project area were negative. The letter also provided 
a list of Los Angeles County Native American contacts. Michael Baker International did not 
conduct outreach. The City will document the Assembly Bill 52 consultation separately from this 
report. The NAHC correspondence is included in Attachment 3.  

HISTORICAL SOCIETY CONSULTATION 
On January 12, 2023, Michael Baker International staff emailed a letter and figures depicting the 
project area to the Santa Clarita Valley Historical Society. The correspondence requested any 
information or concerns regarding historical resources within the project area. No response has 
been received to date (Attachment 4). 
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FIELD SURVEY METHODS AND RESULTS  
Michael Baker International Archaeologist Marcel Young conducted an intensive pedestrian 
archaeological and built environment field survey on January 17, 2023. The entire project area was 
surveyed in transects spaced 15 meters apart. Project area overview photographs and notes 
regarding survey area conditions were taken during the survey using Esri’s Field Maps and Survey 
123 applications. Ground surface visibility throughout the project area was an average of 20 
percent due to dense vegetation, including invasive grasses, buckwheat, brittlebush, sagebrush, 
chaparral, yucca, chamise, and California live oak (Photos 1 and 2). One historic-period site and 
two historic-period isolates were documented during the survey. 

One new historic-period site, MBI-REX-MY-01, was recorded during the survey. The resource 
consists of 26 Budweiser pull-tab beer cans, most of which are crushed or fragmented (Photos 3 
and 4). The site dimensions measure 5 meters north/south by 6 meters east/west. The site is along 
a hillside with a 25 percent slope and variable aspect. The soil in the project area consists of dark 
brown silty clay loam, and ground surface visibility is 50 percent. The site is in poor condition due 
to the fragmented conditions of the artifacts and significant disturbances, including animal 
burrowing, pedestrian traffic, and horse trails. A DPR 523 site record was prepared for the site and 
is provided in Attachment 5. 

Two historic-period isolates were also identified during the survey. Isolate 1 is a 10-fluid-ounce 
glass Pepsi bottle (Photo 5), and isolate 2 is a partially buried Ford flatbed truck that was modified 
(Photo 6). 

No prehistoric resources or historic built environment resources were identified during the survey. 
Disturbances in the project survey area include horse and walking trails, modern two-track roads, 
animal burrows, dirt push piles, and modern refuse.  
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Photo 1: Representative example of field survey conditions (view north). 

 
Photo 2: Representative example of field survey conditions (view west). 
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Photo 3: MBI-REX-MY-01 site overview (view north).  

 

 
Photo 4: Example of Budweiser pull-tab beer can at MBI-REX-MY-01. 
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Photo 5. Pepsi bottle isolate identified within the project area. 
 

Photo 6: Flatbed Ford truck identified within the project area. 
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CALIFORNIA REGISTER OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES EVALUATION 
The criteria for eligibility for listing in the California Register are based on the National Register 
criteria. A resource must be at least 50 years of age to be eligible for listing in the California 
Register. A resource less than 50 years of age may be considered for listing in the California 
Register if it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical 
importance. An historical resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under 
one or more of the following criteria:  

Criterion 1. It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the 
United States; 

Criterion 2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or 
national history; 

Criterion 3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method 
of construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic value; 

Criterion 4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation. 

In addition to meeting a significance criterion, a property must also have integrity or the ability to 
convey its significance under a majority of the seven aspects of integrity: location, design, 
materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association.  

MBI-REX-MY-01 

The site MBI-REX-MY-01 is a newly identified historic-period can scatter and thus has yet to be 
evaluated for listing in the California Register (OHP 2023e). The site is evaluated below in 
accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using the criteria outlined in 
Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code.  

Criterion 1 – Site MBI-REX-MY-01 does not possess an apparent association with the events 
significant to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage. Site MBI-REX-MY-01 
is composed of crushed beverage cans, most of which are ring tab cans that date to between 1965 
and 1975 (Maxwell 1993). Given the recent age of the artifacts and the lack of evidence of being 
associated with significant events related to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural 
heritage, the site is recommended not eligible for listing under Criterion 1. 

Criterion 2 – Site MBI-REX-MY-01 does not possess any evidence of being associated with the 
lives of persons important in our past. The site is on property previously owned by William J. Rex 
and the Rexhall Company (CRC Enterprises 2018, 2020). William J. Rex was the founder of the 
motor home company Rexhall Industries (LA Times 1989), as well as having worked with other 
automotive manufacturing companies such as Thor West and DSG Global, Inc (Global Newswire 
2023). Additionally, he holds patents related to vehicle inventions (Justia Patents 2023). However, 
the historic-period can scatter site does not demonstrate a meaningful association with the 
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productive life of any person or business important in our past. Therefore, this site is 
recommended not eligible under Criterion 2.  

Criterion 3 – The site and its artifact constituents do not represent the distinctive characteristics 
of a type, period, region, or method of construction. The site consists of a refuse scatter composed 
of cans that date to the mid-twentieth century. Because the pull tab can is a ubiquitous object 
common to the time period from which it dates, the artifact assemblage associated with the site 
does not represent significance in terms of the type of method of construction. The style of the 
can opening was not restricted to or representative of a particular region. Additionally, because 
the site only represents refuse associated with alcohol consumption, the site neither represents 
the work of an important creative individual nor possesses high artistic value. Therefore, this site 
is recommended not eligible for listing under Criterion 3. 

Criterion 4 – The site is not likely to yield valuable information which will contribute to our 
understanding of human history because the property is not and never was the principal source 
of important information pertaining to significant events, people, or distinctive characteristics of 
a type, period, region, or method of construction. The data potential was exhausted during the 
recording of the surficial artifact scatter. Therefore, this site is recommended not eligible for listing 
in the California Register under Criterion 4. 

As mentioned previously, a resource must meet one of the criteria discussed above to be eligible 
for listing in the California Register, and it must retain integrity. Integrity is generally considered 
in relation to seven design aspects (design, setting association, feeling, location, materials, and 
workmanship). Site MBI-REX-MY-01 does not meet any of the California Register criteria. As such, 
a discussion of the site’s integrity is moot. Lacking significance at the local, state, or national level, 
this property is recommended ineligible for listing in the California Register. As such, MBI-REX-
MY-01 is not a historical resource as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a). 

Isolates 

The two historic-period isolate artifacts identified are not considered significant according to 
California Register criteria. Isolated finds typically do not meet the minimum criteria for inclusion 
in the California Register and generally require no additional investigations.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS  
Sensitivity for buried archaeological sites is considered low based on the steep slopes, the distance 
to reliable permanent water, lack of previously recorded archaeological sites within the project 
area and vicinity, and modern disturbances in the project area.  

Some soils within the project area contain clay-rich B horizons and steep slopes, which decrease 
the potential for archaeological preservation and deposition. Disturbances include the presence 
of modern trails and two-track roads, as well as animal burrowing. Historical maps show no natural 
perennial surface water within 1 mile of the project area. According to the SCCIC records search, 
no previously recorded cultural resources were identified within a half-mile of the project site. The 
literature review failed to identify Native American villages or place names associated with the 
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project area. Therefore, the buried site sensitivity for the project area is low. The historic-period 
archaeological data potential has been exhausted by the identification and recordation of site 
MBI-REX-MY-01. The project area has low sensitivity for significant prehistoric or historic-period 
archaeology sites due to topography, the distance to reliable permanent water, lack of previously 
recorded nearby sites, and modern disturbances. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The SCCIC records search, literature and historical map review, NAHC Sacred Lands File search, 
historical society outreach, and archaeological field survey identified no historical resources within 
the project area, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a). One historic-period can scatter site, MBI-
REX-MY-01, was documented on appropriate DPR 523 series forms and evaluated for listing in 
the California Register in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, using 
the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code. The resource is 
recommended ineligible for listing in the California Register, and no further work is recommended 
for this resource. Two historic isolates were identified: an abandoned flatbed truck and a glass 
bottle. Isolates, by definition, lack integrity and are not considered significant. There are no 
historical resources, as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5(a), within the project area.  

Additionally, sensitivity for buried archaeological sites is considered low based on the site’s soil 
constituents, steep slopes, proximity to water, lack of previously recorded archaeological sites 
within the project area and vicinity, and modern disturbances in the project area. Nonetheless, 
there is a potential for disturbing previously unknown archaeological resources during excavation 
into the native soil. Project excavations have the potential to destroy and otherwise have a 
significant impact to previously unidentified significant buried archaeological resources. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the results of the cultural resources identification study and evaluation efforts, we 
provide the following recommendations.  

Archaeological Resources Inadvertent Discovery. In the event that any subsurface 
cultural resources are encountered during earth-moving activities, it is recommended that 
all work within 50 feet be halted until an archaeologist can evaluate the findings and make 
recommendations. Prehistoric materials can include flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile 
points, knives, choppers) or obsidian, chert, or quartzite toolmaking debris; culturally 
darkened soil (i.e., midden soil often containing heat-affected rock, ash, and charcoal, 
shellfish remains, and cultural materials); and stone milling equipment (e.g., mortars, 
pestles, handstones). Historical materials might include wood, stone, or concrete footings, 
walls, and other structural remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of wood, 
metal, glass, ceramics, and other refuse. The archaeologist may evaluate the find in 
accordance with federal, state, and local guidelines, including those set forth in the 
California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2, to assess the significance of the find 
and identify avoidance or other measures as appropriate. If suspected prehistoric or 
historical archaeological deposits are discovered during construction, all work within the 
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immediate area of the discovery should be redirected and the find must be evaluated by 
a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983). 

Human Remains Inadvertent Discovery 
If human skeletal remains are found, those remains would require proper treatment in 
accordance with State of California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5-7055. 
Specifically, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 describes the requirements if any 
human remains are discovered during excavation of a site. As required by state law, the 
requirements and procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of the California Public 
Resources Code would be implemented, including notification of the County coroner, 
notification of the Native American Heritage Commission, and consultation with the 
individual identified by the Native American Heritage Commission to be the “most likely 
descendant.” If human remains are found during excavation, excavation must stop in the 
vicinity of the find and any area that is reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains 
until the County coroner has been called out, and the remains have been investigated and 
appropriate recommendations have been made for the treatment and disposition of the 
remains.  

Following these recommendations will ensure compliance with applicable regulations regarding 
the inadvertent discovery of cultural resources. 

PREPARER QUALIFICATIONS 

MARCEL YOUNG, ARCHAEOLOGIST 
Marcel has worked in various capacities in cultural resource management since 2013. He is 
experienced in surveying, recording and conducting evaluations of historic and prehistoric 
archaeological sites in California. He is versed in conducting fieldwork within frameworks of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), and CEQA. He has participated in projects in several phases of archaeology: Phase I 
pedestrian, Extended Phase I testing, and shovel test surveys, buried site testing, Phase III data 
recovery, and Phase IV monitoring. 

MAXIMILIAN VAN RENSSELAER, RA, ARCHAEOLOGIST 
Maximilian has worked as an archaeologist in cultural resource management since 2013 and is 
certified as a Principal Investigator in California and Nevada by the Bureau of Land Management. 
He has more than 10 years of experience recording, excavating, and evaluating historic properties 
in California, Nevada, Arizona, Texas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Indiana, and Kentucky. Maximilian 
specializes in applying Section 106 of the NHPA, CEQA analysis, and geospatial information 
science (GIS). He is pursuing a Master of Professional Studies degree in Cultural and Heritage 
Resource Management and has a GIS graduate certificate from the University of Maryland. 
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JAMES T. DANIELS JR., MA, RPA, SENIOR ARCHAEOLOGIST 
James is a senior archaeologist with cultural resource management experience in California, 
Nevada, and North Carolina. His experience includes archaeological surveys, evaluations of 
historic and prehistoric sites for listing in the California and National Registers, site mitigation data 
recoveries, mitigation monitoring, and preparation of archaeological resource management 
reports and cultural resources technical reports. As senior archaeologist, he supports projects 
needing CEQA, NEPA, NHPA, Section 106, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act, Assembly Bill 52, US Army Corps of Engineers 404 permits, and local cultural resource 
regulation compliance. He also assists with environmental impact statements/reports and 
alternative mitigation measures for clients, including interpretive signage, informative website 
design, brochures, and ethnographic studies. He also assists in Native American consultation and 
coordination of Native American monitoring. James provides advanced technical services for 
clients, including geophysical surveys with ground penetrating radar (GPR), obsidian and ceramic 
sourcing using portable X-ray fluorescence (pXRF), photogrammetry, and GIS predictive modeling 
and data collection using Esri Field Maps. He meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for archaeology and historic preservation. 

MARGO NAYYAR, SENIOR CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGER 
Senior Cultural Resources Manager Margo Nayyar provided QA/QC review of this report and 
evaluation. Margo is an architectural historian with 12 years of cultural management experience 
in California, Nevada, Arizona, Texas, Idaho, and Mississippi. Her experience includes built 
environment surveys, evaluation of historic-era resources using guidelines outlined in the National 
and California Registers, and preparation of cultural resources technical studies pursuant to CEQA 
and Section 106 of the NHPA, including identification studies, finding of effect documents, 
memorandum of agreements, programmatic agreements, and Historic American Buildings 
Survey/Historic American Engineering Record/Historic American Landscapes Survey mitigation 
documentation. She prepares cultural resources environmental document sections for CEQA 
environmental documents, including infill checklists, initial studies, and environmental impact 
reports, as well as NEPA environmental documents, including environmental impact statements 
and environmental assessments. She also specializes in municipal preservation planning, historic 
preservation ordinance updates, Native American consultation, and provision of Certified Local 
Government training to interested local governments. She develops Survey 123 and Esri Collector 
applications for large-scale historic resources surveys and authors National Register nomination 
packets. Margo meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for 
history and architectural history. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Maximilian van Rensselaer, RA James T. Daniels Jr., MA, RPA Margo Nayyar, MA 
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Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, USGS 7.5-Minute topographic quadrangle maps (2018): Santa Clarita, California
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SCCIC Records Search Results 



South Central Coastal Information Center 
California State University, Fullerton 
Department of Anthropology MH-426 
800 North State College Boulevard 

Fullerton, CA 92834-6846 
657.278.5395 / FAX 657.278.5542 

sccic@fullerton.edu 
California Historical Resources Information System 

Orange, Los Angeles, and Ventura Counties 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
10/18/2021       Records Search File No.: 22790.8966 
                                           
Chris Wendt       
Michael Baker International 
2729 Prospect Park Drive Suite 220  
Rancho Cordova CA 95670   
 
Re: Records Search Results for the Rexhall Subdivision Project     
 
The South Central Coastal Information Center  received your records search request for the project area 
referenced above, located on the Mint Canyon, CA USGS 7.5’ quadrangle.  Due to the COVID-19 
emergency, we have temporarily implemented new records search protocols.  With the exception of 
some reports that have not yet been scanned, we are operationally digital for Los Angeles, Orange, and 
Ventura Counties.  See attached document for your reference on what data is available in this format.  
The following reflects the results of the records search for the project area and a ½-mile radius: 
 
As indicated on the data request form, the locations of resources and reports are provided in the 
following format:   ☐ custom GIS maps   ☒ shape files   ☐ hand drawn maps 
 

Resources within project area: 0 None 
Resources within ½-mile radius: 0 None 
Reports within project area: 1 LA-01805 
Reports within ½-mile radius: 13 SEE ATTACHED LISTS 

 
Resource Database Printout (list):  ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 
Resource Database Printout (details):   ☐ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☒ nothing listed 
Resource Digital Database (spreadsheet):   ☐ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☒ nothing listed 
Report Database Printout (list):   ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 
Report Database Printout (details):   ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 
Report Digital Database (spreadsheet):   ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 
Resource Record Copies:   ☐ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☒ nothing listed 
Report Copies:     ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 
OHP Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) 2019:      ☒ available online; please go to 
https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30338 
Archaeo Determinations of Eligibility 2012:  ☐ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☒ nothing listed 
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments  ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 

mailto:sccic@fullerton.edu
https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=30338


Historical Maps:     ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed 
Ethnographic Information:    ☒ not available at SCCIC 
Historical Literature:     ☒ not available at SCCIC 
GLO and/or Rancho Plat Maps:    ☒ not available at SCCIC 
Caltrans Bridge Survey:    ☒ not available at SCCIC; please go to 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/structur/strmaint/historic.htm 
Shipwreck Inventory:     ☒ not available at SCCIC; please go to 
http://shipwrecks.slc.ca.gov/ShipwrecksDatabase/Shipwrecks_Database.asp 
Soil Survey Maps: (see below)   ☒ not available at SCCIC; please go to 
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx 

 
Please forward a copy of any resulting reports from this project to the office as soon as possible.  Due to 
the sensitive nature of archaeological site location data, we ask that you do not include resource 
location maps and resource location descriptions in your report if the report is for public distribution. If 
you have any questions regarding the results presented herein, please contact the office at the phone 
number listed above. 
 
The provision of CHRIS Data via this records search response does not in any way constitute public 
disclosure of records otherwise exempt from disclosure under the California Public Records Act or any 
other law, including, but not limited to, records related to archeological site information maintained by 
or on behalf of, or in the possession of, the State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, 
State Historic Preservation Officer, Office of Historic Preservation, or the State Historical Resources 
Commission. 
 
Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the historical resource reports and resource 
records that have been submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation are available via this records 
search. Additional information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that 
produced or paid for historical resource management work in the search area. Additionally, Native 
American tribes have historical resource information not in the CHRIS Inventory, and you should contact 
the California Native American Heritage Commission for information on local/regional tribal contacts. 
 
Should you require any additional information for the above referenced project, reference the record 
search number listed above when making inquiries.  Requests made after initial invoicing will result in 
the preparation of a separate invoice.  
 
Thank you for using the California Historical Resources Information System,   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Michelle Galaz 
Assistant Coordinator  
 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/structur/strmaint/historic.htm
http://shipwrecks.slc.ca.gov/ShipwrecksDatabase/Shipwrecks_Database.asp
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx


Enclosures:   

(X) Emergency Protocols for LA, Orange, and Ventura County BULK Processing Standards – 2 pages 

(X)  GIS Shapefiles – 14 shapes  

(X)  Report Database Printout (details) – 14 pages  

(X)  Report Digital Database (spreadsheet) – 14 lines 

(X)  Report Copies – (within project area) – 7 pages 

(X)  Invoice # 22790.8966 

  



Emergency Protocols for LA, Orange, and Ventura County BULK or SINGLE 
PROJECT Records Searches IF YOU HAVE A GIS PERSON ON STAFF ONLY!! 
These instructions are for qualified consultants with a valid Access and Use Agreement.  
WE ARE ONLY PROVIDING DATA THAT IS ALREADY DIGITAL AT THIS TIME.   
 
Some of you have a fully digital operation and have GIS staff on board who can process a fully digital 
deliverable from the Information Center.  IF you can accept shape file data and do not require a custom 
map made for you by the SCCIC, and you are willing to sort the data we provide to you then these 
instructions are for you.  Read further to be sure.  You may have only one project at this time or some of 
you have a lot of different search locations that can be processed all at once. This may save you a lot of 
time getting results back and if we process your jobs in bulk, and you may enjoy significant cost savings 
as well.   

Bulk processing will work for you if you have a GIS person on staff who can sort bulk data for you and 
make you any necessary project maps.  This type of job can have as many job locations as you want but 
the point is that we will do them in bulk – at the same time - not one at a time.  We send all the bulk 
data back to you and you sort it. This will work if you need searches in LA, Orange, or Ventura AND if 
they all have the same search radius and if all the other search criteria is the same– no exceptions.  This 
will not work for San Bernardino County because we are not fully digital for San Bernardino County.  You 
must submit all your shape files for each location at the same time and this will count as one search. If 
you have some that need a different radius, or different search criteria, then you should submit that job 
separately with its own set of instructions.  

INSTRUCTIONS FOR BULK PROCESSING: 

Please send in your requests via email using the data request form along with the associated shape files 
and pdf maps of the project area(s) at 1-24k scale.  PDFs must be able to be printed out on 8.5X 11 
paper. We check your shape file data against the pdf maps. This is where we find discrepancies between 
your shape files and your maps. This is required.    
 
Please use this data request form and make sure you fill it out properly.   
http://web.sonoma.edu/nwic/docs/CHRISDataRequestForm.pdf 
 

DELIVERABLES:  
 

1. A copy of the Built Environment Resources Directory or BERD for Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, 
or San Bernardino County can now be found at the OHP Website for you to do your own 
research.  This replaces the old Historic Properties Directory or HPD.  We will not be searching 
this for you at this time but you can search it while you are waiting for our results to save time.   

 
2. You will only get shapefiles back, which means that you will have to make your own maps for 

each project location. 
 

https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Furldefense.proofpoint.com%2Fv2%2Furl%3Fu%3Dhttp-3A__web.sonoma.edu_nwic_docs_CHRISDataRequestForm2020.pdf%26d%3DDwMFaQ%26c%3DGlhIK-Z7Itify6iax27XCf9KYFXDgbS2ET58kP-Ckgw%26r%3DMQfONrMJOrOe87JcF95RGY2P9b-uIY4CLD-g9A_LXWI%26m%3D2s6f8t9b0ZpacmZ8n81kkK2OVD1Rd1rqBI7mLl_k-II%26s%3D0ckrcUYNK6cS5XK69ENqS7JwPVr0tOSmr1dOoG6IU7M%26e%3D&data=02%7C01%7Csccic%40fullerton.edu%7C0ce7e4c948a549b4599e08d7c5d6b29a%7C82c0b871335f4b5c9ed0a4a23565a79b%7C0%7C0%7C637195398220940550&sdata=%2BUfmdW%2FTwZxk%2F6cpCmaJIaWTwrhjrzx8QUFeNslNW3g%3D&reserved=0


3. You will get a bulk processed bibliographies for resources and reports as selected; you will not 
get individual bibliographies for each project location.   

 
4. You will get pdfs of resources and reports if you request them, provided that they are in digital 

formats.  We will not be scanning records or reports at this time.     
 
 

5. You will get one invoice for the bulk data processing.  We can’t bill this as individual jobs on 
separate invoices for you.  If there are multiple project names, we are willing to reference all the 
job names on the invoice if needed.  If there a lot of job id’s we may ask you to send them in an 
email so that we can copy and paste it into the invoice details. If you need to bill your clients for 
the data, you can refer to our fee schedule on the OHP website under the CHRIS tab and apply 
the fees accordingly.    

 
6. We will be billing you at the staff rate of $150 per hour and you will be charged for all resources 

and report locations according to the “custom map charges”.  This is in lieu of the $12 per GIS 
shape file  data fee that we normally charge for GIS files and this will only apply during the Covid 
19 emergency. You will also be billed 0.15 per pdf page, or 0.25 per excel line as is usual.   

 
7. Your packet will be mailed to you on a CD or via Dropbox if you have an account. We use 7-zip to 

password protect the files so you will need both. We email you the password. 
 
 

    

I may not have been able to cover every possible contingency in this set of instructions and will update it 
if necessary.  You can email me with questions at sccic@fullerton.edu 

Thank you,  

Stacy St. James  

South Central Coastal Information Center 

Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, and San Bernardino Counties 

 

mailto:sccic@fullerton.edu
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Attachment 3 

NAHC Sacred Lands File  
Search Results   



Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request 

Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

916-373-3710
916-373-5471 – Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov

Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search 

Project: ______________________________________________________________________ 

County:______________________________________________________________________ 

USGS Quadrangle Name:_______________________________________________________ 

Township:__________   Range:__________   Section(s):__________ 

Company/Firm/Agency:_________________________________________________________ 

Street Address:________________________________________________________________ 

City:______________________________________________   Zip:______________________ 

Phone:_____________________________________________ 

Fax:_______________________________________________ 

Email:_____________________________________________ 

Project Description: 

Rexhall Subdivision Project

Los Angeles

Mint Canyon, CA

264N 15W

Michael Baker International

3100 Zinfandel Drive, Suite 125

Rancho Cordova 95670

775-666-5524

max.vanrensselaer@mbakerintl.com

The project proposes to subdivide an approximately 19.92-acre parcel into four 
parcels and preparation of the property for construction of four single-family homes. 
Site preparation would involve grading and construction of home pads, septic 
leaching fields, and access driveways.

mailto:nahc@nahc.ca.gov


 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA         Gavin Newsom, Governor 
 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 

 

 

 

Page 1 of 1 

 

January 19, 2023 

 

Max Van Rensselaer 

Michael Baker International 

 

Via Email to: max.vanrensselaer@mbakerintl.com       

 

Re: Rexhall Subdivision Project, Los Angeles County 
 

Dear Mr. Van Rensselaer: 

  

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 

was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project.  The 

results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not 

indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural 

resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.   

 

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources 

in the project area.  This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential 

adverse impact within the proposed project area.  I suggest you contact all of those indicated; 

if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge.  By 

contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to 

consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of 

notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to 

ensure that the project information has been received.   

 

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify 

me.  With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.  

 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email 

address: Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.    

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

 

Andrew Green 

Cultural Resources Analyst 

 

Attachment 

 

 

 
 

CHAIRPERSON 

Laura Miranda  

Luiseño 

 

VICE CHAIRPERSON 

Reginald Pagaling 

Chumash 

 

SECRETARY 

Sara Dutschke 

Miwok 

 

COMMISSIONER 
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COMMISSIONER 
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Suite 100 

West Sacramento, 
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Barbareno/Ventureno Band of 
Mission Indians
Dayna Barrios, Chairperson
Phone: (805) 890 - 6855
barrios_dayna@yahoo.com

Chumash

Barbareno/ Ventureno Band of 
Mission Indians
Annette Ayala, CRM Committee 
Chair
188 S. Santa Rosa Street 
Ventura, CA, 93001
Phone: (805) 515 - 9844
annetteayala78@yahoo.com

Chumash

Chumash Council of 
Bakersfield
Julio Quair, Chairperson
729 Texas Street 
Bakersfield, CA, 93307
Phone: (661) 322 - 0121
chumashtribe@sbcglobal.net

Chumash

Coastal Band of the Chumash 
Nation
Gabe Frausto, Vice Chair
P.O. Box 4464 
Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 324 - 0135
cbcn22vicechair@gmail.com

Chumash

Coastal Band of the Chumash 
Nation
Mia Lopez, Chairperson
P. O. Box 4464 
Santa Barbara, CA, 93140
Phone: (805) 324 - 0135
cbcntribalchair@gmail.com

Chumash

Fernandeno Tataviam Band of 
Mission Indians
Rudy Ortega, Tribal President
1019 Second Street, Suite 1 
San Fernando, CA, 91340
Phone: (818) 837 - 0794
Fax: (818) 837-0796
thcp@tataviam-nsn.us

Tataviam

Gabrieleno Band of Mission 
Indians - Kizh Nation
Andrew Salas, Chairperson
P.O. Box 393 
Covina, CA, 91723
Phone: (626) 926 - 4131
admin@gabrielenoindians.org

Gabrieleno

Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel 
Band of Mission Indians
Anthony Morales, Chairperson
P.O. Box 693 
San Gabriel, CA, 91778
Phone: (626) 483 - 3564
Fax: (626) 286-1262
GTTribalcouncil@aol.com

Gabrieleno

Gabrielino /Tongva Nation
Sandonne Goad, Chairperson
106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St.,  
#231 
Los Angeles, CA, 90012
Phone: (951) 807 - 0479
sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com

Gabrielino

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of 
California Tribal Council
Christina Conley, Tribal 
Consultant and Administrator
P.O. Box 941078 
Simi Valley, CA, 93094
Phone: (626) 407 - 8761
christina.marsden@alumni.usc.ed
u

Gabrielino

Gabrielino Tongva Indians of 
California Tribal Council
Robert Dorame, Chairperson
P.O. Box 490 
Bellflower, CA, 90707
Phone: (562) 761 - 6417
Fax: (562) 761-6417
gtongva@gmail.com

Gabrielino

Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Charles Alvarez, 
23454 Vanowen Street 
West Hills, CA, 91307
Phone: (310) 403 - 6048
roadkingcharles@aol.com

Gabrielino

1 of 2

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of 
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
 
This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Rexhall Subdivision Project, Los 
Angeles County.
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Northern Chumash Tribal 
Council
Violet Walker, Chairperson
P.O. Box 6533 
Los Osos, CA, 93412
Phone: (760) 549 - 3532
violetsagewalker@gmail.com

Chumash

San Fernando Band of Mission 
Indians
Donna Yocum, Chairperson
P.O. Box 221838 
Newhall, CA, 91322
Phone: (503) 539 - 0933
Fax: (503) 574-3308
ddyocum@comcast.net

Kitanemuk
Vanyume
Tataviam

San Luis Obispo County 
Chumash Council

Chumash

Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla 
Indians
Lovina Redner, Tribal Chair
P.O. Box 391820 
Anza, CA, 92539
Phone: (951) 659 - 2700
Fax: (951) 659-2228
lsaul@santarosa-nsn.gov

Cahuilla

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Indians
Kenneth Kahn, Chairperson
P.O. Box 517 
Santa Ynez, CA, 93460
Phone: (805) 688 - 7997
Fax: (805) 686-9578
Chairman@chumash.gov

Chumash

Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians
Isaiah Vivanco, Chairperson
P. O. Box 487 
San Jacinto, CA, 92581
Phone: (951) 654 - 5544
Fax: (951) 654-4198
ivivanco@soboba-nsn.gov

Cahuilla
Luiseno

Soboba Band of Luiseno 
Indians
Joseph Ontiveros, Cultural 
Resource Department
P.O. BOX 487 
San Jacinto, CA, 92581
Phone: (951) 663 - 5279
Fax: (951) 654-4198
jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov

Cahuilla
Luiseno
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Attachment 4 

Historical Society Consultation 
  



From: vanRensselaer, Max
To: ALAN@SCVHISTORY.COM; info@scvhistory.com
Cc: Daniels, James
Subject: Rexhall Development Project - Public Comment Request
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2023 12:35:16 PM
Attachments: Santa Clarita Valley HS_combined.pdf

Good afternoon,
 
I am reaching out to you to request input about effects to cultural resources regarding the proposed
Rexhall Development Project. Please see the attached letter and contact me with any comments or
questions.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Maximilian van Rensselaer | Archaeologist 
5470 Kietzke Lane, Suite 300, PMB#205 | Reno, NV 89511 | [M] (775) 666-5524
max.vanrensselaer@mbakerintl.com | www.mbakerintl.com   

 
 

mailto:Max.vanRensselaer@mbakerintl.com
mailto:ALAN@SCVHISTORY.COM
mailto:info@scvhistory.com
mailto:James.Daniels@mbakerintl.com
mailto:max.vanrensselaer@mbakerintl.com
https://www.mbakerintl.com/



 


 
January 12, 2023 
 
ALAN POLLACK, PRESIDENT 
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
24101 NEWHALL AVENUE 
P.O. BOX 221925 
NEWHALL, CALIFORNIA 91322 
VIA EMAIL: ALAN@SCVHISTORY.COM 
 
RE: REXHALL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT, CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, 


CALIFORNIA 
 
Dear Mr. Pollack: 


Michael Baker International is conducting a cultural resources study supporting the Rexhall 
Development Project (project) in Santa Clarita, California. The City of Santa Clarita is conducting an 
environmental review on plans to construct a residential development, as shown in the attached maps. 
The project proposes to subdivide an approximately 19.92-acre parcel into four parcels and prepare the 
construction of four single-family homes. The project site is located at Diver Street between Triumph 
Avenue to the west and Tannahill Avenue to the east. The project is subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  


We are contacting you to identify cultural resources the proposed project may impact. Please notify us 
if your organization has any information or concerns about historical resources on the project site. This 
is not a research request; it is solely a request for public input related to any concerns that the Santa 
Clarita Valley Historical Society may have. If you have any questions or comments, please get in touch 
with me at your earliest convenience at max.vanrensselaer@mbakerintl.com or 775-666-5524. Thank 
you for your time and assistance.  


Sincerely, 


 


Max van Rensselaer, R.A.  
Archaeologist  


 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 - Figures  
 
 



mailto:chris.wendt@mbakerintl.com





Regional Vicinity
Figure 1


REXHALL PROJECT


Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, National Geographic World Map: Santa Clarita, California
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Project Vicinity
Figure 2


REXHALL PROJECT


Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, USGS 7.5-Minute topographic quadrangle maps (2018): Santa Clarita, California
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Area of Potential Effects
Figure 3


REXHALL PROJECT


Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, World Imagery: Santa Clarita, California
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		Santa Clarita Valley HS

		Fig 01 Regional Vicinity

		Fig 02 Project Vicinity

		Fig 03 Project Area





January 12, 2023 

ALAN POLLACK, PRESIDENT 
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
24101 NEWHALL AVENUE 
P.O. BOX 221925 
NEWHALL, CALIFORNIA 91322 
VIA EMAIL: ALAN@SCVHISTORY.COM 

RE: REXHALL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT, CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 

Dear Mr. Pollack: 

Michael Baker International is conducting a cultural resources study supporting the Rexhall 
Development Project (project) in Santa Clarita, California. The City of Santa Clarita is conducting an 
environmental review on plans to construct a residential development, as shown in the attached maps. 
The project proposes to subdivide an approximately 19.92-acre parcel into four parcels and prepare the 
construction of four single-family homes. The project site is located at Diver Street between Triumph 
Avenue to the west and Tannahill Avenue to the east. The project is subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

We are contacting you to identify cultural resources the proposed project may impact. Please notify us 
if your organization has any information or concerns about historical resources on the project site. This 
is not a research request; it is solely a request for public input related to any concerns that the Santa 
Clarita Valley Historical Society may have. If you have any questions or comments, please get in touch 
with me at your earliest convenience at max.vanrensselaer@mbakerintl.com or 775-666-5524. Thank 
you for your time and assistance.  

Sincerely, 

Max van Rensselaer, R.A. 
Archaeologist 

Attachments: 
Attachment 1 - Figures 
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Regional Vicinity
Figure 1

REXHALL PROJECT

Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, National Geographic World Map: Santa Clarita, California
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Project Vicinity
Figure 2

REXHALL PROJECT

Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, USGS 7.5-Minute topographic quadrangle maps (2018): Santa Clarita, California
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Area of Potential Effects
Figure 3

REXHALL PROJECT

Source: Esri, ArcGIS Online, World Imagery: Santa Clarita, California
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Attachment 5 

Confidential DPR 523 Site Forms 
Bound Separately 





APPENDIX E
Preliminary Geotechnical Report and Percolation Feasibility Study
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r,isited t1-re Site and perlbrrnecl a preliurin.rlr soils cvaluation 1br Bill Rex, rc1-cn'ec1to ircrein as "C'licnt".
Thc I'rndings ancl reconr.me'nclatit.rns ccrntainecl in this ''Rc'port'' are ba:;cd upon four (4) specilic
e {ploratory borings/trcnches ancl obsefvations as notecl u'ithin our desr;ribed limitalions. The matcrials
irnmediatcly adjaccnt t(l or bcrlcaLh those obser"'ed mav har,e diftcrent characteristics and uo

r()presentations are rnadr: as to thr:r qualit) or e\tent of mate'rials lrc'1. olser\,ed.
Client, ancl,/or Clicnts' cortraclor(s)i agents. are thc respon:;ibl: parties for thc implenrentatior-r of

arl rccommcnclations dr-rrir:gthe lilb ol'thc project. 'l'o the bc'st of Clonsr-ritants'kr-rowlcdge, thc evalllatiorl
crt'crccl in this limitcd studf is ir accordunce uith applicable rr-cor.r"un(ludations. Any varianccs nol
arplovecl in lvriting bl'Consultart \\olrld nLrllilr'this l{eport lbr iur1, u:;e. No other warranties are

c rprcssecl or imp liccl. Please not r. thi s l{eport is r alid 1r'r onl}' one ( I 't ,vear fi'om thc datc hereol, subject
trl Consultar-rts' r'cl,ielv uncl appt'crval prior to lurther use.

if 1'or-r have an,v rqllestiL')ns regar:ding this Rcport. please conta<;1 our office'rt )'oLll'cou\eniL-ncc.
\'1e apprcciatc lhis oppcrtunitr to bc c,1'selrice and uill rr,- ararilrLble .br firture clevelolmcnts at vour
c:nr,eniencc.

F espectlirlly subn'rittecl [br'.

}.2 GEO I'ECIINICSI. INL'.

llorik Bedassian, P.E.
i'iB:jriGT-3503

,4*. ;u:1o €G.erp Ti*cfuwume:s* KBR#.

"jE7'l 3 9l"h Strre,et [:u:si '] ?uinrelorie. ijciii'lorrria 9355 j o f 66'i l, ;i7:i"3'l ?14 * !:,a]-H fL5S il ?73-d;?"45

Jesse
Norik Stamp
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SCOPE

The scope of this lirnited lvahlation consisted of the fbl1o,vin11 geotechnical steps:

A. Revierv of litelatule. reporrs. ancl r-naps made ar,'ailablc br (llient perlinertt to the Site.

ts. Preliminarl' lSite recoruraisr;ance and subsr"rrfacc explct'atic,n.

C. Laboratorl, analvsis ol'selected repfesentatir e i'rLrlk arLcl re atively urdisturbed samples.

D. Preparation of this Rcport;prcscnting our tindings. conclur;ions. and recommendations.

PROI'OSED D E\/E LOP I!EIlr

'l'he proposecl clc,vclc-pment is reportecl to Lre a subclivision of .bur lot. "Client" prepared the

Tentative Tract N{a1r. I'hc SiLe are intended for a onc or t\\o-sto1",'_single-family resiclential

du,cllingfEl. This studv rvas rerlbrmed tbr tire proposed builclirrg pad arcas, associatecl clrivervays. ancl

on-Site utility construc:tion onlr'. fhoLrgh no Lruilding pluns ri,:rc rnadc averilablc to ConsLrltanl at tl-ic

time of the prcparation o1'thir, Ile;',111'1. this trpc ot'structLrrc i:; typir:all,v u'ood ll'amed r.r'ith continuc'rr-rs

ancl/or isolatecl pacl lbc,tings. Strur:tr-u'al Ioacls arc anticipated to b: light to modcrate. Shor-rld

something othcr tliiur r,l'hat is reprcsenteclhere be utilized during r:onstruction, Consultant shoLrld bc

notifled imn-recliatel.i to revicvv thc proposecl changes and mcclilt'this Report i1'neccssan'.

lliACKGltotND OF StrIl.IIiCT SITI

'I-he Site is currcntly vacanl.

SIT'E DESCRIPT'tON

'l'he Sitc is locatecl rn the Citl,of Santa Clerrita. Count,v ol'[.os

Sitc is bounded on the nortir r.v nurnber of lesidence. on the l;outlr

of residence, and on the riest b)'number of residence. 'l-he Sir.c il;

size. rectangular in :;heLpe, anJ mostll' accessible. l'he Site te,rLairr

Angeles, State of California. Tlie

b,v vacant lot. on the east b1'number

apploximately twent,v (20) acres in

is relrtivcll flat to fooling hill:,
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The surface is spirrs;elv coverecl*,ith uativc vegetation '' u'e eds, / oak trees. Signs /No signs of

\\'atercollrses or rock orrtcropl,in-qs \\'efe observed on the Site

FIELD SUB-,SIIRFAC E INVE STIGATION AND L,!!] C)RATORY TESTING RE SULT S

Sr-rbsr-rrface evaluatjon consisted of'for-rr (,1) erploratorr'_trencbers, exca\rated to a maximum depth

of fllieen (15) leet in order to detcln-tir-re the condition of the rti:ar--.urface uatttral matcrial. The

lrenches u,ere logg.rd ancl re ,'' crl'erl. Representativc bulk and rrndisturbed samples rvere collected lbr

lal)()r'arorv teslinrr. llLrlk (disturbcd) samples of the nezir surfe.cc s,ril werc observed fu'orrr thc cuttings

developed during e:xcavatior-r operations. The subsurtnce conditicns shorvn on the'french Logs appll

only at the spccific lrtcrrtions ,urd 1,r thc ilates indicatcd. It is uot rvarrantecl to be a rcprcsctltativc of

subsurfhce conditions at anv othet' loc:rttotrs anc'l titt-tcs.

Erpansive Soils

'l'he potentiai e:<ltansion charai:terislics o1'1hc neal-slrrl'acc rsoils arc ciassified as lor.v erpansire in

accordance u'ith CIIC Slanclalcls lrio. 1805-.\.8. Lxpansion In,-l,:r ['est. (ior.rcral gLriclelines fbr thc

proposecl construction arc ba:tccl on soil crpansion. llpon conrplt'tion o1'rough pacl grades. evaluatioll

of lbLmclation bearing rn.rteritLls shoLrlcl be miide in zrccordanc e u,it.h CBC Standards No. 1 805A.8.1 .

Specific 1'ccorrnnerclatior-rs 1br corstruclion should be r-nade rLltcr cvaluation of lbunclation bcaring

materials.

Artillcial Fill

No artiflcial llll or slluctrrral f ill rias encounterecl dLrring t..te i::<cavation operations.

Sr,rrlace E,rosion Pc{ en!!{

)'Jo evidence o1' ,;ignilicarLt erosiou \\.as obsen e d on tlLe !iitc. 131' natnrc, on-Site soil is

L:ohesive ancl must be,:onsid,:red r:o be susceptible tc'surface ero:;ion.'fhe velocity olthc

concentration of dra.inage must be reduced b1 Rip Rap. judingl. anC landscaping the area to prevent

nossible erosion.
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IiHRINK-AGE AND SUB iIlDllNCE

It is estirlatecl that rhere l, ill bc a n-iinimum of teen pcrcenl (11%) sirrirrkage approximatell six (6)

inches beior,v sr-rrficial i;oil at iut a\re1'age densitv of ninetl,thrt:i: pe rcent (93%) compaction relative to

1lr. 'rr'i'rrr.r rlrrr rlr;:nsitl/, dn:1o t.re relrorking o1'th: surfact: soi sl (cxcltrclir-rg rocks and organics).LlLl r1l(1.\rrlrLrrrr urJ \l\

Narnral grouncl subsiclence is estinrated to be as uruch as one'h,alf ('/') of an inch, depending

signilicantll, on thc rnethods ilnd the compaction equipilent ltscd. Sotne additional losses are

altricipatccl clue to t.rc preparalion ancl ren.ro.n'al of surlacc and sub-sut'l'ace obstrttctions. sttch as trees

anci rock outcroppings.

SETTI,EN{ENlI

It is estintatcclthat alicr gracliug. in i,rccorclatrcc nitl-i our lci:ornnreuclations/supclrisior-1. tirc

scttlernelt ol'the fcrLlclation r,)'stcm is crpectccl to ocrcLlr on ir-LiLiaI Ioad application. A metxinttlttl o1''

olc-lral1'(t/r) olan Lnclt settletlenl is anticipatccl. bLrt ciiffcrential :;t:ttlenlcnt is anticipatecl nottcl

cxceecl one-fbr-u'th rir;/.r) of an iuch rvithin a tiiirtl (30) {bot spzLrr.

oN-s IT I,l SIi\\'AGE DlIi-PCl_sAl

It is ColsLrltetnls' 6piliol that the proposcd private on-Site sc\vagc disposarl system, r'ia leach linc

at 1he Site (r,vhich hr:rs bcen t(:sted) *'ill not have an1 adverse eiTc-.t as to the stability of the Site.

DRA.IN.\GIL

;\ll pads ciraina5le should be shcct tlou' and transt-erred to an tppropriatc uon-erosive clrainage

tlevicc. Tl-ie clrainage will uot be allorvecl to pond on the pac.



REX
GT-3s03-S

Page 5

S UBSI; RFACE CO\DllLIC).\S

Basecl olt our firrilings fi'om the Site obsen ation aud erplotatory trenches, the on-Site earth

prarerials generally c,clsist of olcler alluvium (Oa1). l-hese materittls are typically tnoderatell'dense to

dclse sands, silts arLcl clay's in varling degrees of conbinations. ['lease reI'erto the T'rencltI-ogs fbr a

brief clcscription o1't[e 9n-Site eart.lt ntaterials encountercd clrtrinr: thc excuvutiolt opct'atiotrs.

Top Soil l.ight Brorvn Silty Sand

Near Slurlhce 1\{ aterials

Subsurface At Depth Explored Ligthr: I3 rou'n Silty Sancl/gravel/cobbles

Dcpth llo Groundrvartcr None encountcred 
I

Depth'I'o Berlroclt None encountered

FO t iN pATI ON RECOIINI lqMl,,\TI ONS

IlounclationS n-lalr'bc cttnrentirrnal spreacl or crttttit-tttitt-ts rr':rll lootirlgs, proViclccl theY arc as

lbllo*'s:

) N,{inimiinr continuot-rs lbotittss ri icltl"rs:
'I'n,e[v,: (1 2) inchcs (one-story)

Irifte en ( 1.5) inches (tr,vo-stor1')

Irighteen ( i 8) inchcs (tlu'cc-stor1')

T'*'o (-l) Feet

\4ininum footing dcplhs (in irtchcs) bclori lou'est acl.iacent f itral

) I\4inirrrurnr colutnn lootins u.iclth:

Erllansiolt

Index

Expansion

Classification

One Storl'

Struct.ure

Perimer er or

llcaring \\'alls

lntefior of

\ on-lJearin c

r:/

fC)

'0r

ta ls

0-20

-90 Medium

91 - 13t) High

Foundation reirforcetnent in addition to urinit-t-tun structltlal

seismic loads:

18

20

1/1L11t,

One Story

structure

rracle are as 1bllor.vs:

Tn'o Story

Structure

Three Story

Structure

Three Story

Structure

lnterior or

Non-Bearing

Perimeter ot'

Bcarine \\ialls

lnterror or

\on-Beatirtq

18 24 18

l8 24 18

18

t8

1,4LA

30

t8

1S

r,lcl-rirements fbr dead, live and

Very Lon



lffi

11 Expansion Cl;assification Expansion Inde:r No.4 ReBars Top and Bottom

Very l.ow 0to20 Tu,o (2)

21 to 50 Trvo (2)

51 to 90 Trvo (2)

91 to 130 Tr,vo (2)

RE\

SLABS-O\-GII.AD Il

'l'he concrete for sllLbs-on gliidc shor.rld confonr-t to the recptirentents coutaiued in the CBC

Stanc'lardNo. 1805,,\.8.2and'heCit,vof SantaClaritaAmenduetrts.'fl-reconcreteslabthickness

tttililtults do notpreclLrcle r-nore stringent rcquirements of x1-Lichtna,v be itnposed by the architect.

structural cngineer, or irLrildir:g o1licial. 'fhesc minintunt.s al'e ars t,lllorvs:

Lo i 30

S I ab l{c i ltfbrce)trcn 1

Tlre concrete slab reinfor,:cmenlntirtinnuiz,s do not preclucle rore strir-rgcrlt requiremcnts of ii'hich

rlav bc imposecl b1'thc iuchi.cct, :;tructr-rli11 engincer. orbuilrling ofilcial. 'l'licsc ntinitttttttts arc ils

lbllorvs:

I Expansion Classilication Expansion Index Slab Reinforcement
r

Ver1,Lor,l No. -i l{cbar rt 14" on celltcr. clch rilr

21 to 50 \o. -i l{ebaL"@ 18" on cenler. each uar

\o.,l Rcbar @) 18" on center, each *a1

l

Expansion C lassificnti on

I Vcry l,o"ttt

Expansion lndr:x Nlinimurn Slab'Ihicliness

0to20 Irour (4) inchcs

21 to 50 Four (-l)inches

-51 to 90 Irir,c (5)inchcs

Six (6) inchcs

0to20

91 ro 130 \o J Rr:brl tl 14^'on center. each u'aY
:::-
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\4oistLue Vapor Balrier

Where moistu.re sensili.,'e matcrials are to be placed on th,: :;la:, the slab shoLrld be underlain bv a

t-noistr-ue vapor barrier l'pol've'.h,vler-re plastic \:apor barrier). \4c,is1ure barriers should have a tliniurum

thicl<r.ress of ten (10) nil. ancl slioulclbe protected b1 a trio (2) inclr thick iayer of sand labove and

belori.') ir-i order to r',rrluc:e thc possibilitl o1'punctLlres and to aid ir. obtair-ring a satisfactor)'concrete

cule . l'he n-ioistr-u'e L-,rrricr ru rst br: properlr lapped andior sealed as rveil as sealed around all

rrlrrrrrhin,r silrrr.lrrr',-c atrc[ Ot|e1 CpepinA.S. 
'fhe 

Slab arcaS ShOulCl be'preSattl'atecl to11ear optitnLtpt

n'roislure content of thc sub-g a,Je ntatcrial to rL nrinintLrnr rlcpth ol'six (6) inches prior to placrng sancl

i.ln(l n)tristule blrlricr.

I]EAI{ING

Soil Rearing

For the propos;cd constl'Lrction. tbunclations shoLrlel bc ciesicne,J for an allor,vablc bearing'n'alue uol

to cxceecl tu,o thou:;iind (2(t00) poturcis per sqllare lbot (psf) c,n conlpactccl material. This valuc is lbr

dcacl loaclsplr,rstl-rcacljLrstc,Jlir.eloacl.uhichr-navbcincrcasr'db1 onc-third(%)fbrshorttcnnscism.ic

and rvind cfJ-ccts.

LATEIIAL I-OAI)S

Resistauce to lateral loads; r,"ill be providecl bv passive eartfL prcssure ancl base friction. For

footirrg bcarring agetinsl contprctccl 1il1. ptissire earth prcssr.lre lla)i bc considcrcd to bc clcvclopccl at a

latc o1'threc hundrcd Iiliy (350')poturcls per square 1t,ot (psl) per rirot of depth. Base tiiction ntal be

contpr-rted as lbr-rr-hr-rncl'eds; (0.40) trmcs thc nornral cicacl loail. Brise 1l'iction ancl passive eartl-r

pressllre nay be corlbinecl direttlr'.
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RETAINING WALT,S

Retaining Wall Foundat!q4 Sr.'i1s

Retaining walls shc.riici be formdecl on clean. non-deleterious na.tural or compacted competent

rlateriai, Consultants' represr:ntative sliould observe soil malerials exposed at the bottom of the

proposed retaining ,,r'all {botiirgs. lf these matcrials visr.rall-v i.plleiu'to be potentially expansil'e (e.g.

cla1's ancl elastic silr.s). the cxpansi,.)n incler testing shoulcl bc pe riir;:mec1 in order to conllrrn the

expansior-r charactelistics ol'tlre rllLterial and (-onsultrrnt should then nrakc the appropliate

recclrnrlcndations.

I{etaining Wall Desftq.Paranr e-ters

Ilased Lrpon a rcr,icu,'ol tl'c clln'cut plans" rctainirrs lralls nrarv bc clesigncd lbr a uraximtrn hcight

of fivc (5) f-ect.

The allorvable net trearing pressurc 1br rctaining ri'all fbotings at least one (l) foot widc and oue

(1) foot deep belorv thcr louest acljrcent grade u'hich shoulcl be fbr.rnded on competent natural soils or

orr at least trvo (2) leet o1-conLpactcd tlll ro a minimuur of ninetr'pi:rcent (90%) rclative compactiorl. is

hvo-thousand (200 0) psl.

ll'rctaining lvitl.s at',: cc'nstrLrct,-'d tcl retain on-Sitc courpar:terd ti11 matcrials, thcy should bc

designeclto rcsist la"teral prils:illrcs cqualto those ercrtcd b1'e n ecltiivalent llr,rjd having a dcnsitl'o1'not

lcss tiran that shorl,n in thc fb lorvins table.

llasccl upon analr'scs, the ibllo.wing Lateral Earth PressLrr3s mav be r-rscd in the clesign of aurl

proposccl retaining vr,alls or siililal stnrcturcs:

Driving Earth Pressurc*

30 pcf

i' Ecir,rivalent flLriclpr3ssure ipsf) pcr lbot of soil herght.

Resisting Earth Pressure*

350 ps1'Well Drained l-evel Soil
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SEISNIIC COEFFICIE NTI;

IJased orr lhc CaLlilbmia Building Code ((,BC 20 I 3 ), tlre site is located at Region I , Duc

to thc proposecl structure's occLipairc)'categorv and the se\er t\ oIthe design earthquake grouncl

urotion at the site , t:re propost:'d structure u'ili be assigned to a Sieismic Design Category. Uncler 1hc-

EarthqLrake Desigr-r I{egr-Llat"ions ol Cliapter 16. Section 1613 clthe CIIC 2013, the fbllor,r'ing

coefficients ancl lactor:; appll,to latcral - tbrce design for slruclur:s at the sitc:

lSite Classification CIIC 2013

Section 1613.5.2

3Lr94rrt9 N

1 1i1.110,s36 w
rri?Q'l

FaSs =, Sirrs -

1.85 5

n,,tli

PGA.-1.029

ii-

)

r0(,

u)
.-;l )t,

-t
t7&
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r{YpRo-coNsol,rp !lT,e)N

The disturbed and loose slil is Lurdellain bv sedirrer.rts. r'hich are subject to hi,clro-consolidatior-r.

This is a pheuomenon'ly' u'hich metastable soils undelgo rapid ccrrsolidation upon introduction of
suf ficient qttarititr, o 1' tvater ot' an increase in arn bient loading 'I'hese soils are generalll, of lo'"v clcnsirl'

anc'l lolv rnoisture conternt.
-fhe 

soils encollntercd b,er cath tlie Site \\:ere ver)'clense b,:lou a depth of fir,'e (5) t'eet. Saniples

obtainecl belon'this clepth hac. in-place cirv densities of applotinrarell'(109.1) pouncls per cubic fbor

(pcl). 'fhe tloisturer coritents u'ele found to bc n,ithinpercent (l[)tl%) of optimunr moistur.c.

In acldition to the clertsity lata. the result of a consolidation test pcrfonnecl on a sclecteil saltple is

inclr-rded in this I{eport.

Basecl upotl availablc clrrta. it is our opinion that hrdlo-currsolicLation of on-Site soils do not

prtrsellt any tll'iLlsllal |isf: tol'this Stte proriclecl that the rccou']ller-l(lations corrtained inthis I{eport are

lb1lon,cd.

Over-excitvating thl bLrilcling area. Site proccssing. control of l,rncisclpc irrigation, ancl minilral
chailges ll'orn cxjsting l-rrecl(ls *'ill lirrthcr le sscn the possibilitv of'ht'dro-consoliclation.
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IiT]NINIARY AND CONCL'U S|!-ON!

General Conclusionp

'fhc lbllorving conclusionri are presented basccl upon the resuhs of our findings anclanall.sis o1'

flelcl and iaboratc,t'y clala at th: tinr: and locations as shonn. Nrt representation is made to anr other'

Llrc'ils of consistenct' o1'the r:o rditions. [:nvironnrentai te sting ri,as not a part of tl-re repol't.

I. Proposecl coustructjon is leasible trom a gcotechnical point of r,iew provided the soil

t'ccommcndations prescntr::d in this Report have been irnp ernelted during construclion.

2. 'l'lic area o1'ttLe proposcC ljite i:; lrnc'lcrlain bv nassire Siltr,iSand u'ith gravel. 'fhc soils are dense.

and moist.

3. On-Site soils arc prinrarili finc to coarsc granular rvith an ar-rticipatecl expansionpotential.

4. No groundr,vatcl'or cr,'idercc ol sccpage \\'as encounterccl n'ithin the trenchcs.

5. .'\nv change c,f plan:; must be e[]llfo\cd bl'Consr-rltant ltritrr to etlnstlr.retion.

6. l\t thc tit'tte ot'fitrther rcviJ*'anc1 'or clLrring coustfllction. irclditi,llrl lccontn'rcndations ol changcs

uray be provicled clepenrJirrg on thc luture flnclinus oi'the proposecl clevelopmcnt.

Liq Lrefiiction Potcntiul

The primary l'actor:; inllue ncinl liquetaction potcntial inc urle. glroundr,r,ater, soil type. ancl intensirr

of srouud shaliing. l,iqrrelirction poteutial is greatest in satlLrittcri. loose. ancl poorly graclecl sancl.

lJasecl otl oLlr in'vcstigatiotL, thc sub-surllcc nratelial is classill:d as a clense mixture of sand. clar'.

srlts. and groundr.r'alcr at a delrth ol'bclou'Iilir' (50) fiet.

Therefore, consrciering llitr above characteristics, the llolcutial for soil licluefaction and other

sccotlclat'y seismi,: h.azarcls:;ur:h:''rs lLrrtrh craclis anci seisnticailr inclLrcccl scttlcmcnt arc cor-rsicjcrccl to

bc nrinol at the Sltc
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CITY OF SAN'I/' (ILAI{ITA BUILDING ORDIfihNCE 02-08. SECTION 18.02,03

It is the opinion of this llrrn that lhe proposed derelopment riill be saf'e against any gcotechnical

hazarcls fi'om landslides. settl,:rnrent. or slippage. and the proposed work rvill not adversely atfect

acljaccutpropet't1,'irL con-rplrarLce rlith the Citl of Santa Clarit,r l3uiJdiug Ctocle, provicled our

recomnrendations are 1'ol lorvcd.

ITECO}INIE\DATIONIJ

Cicneral Site Glaclir.Lg

All Gracling shall be: pcrfc,rtrccl in accordance ii'i1li the Gt:nr:rerl Earthwclrk ancl Gracling

Slrecifications (llnclosc:r:-l) excr:pl as modified in the tcxt o1'this Reprort.

T'he geotcchnical e:<ploratiort trench backllll is uncompacLci.l arrcl is unsuitable Ibr support o1'

structlues' 11'auy strr'tclurc ol'othet'itlprovenrents iinclLrcline pavcd acccss;oacls) arc locatcd o\,cr or

irrlnlcdiately acljacent trl the: Llllcollpacted frll" it is rccourruenCcclr:irat the backllll be over-excavatecl

ancl leplacecl ivitlr crginccrr:d compactecl fill.
Conslruclion sl-rtitkl itll(J\\'lbr all plr-unbinu ancl Lrtilitr scrr icr-:t to bc cctnr-rcctccl u,,ith llexible

cor-Lnections ancl/ol proi'iile,l t,ith cortrcnient shut-oll.s. StrLrctur.es shoulcl bc clesignecl in accorclancc

$'ith at leasl nlirlitrtttlll 'loclcr stlinclards lbr Seisnic 1,Jlte.:1 as cler;clibecl in thc Citv o1'Santa Clarita

.,\ncnclments to 2tr.)I3 (latilbrrLia B:rilcling Codc.

Divcrsion ancl t'cclLtr:tiotL ttl'thc concel]traled nnr-o1ds) shoLrld bc prot,idcclto minintize erosion of
thc on-Sitc slopes; atd impr,cvelnents.

If GradingplaLtls art: reclui ccl. all recon-Lmenclations must be slrc,u'1 ont6c GLaclingpla'spriorto
ottr rct'iel, apploval. arLcl slgttaturc: other\\ise all rccoutlncncLations should be addressed on the plot

Plan.
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An1' 5it. Grading shoulcl re in confbrmitl u'itl.r eristing buildrrLg codes

contains specific considerations fcrr grading and fornrs a pafl o.f this Report.

Field review of the Site Grading b,v Consultant. if reqriested as recommended, will be an

additional expense and lvi11 b: bill:d at current fee schedule rat:s in etfect at the tirne of the Site

Glading.

B_rU].l r-11e .Arcn ll'cf :U!1jq lr

'l-lrc 
'rri'ri'..,,'1i ' pp(:r l'or:r (4) 1i:ct clf soils across the Site iLrc c,-rnsiclered unsuitzrbleto support anv

structure due to 1:,ossible hvch'o-corrsoliclation potcntial. These:;oils shoLrld be niitigatecl in structural

at'eas by a uinintunr o\',ir eKc:ivati,rn of thc Lrpper four (-l) f-ee t belc,rv original gracle. l-l-re resultant

g,rottncl surfhce shotrld bre'scariliecl an aclditional six (6) ir-iches and moisturc conditioncd to optimun-r

tnoisturc and cot-npacted to a ninirnuur o1-r"rinctvpercent (909/0) rclative con-tpuction priorto fill

placetttent. All lateral ,.,\'er-er,:cavation shall be extendecl to the ecluivalent o1'the depth of over-

excavatiou beyoncl the builrlirLg fbotprint. but not be lcss than llvc ri-5) lbct (Lrndcl un,l cire ur.nstrnees).

If the bLrilding ltacl is tc, Lrc r:rcatecl br cut and llll transitional. the cu1 alea urust bc ovcr-c.xcavartecl

thirtl'-six (36) inchc-r b:1on'the- borron"r of thc 1iro1ing.

l'hc Sitc shotrlcl be clcareti of sr.rrlacc ancl sub-surftrcc obstructions inclLrcling iurv cxisling clebris.

1-raventct-tt, existing lbunclatior.rs. er.istins utilitics. rcgetation. rcsidualtop soils. turcl othcr clcletcrioLrs

tliatct'ials. llcmot'cJ malcrials ancj clebris shoriid be'clisposecl o':'olt'-Site. All cavities clcatcclbl'thc

rcttloval o1'bLrric<l obstructiotts sht:Lrld be baclilrlle cl u ith sr:it;lblc conrpactccl ntaterials. Vcrtical

tclllllorarY excavations grelllc: than iie (5) lcct in licight u'ill rr:cluirc slopilg or shoring in accordapce

ivith the recluircments of Oljl IA.

'fhc non-strttctural a.rca slrall be over'-excavated to a ntinirnrrnt dcpth of tu'clvc (12) inclies fronr

thc uattlrai gracle or linisl-r g,t'arcle. rt'hichcvcr is lon'c':1. ancl le-cc,rrpactecl to a minirnur-n o1'1inet1,

pcrccnt (90%) r'elat ve to llaxintum clrv clerLsitr'.
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Preparation Of Paltng_{1gas

A11 surfaces to receire corrcret,l ol asphaltic concrete paving should be over-excavated and

scarihed to a rnininuul dep'tl1 of tr',-entr -lbLrL (2:1) ir-rches. or r:ti':igated to the Consultants' satislaction

based on exposed cor-rditions. The scarifiecl bottorr should be: moisture conditioned and re-compactcd

to a uiniurum relative c:ompaction of ninetv percent t.90%) pricr to placing any additional fill.

Rr'trrrdirro nlr-lirr^-,D-.^,.,,.e,'-.,....rit:Lary paveme'nt sections. no ''R" Value :e:;ts nere conclucted on samlrles of the

,rlir,r,reprl rrrrL,in,,,,,.,.';1 s,11!-o1rde srilS. Dr_rripg Site (jt.adipg" sliltple(S) shollcl bc tcstcd. Sec11reCi fl'on"r

thc cxposcd piivcll(lllt sri-Lb-grrde areas. aucl cr':r1r-latetl fbr rcyLe,,r'il'r rcyisiotl of thc fblloqilg

'""-l;"';"'"'" h'r']^'ra')'lt sectiors. B;rscd Lrpon ''ll" \i:rlue estin alecl. the lbllou,ing scctions rnal'bc uscdlfqvltlr\-r

lbr clcvcloping prcliminar-v- et,rth cluantities and pal'ing cost estint,rtcs:

Asphalt Cloncrcte ltraveme nt Scctions.

'l'r'allrc Indc:.x 4.0 (i\r-rtcmobilc ancl [.ight'lruck Ptu'l.ring. r\r'cas): 3.0" Asphalt Concrctc on
z[.0" Crush:d Aggrcgatc l]asc or ccluivalerLt.

'fralllc lnde:.x 5.0 (Ar"rtomobile and Light l'rLrck Driiie L,anes): 4.0" Asphalt Concrete on
21.0" Cnlsh:d Aggregate IJase or equir,alerLt.

Asphalt concretc prtveurcnt seution lccor"nrncndaLtrons are base'cl on thc assumption that thc

par,cment section is; placecl on a r-nininrllm t\\clrc t1I) inch thicli ltr,er o1'cor-npactcd sub-gradc as

t'econrnendccl iu this ll.,:po,'1. ,,\gulegate base n'uilcrial shotrlrJ be ltropcrll'rnoislure conclitionecland

cortrpactcd to a1 lcast niuet'r' lire pcrcent (9-5%) o1'thc maximurn rlry dcusity as detcrmined b1'ASTNI

D - 1557 lest proceJurcs Ltsit'tg mecllanical compactiou eiluipr-nent. Pavernent sections shoLrld be

vcrifiecl with tl-rc jurisdictional aLrtl-roritv prior to the 1ir-ne o1'conslr'-rction.

Electrically insulatc eacir buricd steel pilreline llonr clissimilar Lnetals. cenent-mortar coareci and

collct'ete cncasecl steel, also electncally insulate abore grounrl:;teeLpipe using dielectric fittings to

prcvent dissimilar rnetal corrcsion cells ar-rd to tircilitate the application of cathodic protection.

:\ppl"v cathodic pfctectjon to steel piping as pclNACE Irtemaiiolial I{P * 0169 - 92. As an

:rltertlatir''e for steel lvaterline:; to a dielectric coating ancl catlLor-lic proteclion, apply i-L utortar coatins

as pel"AWWA Stanclalr1 C - .i05.
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Other Protective Measures

Electrically insulatc (isolate) br:lon'-qrade ferrous metals bJ mcans of dielectric fittings in erposed

nrctal structurcs breaking grar:e.

All steel and rvire concret: reinibrcement of strllctllres and fbrrndatious in contact nith Site soils

shonlclhave at least llr,'ertenths (0.-i) of an inch greale)f cover th,:irr required b1'the ACI code artd a

\\'Atcr-cement ratio of f-ive tenrhs (0.5) or iess.

G IIO'I EII]ItNI(]AL OI]SER\iATION,\)iI) I]iSTING SEIIVICES

Consultant si-ror-rld providt: cor-rtinr,ror-rs obscnation ancitc:;ting rlr,rring Grading of the strbject Sitc.

It is the rcsponsibiliry of Clic rt to notil.r Consuhant of'the date of ilhe pre-gracle meeting as r.r'ell as

notilr'ing thc inspec:tor ot-rt:cr',rc1. 
'l'he recommendat.ions proviclecl in this report are based on

plclinriuarv clesign in{'orrration an,l sLrb-surface conclitions clisclos,:cl b1, niclell'spacecl trcnches. Tlte

oullinccl sub-sLrllirc: cc,nilitio rs sh,oLrlcl bc rcriliccl in thc 1lc1cl cluring construction. Clonsr-rltattt shoulcl

pt'cpafe a llnal as-gradc soil r:port anclmaps sr-u-r-ur-uLlizir-rg all conditior-rs cr-rcor-uttered and any'1icld

nrodification 1o thc rec,:rrnnler"rdations proviclecl here'in. 'l'he primaly aspects of geotechnical

obscrvation aud lestin!, l-uav inclutle thc fbllou'iug on an as n:eclecl basis:

o Obscrvatirtr: o1- all rcntot'al and or cl crclr lti,-rr-r.

o Obscrl'atior', iruil n'][rtc]'ial tr3sting cluring lill ltLace nent.
. Gcologic mapping o1'cut s.opes 1if rccrl-nnrc'rrdccl.).
o Obselvatiot L of l'crotin 3 etcal'atiorrs.
e Afier prc-satr-trtttion ol'the slab areas. bLrt pricrr tcl placrenrent of sancl and visquccn.
. During utilitl'trencl: r:xcar ation backfilling and com;,arltir)n.
o Prior to construclion cf pa\,'ement. parrl<ing. and clrive',va\r al'eas to pelfbrm R-Vahte tests (if

needed).
. During conrpactitrn o1'sub-{.11'ade ancl augreuete base.
. WI-ien &i11' LltrLl-qt-ri:ll ,:o rditions ilre eucountcrcrl.

It is the responsibilit-v c1't.llient to ensure the above testingiobservations are satisfied and that

CorrsLrltrnt is givcn lbLry-e glrt r-{8 rhoLrrs prior nori:c. \rrr -rr.rd ng perfor.nrcd ur the srrbject Sitc thrt

does not cottform to the recornnrendations in this Rcltort is tf e solc liability of Client.
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LINIITATIONS

This Report is issr-rec1u|th ti.re undelstanding thlL it is the re:spor.rsibility of the Client to ensure that

the inforniation and recorl-tn.rc rdurti(lns contained jterein are cillr:d to the attention of all parties

cottcertted, includinq but uc,t lrmitcd to futule o\\ncrs. agents. desig;ners and contractors, as rvell as

that thc ltecessal',v steps are talr.en to ensure that sr-rch lecomrnrlndations are carried out under anl and

al I circumsteurces/cotrdil ions.

Couclusions ancl r'ecorrme'ndatior-rs presentcd in this I{epolt ar,r based on soil conditions as

cncoluttered at the tr:st l,rcal.ions and mav not ncccssarilv rcpr:scrrt arcas bctu,ccn and bel.ond thc

trenches ond / or btAlJlg,l. N(.) repfcsentatiorl is made to tite cprirlitv or chemical characteristic of on-

Site soil. This Reporri isrnot transfr:r'able u'ithout u'r'ittcn conserrt ol'Consuhant. This Rcport shal1 not

bc Lrsccl 1br ar-ry appraisaLl plu'l,oses or cosl er:rluation.

If conditions otlrer lhan lhrse notccl in this I{cport :u'c el-rclunt,lt'ed, Consultant shor-rlcl be notiflccl

intmccliatcly so that supplcmcr-rtlu) rcconrnrenclations can be 1rr,tr idecl.

Consultant i.r'iil bc availab[e to malie a final revieu'of the plo.i:ct plan and specifications ancl to

assist in assuring correct interprctation 01'this l{eport s rccomlrendations 1br use in applicable

scctions.
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A representative,rf CouslLlttnt sh,tulcl inspect all Crading crperrtions, inclLrding Site clearing and strrpping

The preselce of Consrgltanls' fie id ref)resentari\,e ri'illbe fbr the pllrposc of providing observation and field

testipg. aud ri,ill 1ot iLrqh,rde an1,'sr-tpelr,ising or directin,e of the actrralwcrk of tlie Contractor (its emplol'ees or

agents). Neither the pr3sencc ol Cons;ultants' fleld representatir'e nor tf,e observatious ancl testing bv

Consultant shall excr-tsc the C,rn:ractor in anr rrar fbr dctects cliscort:recl in Contractors' n'otk.

It is Lrpdcrstoocl tlut (-lonsullant uill not bc responsible 1br job or Sitc sa1et1 oll this pro-icct. rihicll uillbe

the lesponsibiIit-v oiClie tt ancl (IIient's contraclor.

Agail, it is imper.arirc that rll recomrnendations prol'ided helervith to be adhered to throtrghotrt the life of

the project. No chanl3e s orr,'a.rilLtions shallbe alloucd rvithout ri'ri[ten approvalof Consultant.

-l-hc 
conclLrsious arrcl rc-conrrnencl.rtions presentecl in this I{eport rre basecl ltlton prelirriinarl'lielcl arlcl

laboratorv obscrvaticn dcscriberi herein ancl inlbrnratiorr arailablc at this tirrre u'ithitt the linrits plescribccl br

Cllielt. It is possiblc tl Lat coltditions fretn,ecn santpling iocations rrra\,'\'at"). ShoLrld conditions be etrcottlltered

in rhc fielcJ thar appeal cJillere'nt than thosc described in this Repori. (lottsttltatlt should bc corrtacted

intuteclialcly iu older to cvilluat0 thcil effect ancl prcpare adclitionaI t':cotrltlletrclatiorls.

-l'his I{epolt conc,lr,rd,:s Clon:;ultunts' selr iccs Lrnclcl thc scopc cf :;err ices atrcl Cottsttllrtltt lllll'cs no t'tltct'

r-eplescntatiolts of altv otlter riatrlttttics. c\pl'cssccl or inlllliccl.

t1'this ltepor"t crr portions hcrcof iLlc pror irlccl to contractors ol ittcludccl in spccifroatiotls, it shoLrld bc

rupclerstoocJ b1,,all patlies thirt th:y ari:provided tbr prelinrinarl inforrttzition only, and should be usecl as strch.

['[c Rcport ancl its c<tntcrrts f\]sultil]g fl'ont this cralLration are l)ot intenrJ,:ci ot't'epl'esetttecl 1o be sLritablc 1br

regsc op extcusious or urodifrcatiols of the plo-ject. or lbr ttse olt allv oll-Lcr pro.iect. liurtlternlore. this Ilellort is

isstrccl to Client Nunrc'arrcl is not transl'er-ablc: an1 ftrrthcl trsc ol't ri:; f{epclrt beyoltd ollc year ol'thc clatc tll-tltts

Il.cpoLtivillrcc1rrir.er,,,ritt,:Ilc()l]:entbtCotisttltlttlt.CottsLtltalltll]LlStlleOti1itc

or investigations arrd serviccs;. ,\nl'r ariancc 1l'onr Cot.tsLrltanls' prcscribcd requiretnents would ntrllify this

Rcpolt. aud Client ilcl,:uinif'rt:s Consultant and its replescntatires,tf all liability and obligatioti. 'l'lte all.lotlllt

paicl fbr this I{eltort is the totirl iabilitr of'ClonsLrltant an(l its replcscutlrlivcs torvard all palties and attl

c lainiant.

1-his Itcport docl; not c:o\cr Au) ,rur iltlr.u.ucr.ital. geoiogic. ot'llrod ltaz-arcls. l1'ltttl' 511gh hazat'cls exist. a

geoloql' report lvill tre I'c:rqLtit',:cl
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TRENCI{ LOCS



9,t612017

Client: BillRex

-.]IRtr}JCH LOG SU}{MA]I\/

P.roiect lJurnber: GT-3503
Location: Tamahill Avenue. Santa Clarita

USCS Description

Top Soil/ Siltf iSand rvith trace Gravel/ Dry/ Fine

lv{ed iLrnri S I ip htll' t)ense

Darlt 1o Brrvvnr Silty Sand to Gravellv Sandl

1o Coarsei Sl lvloist/ Moderatelv Dense

Darl. Brou'r.t 1o Brcrvn/ Poorly Graded Silty

Fine to Coarsei Mtist/ Moderately Dense

As Abc'vc u'itlr Gravcl and'l'rarce Cobbles

Sarrc As Abcvc:

Sautc As Abcvc -- l)cnse

Enci of Trench r1? - I 5'

No (lroundr.r,ate r

No Bcdrock

il - BLrlli Sanrplc @ : No Recovery

6)

;A,
'.1

Dr)'

Density'

(pc1)

Percet.t

Nlo ist.

J .J',)io

16.5 o/u

Filou

C,rLrnl

93.6

O - lling Sarnple

Sample

Nunber

1

8

9

l0

lt
t2

l3

t-1

i5

Logsed Br': JR

Trench No: T-1

G\\'

SN{

SN1

S1\,I



Datc-: 9,6,,'20 1 7

Bill ftex

Dr'1'

Densitr

O: liinq Sl,rurple

T'trJ"E\CH LOG SII}I},IATI\'

G\\

i r - ilLr ll' Suntltlc @ - No l{ecovcr'1

l)

I

)

J

.l

5

B

I
I(]

l1

l2

l3

I.+

l5

lJlorin to Ligl rt tir,:'iish Br-ulvn/ Fine to Cclarsc/

(lrar e-llr Sancl to Siltv Sancl with Glavcl Cobbles

,'\ntl 'l'racc 
Rorr l,Jels,' Slightl,v ntoist/ Dcnsc

as abovt:

abor <

E nd o 1- 
'l-rench (lD - I 5 '

No Crounchvater'

\o Bcclloclr

ed Br': .IR
.french 

No:T-l

LiSCS



Date: 9/6r2017
;;----------^-.;
L lLellt: lJtll l(r'

Plo.j:ct \
Locution

\

Sanrple

I'JLrmber

Dn, I- | lrcrc,:nt
De nsitv I

I N{oist.(pd) 
|

B

C

0

l

l
J

4

)

b

l
ti

I
lt)

il
T2

l3

1l

l-i

T l{.tr}icH LOG STi}TN'TAIIY

Loggcd By': JR

fannahill ^ \\ eltLle . Sauta (-i;,tLita

Descriptiou

I ight Broun,' Irine to Coarsei

C llr c l,' Drl to \,'er ) S lightl)

I)ense

Light []rou'nr' Finc to Coarse/

Crarcli Dt'r'trt \/ery Slightly

De nsc

Vcrr Li!ht Ilro,,rr'I:irtc to Cloarse/ Cilavellr Sancl
S\I
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Dl:lSCRIPTION OF L {'BORA.T'ORl' TESTING

Undistnrbed Samplt1;

Undisturbcd sarnples for e.dditional testing in our laboratcrr a'e obtaiuecl per Modified Califolllia

Sarrplcr D3550-01, lry c|-ivinq a sampling spool-] into tl-re rnateriai. A splitbalrel t)pe spooll srtlrpler

qas usecl. havilg an1lsicle clirunet,:r o1'tno ancl llrc teuths (2.-5) in:hes. rvith a tapered cr-rttirlg tip at

thc lorver.encl and a ball valr,c: at the uppcf cncl. l-l-re Lrarrel is lined *'ith thin brass tings, each one (i )

inch in lcngtli. Tlrc spoon penetla.ed into the soil belou'the <lepth of tire boring ortrench at

apprgxinatelvtrvcll'rt(12)inr.:hestocightccn(18) inches.'fLrecen.tralportionofthesamplets

rctailccl fortestilg. AiI sanrpics iirthc natural lleld conclition iLre, placed irt airtight containers ancl

trauspgr.tccl ro thc lal.,or.,riorr,. Ilul,< san'r1tlcs. rcprcs.'lltirti\e of thc sltrlitce allci near-surlhce tlraterials-

are obtainecl.

Cllassihcation

T1'pical r-nateliail:; ri'cre sl.bjec:ecl to mcchanical st'ain-siz: artalysis b1'rvct sieving 1l'om U.S.

Standarcl brass screens ('.AS;l-\4 D - -122t. Hlch'ometer analvs;e:; u'i:re perlbt't-uccl rvhcrc apllreciable

qnaltitics of flnes \,vore eltco'.nttered. 'fhe 
clata rrars er.aluaterl in d,:terminingthc classihcation of the

ntaterials. The graLn-size clistribution cun'es are prescnted irL the test data and the lJniflcd Soil

Classillcation is pr',:s;errtccl irr both thc tcst clata aud the Trenth on,:l / or lJoring Logs'

N,l o i stLLre ary1lcliitf_]_e;1

lVloistr-rre content ancl clrl'clen:,itr dctclnrinatiolrs \\cle pcrlon-ued on rclatively undisturbed

sanples obtaincd frour thc test tre nches. The rcsults of thest: lesls atre prescntec'l in tl"re Boring /
Trench Logs. \\thelc applicrrble, onlv r"r'roisture e untcrlt uus cl:te ruittecl 1l'otn "nndistltLbccl" or

cli stLrrbecl sanrples.

I\pansior-r Index I sst

'I'lte Expansior ln<Jex'l'e,;t, AST\,1 D4829-03. evaluated the t::<pansiort potcntial of selectecl

ntaterials. Specirnerrs are rn,tlclecl uncler a given conrpactivc orelg) rpplorimateiy to the optinum

noisture content an,C approxin-rat:11'tiftr percent (5tJ9,'o) satlueition or approximatell'ninetl'percent

1900 o ) relatii e c0nrpd''tior].



The plepared one (.1) ini:h thicl:
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bv tbur (1) inches in diar eter speciuens are loadecl to atl

1-1-1) psf surchat'ge ancl ate inurlCated u'ith tap \\'atcr Lultil a

Cornpression tet;ts urc perlbnn,.:cl on undistr-rrbed llud"ol'rc:t-t:,olcled satlples in a trvo arld flve tc'ullls

(2.5) inches cliauretr:r, eir.icl onc: (1) inch high brass ring. ConsrlLclortleters, like the clirect sheal

1rachi1e. are clesignecl to receive rhe specimcr-rs in thc rings irr f ield conclition. Pot'otts stolles- plaec,'i

at the top a1d bottonr o1'each specilrreu, pc'nnit the 1l'cc flou,,tl'\\'iil'[er ll'om 1hc sample dLrring the test.

Settleprelt accompanyinq e:ach iuc,renrenl of load is urcasurcclby a dial inclicator readingto ouc ten

rSor-rsar-rclths (0.000 t) o1'an in:h. 'l'o sinrulalc possible advcrsc flelJ conclitions. ntoistllre \\rils atlclc-cl tcr

a1 axii,Ll loacl of fili,:cn hLutdr..'cl (1.-500) tbs. sq.li. arrri 
.fcst 

\'{ethoc'l: L\Sl'M D --2'+i-5 - 200'{ tras

lbllovvccl.

S t audrud l!!c1r4l isil_l-qi1

Stanclarcl Pcnctration'I',:sling is pcrlon.necl in thc trench per AS I'i\'1 D - 1586 - 99 b1 clrivirlg a

slrlit slroon srrrrrplcr lrh,:acl of thc trcnch or borirrg at sclcctecl lcve'ls. 'l'hc ttuntbcr o1'hat-t-tt"t-tcr blons

rcqr-rirccl to ch'ive tlic slLmpler tr.rcli'c (12)inches *'ith a onc hundred lbLt1'(140) lb. Ilaurnler clroppccl

tirirty'(30) inchcs is; iclentil-iccl iis t.rc Standard PenetrationResistauce (SPT). Many correlations have

been macle between S['-[ r'alr-res ancl soil properties. Ilmpirical correlations also pcrmit the blous of

clillirent energy ur saniplcr sizes. sLrch trs lins sunrplt's. to be c,:nt'ertecl to SI''l'r'alLtes.

Direct Sl-icar

Direct shcar tcs;t:; ri.ere pe:rforrned on selectecl undisturbeC an,-l/or retnolcled samples, rvhich lrerc

soali.ecl1br a mininLLun o1'tri't:nt1'-1'o1,r (21) hours uncler it sr-trlharge eqr.rai to tl"re appliecl nornal lbrce

clLrrit-rg testing. r\1ier transl'er of the sanrplc to thc shear box. ancl leloaclir-rg the sample, porc pressllres

sct up in thc sample cluc to the tl'ar'tslcf uere allo*ccl to dissiprte fbr a pcriod of approximatell'ot-re (1)

hor-rr prior to application o I s healing tbrce. l'he sanrples \\,el e tested uncler various normal loads. a

ditlbrent specimcn I'eing used for each normal load.
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'l'he sarlples \\,ere sheared in a notor-dliven. stlain-controlleci. clilect-shear testing apparatus at a

strainrateof fivehr.rndlecltfis:0.05)of aninchperr-ninr.tte. Aftcratravelofthreetenths(0.300)ofan

inch ot'the direct shear machir-re. the r-notor \\ras stoppecl and the sample u'as ailowed to "relax" fbr

rullplorinrateli fi ftc,.'rr ( I -i ) tttittute:,.

Tire "relaxecl" an,J "pcali" shelr values \\'ere lecorcled. It is arrticipated that, in the majoritl'of

sapplcs tcsted, thc fil1ccr-r (15) niitmtc's telaring of the sanrpl: is i;trlficient to allor,r' clissipatiorl o1'1lore

prr-ssllrcs set Llp iulhe sarnple s chrc to application of shcaring force. '['he relaxed values arethercfbrc

juclged 1o be a goocl cstin-iation of :ffective strength paranteters. 't'[re test results r,vere plottccl on

"Table 2 - Direct Sh,3ar 'fust' 
.

Rcsiclual Dircct Sht!r'&!1

The samples \\'cre shcarctl. as lcscribe'd in the- prc'cc'ding pa.ragraph, r,vith the rate of shearing of

live hLurclrcclths (0.0:t) of an inch l)er rnirllrte. '['he r,rpper portion o]f thc specin'iert ivas pullecl back tcl

the original pgsitiot't arLcl thc:;hearing pfoccss \\'tis rclteatccl Lrntil tto litrther clecrcasc it-i shear strellgtll

las obscrvecl rvith cr:rn1ilLr,:cl shcaring (at least thrce tit-ttcs reshcar,:ci). There iue t\\o ucthocls tcl

obtain thc shear I'alues: (a) the shcaring proccss \\as rcpcatecl lbl cach nortrlal load appliecl anclthe

shcar,,,alue 1br each trclrnral loacl recorded. One or nlorc thatr onc specinre'tt cr.ttt be used in this

tlrcthoC: (b) onl,v one r;1-rccir-len \\rrs ucccled. ancl a rct'l'high n,rrttlal loacl (apploxir-natell'nine

thousancl (9.000) pr;l) ',.,xs appliccl ll'ont the bcginninq o1'the shearins process. Alicr thc eclLrilibriur-n

state \,,'as reachecl (irlicr "fclu;<ecl"t. the shear ralLre firr that normul loacl rvas rccorclecl. The not'tnal

loircls,,r,ere tl-ic1rcclr-lcecl graclLralll litfioul shcaripg thc sampler (the motor r'vas stopped). 
-I'hc 

shear

values r,vere recorded lbr clillerent normal loads after the1,u't:re li:ducecl ancl thc sample tvas "rclalctl.

-,\ttcrbeLg Lin-rit_s

'flLc i\ttclbelg J-rn:its rr'cle cle .ern.rinccl in accorcllnce w'ith A:j l'\1 D - 4318 - 2005 tbl eugincerlne

c las silication of tht: line- gr:ai necl rn aterial s.

\Jar i mr.rur Deris itt,lle st

Tlre maiximurn dry densilr,anii optimum r-noisture conter.t,rf t.,'pical rnaterials u,ere detet'mined in

accorclance u'ith AS f\4 D - l55i - 2007 (five (5) lat'eLs), The rc:;ults of these tests are presented in

the test data.
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Sabble-Sufateg

Tl-re California l'4atelials .,'est \4ethod No. 4lT determinerl thc soluble sulfate contents of selected

samples.

I{esisti','itv Test

The resistivitytosrt ancl sclcctecl sanples and thc rcsr-rlts \\ir(l de:termined by the Calilblnia

lvlatelials'i'cst MetfLcr'd ll 643 ,rs pr:sclibecl ancl forriarc'lecl 1l-onr the California Departr-nent of

Trausit,:t'tation lv{att:r'ials LrLb rleternrinecl tl're resistiritr tesl. selecr-cci samples, ancl rcsnlts. 'l'he

satupie was prepalccl fc'r testirrg as tollon's: RLrlk sanrple material ',vas sieved thror-rgh a number eight

(ti) siel'e and sixtcer.r hr.rnclred (1,600) grams of natural materi,rl u'as collectecl" weighcd, and dried.

Thc sarnple \vas renlovcd fi'orLr the ovcn ancl thirteen huncired (1.300) grants o1'ntaterial n'as sepalated

r.tttcl preparcd as ltillou's: Tlre sanrple \\:AS oven drie'c] aticl one hr-utclred fifiy (150) nl of distilled

(clcionized) u'atet' u'as adclecl to thc matcliiLl aird mirccl thoror-rs.hlr ancl pltrcecl into a calibratccl soil

box suitable lor use vvith a l\i.lson itlodcl 400 rcsistivitr meterr. 'lfre siimple was compacted into the

soil bo;t by hancl lcvt:l r.vith th: top of the soil box.

'l'itc material vl'as then tcsl3cl lirL resistirit1 ancl rcmorecl 1r'crm thc. soil box and antrclclilional one

hLtttclt'c,l (100) ml o1'r-li:;tillecl rcicionizccl) \\'alcl uls utlclccl. $,'ilh .no lrr-Lnclrccl 1i1't1'(250) rnl. o1'\\'ar!-r'

addcd to thc satnplc ther uraLcrial uas retrrlnccl to thc soil box in thc nnmrcr mcntioned hereinabovc

arlcl the nlatcrial 'nvars lestc'cl aritin. Both lcst rcsults ncre recordcd in an appropriate manner for

recolding such data
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TAB]-E i

N{nxintunt Densiitv Test Ilcsults

,\s-flu D - 15,\7

Optimurn

N{oisture (%)

TABLII II

Dircct l:ihclr - [rndistur-bcd Sirturltcd S:rrnples

Anglc Of Friction (degrr:es) Cohcsion (psf)

199.3 psf
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GFIIIlRAt, EARTFI\\rORK A\D GRADI\G SPECIFICATIONS

Gener{

These specifications and .he C'rading details attached to ther Crading Plans, if required. represent

AZ Gr:o 'I'echnics, In,c.s' mi rinrum rccluirements tor Grading ,1nrJ othet'associated operatiotts ott

constrr-rction projects;. 'fhese specilications ancl r'eco:r'rnrenclations o1-thc legulatorl'agencies shor-rlcl bc

considcled a pol'tiou cl thc plojec: speciiications.

CllLents' cr-rntractor (prior to Site Glacling) shor,rlcl arrange to r.n,:et at the Site along r,i'ith Client. the

clcsign engineer an(J,"or: archilect. the soils engineer (C'onsultimt.). aurd reprcscntativcs of the govcrning

ar"rtlrolitics. A/lpurt,;e.; sho'ul:.1 be qiven crt laast fitrt.t-cighi (t8.; h,ttrr.s noticc.

It is Cllients'contluctoL's responsibilitr to prepare thc'grc,urrcl :;r-rrlhcc to reccive tlre fi11s. spre'acl.

rnir. ancl cornpact thc llll in lccor.lancc uith the .job spccilic'.itiors. Cllients' contractor shoulcl alscr

lial'e sLritable and sr-rtfrcient cqlripnreut in operation to handle'the an.rount of lLll being placecl.

PRF P..\r{:\TrON OF AIIEA TO IIEIILIED

Clearins r\ncl GrLrbbing

All stnrctures r:.rirrl<ccl 1or lcnr,rval: timbcr. logs. trees. br-rsh. ancl other rubbisl-r shall be retnovccl.

pilcd. and burneclor othcrrvise cl sposcd of o1'1'-Sitc. l'lris is to leave the areas that har,'e been clisturbeci

ri'ith a nee.t appcarance ancl l'rec :ion-r Lrnsiglttlr dcblis.

A thoroLrgh scirrch shalI tre uuLclc o1'thc Sitc lbl all cristing stfLlctLlres to bc rerrnoveclanci lbr'

possible unclclgror,rncl :;l.olage taLrks a rclior septic tarilts irs n'ell as ccsspools. Concrete irrigation lines

sltall be clushed ir.r place r,md all rnetal underground line s shall b: rerroved fi'om the Site.

r\11 trees to be rci-roveiJ lrom :lie Site shall be pLrllecl in s-rch a marncf so as to rcmove as rluch o1'

thc loot sr,,stem as possible. An1'exisrting brLrsh. topsoil. loose fi11. anrl llorolls soils shall be excavatcd to

Lr\r1rIdLcnL rtlrtir c trrltcrill:.

Prior to place nLci.tl of an1 fil1 soils. thc exposecl sur'lace sha,ll be scaril'red, cleansed of debris. ancl

t'e-compar:ted to uinetl/ pr:r'cent (110% ) of the laborator'r standard under the direction of the soils engineer

(Cor-rsr"rltant). fhis is to be clone in accordance nith the follou'irg guiCelir-res for placing, spreadinq. and

compacting fill materi als.
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ProcessinEl

l-h: existing grottn.d, r.r'hi<:h is determined to be satisf'actor)'fcr support of fiIl, shall be scarifiecl to

a tlinimltn depth of sirr ((i) inche s, Existing sloLtnd. n'hich is nc t :;ati:;factol'y, sliall be over excayated.

Scalriflcatiln sl-rall contintte unl.il the soils arc broken clorvn and l.:ee of large clav lunps ancl Luttil t5e

uol'kiug strrface is reasonabll'uniforrled ancl fl'ee of uneven f-eat,u':s rvhich u,ouid inhibit unifomr

compaction.

l\ Iorsturc ('onditiorrirrg

Ot'er-excavalctl ittt,J 1rt'oci:ssccl soils shall L'te uatered. dt'ird-bl c:li. itncl blcnrlccl or nrixecl as

reclLLirecltc attai[r tttlilbt'ttt ntois;tt-Lt'e content. ]rttr 1'reld-testinl. pLrrltos!:. "nci-u'optimult" ntoisture sholld

bc considcred to meatr ''olrtimu.nr moir;ture to thrc'e perceltt (39,1r) atrove optimum moisttu.e".

Pri,;r to pliicemettt o1'add:tionzLl conrpacted llll fblloriing a Grading ciclay. the cxposcd sLu.lircc of

Pt'cvior"tslY conlpacted flll r;irould bc rcprocerssecl. fliis slior-rld be accon-rplishccl by scerillcertiol. g'atet'iug

ctltlclitiotrillg.anc1t1-ietll.e-cltltll1lactecltllatllitlitl.tLttrto1-ttillctrpel.(jcI']1

cJn'clcnsitr'.

No Additional lill r,;ltould be placecl lbilou'ing a period of 11,roJing. rain{'all, or over r,r,ateling until

darlrage asl;essntents have bcen n-ade rurd rcnreciial Glacling perlornecl.

Bcnching

\\/liere lllls are 1o bc placccl ott the srouncl riith slopcs ste3pel'than flvc to one (5:l) the grounci

sha1l be stcpped or be ttcfLc,l. '['he lon'i:st bench shall be a r"ninitlur.r'r o1' fi1ice n ( I 5 ) Itet wide a1d tg'o (2)

lbet deep. 'l'his sl'roulcl er{liosc tlrrl matcrial: it also shoulcl bc appror',:,J by thc soils cnginccr

(Cionsultant). Other beltcltes sirall bc i:xcavatecl into l-u'nr r-natcrial to ir minirnr-rnr rvidt6 of lour (4) f'eet. I1'

Glaclitlg plaus arc reqnirccl, tl'picill bcrrching and kering dctails ale incluclecl in the Gradirrs cletails on thc

Graclins plans.

.\pi]Ioval

.\ll areas to rcceiiVe fi11^ irtclud ltil proccssecl areas;. rentor.ll a1't,:rs. a1cl1oc-o1--illl bencSes shall be.

apploved bv the soils engineer (ccnsr:itant) prior to fi11 placenlert.
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Al. Grading opr;rations sl onld be inspected b1'a soils eng:ineer (Consultant). The p1'esence ol'the

soils engirLeer (Consultanl.)rvill t-e for the purpose o1'prc'r,icling c,bscrvation ancl field-testing. This n,ill

ttot iucludr: atlY superv,siorl of th: actr.ral uork b1 Clients' contractor. ,Clients' contLactot's cmplo1'ees

ancl,'or agents.

It is understood thrrt the soils cngineer (ConsLrltant) ivill rol br: responsible for job or sitc safetl'on

this pro.ject. lr,hich will tre 1he :;ole responsibilitl of Client.

It should be stresse:d that rperations undertaken at the Sit:,r.ithout the presence of the soils

cirgineet'(,3onsultant) mav result in e::clusion of cerlaiu arcas ll'cnr tfrc flnal conrl-r.rction repolt.

Fi11 Placerncnt

Allfill tuatcrial s;l.i,lulcl bi placecl in 1a1'ers a uaxitnun.i o1'six (,5) to eight (8) inchcs thicli. moisture

conclitione d (as rrcccssiul'), and corllli,rctecl to a nir-rinrurrr rclatir': i:ompaction o1'ninctv pcrcent (909'o) ol'

lhcilntaxiniuuclrl'clerrsiti'as,leiennlncclb1 lest\lctlrocl ASI-\,1 [) Li57-78.

FILL N,IAT[]RIAI,

Gcneral

\,laterial to bc trrhcecl a:s f ill shall be f}cc ol-organic nratter ancl other cleleterious substances. This

shall be approvecl by tlLc soils r-.nrinccr (Consultant). Soils o1'poor gradation and cxpansion at strcngth

charactcli:;tics shail bc place'cl in arca:r clcsignatcd b1 the soils enlineer (ConsLrltant) or shall bc mired

u,ith othcr soils to SefVr- it:r satisfl:;ctorr' llil n-tLtcrial.

Itttport uratct'ials shltll tt-tc:t th-'lirllou'ir.rg ruininrLrnr reciLlir€ltlcnts:

A. l:)la:;ticity' inclcr nttt to exccecl triclr c (12).

B. ,R.-\liilttC: lgt iCS;S tlr:rn T\\.pr.\i\'-fir e / ) r ).

Or crsizcd IVlaterial

I{ocks eight (8) inches and smaller rnav bc Lrtilizccl u.ithin the compactcd tlli proiided that they'ale

placeclin:;ucharltanltorthrlLn:slinscr1'therocliisaroidcd. Fill shoLldbcplaceciaudthorougliiv

cornpacteclto tlie miuirnurn fcrlLlifeurr,rrt over and alor-urd all rocl,:.
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During thc course o1'gradirlg ofrerations rocl's or similar irredu.cible materials greater.than trvelve

112)inchesmaybegererated. l-lieseroclisshouldnotbeplacedlvithinthecompacteclfillurlessplacecl

as recoutn'rended by thc soils e ng-neer (Consr_ritaut).

Rocks tllat arc Srealer than tu'elvc (12) inches bur less than thrr:e (3) feet that are ge'eratecl clur.ins

GradirlQ, nlal'be placed within an apllroved conrpacted fill pror,iCccl :,5a1 it is i1accordance rvith the

rccotrlmetldationsintht:CLadirrgdetajlsontheGradingplans.ifarLy. Rocksgrcaterthantl,.ee(3)f'eet
shoLrlcl be llroken dou'u or dispos;cl o1'off-Site. I{ocks Lrp ro tlx'el t.3) leet shor-rld be placeci ten (10) feet
bclo$'the flnishccl gracle ancl sltor.rlcl not bc closer t1-ran lltieen (il;) I'eet fi.om any slope 1ace. \\/herc
prnctical oversizccl tnat,;t'ial shor-rlcl not be placecl belon'uleas *hcre strLrctures orclccD Lrtiliries ar.e

ploltose cl.

Ovr:rsizcd lllatel'ii:11 slrotrlcl bc placed in *'indron's on a clcan or,er-excavated/r-rnyieldi'g compactcc,l

lill or llrtrt natural grounrJ. Se lr:cl trative or ir"nportecl granular soils (S,L - 30 or better) shoLrlcl be placecl

o|tI]ofoLlglr11'11oodecl()\c]ltS.iie-iaslLrorttlclalllr.itrc1rorr'cclr.ock(-.Lrcl:Ltlrat

of-ovcrsizcd matcrial should bt: staguerecl so that successivc stratrr of ,rver.sizccl rnatcrial arc,ot iu the
sart-t.tc l,ertic:al nlanc.

CONIP.{CTION

Afti:r cach lnycr halr bc,:tl |lacecl. rni-rccl. ancl sprc,tci cr,enlr is shall bc thoroLrgSly co''aclecl to no
less thatl rrinety perceut (tt)(;9i,) o1' ,hc nriLximun-r clensin, irr accordancc rvr15 AS'fNf D - 1557. C,rnpacrior-t
shall be by'shcepslbot rollcrs, nrr-rltiplc-*hecl pner-rmatic',irc rollers. or other types of rollers. I{ollcr.s
shall be o1':;uch ciesigr-r tl'ral rl'Le1 ri'ill bc ablc to crorrpilct rhe 111l ro the specified clepsitl,. Rolling shall be
accomplished u'hi1e the llll maLi':rill is at tl-rc specilicc'l nrc,isrr-rle conter)1. I{olling o1'each lat,er.shall bc
colltitlLloLls over its entirc area. 'llrc roller shall nralie snlllcicnt tr:p:s to cusLrrc that t5c clesirecl clcrsit' has
trecn attained.

Fi1l slopes shall bc (:ottlpacted b1'r'neans of sheepslbot rollers c,r other suitable equipnent.
L'onlpactin[loperations r;ha]l be cctrtinued until the slopes are stable. bLrt not too dense for planting: ar-rcl

that there is no appreciable amoLtnt of loose soil on the slopes. ccmpactir.rg of the slopes may,be done
progressiveif iu iucreme tlts ,rlt',r'c (2) to four (4) f'eet in fi11 heigh', cr alter the llll is broLrght to its total
heisht.
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Fielddensitytestscfeaci courpactecl laveroffill shall bc'rr?d3b,vthesoilsengineer(Co1sLr1an1,

Dcnsitv tersts llltl}/ be macle at inte:rvals not cxceeding r\\o (2) f-ee:c,f lill heiglit provided that at least ererr
tltle tholtsarid (1,000) cubi,: )'ards of fitl are tested. \\'her:e sheepr;foo1 rollers are used, the soils ma1'be

distLrrbed 1o a deptl-r o1'scve'ral int:hes. Densitl'test shall be takerL i::r the compacted rlaterial belo* thc

c1istLrrbed s;urlacc.

Wherl thcsc tcsts iridicate that litc tlt'ttsitr trl'a laler or'lloltiJu is bclou,thc reclturec] c1ensit1.. that

lltYcr or portiolt shall bt: revvoll.:ecl r-urtil the rcquirccl clensitv has t,er:p attililccl.

T'lti: fill operatic,rrs sltall b: coutiuued in six (6) inch compacted layers (as specilied above) 
'ntil

the fill has been blor-rght tt: the finished slopes and grades as shori'n on the approved Grading plans. il'
applicablc.

SI't E I,I{O'IECTITOI\

Prccalttiotls shoLrlcl bt: lak(:lt 1cl prolcct the Site frc,m tlooding. ponding, or inundation bf ip-r1-rr-.pcr

sr-trlace clrainagc. lctrlpol'.tt'r'pt'oiisions shclulci bc r"nadc clLrrilg the rainv seasolt to clir.ect sur.lace.

drainage ar'r'a,v 1t'ott-l the ljit.e. Plar,tic sheetir-rg shoLrlcl bc liept on hancl 1o ltrcvcr-rt Lrnprgtcctecl slopes fi.gpr

bcconting satLualecl.

Where necessill"v, (llicnts'conlritctor sliotrlcl install check clams. c'le-silting basins, sanclbags. a'cl

othcl dcviccs to control crr.rsion.

FolLorving periodrs o1'r:Llnf all. Cllients'contractor shor-rlcl afrilpqc a rvalk-throLrgh i,i,ith the soils

ensitreer ((lonsr-lltant) to vlsLrallv .tssess rain rclarccl clar-nagc. At titc t'c{-lgcs1 o1'thc soils cnginecr

(ConsLrltant). Clients' c,f,lttl'r:tct{lr shall malie all excavatiorls as ne(lessiu'y to evaluate the extent of rain

rclated dainage' Rain rt:late d clan,age might inclr-rde erosion. silting. saturation, swelling, str.LrctLlral

distlcss. of .llly other adverse conrlition obsen'ed b1'the soils cng.neer'(Consi-rlta1t). Soils ach,ersel1,,

ai-lectecl shrr-tld bc over-excavitr-crl and replaceci uith contpactecl ftll a:; clirecteci by the soils cnqi'ccr
(Consultant).
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SLOPES

Compacted fill or back:rolled slopes should be lirlited to il:;lope ratio of no stceper thal tlvo to ore
(2:i)' All compacted lilt:'lopes shall be overbnilt ancl cut bacl< t,r sracle. cxposilg the firrn coprpacteci fill
liner cole.

l'h': zrctr"tetl amott-it ol'ot'erbuildrng shall be incrcased r-rnt lr-itc: clcsircclcompacted sloite surf'ace

conditiorl is achicvccl. Cat'e slt,ruLd be tal<cn bv Clients' contractrlr to ltrovidc thorough mechanical

cornpaclioLr to the outer r:clllcs r:rf lhe or,erbuilt slope sLrrllce.

If e xcavations l,rr c,r.tt slof,es e\pose loose. cohes;ior-r 1ess" sillnilicaplll, lr.acturccl or ot6err,1'ise

tttlsuitable rllatcrial; ov(lf-cxci-tv11iou. uttcl rcplacenreut \\ith a cor-tp,acti:cl stabilizatiop fill shoLrlcl be c,lone.

Stabilization 1'tll cronstrltction s.hoLrld confomr to the requirertrent:; of thLe Gracling tlctails outliped on t5e

Gladirlg plarrs, it'applicable:. Iror cut slopcs nracle in the direction c,f th.e prcyaililg <lrainage. a ro.-
eroclible diversiorr srvale (trrou,djtch) shoulcl be- proviciccl at the t,rp-oF.cut.

SI,0I' Ii \ I A I N I'I]N..!\N C E

In orcler to cnharn,:c sur.llc al slopc st:Lbilitr', slo;r,: plantinlr shculcl consist o1-cle_rootccl t,esetatitlp

rcclLtiriuu ljttie rvatcr. ir'latlts ttaLti,c to Soulhcrn Clalilonria:rncl plar:.ts that arc relative to nativc planls ar.c

gcllcralll'dcsirable. Plalrrt:, tlalire to othet'scnri-iiricl ancL aricl are.rs ulr'r also bc appropriatc. A qualifrecl

Larlclscapc r\i'chitcct shoLrlcl bc cc,ntriictccl lirr spccillc rcconrnrcncll,.tions.

I)RAItNAGE

CatnYot-t snb-cirariti s\/s1('l-rt(' sltor-rlcl bc installcci in accorc'1ar cc r.'ith thc Gracliug clctails on lhc
(iracling plrlus, i1'applicabl:. J'y'pical sub-clrains ior conrpacrecl 1:ll butrresses, slope slabilizations. or side

hill ruasses should also be installe ci in accordance n'ith 5lrading dt:tails;on the Graclingplans, if applicable.
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Allroot, pad, anrl r;lope d:ainace shoulci be clirecred au,at'li'o.l slope area structlrres to appr.ovecl

disposal at'eas Via gutterrrl, dor,','u t;pouls. or su'alcs, For pacl areas crealed above cut naturzrl slopes. a

positive clrainage should be: cstablished au'av fi'om the tcrp-of-slopes. fhis may be accornplished br using

a bertl aud/or appropriate pad grrclient. A recommencled or.erall graclient arva1,, fiorl the top-of--slope

should be t$'o perceut ('2?|') or greater. For-drainage inimediatelr,.nr,-r\ liom str.irctLu.es, a r"pinir-r-ruur fir'c
percerlt (-5%o) gradieut shor_rld be rlainrainccj.

Padclrair-ragema,y'beredlcedtosllsLrer"ceut(10,;)lirprojecrs rrhcrcuoslopescxist,either.natural

or nrannttxlc.

TRITNCH tlACtKFrLLSi

Utility tt'cnch bilckl:i11 catl bc bcst placecl br nrcchanical conrpactign. Ullcss otherr,vise specifiecl.

cotrlpaction shall be a rr itl itnurtr of ninctl' percent (900z6) of thc le"brtraLtorv maxil1um density. As an

altertlativc, lvherc- spcctfLcally aptrovecl b1'the soils c.nc:ineer (.ConsurJtant) clean sand (sa1ci eqr,rivale.t

thirtr'(i0)) rlray bc thorc,uglil)'icltecl irt p1acc. Jcttinc sh,lLrlcl or-Llr be c,r'rlsicicreclto appl1,to trelches ro
grcatel than tr,vo (2) lcct in ri'icJ1h ancl lbLrr (-{) lccr in cielrh. l:ollrr,,,ingl.jctting opcrations, trench baclillll
shoulcl bc 1lioroughl1' courpactercl br nrechanicar nrcaus.
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NOVEMBER 11, 2018 

BILL REX 

REXHALL COMPANY 

45640 23RD STREET WEST 

LANCASTER, CA 93536 

SUBJECT: PERCOLATION FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR PRIVATE SEWAGE 

DISPOSAL SYSTEMS ON A PROPOSED FOUR LOT SUBDIVISION 

LOCATED IN BETWEEN TRIUMPH AND TANNAHILL AVENUE @ 

THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF RADCLAY STREET, IN THE CITY OF 

SANTA CLARITA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA. 

APN:  2841-018-035 (“Site”) 

Dear Mr. Rex: 

Pursuant to your authorization, A.Z. Geo Technics, Inc., referred to herein as “Consultant”, has visited 

the Site and performed a percolation evaluation for Bill Rex, referred to herein as “Client”.  The findings and 

recommendations contained in this “Report” are based upon four (4) specific exploratory trenches on each 

proposed lot for a total of twenty-four (24) test pits as noted within our described limitations.  

Client, and/or Clients’ contractor(s)/agents, are the responsible parties for the implementation of all 

recommendations during the life of the project.   Any variances not approved in writing by Consultant would 

nullify and void this Report for any use.  No other warranties are expressed or implied.  Please note, this Report 

is valid for only one (1) year from the date hereof, subject to Consultants’ review and approval prior to further 

use. 

If you have any questions regarding this Report, please contact our office at your convenience.  We 

appreciate this opportunity to be of service and will be available for future developments at your convenience. 

Respectfully submitted for: 

A.Z. Geo Technics, Inc. 

By: Norik Bedassian, P.E.   

NB:jr/GT-3503 

Jesse
NORIK 2019
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The proposed development is reported to be a four (4) lot subdivision.  Though no building plans were 

made available to Consultant at the time of the preparation of this Report, it was represented by Client that the 

proposed single-family dwellings shall be one or two story structures with the number of bedrooms and 

bathrooms to be determined at a later date.  

Should something other than what is represented here be utilized during construction, Consultant should 

be notified immediately to review the proposed changes and modify this Report as necessary. 

BACKGROUND OF SUBJECT SITE 

At the time of the preparation of this Report, the subject Site is vacant. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

The Site is located in the City of Santa Clarita, County of Los Angeles, State of California.  The Site is 

bounded on the north, east and west by Single-Family Dwellings, and on the south by vacant land.  The Site is 

approximately twenty (20) acres in size, rectangular in shape, and mostly accessible.  The Site terrain is 

relatively flat with some gentle slopes. 

Surface and Sub-Surface Water 

At the time of the preparation of this report, no surface water or ponding were observed.  No 

groundwater was encountered during the field exploration.   

Vegetation 

At the time of the reconnaissance, the Site was sparsely covered with native vegetation.  There are 

numerous Oak trees scattered throughout the property, which have been surveyed and tagged with numbers by 

an Oak tree specialist. 
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Rock Outcroppings 

No rock outcrops were observed at the subject Site during the site reconnaissance. 

FIELD EXPLORATION 

Subsurface evaluation consisted of one (1) exploratory trench, excavated to a depth of fifteen (15’) feet 

on each proposed lot for a total of four (4) exploratory trenches.  This was done in order to determine the 

condition of the near-surface natural material as well as to determine the presence/absence of groundwater and / 

or evidence of historical groundwater, if any.  Please refer to the Trench Logs for a description of the 

subsurface materials observed in the exploratory trench.  The subsurface conditions shown on the Trench Logs 

apply only at the specific locations and dates indicated.  It is not warranted to be a representative of subsurface 

conditions at any other locations and/or times 

PERCOLATION TEST PROCEDURES 

Percolation testing involved the excavation of six (6) percolation test pits on each proposed lot, 

excavated to a depth of approximately five (5’) feet below the ground surface.  Once the percolation test pits 

were excavated, a one (1) foot by one (1) foot hole was excavated one (1) foot deep at the bottom of the 

percolation test trenches to be used as the test hole.  The test hole was completely submerged with water, in 

accordance with approved test method.  The initial pre-saturation was performed approximately 24 hours prior 

to the performance test. 

After the 24-hour pre-saturation, the test holes were filled again with water. The performance test began 

when the hole was completely filled and that time recorded.  Additional timed readings were made for each one 

(1) inch of fall of water.  Please refer to the attached Table for actual readings.  

Percolation testing was completed after recording the time between the 5th and 6th inch below the top of 

the hole. 

All testing was performed in accordance with the Los Angeles County Health Department requirements. 

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 

Based on our findings from the Site observation and exploratory trenches, the on-Site earth materials 
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generally consist of materials described as follows.  Please refer to the Trench Logs for a brief description of the 

on-Site earth materials encountered during the excavation operations. 

Top Soil Sandy Silt with Organics 

Near Surface Silty Sand to Sandy Silt w/ Gravel & trace roots 

Subsurface at Depth Explored Silty Sand w/ Gravel & trace Cobbles 

Depth to Groundwater None Encountered 

Depth to Bedrock None Encountered 

Historic High Groundwater 

Based upon observations from exploratory trench TP-1, there was no evidence to suggest the presence of 

high ground water.  Consultant is not expecting the groundwater to rise within ten (10’) feet of the bottom of the 

proposed percolation trench throughout the year. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on Consultants’ observation and analysis of the field data, it is Consultants’ opinion that the 

subject Site is feasible for installation of an individual sewage disposal system under normal use and conditions, 

depending on the proposed disposal area and the final project plan. 

The data was obtained through Consultants’ percolation feasibility study on the date and approximate 

locations of our exploration; however, this should not be considered to preclude more restrictive requirements 

that may be imposed by City or County requirements.  Prior to approval, building layouts will be shown on the 

plot plan, due to the size of the lot. 

Areas not explored by Consultants’ percolation test pits or trenches are not assumed to be consistent 

with areas tested.  Other areas not for disposal, delineated on the enclosed Plot Plan, must be tested on an 

individual basis. 

Consultant will be available to make a final review of the project plan and specifications to assist in 

assuring correct interpretation of this Report's recommendations for use in applicable sections.  It is the 

responsibility of Client and/or Clients’ Contractor to ensure that all recommendations are carried out properly 

and all backfill of the trench/the percolation test pits are periodically checked as well as restored to acceptable 

conditions.  This Report is issued to the Client named on this Report only and is not transferable without written 
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consent of Consultant.  Furthermore, all systems must be cared for properly.  Adequate maintenance should be 

scheduled and records should be kept. 

 

 LIMITATIONS 

 

Consultant has performed these services within the limits described by Client.  There is no other 

warranty or representation, either expressed or implied. 

The conclusions and recommendations in this Report are based upon data obtained from the field 

percolation test per County/City agencies’ requirements.  It should not be assumed or expected that the 

conditions between locations are similar to those encountered at the individual locations.  It is possible that 

conditions between sampling locations may vary.  Should conditions be encountered in the field that appear 

different from those described in this Report, Consultant should be contacted immediately in order that 

Consultant might evaluate their effect. 

If this Report or portions hereof are provided to contractors or included in specifications, it should be 

understood by all parties that they are provided for preliminary information only and should be used as such. 

This Report and its contents resulting from this investigation are not intended or represented to be 

suitable for reuse, extensions, modifications of the project, or for use on any other project.  Any variance from 

Consultants prescribed requirements/recommendations would nullify this Report and Client and/or Clients’ 

Contractor would indemnify Consultant and its representatives from any and all liabilities and/or obligations. 

Consultant will be further available to assist in assuring correct interpretation of this Report's 

conclusions and recommendations. 
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PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

LOT #1 

(Ryon Method) 

Date of Pre-Saturation          September 12, 2017 Date of Test September 13, 2017 

Test Hole 

No. P-1 

Test Hole 

No. P-2 

Test Hole 

No. P-3 

Test Hole 

No. P-4 

Test Hole 

No. P-5 

Test Hole 

No. P-6 

Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ 

6 Inches 7 min. 10 min. 9 min. 7 min. 11 min. 8 min. 

Lot #1 Time Interval Between 5th and 6th Inch 

*Use a minimum of seventeen (17) minutes for design purposes.

Test Hole 

No. P-1 

Test Hole 

No. P-2 

Test Hole 

No. P-3 

Test Hole 

No. P-4 

Test Hole 

No. P-5 

Test Hole 

No. P-6 

7 min. 10 min. 9 min. 7 min. 11 min. 8 min. 
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                                                            PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

LOT #2 

(Ryon Method) 

Date of Pre-Saturation          September 12, 2017     Date of Test    September 13, 2017 

 
 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-1 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-2 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-3 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-4 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-5 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-6 

 
 

 
Depth = 5’ 

 
Depth = 5’  

 
Depth = 5’ 

 
Depth = 5’ 

 
Depth = 5’ 

 
Depth = 5’ 

 
6 Inches 

 
7 min. 

 
10 min. 

 
10 min. 

 
11 min. 

 
11 min. 

 
9 min. 

 

 

Lot #2 Time Interval Between 5th and 6th Inch 

  

*Use a minimum of seventeen (17) minutes for design purposes. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-1 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-2 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-3 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-4 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-5 

 
Test Hole 

No. P-6 

 
7 min. 

 
10 min. 

 
10 min. 

 
11 min. 

 
11 min. 

 
9 min. 
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PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

LOT #3 

(Ryon Method) 

Date of Pre-Saturation          September 12, 2017 Date of Test September 13, 2017 

Test Hole 

No. P-1 

Test Hole 

No. P-2 

Test Hole 

No. P-3 

Test Hole 

No. P-4 

Test Hole 

No. P-5 

Test Hole 

No. P-6 

Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ 

6 Inches 16 min. 12 min. 8 min. 10 min. 11 min. 12 min. 

Lot # 3 Time Interval Between 5th and 6th Inch 

*Use a minimum of seventeen (17) minutes for design purposes.

Test Hole 

No. P-1 

Test Hole 

No. P-2 

Test Hole 

No. P-3 

Test Hole 

No. P-4 

Test Hole 

No. P-5 

Test Hole 

No. P-6 

16 min. 12 min. 8 min. 10 min. 11 min. 12 min. 
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PERCOLATION TEST DATA 

LOT #4 

 (Ryon Method) 

Date of Pre-Saturation          September 12, 2017 Date of Test September 13, 2017 

Test Hole 

No. P-1 

Test Hole 

No. P-2 

Test Hole 

No. P-3 

Test Hole 

No. P-4 

Test Hole 

No. P-5 

Test Hole No. 

P-6 

Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ Depth = 5’ 

6 Inches 10 min. 18 min. 29 min. 25 min. 17 min. 31 min. 

Lot #4 Time Interval Between 5th and 6th Inch 

*Use thirty-one (31) minutes for design purposes.

Test Hole 

No. P-1 

Test Hole 

No. P-2 

Test Hole 

No. P-3 

Test Hole 

No. P-4 

Test Hole 

No. P-5 

Test Hole 

No. P-6 

10 min. 18 min. 29 min. 25 min. 17 min. 31 min.* 
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PERCOLATION TEST DATA CALCULATIONS 

BY THE RYON METHOD 

LEACH TRENCH 

Ryon Formula:   A = T + 6.24 x  C = 

29          2 

A = square feet of leaching area per gallon of effluent in 24 hours 

T = time in minutes for 6th inch of drop 

C = capacity of septic tank 

Septic Tank @ 2000 Gallons. 

LOT #’s 1, 2 & 3   :  A =     17 + 6.24    x   2000    =   802 ft2

        29 2 

LOT # 4   :   A =     31 + 6.24      x   2000    =   1285 ft2

 29 2 

LEACH FIELDS 

For leach fields, the leaching area should be increased by fifty percent (50%). 

REQUIRED LEACHING AREAS FOR LOTS 1, 2 & 3 

Septic Tank 

Capacity 

(gallons) 

Trench 

Depth 

(feet) 

No. of 

Leach 

Trenches 

Trench 

Length 

(feet) 

Absorption 

Area 

(sq. ft.) 

Gravel 

Depth 

(feet) 

Fill 

 Cover 

(feet) 

Trench 

Separation 

(feet) 

2000 5’ 2 60’ 802 3’ 2’ 8’ 

REQUIRED LEACHING AREAS FOR LOT # 4 

Septic Tank 

Capacity 

(gallons) 

Trench 

Depth 

(feet) 

No. of 

Leach 

Trenches 

Trench 

Length 

(feet) 

Absorption 

Area 

(sq. ft.) 

Gravel 

Depth 

(feet) 

Fill 

 Cover 

(feet) 

Trench 

Separation 

(feet) 

2000 5’ 2 95’ 1285 3’ 2’ 8’ 
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VICINITY MAP 
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Size of Leach Lines 

Depth: 5.0 ft. Width: 3.0 ft. Lot # 1, 2 & 3 = 2 lines @ 60’each  

Distance to Building: 8.0 ft. Lot # 4 = 2 lines @ 95’ each  

Distance Between Trenches: 8 ft. 

Depth of Rock: 3.0 ft. Soil Type:  Silty Sand w/ Gravel 

Size of Tank: 2000 GAL. Scale: 1" = 40' 
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CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 

1. The width of the absorption trenches should be at least thirty-six (36) inches nine hundred fourteen and

four tenths millimeters (914.4mm).  The individual laterals (preferably) should not be over one hundred 

(100) feet long. 

2. All smeared or compacted surfaces should be raked to a depth of one (1) inch and loose material shall

be removed before the gravel is placed in the trench. 

3. The pipe, laid in a trench of sufficient width and depth, should be surrounded by clean graded

gravel/rock, broken hard burned clay brick, or similar filtering material.  The material may range in size 

from three-fourths (3/4) to two and a half (2 ½) inches.  Cinders, broken shells, or similar materials are 

not recommended because they are usually too fine and may lead to premature clogging.  The material 

should extend from at least two (2) inches above the top of the pipe to at least twelve (12) inches below 

the bottom of the pipe. 

4. The pervious barrier will be untreated building paper, straw, or similar porous material to prevent the

closure of voids with earth backfill. 

5. Evapotranspiration is often an important factor in the operation of horizontal absorption systems;

therefore, an impervious covering should not be used since it would interfere with evapotranspiraton at 

the surface. 

6. The top of the new absorption trench should be hand tamped and should be overfilled with about four

(4) to six (6) inches of earth.  Unless this is done, the top of the trench may settle to a point lower than 

the surface of adjacent ground.  This will cause the collection of storm water in the trench, which can 

lead to premature saturation of the absorption field and possibly a complete washout of the trench.  

Machine tapping or hydraulic backfilling of the trench should be prohibited. 
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 CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS (con't) 

 

7. A heavy vehicle would readily crush the tile in a shallow absorption field.  For this reason, heavy 

machinery should be excluded from the disposal area unless special provisions are made to support the 

weight.  All machine grading should be done before the field is laid. 

8. Clogging (due to roots) occurs mostly in lines with insufficient gravel under the tile.  Root problems 

may be prevented best by using a liberal amount of gravel and stone around the tile.  In general, trenches 

constructed within ten (10) feet of large trees or dense shrubbery should have at least eighteen (18) 

inches of crushed stone or gravel beneath the tile. 

9. When the disposal fields are installed in sloping ground, the minimum horizontal distance between any 

part of the leaching system and ground surface shall be at least fifteen (15) feet. 

10. Where the sloping ground is used for the disposal area, it is usually necessary to construct a small 

temporary dike or surface water diversion ditch, of which should be kept free of obstructions until the 

field becomes well covered with vegetation.  The leach lines should be placed at an area with slopes less 

than thirty (30) percent. 

11. The use of the filled area must be restricted to activities, of which will not contribute to the compaction 

of the soil with the consequent reduction in soil aeration. 
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HOME OWNERS GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR PRIVATE SEPTIC SYSTEM 

 

1. The septic tank should be inspected annually for scum and sludge levels and pumped as necessary. 

2. At all times, only biodegradable household products approved for a septic (cleaning products, 

toilet paper, laundry soaps, etc.) system should be used. 

3. All discharging water fixtures in the dwelling should be designed for low flow devices. 

4. Never dispose of coffee grounds, grease, paint, caustic liquids, oily liquids, flues, cooking fats, 

motor oils, sanitary napkins, tampons, condoms, cigarettes, plastic or disposable diapers into the 

septic system. 

5. Always be water wise and train your family on ways to save water.  Spread your laundry cleaning 

over several days. 

6. Generally three wash loads discharging into the septic system can be greater than the water use for 

one person per day, not counting the chemicals damage to the bacteria in the septic tank. 

7. Repair any leaky plumbing fixture as soon as possible. 

8. Dispose of waste products as much as possible by using your garbage waste disposal, rather than the 

septic system. 
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Research & Collections  
 

e-mail: paleorecords@nhm.org 
 
 

October 1, 2023 
 

Michael Baker International 
Attn: Peter Kloess 
 
re: Paleontological resources for the Rexhall Project 
 
Dear Peter: 

 
I have conducted a thorough search of our paleontology collection records for the locality and specimen 
data for proposed development at the Rexhall Project area as outlined on the portion of the Mint Canyon 
USGS topographic quadrangle map that you sent to me via e-mail on September 17, 2023. We do not 
have any fossil localities that lie directly within the proposed project area, but we do have fossil localities 
nearby from the same sedimentary deposits that occur in the proposed project area, either at the surface or 
at depth. 

 
The following table shows the closest known localities in the collection of the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County (NHMLA). 

 
Locality Number Location Formation Taxa Depth 

LACM IP 7772 

Quarry in gulch 
northwest of 
Reynier Canyon Castaic Formation 

Invertebrates 
(uncatalogued) Surface 

LACM IP 7759 
North side of 
Reynier Canyon 

Castaic Formation 
(Limy conglomeratic 
sandstone) 

Invertebrates 
(uncatalogued) Surface 

LACM IP 22016 

Southwest corner of 
Sect 35, T4N, 
R15W 

Castaic Formation 
(grey sandstone) 

Invertebrates 
(uncatalogued) Surface 

LACM VP 7656* 

Humphreys, just 
south of Fair Oaks 
Park 

Castaic Formation 
(pebbly sandstone) 

Sea turtle 
(Psephophorus); 
invertebrates 
(unspecified) Unknown 

LACM VP CIT 100 – 
103, 199, 201, 206, 
351, 430-433, 442, 
443, 479, 480, 482 

Mint Canyon 
(localities have not 
been 
georeferenced) 

Mint Canyon 
Formation 

Vertebrates, including 
artiodactyls and horse 
(Equidae), and leaves 

Unrecorded, 
likely at 
surface 

LACM VP 4692 

In a railroad cut of 
the Southern Pacific 
Railroad 0.6 miles 
west of Lang Station 

Mint Canyon 
Formation (tan to 
green sandy 
mudstones 

Camel family 
(Camelidae); extinct 
ruminant 
(Paleomerycidae); rodent Unknown 

mailto:smcleod@nhm.org
mailto:smcleod@nhm.org


interbedded with 
volcanic & plutonic 
cobble to boulder 
conglomerates) 

clade (Rodentia) 

VP, Vertebrate Paleontology; IP, Invertebrate Paleontology; bgs, below ground surface 
*Published in Robert J. Stanton. 1966. Megafauna of the Castaic Formation. J. Paleo. 
40(1):21-40. 

 
This records search covers only the records of the NHMLA. It is not intended as a 
paleontological assessment of the project area for the purposes of CEQA or NEPA.  Potentially 
fossil-bearing units are present in the project area, either at the surface or in the subsurface. As 
such, NHMLA recommends that a full paleontological assessment of the project area be 
conducted by a paleontologist meeting Bureau of Land Management or Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology standards. 

 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Alyssa Bell, Ph.D. 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 

 
enclosure: invoice 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT 
FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION 

Land Development Unit 
5823 Rickenbacker Road 

Commerce, CA 90040 
Telephone (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783 

 
MASTER CASE #: MC 18-182    DATE:  FD 05/24/2019 
 

PROJECT #:  TPM 80287    PLANNER: Mike Ascione 
 

LOCATION:  SEC of Triumph Ave & Diver Street (APN #: 2841-018-035)  
 

  

Reviewed by: Wally Collins Date: May 31, 2019 
Page 1 of 3 

REVISED CONDITIONS:  Supersedes Fire Department Comments Dated 05/24/2019 
 
THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS CLEARANCE OF THIS PROJECT TO PROCEED TO 
PUBLIC HEARING AS PRESENTLY SUBMITTED WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS OF 
APPROVAL.   
 

 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL  

 
FINAL MAP REQUIREMENTS 
 
1. Access as noted on the Tentative and the Exhibit Maps shall comply with Title 21 (County of Los 

Angeles Subdivision Code) and Section 503 of the Title 32 (County of Los Angeles Fire Code), 
which requires an all-weather access surface to be clear to sky.  

 
2. A copy of the Final Map shall be submitted to the Fire Department for review and approval prior to 

recordation.   
 
3. A reciprocal access agreement is required for the private driveway since multiple lots and units 

are sharing the same access.  Submit documentation to the Fire Department for review prior to 
Final Map clearance. 

 
 
ACCESS REQUIREMENTS 
 
The following Access Requirements will be addressed with development of each proposed lot.  
Verification for compliance of the Fire Department “Access Requirements” will be performed 
during the architectural plan review prior to building permit issuance. 
 
1. All on-site Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be labeled as “Private Driveway and Fire Lane” on 

the site plan along with the widths clearly depicted on the plan.  Labeling is necessary to assure 
the access availability for Fire Department use.  The designation allows for appropriate signage 
prohibiting parking. 

 
2. Fire Apparatus Access Roads must be installed and maintained in a serviceable manner prior to 

and during the time of construction. Fire Code 501.4 
 
3. All fire lanes shall be clear of all encroachments, and shall be maintained in accordance with the 

Title 32, County of Los Angeles Fire Code.  
 
4. The Fire Apparatus Access Roads and designated fire lanes shall be measured from flow line to 

flow line. 
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5. Provide a minimum unobstructed width of 20 feet, exclusive of shoulders and an unobstructed 
vertical clearance “clear to sky” Fire Apparatus Access Roads to within 150 feet of all portions of 
the exterior walls of the first story of the building, as measured by an approved route around the 
exterior of the building.  Fire Code 503.1.1 & 503.2.1 
 
a. Exception:  A minimum vertical clearance of 13 feet 6 inches may be allowed for 

protected tree species adjacent to access roads. 
 
6. The required 20 foot wide driving surface shall be increased to 26 feet when fire hydrants are 

required. The 26 -foot width shall be maintained for a minimum of 25 feet on each side of the 
hydrant location.  Fire Code Appendix D103.3 

 
7. The dimensions of the approved Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be maintained as originally 

approved by the fire code official.  Fire Code 503.2.2.1 
 
8. Dead-end Fire Apparatus Access Roads in excess of 150 feet in length shall be provided with an 

approved Fire Department turnaround.  Fire Code 503.2.5; Appendix D103.6, D103.6 (1) & 
D103.6 (2) 

 
a. The dimensions of the turnaround, with the orientation of the turnaround shall be properly 

placed in the direction of travel of the access roadway on the plan. 
 
9. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be provided with a 32 foot centerline turning radius.  Fire 

Code 503.2.4 & Appendix D103.5 
  
10. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be designed and maintained to support the imposed load of 

fire apparatus weighing 75,000 pounds, and shall be surfaced so as to provide all-weather driving 
capabilities. Fire Apparatus Access Roads having a grade of 10 percent or greater shall have a 
paved or concrete surface. Fire Code 503.2.3; Appendix D102.1 

 
11. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall not exceed 15 percent in grade.  Fire Code 503.2.7; Appendix 

D103.4 
 
12. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall not be obstructed in any manner, including by the parking of 

vehicles, or the use of traffic calming devices, including but not limited to, speed bumps or speed 
humps.  The minimum widths and clearances established in Section 503.2.1 and Section 503.2.2 
shall be maintained at all times. Fire Code 503.4 

 
13. Traffic Calming Devices, including but not limited to, speed bumps and speed humps, shall be 

prohibited unless approved by the fire code official.  Fire Code 503.4.1 
 
14. A minimum 5 foot wide approved firefighter access walkway leading from the fire department 

access road to all required openings in the building's exterior walls shall be provided for 
firefighting and rescue purposes. Fire Code 504.1 

 
 
 



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT 
FIRE PREVENTION DIVISION 

Land Development Unit 
5823 Rickenbacker Road 

Commerce, CA 90040 
Telephone (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783 

 
MASTER CASE #: MC 18-182    DATE:  FD 05/24/2019 
 

PROJECT #:  TPM 80287    PLANNER: Mike Ascione 
 

LOCATION:  SEC of Triumph Ave & Diver Street (APN #: 2841-018-035)  
 

  

Reviewed by: Wally Collins Date: May 31, 2019 
Page 3 of 3 

WATER SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS 
 
1. All fire hydrants shall measure 6”x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA 

standard C503 or approved equal, and shall be installed in accordance with the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Code.   

 
2. All required PUBLIC fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to beginning 

construction.  Fire Code 501.4 
 
3. The required fire flow for the public fire hydrants for single family residential homes less than a 

total square footage of 3600 feet is 1250 gpm at 20 psi residual pressure for 2 hours with one 
public fire hydrant flowing.  Any single family residential home 3601 square feet or greater shall 
comply too Table B105.1 of the Fire Code in Appendix B. 

 
a. The fire flow is adequate for this subdivision.  The specific fire flow requirement will be 

addressed with development of each individual lot.  
 
 
FUEL MODIFICATION 
 
1. This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as a Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone.  A “Fuel Modification Plan” shall be submitted to the Fuel Modification for review 
by the Fuel Modification Unit for the development of each proposed lot.  Please contact the 
Department’s Fuel Modification Unit for details. The Fuel Modification Plan Review Unit is located 
at 605 North Angeleno Avenue in the City of Azusa CA 91702-2904.  They may be reached at 
(626) 969-5205 or visit https://www.fire.lacounty.gov/forestry-division/forestry-fuel-modification/ 

 
 
For any questions regarding the report, please contact FPEA II Wally Collins at (323) 890-4243 or at 
Wally.Collins@fire.lacounty.gov. 

https://www.fire.lacounty.gov/forestry-division/forestry-fuel-modification/
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Section 1.0 
 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
  



 

 

1.1 DESIGN PARAMTERS 
 
Reference: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Hydrology Manual 
 
Rainfall Isohyet: 
Soil Type: 
DPA Zone: 

6.2 in (50yr. – 24hr) 
20 
9 

 
Note:   The project is not within FEMA Flood Zone “A”. 

The project is not within County adopted Floodway. 
 

 
1.2 OVERVIEW OF ANALYSIS PROCEDURES: 

 
Analysis of the storm runoff for both the existing and proposed conditions the 
same techniques, those being as follows: 
 

 Used LA County HydroCalc Program to determine times of concentration 
and peak flow rates. 

 For both existing and proposed conditions, added up all the peak flow 
rates from the HydroCalc Program for the Q25 runoff. 

 
 
1.3 PROJECT PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

 
The existing site APN is 2841-018-071 and is located at the intersection of Diver 
St. and Triumph Ave. in Canyon Country, CA. The site is about 19.87 acres in 
size and the easterly half of the site is relatively flat, has many Oak Trees, and is 
considered an SEA site. The westerly half of the site is hilly with existing natural 
slopes.  
 
The proposed project proposed a 4 lot subdivision of the site, evenly distributed as 
best as possible into quarters. At the easterly end of the site there will be two 
proposed pads, roughly 5,000 sf in size, with access from the east along Tannahill 
Ave. These pads will be located within the various Oaks; however they are 
aligned so that the existing Oak Trees are not impacted to the maximum extent 
possible. At the westerly half of the site, due to the more hilly conditions, the new 
proposed pads will be built closer to the middle of the site. There will be a new 
shared driveway from Triumph Ave cutting through a section of the slope where 
the least amount of grading would be required. This new shared driveway will be 
centered about the new proposed lot line and then split to each proposed pad. 
These pads will be roughly 10,000 sf in size. Near each pad there will be a 
proposed leach field for future buildings, and these too will be located in locations 
that avoid impacting the Existing Oak trees as much as possible. On the westerly 
end of the site, there will also be two proposed fill slopes to help balance 
earthwork quantities onsite. There currently are no proposed buildings onsite.  



 

 

 
 

1.4 EXISTING AND PROPOSED DRAINAGE CONDITIONS 
 
As described above, the existing site is currently an empty lot. The westerly half 
of the site is hilly with a small portion draining west via surface flow towards 
Triumph Ave. and then flowing north towards the existing Sand Canyon Creek 
and eventually draining into the Santa Clara River. At the southeasterly end of the 
site, runoff from properties to the south enters the site via runoff and then 
continue sheet flowing north. The rest of the site also sheet flows to the north and 
exits the site via surface flow. Further downstream this runoff enters the existing 
Sand Canyon Creek and eventually drains into the Santa Clara River. 
 
In the proposed conditions, the drainage pattern is kept consistent with the 
existing conditions as much as possible. Runoff from the proposed shared 
driveway will first flow east following the grades of the road and then once at the 
pads, the runoff will sheet flow to the north. The pads at the easterly end of the 
site will also sheet flow to the north and exist the site via surface flow. The runoff 
from the site then follows the same pattern as the existing conditions and 
ultimately drains to the Santa Clara River.  
 
 

1.5 HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS 
 

To quantify the runoff generated by the site a broader view of the topography had 
to be taken into account. Since most of the runoff leaving the site comes from 
offsite, upstream properties to the south, additional area had to be accounted for 
and made part of this analysis. Additionally, since the site is not a sump location, 
the 25-year storm is analyzed instead of the 50-year storm. Note, the HydroCalc 
program requires a 50-year storm Isohyet input and then converts the output 
runoffs into desired storm events, 25-yr storm in this case.  
 
In the existing conditions of this analysis, the overall area analyzed is about 114 
acres (Note: the site is only about 20 acres in size). The overall tributary area is 
broken up into 3 separate subareas labeled 1A, 2A, and 2B. Subarea 1A is located 
furthest to the north and consists of majority of the project site. Subareas 2A and 
2B are located at the southerly end of the site and will drain into subarea 1A. The 
table below is a summary of the Hydrologic Parameters of each subarea and their 
runoff generated in a 25-yr storm.  
 

Subarea Area (ac) Flowline (ft) Slope (ft/ft) Imp TC (min) Q25 (cfs) V25 (ft3) 
1A 37.09 2022.19 0.119 0.01 17 33.61 119726 
2A 38.06 3533.42 0.141 0.01 25 26.32 121563 
2B 39.31 3243.10 0.132 0.01 24 27.97 125722 

Total 114.46 - - 0.01 - 87.90 367011 
 



 

 

In the proposed conditions, the overall area analyzed is a slightly larger due to the 
proposed grades of the driveway, roughly 0.09 acres. The overall area is broken 
up into 7 subareas labeled 1A-1E, and 2A-2B. Subareas labeled as “1” consists of 
the same area as Existing Conditions 1A, except it’s broken up to account for the 
new proposed pads. Subareas labeled as “2” in the proposed conditions area the 
same as the subareas labeled as “2” in the existing conditions. The table below is 
a summary of the proposed hydrologic parameters of the site and their runoff 
generated in a 25-yr storm.  
 

Subarea Area (ac) Flowline (ft) Slope (ft/ft) Imp TC (min) Q25 (cfs) V25 (ft3) 
1A 28.94 2022.19 0.119 0.01 17 26.22 93418 
1B 1.24 470.22 0.112 0.24 6 2.50 8207 
1C 3.80 538.18 0.063 0.11 7 6.54 17964 
1D 1.89 486.21 0.021 0.06 8 2.91 7553 
1E 1.31 384.28 0.020 0.14 7 2.29 6763 
2A 38.06 3533.40 0.141 0.01 25 26.32 121563 
2B 39.31 3243.10 0.132 0.01 24 27.97 125722 

Total 114.55 - - 0.02 - 94.75 381189 
 

There will be additional runoff generated during the proposed conditions. The 
table below compares both the existing and proposed conditions side by side: 
 

 Existing Conditions Proposed Conditions Difference 

Subarea 
Area 
(ac) 

Q25 
(cfs) 

V25 
(ft3) 

Area 
(ac) 

Q25 
(cfs) 

V25 
(ft3) 

ΔArea 
(ac) 

ΔQ25 
(cfs) 

ΔV25 
(ft3) 

1 37.09 33.61 119726 37.81 40.45 133904 +0.09 +6.84 +14178 
2 77.37 54.29 247285 77.37 54.29 247285 0 0 0 

Total 114.46 87.90 367011 114.55 94.74 381189 +0.09 +6.84 +14178 

 
**Legend for the various Tables above: 
ac 
ft 
Imp 
Tc 
min 

Area 
Feet 
Imperviousness 
Time of Concentration 
Minutes 

cfs 
ft3 
Q25 
V25  

Cubic Feet per Second 
Cubic Feet 
25-year Flow Runoff 

25-year Volume Runoff 

 
As can be seen from the table above, there will be an additional area of about 
0.09ac that leaves the site through the northerly end. With that and the proposed 
development, there will be an additional Q25 runoff of +6.84 cfs and +14178 ft3. 
There will also be an increase in imperviousness in the proposed conditions, 
assuming full imperviousness for the proposed pads, the site imperviousness 
increases from roughly 1% in the existing conditions to roughly 5% in the 
proposed conditions.  
 
 

1.6 CONCLUSION 
 



 

 

The proposed site is currently an empty lot that generally sheet flows to the north. 
The runoff from the site leaves the site via surface flow, drains to Sand Canyon 
Creek, and ultimately onto the Santa Clara River further downstream. The project 
proposes to subdivide the existing lot into 4 separate lots, roughly equal in size. 
These lots will each have a proposed pad with a leach field nearby for future 
building purposes. The easterly half of the proposed site is located within an SEA 
site and the proposed pads and leach fields avoid the existing Oak Trees to the 
maximum extent possible. Drainage in the proposed conditions follows the same 
pattern as the existing conditions and leaves the site via surface flow at the 
northerly end of the site. There is an additional 0.09 ac draining to the northerly 
end with an additional Q25 runoff of 6.84 cfs and 14178 ft3. 
  



 

 

 
 
 
 

Section 2.0 
 

HYDROLOGIC CALCULATIONS 
(Existing Conditions) 

  



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Existing/Output/23-1005/3208 Ex Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Ex Q25
Subarea ID 1A
Area (ac) 37.09
Flow Path Length (ft) 2022.19
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.1198
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.01
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 1.8272
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.4918
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.4959
Time of Concentration (min) 17.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 33.6079
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 33.6079
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 2.7485
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 119725.8159



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Existing/Output/23-1005/3208 Ex Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Ex Q25
Subarea ID 2A
Area (ac) 38.06
Flow Path Length (ft) 3533.42
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.141
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.01
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 1.5243
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.4492
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.4538
Time of Concentration (min) 25.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 26.3247
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 26.3247
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 2.7907
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 121563.1785



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Existing/Output/23-1005/3208 Ex Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Ex Q25
Subarea ID 2B
Area (ac) 39.31
Flow Path Length (ft) 3243.1
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.132
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.01
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 1.5538
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.4534
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.4579
Time of Concentration (min) 24.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 27.9669
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 27.9669
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 2.8862
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 125722.0046



 

 

 

 

 

 

Section 2.0 

 

HYDROLOGIC CALCULATIONS 

(Proposed Conditions) 
  



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 1A
Area (ac) 28.94
Flow Path Length (ft) 2022.19
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.119
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.01
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 1.8272
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.4918
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.4959
Time of Concentration (min) 17.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 26.2231
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 26.2231
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 2.1446
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 93417.7706



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 1B
Area (ac) 1.24
Flow Path Length (ft) 470.22
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.112
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.24
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 2.9811
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.6049
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.6757
Time of Concentration (min) 6.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 2.4977
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 2.4977
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 0.1884
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 8207.1067



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 1C
Area (ac) 3.8
Flow Path Length (ft) 538.18
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.063
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.11
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 2.7727
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.586
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.6205
Time of Concentration (min) 7.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 6.5383
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 6.5383
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 0.4124
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 17963.5957



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 1D
Area (ac) 1.89
Flow Path Length (ft) 486.21
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.021
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.06
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 2.6041
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.5707
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.5905
Time of Concentration (min) 8.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 2.9063
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 2.9063
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 0.1734
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 7552.8495



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 1E
Area (ac) 1.31
Flow Path Length (ft) 384.28
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.02
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.14
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 2.7727
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.586
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.63
Time of Concentration (min) 7.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 2.2882
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 2.2882
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 0.1553
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 6762.7846



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 2A
Area (ac) 38.06
Flow Path Length (ft) 3533.42
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.141
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.01
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 1.5243
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.4492
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.4538
Time of Concentration (min) 25.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 26.3247
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 26.3247
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 2.7907
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 121563.1785



Peak Flow Hydrologic Analysis
File location: F:/Job Files/3208 Rexhall Co/Civil/Hydrology/Calculations/Proposed/Output/23-1005/3208 Prop Q25 Report_100523.pdf
Version: HydroCalc 1.0.3

Input Parameters
Project Name 3208 Prop Q25
Subarea ID 2B
Area (ac) 39.31
Flow Path Length (ft) 3243.1
Flow Path Slope (vft/hft) 0.132
50-yr Rainfall Depth (in) 6.2
Percent Impervious 0.01
Soil Type 20
Design Storm Frequency 25-yr
Fire Factor 0
LID False

Output Results
Modeled (25-yr) Rainfall Depth (in) 5.4436
Peak Intensity (in/hr) 1.5538
Undeveloped Runoff Coefficient (Cu) 0.4534
Developed Runoff Coefficient (Cd) 0.4579
Time of Concentration (min) 24.0
Clear Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 27.9669
Burned Peak Flow Rate (cfs) 27.9669
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (ac-ft) 2.8862
24-Hr Clear Runoff Volume (cu-ft) 125722.0046
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APPENDIX I
Noise Data



Site Number: NM-1 
Recorded By: Darshan Shivaiah, Winnie Woo, Dennis Dinh 
Job Number:  185517 
Date:  4/26/2023 
Time:  10:23 a.m. 
Location: East of Diver Street and Triumph Avenue 
Source of Ambient Noise:  Bird chirping and lawn mower 
Source of Peak Noise:  Traffic and Plane 

Noise Data 
Leq (dB) Lmax(dB) Lmin (dB) Peak (dB) 

48.2 62.7 38.7 87.1 
 

Equipment 
Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note 

 
Sound 

 

Sound Level Meter Brüel & Kjær 2250 3011133 03/10/2022  
Microphone Brüel & Kjær 4189 3086765 03/10/2022  
Preamp Brüel & Kjær ZC 0032 25380 03/10/2022  
Calibrator Brüel & Kjær 4231 2545667 03/10/2022  

Weather Data 
 
 

Est. 

Duration:  10 minutes Sky: Sunny 
Note: dBA Offset = 0.01 Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft 
Wind Ave Speed (mph / m/s) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit)  Barometer Pressure (inches) 

5 mph 73 29.95 

 
Photo of Measurement Location 

 

     
 
 
  



2250

Instrument: 2250
Application: BZ7225 Version 4.7.6
Start Time: 04/26/2023 10:23:09
End Time: 04/26/2023 10:33:09
Elapsed Time: 00:10:00
Bandwidth: 1/3-octave
Max Input Level: 142.13

Time Frequency
Broadband (excl. Peak): FSI AC
Broadband Peak: C
Spectrum: FS Z

Instrument Serial Number:  3011133
Microphone Serial Number:  3086765
Input: Top Socket
Windscreen Correction: None
Sound Field Correction: Free-field

Calibration Time:  04/26/2023 07:18:27
Calibration Type:  External reference
Sensitivity: 43.5842946171761 mV/Pa

REX_001

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 48.2 62.7 38.7
Time 10:23:09 AM 10:33:09 AM 0:10:00
Date 04/26/2023 04/26/2023



Cursor: (A)  Leq=48.2 dB  LFmax=62.7 dB  LFmin=38.7 dB
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Cursor: 04/26/2023 10:28:08 AM - 10:28:09 AM  LAIeq=46.9 dB  LAFmax=47.0 dB  LCpeak=68.2 dB  LAFmin=44.4 dB

REX_001
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REX_001

Start Elapsed LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 46.9 47.0 44.4
Time 10:28:08 AM 0:00:01
Date 04/26/2023



Cursor: (A)  Leq=46.0 dB
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REX_001 Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 50.9 62.7 38.7
Time 10:23:09 AM 0:10:00
Date 04/26/2023

Cursor: (A)  Leq=48.2 dB  LFmax=62.7 dB  LFmin=38.7 dB
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Site Number: NM-2 
Recorded By: Darshan Shivaiah, Winnie Woo, Dennis Dinh 
Job Number:  185517 
Date:  4/26/2023 
Time:  10:43 a.m. 
Location: West of single-family residence at 26754 Tannahill Avenue 
Source of Ambient Noise:  Bird chirping and plane 
Source of Peak Noise:  Plane 

Noise Data 
Leq (dB) Lmax(dB) Lmin (dB) Peak (dB) 

43.8 62.2 33.0 84.5 
 

Equipment 
Category Type Vendor Model Serial No. Cert. Date Note 

 
Sound 

 

Sound Level Meter Brüel & Kjær 2250 3011133 03/10/2022  
Microphone Brüel & Kjær 4189 3086765 03/10/2022  
Preamp Brüel & Kjær ZC 0032 25380 03/10/2022  
Calibrator Brüel & Kjær 4231 2545667 03/10/2022  

Weather Data 
 
 

Est. 

Duration:  10 minutes Sky: Sunny 
Note: dBA Offset = 0.01 Sensor Height (ft): 5 ft 
Wind Ave Speed (mph / m/s) Temperature (degrees Fahrenheit)  Barometer Pressure (inches) 

5 mph 73 29.95 

 
Photo of Measurement Location 

 
 

      
 
  



2250

Instrument: 2250
Application: BZ7225 Version 4.7.6
Start Time: 04/26/2023 10:43:25
End Time: 04/26/2023 10:53:25
Elapsed Time: 00:10:00
Bandwidth: 1/3-octave
Max Input Level: 142.13

Time Frequency
Broadband (excl. Peak): FSI AC
Broadband Peak: C
Spectrum: FS Z

Instrument Serial Number:  3011133
Microphone Serial Number:  3086765
Input: Top Socket
Windscreen Correction: UA-1650
Sound Field Correction: Free-field

Calibration Time:  04/26/2023 07:18:27
Calibration Type:  External reference
Sensitivity: 43.5842946171761 mV/Pa

REX_002

Start End Elapsed Overload LAeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 43.8 62.2 33.0
Time 10:43:25 AM 10:53:25 AM 0:10:00
Date 04/26/2023 04/26/2023



Cursor: (A)  Leq=43.8 dB  LFmax=62.2 dB  LFmin=33.0 dB
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Cursor: 04/26/2023 10:48:24 AM - 10:48:25 AM  LAIeq=46.5 dB  LAFmax=44.0 dB  LCpeak=67.1 dB  LAFmin=40.2 dB

REX_002
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REX_002

Start Elapsed LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value 46.5 44.0 40.2
Time 10:48:24 AM 0:00:01
Date 04/26/2023



Cursor: (A)  Leq=42.6 dB
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REX_002 Periodic reports

Start Elapsed Overload LAIeq LAFmax LAFmin
time time [%] [dB] [dB] [dB]

Value   0.00 48.1 62.2 33.0
Time 10:43:25 AM 0:10:00
Date 04/26/2023

Cursor: (A)  Leq=43.8 dB  LFmax=62.2 dB  LFmin=33.0 dB
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APPENDIX J
Assembly Bill 52 Documentation



August 29, 2023

Sarah Brunzell, Manager
Cultural Resources Management Division, Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Department
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
1019 Second Street, Suite 1
San Fernando, California 91340

Subject: Master Case 18-182: Tentative Tract Map 80287
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 Tribal Consultation

Dear Sarah Brunzell:

In accordance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52, Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21080.3.1, the City of Santa 
Clarita (City) is contacting all groups that have previously requested formal notification of projects for 
which a Notice of Preparation, Notice of Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Notice of Negative 
Declaration is filed on or after July 1, 2015 (Stats. 2114, ch. 532, § 11 (c)). This correspondence is 
intended as formal notification of the proposed Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 80287 (“proposed project”; 
Master Case 18-182) pursuant to AB 52.

The project site is approximately 19.9 acres and is located southeast of the intersection of Triumph
Avenue and Diver Street, in the neighborhood of Sand Canyon, in the City of Santa Clarita. The proposed 
project would subdivide existing Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 2841-018-035 into four parcels,
allowing for one single-family residences per parcel. Site preparation would include grading and 
construction of four pads for single-family residences, septic leaching fields, and access driveways. The 
property is currently undeveloped. One building foundation associated with a building constructed 
between 1978 and 1985, and demolished by 1992, would be removed in association with site preparation 
activities.

An initial study is currently being prepared to evaluate the proposed project. The project site is generally 
bounded by Triumph Avenue and single-family residences to the west, by single-family residences to the 
north, by Tannahill Avenue and single-family residences to the east, and by undeveloped, residentially-
zoned land to the south. The parcel directly south of the project site is subject to an existing approval for 
the development of 18 single-family residences under TPM 63003. An aerial view of the project boundary 
as well as the tentative parcel map showing the proposed project are attached for your reference.

The applicant has applied for the following permits: a Tentative Parcel Map and an Oak Tree Permit 
(Class 4). Grading for the project site would balance on-site, with approximately 5, 163 cubic yards of cut 
and 4,656 cubic yards of fill. A concept grading plan is attached for further reference.



Sarah Brunzell, Manager
August 29, 2023
Page 2 of 2
    
The City is interested in knowing if you have any knowledge of tribal cultural resources (TCRs) as 
defined in PRC § 21074 (a)(1)(A)-(B), that may be impacted by the proposed project. If you have any 
comments or concerns regarding potential impacts to TCRs, please contact me within 30 calendar days 
from receipt of this letter to notify us in writing that you wish to consult (PRC § 21080.3.1 (b)(1). I can be 
reached by phone at 661.255.4973 or by e-mail at aolson@santa-clarita.com.

Sincerely,

Andy, AICP, Associate Planner
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Tong, Frankie

Subject: EXTERNAL: FW: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287)

From: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us>  
Sent: Thursday, September 7, 2023 12:54 PM 
To: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Cc: THCP <thcp@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Subject: Re: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287) 
  

CITY WARNING: This email was sent from an external server. Use caution clicking links or opening attachments. 

  
Good afternoon Andy,  
  
Thank you to both you and the project applicant for the completion of the consultation form. The information 
and mitigation measures within this email serve as consultation unless there are any questions or concerns with 
the information and measures set forth. Should there be questions regarding this request, we can schedule a 
consultation meeting to discuss the Project:    
 
 
 

  
  
Due to the conditions stated above, the CRM Division of the FTBMI request the following Mitigation Measures 
be included in the proposed project's Mitigated Negative Declaration/ Conditions of Approval:  
  
300-2.4.1 In the Event of an Inadvertent Discovery   

If cultural resources are discovered during project activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find 
(within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards 
retained by the project applicant shall assess the find. Work on the portions of the Projects outside of the 
buffered area may continue during this assessment period. The Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 
(FTBMI) shall be contacted about any pre-contact and/or post-contact finds and be provided information after 
the archaeologist makes their initial assessment of the nature of the find, to provide Tribal input with regards to 
significance and treatment.  

  
300-2.4.2 Disposition and Treatment of Inadvertent Discoveries   

The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the FTBMI on the disposition and treatment 
of any Tribal Cultural Resource encountered during all ground disturbing activities.   

  
300-2.5 Human Remains   
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300-2.5.2 In the Event of Inadvertent Discovery, Human Remains   

If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during any activities associated with the Project, work in 
the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and the County Coroner shall be 
contacted pursuant to State Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and that code shall be enforced for the duration of 
the Project.   

a. Inadvertent discoveries of human remains and/or funerary object(s) are subject to California 
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the subsequent disposition of those discoveries 
shall be decided by the Most Likely Descendant (MLD), as determined by the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC), should those findings be determined as Native American in 
origin.   

  
Please provide a final copy of the project measures so that the FTBMI may review the included language. Once 
the included language is reviewed, the FTBMI will either approve and provide communication confirming the 
consultation pursuant to CEQA is concluded, or one of the following will be requested; modification or revision 
of project measures, follow up consultation.  An unanticipated discovery of cultural resources during project 
implementation could also trigger a follow up consultation. If you should have any questions with regard to this 
matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
   
I appreciate your time and look forward to further updates on this Project.  
  

Kind Regards,  

  

Please submit all proposed Projects via our Mandatory Digital Project Intake Form:  

https://www.tataviam-nsn.us/project-intake/ 

  

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND 
MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER 
APPLICABLE LAW. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent responsible for delivering the message to 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this electronic transmission in error, please delete it from your system without copying it and notify the sender 
by reply e-mail so that the email address record can be corrected. Thank You. 

  

Sarah Brunzell 
Manager 

Cultural Resources Management Division 
Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Department 
  
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 
1019 Second Street 
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San Fernando, California 91340  
Office: (818) 837-0794 

Website: http://www.tataviam-nsn.us  

From: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 5, 2023 9:42 AM 
To: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Cc: THCP <thcp@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Subject: Re: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287)  
  
Thanks Andy,  
  
I'm here if either of you have questions.  
  

Kind Regards,  

  

Please submit all proposed Projects via our Mandatory Digital Project Intake Form:  

https://www.tataviam-nsn.us/project-intake/ 

  

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND 
MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER 
APPLICABLE LAW. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent responsible for delivering the message to 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this electronic transmission in error, please delete it from your system without copying it and notify the sender 
by reply e-mail so that the email address record can be corrected. Thank You. 

  

Sarah Brunzell 
Manager 

Cultural Resources Management Division 
Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Department 
  
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 
1019 Second Street 
San Fernando, California 91340  
Office: (818) 837-0794 

Website: http://www.tataviam-nsn.us  



4

From: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 5, 2023 9:41 AM 
To: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Cc: THCP <thcp@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Subject: RE: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287)  
  
[CAUTION] EXTERNAL Email. Exercise caution.  
Good morning Sarah, 
  
Thanks for the quick reply on this. I’m passing along the info below to the applicant, and will keep you posted. 
  
Thank you, 
Andy  
  

From: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 5, 2023 9:37 AM 
To: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Cc: THCP <thcp@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Subject: Re: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287) 
  

CITY WARNING: This email was sent from an external server. Use caution clicking links or opening attachments. 

  
Good morning Andy,  
  
The project intake form for TPM 80287 was received, thank you. The proposed project is categorized as Low 
Sensitivity. Please have the project applicant complete the project consultation form at the link below and 
select Low Sensitivity:  
  
https://www.tataviam-nsn.us/project-consultation-form/ 

 

Project Consultation Form 

/ 

www.tataviam-nsn.us 

  
  
Once the consultation form is received, consultation will be conducted and Mitigation Measures provided via 
email since the site is of low sensitivity.  
  
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
  



5

Kind Regards,  

  

Please submit all proposed Projects via our Mandatory Digital Project Intake Form:  

https://www.tataviam-nsn.us/project-intake/ 

  

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND 
MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER 
APPLICABLE LAW. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent responsible for delivering the message to 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this electronic transmission in error, please delete it from your system without copying it and notify the sender 
by reply e-mail so that the email address record can be corrected. Thank You. 

  

Sarah Brunzell 
Manager 

Cultural Resources Management Division 
Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Department 
  
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 
1019 Second Street 
San Fernando, California 91340  
Office: (818) 837-0794 

Website: http://www.tataviam-nsn.us  

From: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2023 11:34 AM 
To: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Subject: RE: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287)  
  
[CAUTION] EXTERNAL Email. Exercise caution.  
Good morning Sarah, 
  
Thanks for the quick reply. I’ve provided the form to the applicant and will circle back with you once they submit. In the 
meantime, please feel free to reach out with any questions. 
  
Thank you, 
Andy  
  

From: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us>  
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2023 10:55 AM 
To: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Subject: Re: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287) 
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CITY WARNING: This email was sent from an external server. Use caution clicking links or opening attachments. 

  
Good morning Andy,  
  
Thank you, I am doing well! I hope you are too. Thank you for the formal notification and opportunity to 
consult on Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287). Please have the project applicant complete our mandatory 
project intake form at the link below. After the intake form is received, I'll confirm what level, if any, of 
consultation is required:  
  
https://www.tataviam-nsn.us/project-intake/ 
  

Kind Regards,  

  

Please submit all proposed Projects via our Mandatory Digital Project Intake Form:  

https://www.tataviam-nsn.us/project-intake/ 

  

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND 
MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER 
APPLICABLE LAW. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or agent responsible for delivering the message to 
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this electronic transmission in error, please delete it from your system without copying it and notify the sender 
by reply e-mail so that the email address record can be corrected. Thank You. 

  

Sarah Brunzell 
Manager 

Cultural Resources Management Division 
Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Department 
  
Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 
1019 Second Street 
San Fernando, California 91340  
Office: (818) 837-0794 

Website: http://www.tataviam-nsn.us  

From: Andy Olson <AOLSON@santa-clarita.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2023 5:06 PM 
To: Sarah Brunzell <Sarah.Brunzell@tataviam-nsn.us> 
Subject: AB 52 Consultation - Master Case 18-182 (TPM 80287)  
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[CAUTION] EXTERNAL Email. Exercise caution.  
Good afternoon Sarah, 
  
I hope you are doing well. Attached is a letter regarding Master Case 18-182 (Tentative Parcel Map 80287). This project 
would subdivide a site, just under 20 acres, into four parcels for future single-family homes.  
  
Once you have had an opportunity to review the letter and attachments, please let me know whether the Tribe is 
requesting consultation on this project. The Initial Study for the project is currently being drafted, and the City’s 
consultant has prepared a cultural resources report for the project site (attached). As always, please feel free to give me 
a call or reply with any questions or additional information you would need. 
  
Thank you, 
Andy  
__________________________ 
 
Andy Olson, AICP 
Associate Planner 
Planning Division 
City of Santa Clarita 
 
Phone: (661) 255-4973 
Email: aolson@santa-clarita.com 
Web: http://www.santa-clarita.com 

 
  



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

1019 Second Street, Suite 1 | San Fernando | California, 91340 | (818) 837-0794 | Fax (818) 837-0796 | thcp@tataviam-nsn.us 

Fernandeño Tataviam Band of Mission Indians 

Tribal Historic & Cultural Preservation Department  
Cultural Resources Management Division 

Tribal Historic & Cultural  
Preservation Committee 

Lucia Alfaro 
Chairperson 

Jorge Salazar 
Joseph Bodle 

Mark Villaseñor 

Rudy J. Ortega, Jr.  
Tribal President 

 

 

 

January 11, 2024 

 

SUBJECT: Master Case 18-182: Tentative Tract Map 80287 

        AB 52 Consultation Closure 

 

 

Dear Andy Olson,  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft IS/MND for Master Case 18-182 and thank 

you for making the following revisions:  

 

The removal of confidential information from Appendix D and Appendix J.  

 

This communication concludes the Cultural Resource Management Division of the Fernandeño 

Tataviam Band of Mission Indians’ input for this project, and no additional consultation pursuant 

to CEQA is required unless there is an unanticipated discovery of cultural resources during 

project implementation.  

 

 

Sincerely,  
 

  
Sarah Brunzell 

Manager of the Cultural Resources Management Division 

Cultural Resources Management Division  
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